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Council Agenda Report 

 
 
To:  Mayor Pierson and Honorable Members of the City Council 
 
Prepared by:   Justine Kendall, Associate Planner  
 
Reviewed by: Richard Mollica, Planning Director 
 
Approved by: Reva Feldman, City Manager 
 
Date prepared:  March 11, 2021 Meeting Date:        March 22, 2021 
 
Subject: Appeal Nos. 19-004 and 19-003 - Appeals of Planning Commission 

Resolution Nos. 19-19 and 19-17 (22853 Pacific Coast Highway, 
Appellant/Property Owner; MB North Lot (DE) LLC and 22878 Pacific 
Coast Highway, Appellant/Property Owner; Mani MBI (DE), LLC) 

 
 

RECOMMENDED ACTION:  1) Adopt Resolution No. 21-12 (Exhibit A); determining that 
the project is categorically exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA); 
granting Appeal No. 19-003; and approving Coastal Development Permit (CDP) No. 17-
092, an application to allow the Malibu Beach Inn to construct a new swimming pool and 
pool deck in the location of required parking, remodel and convert approximately 268 
square feet of office and storage room into bathroom facilities and an equipment room, 
and reconfigure the onsite wastewater treatment system (OWTS), Joint Use Parking 
Agreement (JUPA) No. 17-001 to allow a portion of the property’s required onsite parking 
to be located offsite at 22853 Pacific Coast Highway (PCH) (former Hertz Rental Car), and 
Lot Tie (LT) No. 17-001 to hold 22878 PCH and 22853 PCH as one lot located in the 
Commercial Visitor Serving – 2 (CV-2) zoning district at 22878 PCH (Mani MBI (DE), LLC); 
and 2) Adopt Resolution No. 21-13 (Exhibit B); determining the project is categorically 
exempt from CEQA; granting Appeal No. 19-004; and approving CDP No. 17-091 and 
JUPA No. 17-001 to allow the Malibu Beach Inn to locate required parking on the Hertz 
site and LT No. 17-001 to hold 22878 PCH and 22853 PCH as one lot, located in the 
Community Commercial (CC) zoning district at 22853 PCH (MB North Lot (DE), LLC). 
 
FISCAL IMPACT:  There is no fiscal impact associated with the recommended action. 
 
WORK PLAN:  This item was not included in the adopted Work Plan for Fiscal Year 2021-
2021. 

City Council Meeting 
03-22-21 

Item 
4.B. 
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DISCUSSION:  The matter is an appeal of Resolution No. 19-17, adopted by the Planning 
Commission, denying CDP No. 17-092, an application for the Malibu Beach Inn to 
construct a new swimming pool and pool deck in the location of required parking; JUPA 
No. 17-001 to allow a portion of the property’s required parking to be located at 22853 
PCH; and LT No. 17-001 to hold 22878 PCH and 22853 PCH as one lot located in the 
commercial visitor serving-two zoning district at 22878 PCH (Exhibit C) as well as an 
appeal of Resolution No. 19-19 denying CDP No. 17-091, an application to allow 
construction of new perimeter fences and gates with planter boxes; JUPA No. 17-001 to 
allow valet parking of vehicles from an offsite hotel/restaurant use located at 22878 PCH; 
and LT No. 17-001 to hold 22878 and 22853 PCH together, located in the community 
commercial zoning district at 22853 PCH (Exhibit D).  
 
The items are related and were heard as one item because together they comprise one 
project. The two subject properties are owned by different LLC’s; however, both LLC’s are 
controlled by Simon and Daniel Mani. These applicants are also the Appellants.   
 
As stated above, CDP No. 17-092 proposed the installation of a new pool in the parking 
lot of the existing hotel site that is located at 22878 PCH. To create space for the 
installation of the new pool, the displaced existing onsite parking was proposed to be 
relocated to the property addressed as 22853 PCH (former Hertz site) through the 
approval of CDP No. 17-091, joint use parking agreement (JUPA No. 17-001), and lot tie 
(LT No. 17-001). In addition, an Extension of Amortization Schedule1 (EAS) (described in 
more detail, below) was proposed to allow the rental car operation to continue operations 
for up to five years while an application was processed to change the zone of the parcel 
to one which allows such use, and a CUP was proposed to allow the existing restaurant 
at the hotel site to be open to the public, to allow the continued operation of the existing 
hotel, and to permit food and beverage service at the proposed pool deck.2  
 
At the March 4, 2019, Planning Commission meeting, the Commission conducted a public 
hearing and made a motion to have staff prepare resolutions to deny the Lot Tie, JUPA, 
and CDP applications for each property, as well as resolutions to approve the Conditional 
Use Permit (without the pool deck food service)3, and EAS.  The JUPA was found to not 
be the least environmentally damaging alternative and therefore inconsistent with the 
MMC and LCP. Without the approval of the JUPA, the project components proposed under 
the CDPs could also not be approved. 
 
At the April 15, 2019, Planning Commission meeting, the revised resolutions were 
presented and adopted. These resolutions and the associated entitlements are 

 
1 The extension of amortization schedule derives from the Malibu Municipal Code (MMC) requirement for existing 
lawfully established uses requiring a conditional use permit under the current zoning code that do not have a 
conditional use permit or which are not allowed under the current zoning code to cease use by March 26, 2013.  See 
MMC Section 17.60.040(E).  
2 The hotel did not previously have a CUP.  The CUP that was in effect on the property (CUP No. 06-11) only allowed 
for the operation of the restaurant and restricted the restaurant to serving hotel guests only. 
3 Since the CUP was not appealed, if the appeal is granted and the applicant wants food service on the proposed 
deck, a CUPA will be required. 
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summarized in Table 1, below. At the Planning Commission hearings, a separate staff 
report was presented for each property associated with the project. Planning Commission 
Resolution No. 19-17 and the associated agenda reports are attached hereto as Exhibits 
G and H. Planning Commission Resolution No. 19-19 and the associated agenda reports 
are attached hereto as Exhibits I and J. 
 

Table 1 - List of Entitlements and Resolutions 
Entitlement  Scope of Work  Resolution No.  Decision 
CUP  
No. 17-012 

For operation of a public restaurant and 
hotel, not including food service on the 
pool deck (22878 PCH). 

19-16 Approved 

CDP  
No. 17-092 

For a new pool, pool deck, interior and 
exterior alterations, and relocation of 
required parking (22878 PCH). 

19-17 Denied 

EAS  
No. 17-001 

Extension of amortization schedule for 
nonconforming car rental use (22853 
PCH). 

19-18 Approved/ 
Expired4 

CDP  
No. 17-092 

For tandem on-grade parking to be 
operated by valet and new perimeter 
fences and gates with planter boxes 
(22853 PCH). 

19-19 Denied 

JUPA  
No. 17-001 

To allow Malibu Beach Inn to locate 
required parking on former Hertz site 
(22853 & 22878 PCH). 

19-17 and  
19-19 

Denied 

LT  
No. 17-001 

To hold 22878 PCH and 22853 PCH 
together for purposes of parking (22853 & 
22878 PCH). 

19-17 and  
19-19 

Denied 

 
The Appellant filed two separate appeals but provided identical grounds of appeal in each 
submittal because the two matters are related and comprise one project.  Since both 
appeals share the same grounds for appeal, and it is not possible to approve one 
application without the other, this agenda report addresses both appeals.  
 
The appeals were scheduled to be heard at the November 25, 2019, City Council Meeting 
and staff published an agenda report recommending denial of the appeals on November 
15, 2019. After reviewing the report the Appellant requested to continue the item on 
November 18, 2019 (Exhibit N). Since that time additional traffic report materials were 
produced, including a new parking demand study to assess the actual parking demand for 
the hotel and restaurant use, devise a more effective valet program for the two sites, and 
incorporate staff and Planning Commission feedback (Exhibit Q). The study, submitted 

 
4 The Hertz Rental Car company vacated 22853 PCH on July 1, 2020, and the applicant has chosen to instead use 
the site as administrative offices for the Malibu Beach Inn. Per condition eight of Resolution 19-18, “[the] extension 
of the use amortization schedule shall expire upon demolition of the building or the discontinuation of the legal 
nonconforming use for a period of six months or more.” Therefore, EAS No. 17-001 is now expired. The use of the 
property as a professional office is permitted by-right in the CC zone; therefore, no CUP is required at this time. 
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February 25, 2021, revised the valet program to incorporate updates made to the traffic 
impacts and parking demand analysis which now account for: 

• The plan revisions submitted in January 2019, prior to the 2019 Planning 
Commission meetings, which had reduced the size of the pool, increased the 
number of onsite spaces from 25 to 36, and eliminated the parking lifts from the 
offsite parking plan; 

• The installation of the new crosswalk to resolve an enforcement action by the 
California Coastal Commission5; and 

• Discontinuation of the small rental car operation at the Hertz site, which had 
maintained 4 spaces for self-parking. As the property is now operated by the hotel 
as well, all spaces are to be valet-only. Including the four required for the office use.  

 
Based on these updates, all offsite parking spaces will be used for the longer-term storage 
of hotel staff and overnight guest vehicles, and the former Hertz building will be retained 
for administrative and valet staff use. These changes are anticipated to result in 1) fewer 
vehicle transfers overall, since more of the parking demand can be accommodated onsite; 
and 2) the ability for hotel staff to plan ahead and move more vehicles that are unlikely to 
be needed during the day offsite during low traffic times (such as the early morning hours). 
 
In response to the Planning Commission finding that the offsite parking lot was located 
more than 300 feet from the entrance of the building/use, the Appellant made the changes 
listed below in an effort to reduce the path-of-travel between the two properties and 
submitted a certified land survey measuring the path-of-travel between the hotel site and 
the offsite parking showing the distance to be 300 feet (Exhibit O). 
 

• Reconfiguration of the lot at 22853 PCH to include one additional space and place 
a parking space at the southwestern corner of the property (Exhibit R); and 

• Cut an entrance into the existing hedge immediately across from the new crosswalk 
spanning PCH to provide a path-of-travel to the offsite parking lot (required by 
condition No. 74 in Resolution No. 21-12). 

 
The Appellant contends that the Planning Commission’s denial is not appropriately 
supported by findings or evidence, there was a lack of a fair and impartial hearing and the 
decision was contrary to law. The Appellant’s primary contention is that the findings and 
determinations of the Planning Commission are not supported by the evidence in the 
record.  The applicant also contends that the determinations made by the Planning 
Commission in relation to traffic impacts contradict the project-specific traffic study that 
has been submitted in support of the applications. Finally, the Applicant claims they were 
denied equal protection of the laws relative to other projects in the City.   
 

 
5 To address past CDP violations, the current property owner entered into a Consent Agreement with the California 
Coastal Commission and as part of that agreement, the applicant was required to construct a crosswalk to improve 
public access to coastal resources. 
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Staff has carefully examined all evidence in the record and taken the newly submitted 
information and materials into consideration and recommends that the City Council find 
that the evidence in the record now supports granting the appeals and approving the 
applications. As the Council’s review of the item is de novo, the other allegations are moot 
but the record shows there was a fair and impartial hearing, the applicant was not denied 
equal protection of the laws, and the Commission’s decision was not contrary to law. It 
should be noted that staff’s research indicates that this project, if approved, would 
constitute the first instance where required parking for a project would be located offsite 
on the opposite side of PCH, the City’s primary traffic artery, from the use itself. The 
applicant equal protection argument is based on an argument that Trancas Country Mart, 
Soho House and Nobu Restaurant have been granted the relief the Applicant seeks, but 
this is not true. None of these locations have been authorized to locate required parking 
offsite. All parking associated with Trancas Country Mart is located on the same property, 
and Soho House and Nobu Restaurant are currently the subject of enforcement action 
based on their parking operations. Both Soho House and Nobu Restaurant have applied 
for a CUP amendment to address those issues; at no point has the concept of moving 
required parking across a street been raised by either operation.  
 
Project Overview 
The property located at 22853 PCH was used as a rental car business prior to the City’s 
incorporation until it was converted to its current use as office space for the Malibu Beach 
Inn administrative staff. The site, located on the landside of PCH, is developed with a 906-
square foot commercial structure and parking area, including 13 striped parking stalls.  
The existing office use requires only four of those spaces per the zoning code. 
 
The Malibu Beach Inn, a hotel with a restaurant located at 22878 PCH, is located 
southwest of the Hertz site and on the opposite side of PCH. The Malibu Beach Inn 
property is fully developed, but the Appellant wants to construct an at-grade swimming 
pool and deck within a portion of the existing parking lot. The proposed pool and pool deck 
will displace 23 parking spaces (22 spaces would be removed and an additional space will 
be required for a pool attendant).  28 Parking spaces are proposed to be provided at the 
former Hertz site to compensate for the loss of parking on the hotel site, provide four 
spaces to fulfill the amount of parking required by the onsite use, and provide one 
additional space.  
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Figure 1 – Aerial Vicinity Photo 

 
    Source: Google Earth 

 
The hotel currently uses a valet service, and no guest self-parking is allowed.  The project 
proposes to maintain valet-only parking but allow the valet service to park vehicles at the 
former Hertz site. The hotel property is legal nonconforming with respect to numerous 
development standards including parking. Under the current code a total of 112 parking 
spaces would be required (94 parking spaces for the rooms, 6 parking spaces for the 
restaurant, and 12 parking spaces for employees). However, in accordance with LIP 
section 3.14.36 the number of spaces required need only increase by one space (as the 
pool use requires an additional employee to attend the pool) since the hotel property is 
not adding new rooms, increasing guest capacity, or expanding the uses onsite other than 
the construction of the deck and pool.  
 
Resolution Nos. 21-12 and 21-13 (Exhibits A and B) contain a complete project 
chronology.  
 
Project Description 
 
The proposed scope of work for the Hertz site that was denied on April 15, 2019 by the 
Planning Commission through adoption of Resolution No. 19-19 included:  
 
CDP No. 17-091  

a. Increase the onsite parking from 13 parking spaces to 27 valet parking spaces, 
including: 
1. One ADA space; 

 
6 LIP Section 3.14.3: Specific parking requirements.  Parking shall be provided in accordance with the list of uses 
under this section. Where the standards result in a fraction, the next larger whole number shall be the number of 
spaces required. For additions to existing development, the increased parking requirement shall be based only on 
the addition. 

Former Hertz Site Hotel Site 
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2. 21 spaces, 9 foot by 20 foot; and 
3. 5 spaces, 8 foot by 15½ -foot; 

b. Construct new landscape planters and garden walls along the front property line for 
screening purposes, not to exceed 42 inches in height; and 

c. Construct a new 6-foot-high view permeable fence (vegetated or solid below 42 
inches) and vehicle and pedestrian access gates on the front property line along 
PCH. 

 
Proposed Revisions:  
Increase the onsite parking to 28 valet parking spaces by adding one additional 9 foot by 
20-foot space. 

 
Lot Tie No. 17-001 

a. As part of the proposed project, the Appellant would tie 22878 PCH (Malibu Beach 
Inn) and 22853 PCH (Hertz) by recording a covenant to hold the two lots as one, 
since 23 of the required hotel parking spaces would be located at the former Hertz 
site. The lot tie would ensure the former Hertz lot is not sold separately from the 
hotel so that the required parking is not removed.  A lot tie is a recorded covenant 
and agreement to hold property as one parcel and ensures that the owner does not 
sell a parcel that is part of a co-dependent development. To terminate the lot tie, the 
Malibu Beach Inn would need to receive approval to accommodate the required 
parking for the hotel/restaurant use in another way, such as demolishing the pool 
and deck area or making other acceptable arrangements for offsite parking and 
obtain a new JUPA.   
 

JUPA No. 17-001 
b. The joint-use parking agreement would allow 23 of the required parking spaces for 

the Malibu Beach Inn to be located offsite at the former Hertz site and impose a valet 
parking plan. Four parking spaces are also provided to fulfill the required parking for 
the office use, as well as one extra parking space. 

 
The proposed scope of work for the Hotel site that was denied on April 15, 2019 by 
Planning Commission through adoption of Resolution No. 19-17, which would be allowed 
through the approval of this appeal includes:  
 
Hotel Site - CDP No. 17-092 – Construction 

a. A new 360 square foot (12 feet by 30 feet) swimming pool for hotel guests only; 
b. A new 4,204 square foot pool deck; 
c. New patios, landscaping and hardscape; 
d. Remodel and convert 268 square feet of office space and a storage room into 

bathroom facilities and an equipment room for the pool;  
e. Displace 23 required onsite parking spaces; 
f. Maintain a 56.1-foot view corridor parallel to western property line per California 

Coastal Commission issued CDP No. 5-87-576; and 
g. Reconfigure the OWTS layout to accommodate the pool.  No OWTS capacity 
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expansion proposed or required. 
 

Proposed Revisions:  
 
Provide a cut in the hedge on the northern property boundary immediately across from the 
end of the existing crosswalk in order to provide pedestrian and valet access to the parking 
lot. 
 
LCP Analysis and Findings 
 
As demonstrated with the new proposed valet parking plan and other materials, the JUPA 
may now be found to be consistent with the applicable LCP and MMC provisions. As such, 
the resolutions included in Exhibits A and B provide revised findings which establish that 
the project, including the CDPs described above, may be found to be in compliance with 
the MMC and LCP. The complete conformance analyses can be found in the March 4, 
2019, Commission agenda reports for the project (Exhibits G and I).  
 
APPEAL TO THE CITY COUNCIL 
 
The Appellant submitted identical grounds for the hotel appeal and Hertz appeal. As the 
grounds are identical and the requested entitlements together constitute one project they 
are addressed together in this report. The grounds are summarized below in italics.  Each 
appeal item is followed by staff’s response in straight type. The full text of the appeal 
documents can be found in Exhibits C and D. 
 
Appeal Item 1. 
 
Through years of careful study and refinement, this project earned unanimous staff 
recommendation for approval.  The Planning Commission’s denial lacks evidentiary 
support and flies in the face of unanimous recommendations from City staff and 
consultants.   
 

Staff Response 
 
Staff had recommended denial of the project twice as originally submitted.  Subsequently, 
the project was revised and staff changed its recommendation; however, the Planning 
Commission determined that project as revised was not consistent with the LCP.  Staff’s 
recommendation is not binding on the Planning Commission or City Council; it is the 
Planning Commission and Council who weigh the evidence and determine whether the 
required findings are made for a project.  The Planning Commission determined that the 
project did not comply with the LCP, and evidence supported that decision at the time. 
Specifically, LIP Section 3.14.5(A)(1) states: 

 
Required parking facilities shall be on the same lot as the structure they are intended 
to serve, except that with proper legal agreement, the planning commission may 
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approve parking on a separate lot. In no event shall required parking be farther than 
300 feet from the use it is required to serve. This distance shall be measured along 
a legal and safe pedestrian path from the parking space to the nearest entrance of 
the building or use for which the parking is required.7  

 
The Planning Commission determined the path of travel to be in excess of 300 feet. The 
crosswalk was planned but not installed at the time of the Planning Commission hearings. 
Aerial photographs and surveys were used to demonstrate the distance between the two 
sites during the March 4, 2019 Planning Commission meeting. The new crosswalk was 
completed in October of 2019, and on November 7, 2019, staff measured the distance in 
two ways using a Rolatape8. Both measurements confirmed the Planning Commission’s 
determination that the project did not comply with LIP section 3.14.5(A)(1) because the 
path of travel was measured as exceeding 300 feet9.  
 
Since that time, the plans for the offsite parking have been revised and a land survey was 
completed by a certified land surveyor to demonstrate that the distance from the entrance 
of the hotel parking lot to the closest point of the offsite parking lot, via the crosswalk, is 
295 linear feet (see Exhibit O). The offsite parking plan has been adjusted so that the path 
of travel terminates at the southeastern-most parking space of the lot at 22853 PCH, rather 
than the property boundary (see Exhibit R). A cut in the existing hedge bordering the hotel 
parking lot also created a new pathway to aid compliance with LIP section 3.14.5(A)(1).  
 
Staff has interpreted Section 3.14.5(A)(1) to mean the distance between the nearest 
parking space in the offsite lot and the entrance point for the parking lot closest to the 
crosswalk. If the council determines that the 300 foot distance must be measured to the 
entrance of the building the offsite lot will be located more than 300 feet away. Similarly, if 
the Council determines that all parking spaces must be located within 300 feet of the 
nearest entrance of the building or use, not just the first parking space, the project would 
not be able to accommodate all required parking within the required distance. This 
determination requires the interpretation that the parking lot itself is considered to be the 
appropriate end-point for the path of travel because all parking would be through the use 
of a valet service.  However, if the City Council does not interpret the definition of the 
“entrance of the use for which the parking is required” to be the parking lot entrance across 
from the crosswalk, but rather the entrance to the hotel structure itself, this finding is still 
not able to be made. 

 

 
7 MMC Section 17.48.050(A)(1) is identical to the LIP standard (emphasis added above). 
8 A Rolatape is a one-wheel device with a handle and measuring mechanism used to measure distances longer than 
a measuring tape. 
9 On November 7, 2019, staff visited the site to verify the distance of the proposed valet path of travel now that the 
crosswalk has been installed.  First, staff walked from the nearest proposed parking space located at the Hertz site, 
along the sidewalk directly to the crosswalk, through the crosswalk and along the sidewalk directly to the valet area 
located within the porte cochere on the hotel property.  This distance measured 363 feet.  Second, staff measured 
from the same nearest proposed parking space at Hertz, along the same path of travel, this time stopping at the 
nearest point of the property line of the hotel. This distance measured 322 feet.  
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Without the offsite parking the project overall cannot be found in compliance with the LIP 
or MMC.  With the project modifications and verification that the path of travel is no more 
than 300 feet, as well as valet program revisions that minimize traffic impacts (discussed 
below), the offsite parking, can be approved through the proposed CDP, JUPA and lot tie. 
Without the offsite parking the installation of the pool and deck would leave the hotel 
without the required parking and thus the findings for approval of CDP No. 17-092 could 
not be made. As staff believes the findings can be made to approve the offsite parking, 
per its interpretation above, it recommends that the project be approved.  
 
Appeal Item 2. 
 
There is no basis in fact, evidence or sound policy for the Planning Commission to deny 
the offsite parking application on the grounds that the crosswalk and offsite parking “will 
pose a safety hazard given the existing traffic conditions.” 
 

Staff Response 
 
The Appellant states that the denial of the project lacks evidentiary support.  Evidence in 
the record at the time, including staff field measurements, had demonstrated the project 
was not consistent with LIP Section 3.14.5(A)(1), and therefore, was not consistent with 
the LCP. In addition, impacts to traffic safety were a significant concern based on the 
details of the parking operation proposed at that time. 
 
The Planning Commission determined that, despite the Appellant’s gap analysis, the 
intensification of turning movements required by the valet operation could cause an 
additional safety risk to vehicles along the PCH corridor. PCH is the only artery through 
Malibu that connects the entire City. Maintaining vehicle flow is critical to safety, quality of 
life and emergency access. The Planning Commission’s determination was based on the 
characteristics of the PCH corridor as documented within the City approved 2015 PCH 
Safety Study.  Furthermore, the Appellant’s traffic study and appeal previously showed 
that a significant number of crossings would occur as part of the operation. The previous 
parking plan included 15-16 crossings of PCH in each direction during weekend peak 
traffic (based on measurements taken in the fall, not during summer peak traffic). It was 
understood at the time that use of the new crosswalk would result in traffic stopping on 
PCH to allow valets to cross at a rate of up to once every other minute unless they are in 
a vehicle for the trips both to and from the Hertz lot.  In addition, the number of vehicle 
transfers expected during peak traffic times would result in a strong temptation to press 
the crosswalk button to create a gap in traffic by the valet operators. 
 
After incorporating feedback from the Public Works Director, the Appellants submitted the 
revised Malibu Beach Inn Parking Demand Study on February 25, 2021 (Exhibit Q) as well 
as an updated parking lot layout for 28853 PCH on March 3, 2021 (Exhibit R). The study 
also incorporated the changes to the project design made in January 2019, which reduced 
the size of the pool deck and number of spaces displaced; and accounted for both the 
completed crosswalk and the change in use on the offsite lot.  

10



 
 Page 11 of 14  

Agenda Item # 4.B. 

The study details the operational plan for the valet-only parking program, which will limit 
the transfer of vehicles between lots to non-peak traffic times by 1) prioritizing onsite 
spaces for “short-term” parking and using the offsite spaces for “long-term storage” and 2) 
limiting the transferring of vehicles offsite to off-peak hours, outside the typical high traffic 
and congestion periods on Pacific Coast Highway (see Onsite and Offsite Valet Parking 
Plan - Sub-Attachment G of Exhibit O).  
 
This program is feasible due to the retention of 36 spaces onsite (previous analysis 
assumed only 25 spaces onsite). Short-term parking will be reserved for both hotel guests 
who are likely to use their vehicle during the day and visitor/restaurant patrons. The 
vehicles of hotel guests who do not need their cars during the day, and staff vehicles, will 
be moved to the offsite parking lot for longer-term storage.  
 
According to the updated parking study, only 11 offsite “long-term” spaces maximum, are 
needed during peak weekend times, and only 7-8 during peak weekday times, to provide 
sufficient space onsite for the anticipated “short-term” visitor parking demands. Based on 
the submitted reports there are large periods during the day when no offsite spaces will 
be required. When demand for short-term parking is anticipated to be high (for example, 
when the restaurant shows a full reservation schedule), valet staff will transfer hotel guest-
related or other vehicles exhibiting more “long-term” parking demands between the two 
sites when traffic on PCH is relatively low, prior to the peak demand, rather than during 
traffic “gaps” (described above). To meet the condition that vehicles are transferred 
primarily during hours with low traffic volume, vehicle owners will be asked about the 
reason for their visit and anticipated transportation needs both at the time of booking and 
on arrival, so that the onsite parking lot at the hotel site can be prioritized for “short-term” 
parking. Valet Operation conditions have been added to Resolution Nos. 21-12 and 21-13 
to capture these operational measures however, it should be noted that enforcing a 
condition that requires vehicles to only be moved at off peak hours, will be very difficult.  
The Appellant’s history of not complying with its previous CUP’s requirement to only allow 
guests to dine at the restaurant illustrates the enforcement difficulties and the fact that 
conditions that require constant after-hours monitoring are often unenforceable.  
 
If the condition to limit the transfer of vehicles, to the extent feasible, between the Malibu 
Beach Inn site and the offsite valet parking lot shall occur during “off-peak” hours of the 
day, is not honored, the valet operators may be prone to pressing the crosswalk button to 
create a gap in traffic, which could increase traffic on PCH.The City’s Capital Improvement 
Signal Synchronization Project or “Smart Corridor,” as supported by Caltrans, is 
anticipated to begin construction within the year 2021. This project will create an adaptive 
signal network that will modify the crosswalk pedestrian signal timings, thus reducing 
available gaps. Vehicles will be grouped together as a larger “platoon” of traffic to reduce 
the amount of travel time from a point A to a point B within the PCH corridor. Increasing 
the pedestrian demand at a signalized crosswalk due to improper valet use could interfere 
with the ability to establish and achieve the goals of this project. 
 
The results of the supplemental analysis of the parking demands at the Malibu Beach Inn 

11



 
 Page 12 of 14  

Agenda Item # 4.B. 

and operations of the proposed offsite parking plan indicate that adequate parking, 
provided by the combination of the hotel’s onsite and offsite parking lots, will be sufficient 
to fully accommodate the anticipated maximum parking demands of the hotel during 
typical “peak month” conditions. Additionally, with the implementation of the protocols, 
recommended operational measures, and roadway improvements detailed in the updated 
Parking Demand Study, no parking shortages or significant impacts to the traffic 
operations of Pacific Coast Highway in the vicinity of the hotel are expected to occur. 
Therefore, with the assumption that the hotel and valet operators will honor the conditions 
of approval, the proposed on and offsite parking plans are expected to provide an 
adequate parking supply for the hotel’s long-term and short-term parking needs, while 
minimizing the transfer of vehicles between the hotel and the offsite parking lot. 
 
Appeal Item 3.  
 
There is no evidence to support the Planning’s Commission’s finding that the project is not 
the least environmentally damaging alternative because it “worsens” the existing 
nonconforming parking condition.  
 
The appeal disputes the Planning Commission’s determination that the project is not the 
least environmentally damaging alternative, which was based on the conclusion that the 
project would result in the intensification of an existing use and add to traffic congestion in 
the surrounding area. As a result of the changes to the project, and the evidence presented 
in the new parking study and operational proposals described above, the finding that the 
project is the least environmentally damaging alternative can now be made, and the 
project is therefore consistent with the LCP. 
 
Appeal Item 4. 
 
The denial violates the Mani’s civil rights and their right to equal protection of the laws 
because they are treated unfairly compared to similar nearby uses that the City has 
allowed to use offsite parking across PCH for years. 

 
Staff Response 

 
No evidence exists that shows the Appellant’s civil rights, and in particular their rights to 
equal protection under the laws, has been violated.  The appeal contends that the City has 
allowed for offsite parking at the Trancas Country Mart, Nobu Restaurant, and Soho House 
and that, as a result, the Appellant’s offsite parking proposal should be approved.  
However, these are not equivalent or relevant comparisons.   
 
First, regarding the Trancas Country Market shopping center project, both the shopping 
center and the western parking lot and gas station are all located on one property. 
Consequently, a JUPA is not needed and the parking, while across Trancas Canyon Road, 
is not offsite.   
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Second, Soho House and Nobu have a shared parking lot, on the same side of PCH, 
where all of their required parking is located adjacent to their operations. No required 
parking is authorized in another location.  While these businesses have, without planning 
approvals, provided additional parking offsite, this unauthorized action is the subject of an 
open code enforcement action and the owners have also submitted CUP amendment 
applications seeking to improve the parking situation that are currently being evaluated by 
staff.  The Appellant’s contention that City has allowed this for the Trancas Country Mart, 
Nobu Restaurant, and Soho House is not accurate and no evidence has been included in 
the appeal that the Appellants have been treated unfairly or denied due process. 
 
PUBLIC CORRESPONDENCE:  Since the November 25, 2019 scheduled hearing date, 
the Appellant has sent new evidence for the record including: 

• Traffic Evaluation Memorandum, dated November 13, 2019 
• Appellants’ Continuance Request 
• Response to Traffic Evaluation Memorandum, dated January 27, 2020 
• Path of Travel Survey, dated November 21, 2019 
• Malibu Beach Inn Parking Demand Study, dated February 25, 2021 
• Updated Hertz Lot Parking Layout, dated March 3, 2021 

 
These appear as Exhibits M through R, respectively.  
 
Correspondence has also been received from the public which asked additional clarifying 
questions related to the operation and safety of the parking lot and the pool (see Exhibit 
S). The Appellants’ response is included within Exhibit S as well. The Parking Demand 
Study (Exhibit Q) addresses the concerns regarding the thoroughness of the traffic studied 
as well as the impact to traffic patterns. In addition, the project has been conditioned to 
prevent impacts from routine maintenance activities on the surrounding environment 
operation of the pool, to require that the pool be open to hotel guests only, to comply with 
existing noise regulations, and that a CUPA be approved prior to offering food service at 
the proposed pool. It should also be noted that the proposed use of lot formerly used by 
Hertz Rent-a-Car will not differ significantly from the historic use as a rental car business, 
and noise and light emissions should remain similar. 
 
PUBLIC NOTICE:  On March 11, 2021, a Notice of City Council Public Hearing was 
published in a newspaper of general circulation within the City and a public notice was 
mailed to the owners and occupants of all properties within a radius of 500 feet of each 
subject property10 (Exhibit T). 
 
SUMMARY:  Based on the record as a whole, including but not limited to all written and 
oral testimony offered in connection with this matter, staff recommends that the City 
Council adopt Resolution No. 21-12 granting Appeal No. 19-003 and approving CDP No. 
17-092 and Resolution No. 21-13 granting Appeal No. 19-004 and approving CDP No. 17-
091, subject to the conditions of approval in the resolution. 

 
10 The hotel development spans three parcels (APN 4452-005-029, -030, and -031). 
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EXHIBITS: 
 

A. City Council Resolution No. 21-12 
B. City Council Resolution No. 21-13 
C. Appeal No. 19-003 
D. Appeal No. 19-004 
E. Planning Commission Resolution No. 19-17 
F. Planning Commission Resolution No. 19-19 
G. March 4, 2019 Planning Commission Item No. 4.A. 

1. Planning Commission Resolution No. 19-16 
2. Project Plans 
3. Department Reviews 
4. Correspondence  
5. Valet Parking Program and Analysis 
6. Radius Map 
7. Public Hearing Notice 

H. April 15, 2019 Planning Commission No. 3.A.2. 
1. Planning Commission Resolution No. 19-16 (CUP Approval) 
2. Planning Commission Resolution No. 19-17 (CDP, JUPA, and LT Denial) 

I. March 4, 2019 Planning Commission Item No. 4.B. 
1. Planning Commission Resolution No. 19-17 
2. Project Plans  
3. Department Review Sheets 
4. Radius Map 
5. Public Hearing Notice 

J. April 15, 2019 Planning Commission No. 3.A.1. 
1. Planning Commission Resolution No. 19-18 (ESA Approval) 
2. Planning Commission Resolution No. 19-19 (CDP, JUPA, and LT Denial) 

K. Correspondence from the March and April Planning Commission Meetings 
L. Correspondence from Appellant submitted prior to November 25, 2019 Scheduled 

Meeting 
M. Traffic Evaluation Memorandum, dated November 13, 2019 
N. Appellant Request to Continue November 25, 2019 Scheduled Meeting 
O. Path of Travel Survey, dated November 21, 2019 
P. Response to Traffic Evaluation Memorandum, dated January 27, 2020 
Q. Malibu Beach Inn Parking Demand Study, dated February 25, 2021 
R. Updated Parking Lot Layout at 22853 PCH, dated March 3, 2021 
S. Correspondence submitted prior to March 22, 2021 Scheduled Meeting 
T. Public Hearing Notice 
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RESOLUTION NO. 21-12 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF MALIBU; 
DETERMINING THE PROJECT IS CATEGORICALLY EXEMPT FROM THE 
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT; GRANTING APPEAL NO. 
19-003; AND APPROVING COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT NO. 17-092, AN 
APPLICATION TO ALLOW THE MALIBU BEACH INN TO CONSTRUCT A 
NEW SWIMMING POOL AND POOL DECK IN THE LOCATION OF REQUIRED 
PARKING, REMODEL AND CONVERT APPROXIMATELY 268 SQUARE FEET 
OF OFFICE AND STORAGE ROOM INTO BATHROOM FACILITIES AND AN 
EQUIPMENT ROOM, AND RECONFIGURE THE ONSITE WASTEWATER 
TREATMENT SYSTEM AND TO ALLOW A PORTION OF THE PROPERTY’S 
REQUIRED PARKING TO BE LOCATED OFFSITE AT 22853 PACIFIC COAST 
HIGHWAY (PCH); JOINT USE PARKING AGREEMENT NO. 17-001-; AND LOT 
TIE NO. 17-001 TO HOLD 22878 PCH AND 22853 PCH AS ONE LOT LOCATED 
IN THE COMMERCIAL VISITOR SERVING-TWO ZONING DISTRICT AT 22878 
PCH (MANI MBI (DE), LLC) 

 
The City Council of the City of Malibu does hereby find, order and resolve as follows: 
 
SECTION 1. Recitals.  
 

A. On October 15, 1987, the California Coastal Commission (CCC) issued Coastal 
Development Permit (CDP) No. 05-87-576 for the construction of a 3 story, 32-foot in height, 47-room 
hotel, along with a viewing deck and seawall, with 52 parking spaces (including tandem) including the 
use of valet parking at 22878 Pacific Coast Highway (PCH). 

 
B. On June 19, 2006, the Planning Commission adopted Resolution No. 06-46 approving 

CDP No. 06-011 and Conditional Use Permit (CUP) No. 06-001 permitting the construction of the 
porte-cochere, interior remodel of the hotel to accommodate an ancillary restaurant with a 196 square 
foot kitchen and 42 seats within a total of approximately 563 square feet of dining area, including 
indoor and outdoor seating on the western portion of the existing patio, and installation of a new 
wastewater treatment system (OWTS) to replace a failed OWTS in the western parking lot.  The 
restaurant was conditioned to serve hotel guests and invitees only. 

 
C. On August 6, 2015, an application for Administrative Plan Review (APR) No. 15-065 

and Conditional Use Permit Amendment (CUPA) No. 15-004 was submitted to the Planning 
Department by the applicant, Burdge and Associates Architects, Inc., on behalf of property owner, 
Mani MBI(DE), LLC.  The application was routed to the City Biologist, City Coastal Engineer, 
Environmental Health Administrator, City Geotechnical staff, City Public Works Department, and Los 
Angeles County Fire Department (LACFD) for review. 

 
D. Staff determined that, after the submittal of project revisions, the project scope was no 

longer exempt from a CDP. As a result, on October 4, 2017, an application for CDP No. 17-092 was 
submitted to the Planning Department by the applicant, Burdge and Associates Architects, Inc., on 
behalf of property owner, Mani MBI (DE), LLC. The applicant also submitted Variance (VAR) No. 
15-041, VAR No. 17-037, Lot Tie (LT) No. 17-001, and a Joint Use Parking Agreement (JUPA) No. 
17-001.  The application was routed to the City Biologist, City Coastal Engineer, Environmental Health 
Administrator, City Geotechnical staff, City Public Works Department, and LACFD for review. 
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E. On October 12, 2017, a Notice of Planning Commission Public Hearing was published 
in a newspaper of general circulation within the City of Malibu and was mailed to all property owners 
and occupants within a 500-foot radius of the subject property. 

 
F. On November 2, 2017, the applicant submitted CUP No. 17-012 to address the 

amortization provisions of Malibu Municipal Code (MMC) Section 17.60.040(C)(4). 
 
G. On November 6, 2017, the Planning Commission continued the item to a date uncertain.   

 
H. On November 9, 2017, a Notice of Planning Commission Public Hearing was published 

in a newspaper of general circulation within the City of Malibu and was mailed to all property owners 
and occupants within a 500-foot radius of the subject property. 

 
I. On December 4, 2017, the Planning Commission continued the item to the December 

18, 2017, Regular Planning Commission hearing. 
 

J. On December 18, 2017, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing 
on the subject application, reviewed and considered the staff report, reviewed and considered written 
reports, public testimony, and other information in the record.   At that meeting the item was continued 
to a date uncertain to allow the applicant time to address the issues raised at that hearing. 

 
K. On July 12, 2018, a Notice of Planning Commission Public Hearing was published in a 

newspaper of general circulation within the City of Malibu and was mailed to all property owners and 
occupants within a 500-foot radius of the subject property. 

 
L. On August 6, 2018, the Planning Commission continued the item to the August 20, 

2017, Regular Planning Commission hearing. 
 

M. On August 20, 2018, the Planning Commission continued the item to the November 5, 
2018, Regular Planning Commission hearing. 

 
N. On November 5, 2018, the Planning Commission continued the item to the November 

19, 2018, Regular Planning Commission hearing. 
 
O. On November 15, 2018, the November 19, 2018 Regular Planning Commission meeting 

was cancelled due to the Woolsey Fire. 
 
P. On December 27, 2018, a Notice of Planning Commission Public Hearing was 

published in a newspaper of general circulation within the City of Malibu and was mailed to all property 
owners and occupants within a 500-foot radius of the subject property and all interested parties. 
 

Q. On January 22, 2019, the Planning Commission continued the item to the March 4, 
2019, Regular Planning Commission hearing.  
 

R. On March 4, 2019, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing on the 
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subject application, reviewed and considered the staff report, reviewed and considered written reports, 
public testimony, and other information in the record.  At that meeting the Planning Commission 
directed staff to return with a resolution approving the CUP application for the continued operation of 
the hotel and restaurant and separate resolution denying the construction of the pool, pool deck, and 
associated development as well as the JUPA. 

 
S. On April 15, 2019, revised Planning Commission Resolution No. 19-17 was presented 

to the Planning Commission as a consent item.  The Planning Commission adopted Planning 
Commission Resolution No. 19-17 to deny CDP No. 17-092, JUPA No. 17-001 and LT No. 17-001 
and adopted Planning Commission Resolution No. 19-16 approving CUP No. 17-012.  

 
T. On April 24, 2019, Mani MBI (DE), LLC, filed a timely Appeal No. 19-003 of Planning 

Commission Resolution No. 19-17.   
 
U. On October 28, 2019, a Notice of City Council Public Hearing was published in a 

newspaper of general circulation within the City of Malibu and was mailed to all property owners and 
occupants within a 500-foot radius of the subject property and all interested parties. 

 
V. On November 25, 2019, the City Council continued the item at the request of the 

Appellant in order for them to provide additional materials in support of the appeal. 
 
W. On February 25, 2021, a Notice of City Council Public Hearing was published in a 

newspaper of general circulation within the City of Malibu and was mailed to all property owners and 
occupants within a 500-foot radius of the subject property and all interested parties. 

 
X. On March 22, 2021, the City Council held a duly noticed public hearing on the subject 

appeal, reviewed and considered the agenda report, reviewed and considered written reports, public 
testimony, and other information in the record. 
 
SECTION 2. Appeal of Action. 
 
The appeal filed by the Appellant, Mani MBI (DE), LLC, on April 24, 2019, contends that the Planning 
Commission’s denial of the project is not appropriately supported by findings or evidence, and is 
contrary to law; that the project does comply with the LCP and MMC; that the project is the least 
environmentally damaging alternative; and that the Appellant’s civil rights, specifically its right to 
equal protection of the laws, was violated.   
 
In the Council agenda report, Planning Department staff responded to each of the Appellant’s 
contentions.  
 
SECTION 3. Findings for Approval of Appeal. 

 
Based on evidence in the record and in the Council agenda report for the subject project presented at 
the March 22, 2021, City Council meeting, and the hearing conducted on that date the City Council 
hereby makes the following findings of fact approving the appeal and finds that substantial evidence 
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in the record supports the required findings for approval of the project.  In addition, the analysis, 
findings of fact, and conclusions set forth by staff in the agenda report are incorporated herein as though 
fully set forth. 
 

A. The Council determined that the proposed project is consistent with LIP section 
3.14.5(A)(1) because the path of travel from the nearest proposed parking space on the Hertz site is 
less than 300 feet from the use it serves on the hotel site, based on a professional land survey and 
updated parking plans.  Since the required parking is within 300 feet of the use it would serve, the 
JUPA can be approved. With approval of the JUPA to allow for the offsite parking, the scope of work 
proposed as part of CDP No. 17-092 can also be approved. The project, therefore, complies with the 
LCP and MMC.  

 
B. The Appellant states that the denial of the project lacks evidentiary support.  As the City 

Council’s review of this project is de novo, this issue is moot.  As detailed below in the findings, with 
the revisions to the project and in light of the new evidence submitted which addresses traffic safety 
concerns and demonstrates that the revised project is consistent with LIP section 3.14.5(A)(1) and its 
requirement that the distance between the parking on the former Hertz site and the use which the offsite 
parking is serving is less than 300 feet, the Council now finds that the evidence supports approval of 
the project.   
 
The Malibu Beach Inn Parking Demand Study details the operational plan for the valet-only parking 
program, which will limit the transfer of vehicles between lots to non-peak traffic times by 1) 
prioritizing onsite spaces for short-term parking and using the offsite spaces for long-term storage and 
2) limiting the transferring of vehicles offsite to off-peak hours, outside the typical high traffic and 
congestion periods on Pacific Coast Highway. This program is feasible due to the retention of 36 spaces 
onsite (previous analysis assumed only 25 spaces onsite). Short-term parking will be reserved for hotel 
guests who are likely to use their vehicle during the day and for visitor/restaurant patrons. The vehicles 
of hotel guests who do not need their cars during the day and staff vehicles, will be moved to the offsite 
parking lot for longer-term storage. According to the updated parking study, only 11 offsite long-term 
spaces maximum, are needed during peak weekend times, and only 7-8 during peak weekday times, to 
provide sufficient space onsite for the anticipated short-term visitor parking demands. Based on the 
submitted reports there are large periods during the day when no offsite spaces will be required. When 
demand for short-term parking is anticipated to be high (for example, when the restaurant shows a full 
reservation schedule), valet staff will transfer hotel guest-related or other vehicles exhibiting long-term 
parking demands between the two sites when traffic on PCH is relatively low, prior to the peak demand, 
rather than during traffic gaps, which had previously been proposed. To meet the condition that vehicles 
are transferred primarily during hours with low traffic volume, vehicle owners will be asked about the 
reason for their visit and anticipated transportation needs both at the time of booking and on arrival, so 
that the onsite parking lot at the hotel site can be prioritized for short-term parking. 
 
The results of the supplemental analysis of the parking demand at the Malibu Beach Inn and operations 
of the proposed offsite parking plan indicate that adequate parking, provided by the combination of the 
hotel’s onsite and offsite parking lots, will be sufficient to accommodate the anticipated maximum 
parking demands of the hotel during typical peak month conditions. Additionally, with the 
implementation of the protocols, recommended operational measures, and roadway improvements 
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detailed in the Parking Demand Study, no parking shortages or significant impacts to the traffic 
operations of Pacific Coast Highway in the vicinity of the hotel are expected to occur. Therefore, the 
proposed on and offsite parking plans are expected, as conditioned, to provide an adequate parking 
supply for the hotel’s long-term and short-term parking needs, while minimizing the transfer of vehicles 
between the hotel and the offsite parking lot. 
 

C. The appeal disputes that the Planning Commission’s determination that the project is 
not the least environmentally damaging alternative, which was based on the conclusion that it the 
project would result in the intensification of an existing use and add to traffic congestion in the 
surrounding area. As a result of the changes to the project and the evidence presented in the new parking 
study and operational proposals, the finding that the project is the least environmentally damaging 
alternative can now be made, and the project is therefore consistent with the LCP. 

 
D. No evidence exists that demonstrates the Appellant’s civil rights, and in particular its 

rights to equal protection under the laws, have been violated.  As detailed in the March 22, 2021 agenda 
report, the alleged offsite parking examples presented by the Appellant do not represent equivalent or 
relevant comparisons. The Trancas Country Market does not utilize offsite parking and the offsite 
parking allegedly utilized by Soho House and Nobu restaurant has not been permitted by the City.   

 
SECTION 4. Environmental Review. 
 
Pursuant to the authority and criteria contained in CEQA, the City Council has analyzed the proposed 
project. The City Council found that the project proposed in CDP No. 17-092 and JUPA No. 17-001 is 
listed among the classes of projects that have been determined not to have a significant adverse effect 
on the environment. Therefore, the project is categorically exempt from the provisions of CEQA 
pursuant to Section 15301(a) – Existing Facilities.  The City Council has further determined that none 
of the six exceptions to the use of a categorical exemption apply to this project (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15300.2). 
 
SECTION 5.  Coastal Development Permit Findings. 
 
Based on the evidence contained within the record and pursuant to LIP sections 13.7(B) and 13.9, the 
City Council adopts the analysis in the agenda report and the findings of fact below, and approves CDP 
No. 17-092 consisting of an application for the Malibu Beach Inn to construct a new swimming pool 
and pool deck in the location where required parking currently exists, remodel and convert 
approximately 268 square feet of office and storage room into bathroom facilities and equipment room, 
relocate the existing OWTS, and allow a portion of the property’s required onsite parking to be located 
offsite at 22853 PCH, pursuant to JUPA No. 17-001 and Lot Tie No. 17-001 to hold 22878 PCH and 
22853 PCH as one lot. 
 
The project, as proposed, is consistent with the applicable LCP and MMC codes, standards, goals, and 
policies.  In addition, the findings required for these entitlements are made based on the information 
presented, and the project represents the least environmentally damaging alternative.  The reasons for 
approval for each entitlement are provided in more detail as follows: 
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A. General Coastal Development Permit (LIP Chapter 13) 

1.  The proposed project is located in the CV-1 commercial visitor-serving district, an area 
which allows a hotel use as a conditionally permitted use.  Currently there is a City-issued CUP for the 
existing restaurant and hotel.  The proposed project has been reviewed for conformance with the LCP 
by the Planning Department, City Biologist, City Environmental Health Administrator, City Public 
Works Department, City geotechnical staff, and the LACFD.  As discussed herein, based on submitted 
reports, project plans, visual analysis and site investigation, the proposed project, as conditioned, 
conforms to the LCP in that it meets all applicable commercial development standards, inclusive of the 
requested joint use parking agreement. The City Council has determined that the required legal and 
safe pedestrian path between the nearest parking space and the valet stand for the use for which the 
parking is required meets the maximum 300-foot requirement.  The Council has also determined that, 
given the conditions incorporated herein to require the majority of parking demand onsite at 22878 
PCH and the transfer of vehicles to occur during low-traffic volume hours, the proposed project, as 
conditioned, conforms to the LCP in that it meets all applicable commercial development standards, 
inclusive of the requested joint use parking agreement. 
 

2.  The project is located between the first public road and the sea; however, the subject 
property does not contain any mapped trails as depicted on the LCP Park Lands Map.  The California 
Coastal Commission has confirmed that the property owner has previously provided a dedicated lateral 
and a vertical public access easement to accommodate public access along the shoreline and to the 
shoreline through the hotel.  These easements are unaffected by the project.  The project complies with 
the coastal act and will not affect public access. 

 
3.  As discussed in Finding A3, of the March 4, 2019, Agenda Report for CDP No. 17-092, 

the project scope has been revised to reduce the pool and pool deck proposed for the Malibu Beach Inn 
site in an effort to reduce the number of required parking spaces that will be displaced. Given the 
evidence in the record which demonstrates that as conditioned, the project will not result in adverse 
biological, scenic, or visual impacts and has been redesigned to minimize its impact on traffic. There 
is no evidence that an alternative project, such as one which does not displace any parking, would 
substantially lessen any potential significant adverse impacts of the development on the environment. 
As such, the proposed project is the least damaging environmental alternative. In addition, the project 
will not alter the existing building footprint, and the relocation of the OWTS has been reviewed and 
approved by the City Environmental Health Administrator for the additional service area and seats for 
the restaurant and pool deck. 
 
B. Hazards (LIP Chapter 9) 
 

1. Evidence in the record demonstrates that the project will neither be subject to nor 
increase the instability of the site from geologic, flood, or fire hazards.  The proposed development is 
suitable for the intended use provided that the certified engineering geologist and/or geotechnical 
engineer’s recommendations and governing agency’s building codes are followed. 

 
2. The project, as designed, conditioned, and approved by the City geotechnical staff and 

the City Public Works Department, does not have any significant adverse impacts on the site stability 
or structural integrity from geologic or fire hazards due to the project design. 

21



Resolution No. 21-12 
Page 7 of 22 

_________________ 
 

3. The project, as conditioned, is the least environmentally damaging alternative. 
 

4. The proposed development has been analyzed for the hazards listed in LIP Chapter 9 by 
the City Biologist, City Environmental Health Administrator, City geotechnical staff, City Public 
Works Department, and LACFD.  These specialists and agency determined that the proposed project 
does not impact site stability or structural integrity.  There are no feasible alternatives to the proposed 
development that would result in less site disturbance. 

 
5. The proposed project, as designed and conditioned, will not have adverse impacts on 

sensitive resources. 
 

C. Shoreline and Bluff Development 
 

1. The proposed project involves no change to the southern, beach-fronting side of the 
existing building and the project extends no further seaward than the existing footprint. The 
construction of the pool and pool deck is proposed within the existing parking area west of the hotel 
structure.  The existing shoreline protective device, a rock revetment, was permitted by the Coastal 
Commission in 1987.  The revetment is roughly contiguous with the rock seawall in place at the 
Malibu Pier public parking lot immediately west of the subject property.  The piles for the construction 
of the swimming pool and deck are proposed landward of the existing revetment.  Due to its minor 
scope and design, the project is not anticipated to result in significant adverse impacts on public access, 
shoreline sand supply or other resources, will not extend the seaward footprint nor affect lateral access.  
The project will maintain the existing vertical access through the property to the beach and lateral 
access along the shore. 

2. The proposed project involves no change to the southern, beach-fronting side of the 
existing building. Due to its minor scope and design, the project is not anticipated to result in 
significant adverse impacts on public access, shoreline sand supply, or other resources. 

3. The proposed project is the least environmentally damaging alternative.   

4. The project will not result in potentially significant shoreline impacts.  There are no 
alternatives to the proposed development that would avoid or substantially lessen impacts on public 
access, shoreline sand supply or other resources. 

5. No change to the existing shoreline protection device is proposed.  As designed, 
conditioned, and approved by the City geotechnical staff and City Coastal Engineer, the project will 
not have any significant adverse impacts on public access or shoreline sand supply or other resources. 
The project does not include any changes to the existing foundation or shoreline protective device; 
the pool and pool deck will be supported on piles and will not rely on the existing shoreline protection 
device. 

D. Joint Use and Common Parking Facilities (LIP Section 3.14.4) 
 
1. The applicant has requested a Joint Use and Common Parking Facilities Agreement to 

allow the subject hotel/restaurant use (Malibu Beach Inn) at 22878 PCH to locate required parking 
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offsite at the property identified as 22853 PCH (former Hertz site).  Currently the parking required by 
the Malibu Beach Inn is contained onsite, however, a portion of that parking is proposed to be removed 
to allow for the construction of a new pool and pool deck.  The property at 22853 PCH is currently 
occupied by the hotel for administrative staff office use.  Office use requires four parking spaces, all 
of which are provided onsite.  The operations of the office use and required parking are not affected 
by the proposed JUPA as that use is in support of the use for which the offsite parking is required. All 
parking spaces on the subject property will be used in support of the hotel parking needs.   

2. This project does not involve a shopping center or other commercial area where a 
parking lot with common access is provided. 

3. There is no substantial conflict in the principal hours of operation or uses at the 
properties because all of the spaces at 22853 PCH will be conditioned to be available for the exclusive 
use of the hotel operation, with a valet.  A recorded legal agreement between the City and the applicant 
is required as a condition of approval of this CDP. 

4. The parking associated with the project does not offer alternative working hours to serve 
as additional beach parking.  

5. The project, as proposed, provides the minimum number of required parking spaces 
consistent with the existing hotel and restaurant CUP, and cannot accommodate additional parking 
requirements.  The operation of a hotel including the associated office use at 22853 PCH is a visitor 
serving use.  In addition, the subject property is directly adjacent to a public parking lot that provides 
beach and pier parking. 

SECTION 6. Action. 
 
Based on the foregoing findings and evidence contained within the record, the City Council hereby 
grants Appeal No. 19-003 and approves CDP No. 17-092, JUPA No. 17-001 and LT No. 17-001.   
 
SECTION 7.  Conditions of Approval. 
 
1. The property owners, and their successors in interest, shall indemnify and defend the City of 

Malibu and its officers, employees and agents from and against all liability and costs relating 
to the City's actions concerning this project, including (without limitation) any award of 
litigation expenses in favor of any person or entity who seeks to challenge the validity of any 
of the City's actions or decisions in connection with this project.  The City shall have the sole 
right to choose its counsel and property owners shall reimburse the City’s expenses incurred in 
its defense of any lawsuit challenging the City’s actions concerning this project. 
 

2. Approval of this application is to allow for the project described herein.  The scope of work 
approved includes: 
a. A new 360 square foot (12 feet by 30 feet) swimming pool for hotel guests only; 
b. 4,204 square foot pool deck; 
c. Patios, landscaping and hardscape; 
d. Remodel and convert 268 square feet of office and storage room into bathroom facilities and 
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equipment room for the pool;  
e. Restriping of the parking lot to provide a minimum of 36 spaces onsite; 
f. Provide a cut in the hedge on the northern property boundary immediately across from the end 

of the existing crosswalk in order to provide pedestrian access to the parking lot. 
g. Displace 23 required onsite parking spaces; 
h. Maintain a 56.1-foot view corridor parallel to western property line per California Coastal 

Commission issued CDP No. 5-87-576; and 
i. Reconfigure the OWTS layout to accommodate the pool. No OWTS capacity expansion 

proposed or required. 
j. JUPA No. 17-001 to allow 22 existing onsite spaces and one new space generated by the 

employee for the pool area to be located offsite at 22853 PCH. All parking will be operated 
by a valet service.   

k. LT No. 17-001 to hold the two subject lots as one, since some of the required parking for 
22878 PCH will be located offsite at 22853 PCH.  

 
3. Subsequent submittals for this project shall be in substantial compliance with plans on-file with 

the Planning Department, date-stamped February 19, 2019 and March 3, 2021.  In the event 
the project plans conflict with any condition of approval, the condition shall take precedence. 

 
4. Pursuant to LIP Section 13.18.2, this permit and rights conferred in this approval shall not be 

effective until the property owner signs and returns the Acceptance of Conditions Affidavit 
accepting the conditions set forth herein.  The applicant shall file this form with the Planning 
Department within 10 days of this decision and/or prior to issuance of any development permits.  

 
5. The applicant shall submit three (3) complete sets of plans to the Planning Department for 

consistency review and approval prior to plan check and again prior to the issuance of any 
building or development permits. 
 

6. This resolution, signed Acceptance of Conditions Affidavit and all Department Review Sheets 
attached to the March 22, 2021, City Council agenda report for this project shall be copied in 
their entirety and placed directly onto a separate plan sheet behind the cover sheet of the 
development plans submitted to the City of Malibu Environmental Sustainability Department 
for plan check. 

 
7. This CDP shall expire if the project has not commenced within three (3) years after issuance of 

the permit.  Extension of the permit may be granted by the approving authority for due cause.  
Extensions shall be requested in writing by the applicant or authorized agent prior to expiration 
of the three-year period and shall set forth the reasons for the request.  In the event of an appeal, 
the CDP shall expire if the project has not commenced within three years from the date the 
appeal is decided by the decision-making body or withdrawn by the Appellant. 

 
8. Any questions of intent or interpretation of any condition of approval will be resolved by the 

Planning Director upon written request of such interpretation. 
 
9. All development shall conform to requirements of the City of Malibu Environmental 

24



Resolution No. 21-12 
Page 10 of 22 

_________________ 
 

Sustainability Department, City Biologist, City Public Works Department, and LACFD, as 
applicable. Notwithstanding this review, all required permits shall be secured.   
Notwithstanding this review, all required permits shall be secured.    

 
10. Minor changes to the approved plans or the conditions of approval may be approved by the 

Planning Director, provided such changes achieve substantially the same results and the project 
is still in compliance with the MMC and the LCP.  Revised plans reflecting the minor changes 
and additional fees shall be required 
 

11. Pursuant to LIP Section 13.20, development pursuant to an approved CDP shall not commence 
until the CDP is effective.  The CDP is not effective until all appeals, including those to the 
California Coastal Commission (CCC), have been exhausted.  In the event that the CCC denies 
the permit or issues the permit on appeal, the coastal development permit approved by the City 
is void. 
 

Cultural Resources 
 
12. In the event that potentially important cultural resources are found in the course of geologic 

testing or during construction, work shall immediately cease until a qualified archaeologist can 
provide an evaluation of the nature and significance of the resources and until the Planning 
Director can review this information.  Thereafter, the procedures contained in LIP Chapter 11 
and those in MMC Section 17.54.040(D)(4)(b) shall be followed. 
 

13. If human bone is discovered during geologic testing or during construction, work shall 
immediately cease and the procedures described in Section 7050.5 of the California Health and 
Safety Code shall be followed.  Section 7050.5 requires notification of the coroner.  If the 
coroner determines that the remains are those of a Native American, the applicant shall notify 
the Native American Heritage Commission by phone within 24 hours.  Following notification 
of the Native American Heritage Commission, the procedures described in Section 5097.94 and 
Section 5097.98 of the California Public Resources Code shall be followed. 

 
Site-Specific Conditions 
 
14. Driveway gates are not permitted as part of this project. 

 
15. Food and drink service are prohibited in the pool and pool deck areas. 
 
Lighting 
 
16. Exterior lighting must comply with the Dark Sky Ordinance and shall be minimized, shielded, 

or concealed and restricted to low intensity features, so that no light source is directly visible 
from public view.  Permitted lighting shall conform to the following standards: 

a.  Lighting for walkways shall be limited to fixtures that do not exceed two feet in height 
and are directed downward, and limited to 850 lumens (equivalent to a 60 watt 
incandescent bulb); 
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b.  Security lighting controlled by motion detectors may be attached to the residence 
provided it is directed downward and is limited to 850 lumens; 

c.   Driveway lighting shall be limited to the minimum lighting necessary for safe vehicular 
use.  The lighting shall be limited to 850 lumens; 

d.  Lights at entrances as required by the Building Code shall be permitted provided that 
such lighting does not exceed 850 lumens; 

e.  Site perimeter lighting shall be prohibited; and 
f.   Outdoor decorative lighting for aesthetic purposes is prohibited. 

 
17. Night lighting for sports courts or other private recreational facilities shall be prohibited. 

 
18. No permanently installed lighting shall blink, flash, or be of unusually high intensity or 

brightness.  Lighting levels on any nearby property from artificial light sources on the subject 
property shall not produce an illumination level greater than one foot candle.  
 

19. Night lighting from exterior and interior sources shall be minimized.  All exterior lighting shall 
be low intensity and shielded directed downward and inward so there is no offsite glare or 
lighting of natural habitat areas.  High intensity lighting of the shore is prohibited. 
 

20. String lights are allowed in occupied dining and entertainment areas only and must not exceed 
3,000 Kelvin. 
 

21. Motion sensor lights shall be programmed to extinguish ten minutes after activation. 
 

22. Three sequential violations of the conditions by the same property owner will result in a 
requirement to permanently remove the outdoor light fixture(s) from the site. 

 
Demolition/Solid Waste 
 
23. Prior to demolition activities, the applicant shall receive Planning Department approval for 

compliance with conditions of approval.  
 
24. The applicant/property owner shall contract with a City approved hauler to facilitate the recycling of 

all recoverable/recyclable material.  Recoverable material shall include but shall not be limited to: 
asphalt, dirt and earthen material, lumber, concrete, glass, metals, and drywall.   
 

25. Prior to the issuance of a building/demolition permit, an Affidavit and Certification to implement 
waste reduction and recycling shall be signed by the Owner or Contractor and submitted to the 
Environmental Sustainability Department. The Affidavit shall indicate the agreement of the 
applicant to divert at least 65 percent (in accordance with CalGreen) of all construction waste from 
the landfill. 

 
26. Upon plan check approval of demolition plans, the applicant shall secure a demolition permit 

from the City.  The applicant shall comply with all conditions related to demolition imposed by 
the Building Official. 
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27. No demolition permit shall be issued until building permits are approved for issuance.  
Demolition of the existing structure and initiation of reconstruction must take place within a six 
month period.  Dust control measures must be in place if construction does not commence 
within 30 days. 

 
28. The project developer shall utilize licensed subcontractors and ensure that all asbestos-

containing materials and lead-based paints encountered during demolition activities are 
removed, transported, and disposed of in full compliance with all applicable federal, state and 
local regulations.   

 
29. Any building or demolition permits issued for work commenced or completed without the 

benefit of required permits are subject to appropriate “Investigation Fees” as required in the 
Building Code.   
 

30. Upon completion of demolition activities, the applicant shall request a final inspection by the 
Building Safety Division. 

 
Construction  

 
31. The applicant/property owner shall contract with a City approved hauler to facilitate the 

recycling of all recoverable/recyclable material.  Recoverable material shall include but shall 
not be limited to: asphalt, dirt and earthen material, lumber, concrete, glass, metals, and 
drywall.   
 

32. Prior to issuance of a building/demolition permit, an Affidavit and Certification to implement 
a Waste Reduction and Recycling Plan (WRRP) shall be signed by the Owner or Contractor 
and submitted to the Environmental Sustainability Department.  The WRRP shall indicate the 
agreement of the applicant to divert at least 50 percent of all construction generated by the 
project. 
 

33. Prior to final building inspection, the applicant shall provide the Environmental Sustainability 
Department with a WRRP Final Summary Report.  The Final Summary Report shall designate 
all materials that were landfilled or recycled, broken down by material types.  The 
Environmental Sustainability Department shall approve the Final Summary Report. 
 

34. Construction hours shall be limited to Monday through Friday from 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. and 
Saturdays from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.  No construction activities shall be permitted on Sundays 
or City-designated holidays. 

 
35. Construction management techniques, including minimizing the amount of equipment used 

simultaneously and increasing the distance between emission sources, shall be employed as 
feasible and appropriate. All trucks leaving the construction site shall adhere to the California 
Vehicle Code.  In addition, construction vehicles shall be covered when necessary; and their 
tires will be rinsed off prior to leaving the property. 
 

36. The applicant shall submit to the Public Works Department, for review and approval, a 
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Construction Management Plan prior to the approval of any permits.  The Construction 
Management Plan shall clearly identify working areas on the property and location of 
construction staging area, including parking.  If applicant is obtaining offsite parking for 
construction, the applicant shall submit a letter of approval from the property owner suppling 
the area for parking.  
 

37. The applicant shall notify the Public Works Department at least one week prior to any Caltrans 
related work, including installation of the crosswalk and pavement markings on Pacific Coast 
Highway. 

 
 
Biology/Landscaping 

 
38. The use of pesticides, including insecticides, herbicides, rodenticides or any toxic chemical 

substance which has the potential to significantly degrade biological resources shall be 
prohibited for this project site.  The eradication of invasive plant species or habitat restoration 
shall consider first the use of non-chemical methods for prevention and management such as 
physical, mechanical, cultural, and biological controls. Herbicides may be selected only after 
all other non-chemical methods have been exhausted. Herbicides shall be restricted to the least 
toxic product and method, and to the maximum extent feasible, shall be biodegradable, derived 
from natural sources, and use for a limited time. 
 

39. No new landscaping is proposed with this project.  Should the applicant intend to plant any new 
vegetation a detailed landscape plan shall be submitted for review and approval prior to any 
planting. 
 

40. No equipment or materials shall operate or be staged on the beach at any time. 
 

41. Night lighting from exterior and interior sources shall be minimized.  All exterior lighting shall 
be low intensity and shielded so it is directed downward and inward so that there is no offsite 
glare or lighting of natural habitat areas. Lighting of the shore is prohibited. 

 
Grading/Drainage/Hydrology (Geology/ Public Works) 
 
42. Clearing and grading during the rainy season (extending from November 1 to March 31) shall 

be prohibited for development LIP Section 17.3.1 that: 
• Is located within or adjacent to ESHA, or 
• Includes grading on slopes greater than 4:1 
• Approved grading for development that is located within or adjacent to ESHA or on slopes 

greater than 4:1 shall not be undertaken unless there is sufficient time to complete grading 
operations before the rainy season. If grading operations are not completed before the rainy 
season begins, grading shall be halted and temporary erosion control measures shall be put 
into place to minimize erosion until grading resumes after March 31, unless the City 
determines that completion of grading would be more protective of resources 

28



Resolution No. 21-12 
Page 14 of 22 

_________________ 
 

43. A grading and drainage plan containing the following information shall be approved, and 
submitted to the Public Works Department, prior to the issuance of grading permits for the 
project: 

a. Public Works Department general notes; 
b. The existing and proposed square footage of impervious coverage on the property shall 

be shown on the grading plan (including separate areas for buildings, driveways, 
walkways, parking, tennis courts and pool decks); 

c. The limits of land to be disturbed during project development shall be delineated and a 
total area shall be shown on this plan.  Areas disturbed by grading equipment beyond 
the limits of grading, areas disturbed for the installation of the septic system, and areas 
disturbed for the installation of the detention system shall be included within the area 
delineated; 

d. The limits to land to be disturbed during project development shall be delineated and a 
total area of disturbance should be shown on this plan.  Areas disturbed by grading 
equipment beyond the limits of grading shall be included within the area delineated; 

e. If the property contains rare, endangered or special status species as identified in the 
Biological Assessment, this plan shall contain a prominent note identifying the areas to 
be protected (to be left undisturbed).  Fencing of these areas shall be delineated on this 
plan is required by the City Biologist; 

f. The grading limits shall include the temporary cuts made for retaining walls, buttresses 
and over excavations for fill slopes; and 

g. Private storm drain systems shall be shown on this plan.  Systems greater than 12 inch 
in diameter shall also have a plan and profile for the system included with this plan. 
 

44. A Local Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (LSWPPP) shall be provided prior to issuance 
of grading/building permits.  This plan shall include and Erosion and Sediment Control Plan 
(ESCP) that includes, but not limited to: 

 

Erosion Controls Scheduling Erosion Controls Scheduling 
Preservation of Existing Vegetation 

Sediment Controls Silt Fence 
Sediment Controls Silt Fence 
Sand Bag Barrier 
Stabilized Construction Entrance 

Non-Storm Water Management Water Conservation Practices 
Dewatering Operations 

Waste Management Material Delivery and Storage 

 

Stockpile Management 
Spill Prevention and Control 
Solid Waste Management 
Concrete Waste Management 
Sanitary/Septic Waste Management 

 
All Best Management Practices (BMP) shall be in accordance to the latest version of the 
California Stormwater Quality Association (CASQA) BMP Handbook. Designated areas for 
the storage of construction materials, solid waste management, and portable toilets must not 
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disrupt drainage patterns or subject the material to erosion by site runoff. 
 
45. Exported soil from a site shall be taken to the Los Angeles County Landfill or to a site with an 

active grading permit and the ability to accept the material in compliance with LIP Section 8.3. A 
note shall be placed on the project that addresses this condition. 

 
46. The developer’s consulting engineer shall sign the final plans prior to the issuance of permits. 
 
Swimming Pool  

 
47. The discharge of swimming pool, spa and decorative fountain water and filter backwash, 

including water containing bacteria, detergents, wastes, alagecides or other chemicals is 
prohibited. Swimming pool, spa, and decorative fountain water may be used as landscape 
irrigation only if the following items are met: 

• The discharge water is dechlorinated, debrominated or if the water is disinfected using 
ozonation; 

• There are sufficient BMPs in place to prevent soil erosion; and 
• The discharge does not reach into the MS4 or to the ASBS (including tributaries)  

 
Discharges not meeting the above-mentioned methods must be trucked to a Publicly Owned 
Wastewater Treatment Works. 
 

48. The applicant shall also provide a construction note on the plans that directs the contractor to 
install a new sign stating “It is illegal to discharge pool, spa or water feature waters to a street, 
drainage course or storm drain per MMC 13.04.060(D)(5).” The new sign shall be posted in the 
filtration and/or pumping equipment area for the property. Prior to the issuance of any permits, 
the applicant shall indicate the method of disinfection and the method of discharging.  
 

49. Draining of the pool into the ocean is prohibited.   
 
FEMA 
 
50. The proposed pool is located within a SFHA, Zone VE-13’.  The proposed pool must be 

elevated above one foot above the base flood elevation (BFE), the structural components 
capable of resisting hydrostatic and hydrodynamic loads and the effects of buoyancy.  All pool 
equipment shall be placed above the base flood elevation.  A professional engineer must certify 
that these standards have been satisfied.   
 

51. Proposed improvements are located within the Special Flood Hazard Area (SFHA). An 
Elevation Certificate based on construction drawings is required for any building located within 
the SFHA. A separate certificate is required for floodproofing, if applicable. A survey map shall 
be attached to this certificate showing the location of the proposed building in relation to the 
property lines and to the street center line. The survey map shall delineate the boundary of the 
SFHA zone(s) based on the FIRM flood maps in effect and provide the information for the 
benchmark utilized, the vertical datum, and any datum conversion.  A post construction 
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Elevation Certificate will be required to certify building elevations, when the construction is 
complete, and shall be provided to the Public Works Department prior to final approval of the 
construction. 

 
Geology 
 
52. All recommendations of the consulting certified engineering geologist or geotechnical engineer 

and/or the City geotechnical staff shall be incorporated into all final design and construction 
including foundations, grading, sewage disposal, and drainage. Final plans shall be reviewed 
and approved by the City geotechnical staff prior to the issuance of a grading permit. 

 
53. Final plans approved by the City geotechnical staff shall be in substantial conformance with the 

approved CDP relative to construction, grading, sewage disposal and drainage. Any substantial 
changes may require a CDP amendment or a new CDP. 

 
Onsite Wastewater Treatment System 
 
54. Prior to the issuance of a building permit the applicant shall demonstrate, to the satisfaction of 

the Building Official, compliance with the City of Malibu’s onsite wastewater treatment 
regulations including provisions of MMC Chapters 15.40, 15.42, 15.44, and LIP Chapter 18 
related to continued operation, maintenance and monitoring of the OWTS. 
 

55. Prior to final Environmental Health approval, a final OWTS plot plan shall be submitted 
showing an OWTS design meeting the minimum requirements of the MMC and the LCP, 
including necessary construction details, the proposed drainage plan for the developed property 
and the proposed landscape plan for the developed property.  The OWTS plot plan shall show 
essential features of the OWTS and must fit onto an 11 inch by 17 inch sheet leaving a five inch 
margin clear to provide space for a City applied legend.  If the scale of  the plans is such that 
more space is needed to clearly show construction details and/or all necessary setbacks, larger 
sheets may also be provided (up to a maximum size of 18 inches by 22 inches). 
 

56. A final design and system specifications shall be submitted as to all components (i.e., alarm 
system, pumps, timers, flow equalization devices, backflow devices, etc.) proposed for use in 
the construction of the proposed OWTS.  For all OWTS, final design drawings and calculations 
must be signed by a California registered civil engineer, a registered environmental health 
specialist or a professional geologist who is responsible for the design.  The final OWTS design 
drawings shall be submitted to the City Environmental Health Administrator with the designer’s 
wet signature, professional registration number and stamp (if applicable). 

 
57. Any above-ground equipment associated with the installation of the OWTS shall be screened 

from view by a solid wall or fence on all four sides.  The fence or walls shall not be higher than 
42 inches tall.  

 
58. The final design report shall contain the following information (in addition to the items listed 

above). 
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a.  Required treatment capacity for wastewater treatment and disinfection systems. The 
treatment capacity shall be specified in terms of flow rate, gallons per day, and shall be 
supported by calculations relating the treatment capacity to the number of bedroom 
equivalents, plumbing fixture equivalents, and/or the subsurface effluent dispersal 
system acceptance rate. The fixture unit count must be clearly identified in association 
with the design treatment capacity, even if the design is based on the number of 
bedrooms. Average and peak rates of hydraulic loading to the treatment system shall be 
specified in the final design; 

b.  Description of proposed wastewater treatment and/or disinfection system equipment.  
State the proposed type of treatment system(s) (e.g., aerobic treatment, textile filter 
ultraviolet disinfection, etc.); major components, manufacturers, and model numbers for 
"package" systems; and conceptual design for custom engineered systems; 

c.  Specifications, supporting geology information, and percolation test results for the 
subsurface effluent dispersal portion of the onsite wastewater disposal system.  This 
must include the proposed type of effluent dispersal system (drainfield, trench, seepage 
pit subsurface drip, etc.) as well as the system’s geometric dimensions and basic 
construction features. Supporting calculations shall be presented that relate the results 
of soils analysis or percolation/infiltration tests to the projected subsurface effluent 
acceptance rate, including any unit conversions or safety factors. Average and peak rates 
of hydraulic loading to the effluent dispersal system shall be specified in the final 
design. The projected subsurface effluent acceptance rate shall be reported in units of 
total gallons per day and gallons per square foot per day.  Specifications for the 
subsurface effluent dispersal system shall be shown to accommodate the design 
hydraulic loading rate (i.e., average and peak OWTS effluent flow, reported in units of 
gallons per day). The subsurface effluent dispersal system design must take into account 
the number of bedrooms, fixture units and building occupancy characteristics;  

d. All final design drawings shall be submitted with the wet signature and typed name of 
the OWTS designer. If the scale of the plan is such that more space is needed to clearly 
show construction details, larger sheets may also be provided (up to a maximum size of 
18 inch by 22 inch, for review by Environmental Health).  Note: For OWTS final 
designs, full-size plans are required for review by the Building Safety Division and/or 
the Planning Department; and 

e. Traffic Rated Slab: Submit plans and structural calculations for review and approval by 
the Building Safety Division prior to Environmental Health final approval. 

 
59. Prior to final Environmental Health approval, the construction plans for all structures and/or 

buildings with reduced setbacks must be approved by the City Building Safety Division.  The 
architectural and/or structural plans submitted to Building and Safety plan check must detail 
methods of construction that will compensate for the reduction in setback (e.g., waterproofing, 
concrete additives, etc.).  For complex waterproofing installations, submittal of a separate 
waterproofing plan may be required.  The architectural/structural/ waterproofing plans must 
show the location of OWTS components in relation to those structures from which the setback 
is reduced, and the plans must be signed and stamped by the architect, structural engineer, and 
geotechnical consultants (as applicable).   
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60. The following note shall be added to the plan drawings included with the OWTS final design: 
“Prior to commencing work to abandon, remove, or replace the existing OWTS components, 
an ‘OWTS Abandonment Permit’ shall be obtained from the City of Malibu.  All work 
performed in the OWTS abandonment, removal or replacement area shall be performed in strict 
accordance with all applicable federal, state, and local environmental and occupational safety 
and health regulatory requirements.  The obtainment of any such required permits or approvals 
for this scope of work shall be the responsibility of the applicant and their agents.” 
 

61. A covenant running with the land shall be executed by the property owner and recorded with 
the Los Angeles County Recorder’s Office.  Said covenant shall serve as constructive notice to 
any successors in interest that: 1) the private sewage disposal system serving the development 
on the property does not have a 100 percent expansion effluent dispersal area (i.e., replacement 
disposal field(s) or seepage pit(s)), and 2) if the primary effluent dispersal area fails to drain 
adequately, the City of Malibu may require remedial measures including, but not limited to, 
limitations on water use enforced through operating permit and/or repairs, upgrades or 
modifications to the private sewage disposal system.  The recorded covenant shall state and 
acknowledge that future maintenance and/or repair of the private sewage disposal system may 
necessitate interruption in the use of the private sewage disposal system and, therefore, any 
building(s) served by the private sewage disposal system may become non-habitable during any 
required future maintenance and/or repair.  Said covenant shall be in a form acceptable to the 
City Attorney and approved by the City Environmental Sustainability Department.  
 

62. Proof of ownership of subject property shall be submitted to the City Environmental Health 
Administrator. 

 
63. An operations and maintenance manual specified by the OWTS designer shall be submitted to 

the property owner and maintenance provider of the proposed advanced OWTS. 
 
64. Prior to final Environmental Health approval, a maintenance contract executed between the 

owner of the subject property and an entity qualified in the opinion of the City of Malibu to 
maintain the proposed OWTS after construction shall be submitted.  Only original wet signature 
documents are acceptable and shall be submitted to the City Environmental Health 
Administrator. 

 
65. Prior to final Environmental Health approval, a covenant running with the land shall be 

executed between the City of Malibu and the holder of the fee simple absolute as to subject real 
property and recorded with the City of Malibu Recorder’s Office.  Said covenant shall serve as 
constructive notice to any future purchaser for value that the onsite wastewater treatment system 
serving subject property is an advanced method of sewage disposal pursuant to the City of 
MMC.  Said covenant shall be provided by the City of Malibu Environmental Health 
Administrator.  

 
66. The City geotechnical staff final approval shall be submitted to the City Environmental Health 

Administrator. 
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67. In accordance with MMC Chapter 15.44, prior to Environmental Health approval, an 
application shall be made to the Environmental Sustainability Department for an OWTS 
operating permit. 
 

68. A covenant running with the land shall be executed by the property owner and recorded with 
the City of Malibu Recorder's Office. Said covenant shall serve as constructive notice to any 
successors in interest that (1) the private sewage disposal system serving the development on 
the property does not have a 100% expansion effluent dispersal area (i.e., replacement disposal 
field(s) or seepage pit(s)) and (2) if the primary effluent dispersal area fails to drain adequately, 
the City of Malibu may require remedial measures including, but not limited to, limitations on 
water use enforced through an operating permit and/or repairs, upgrades or modifications to the 
private sewage disposal system. The recorded covenant shall state and acknowledge that future 
maintenance and/or repair of the private sewage disposal system may necessitate interruption 
in use of the private sewage disposal system and, therefore, any building(s) served by the private 
sewage disposal system may become non-habitable during any required future maintenance 
and/or repair. Said covenant shall be in a form acceptable to the City Attorney and approved by 
the Environmental Sustainability Department. 

 
Deed Restrictions   
 
69. The property owner is required to execute and record a deed restriction which shall indemnify 

and hold harmless the City, its officers, agents, and employees against any and all claims, 
demands, damages, costs and expenses of liability arising out of the acquisition, design, 
construction, operation, maintenance, existence or failure of the permitted project in an area 
where an extraordinary potential for damage or destruction from wildfire exists as an inherent 
risk to life and property.  The property owner shall provide a copy of the recorded document to 
Planning department staff prior to final planning approval. 
 

70. The property owner is required to acknowledge, by recordation of a deed restriction, that the 
property is subject to wave action, erosion, flooding, landslides, or other hazards associated 
with development on a beach or bluff, and that the property owner assumes said risks and 
waives any future claims of damage or liability against the City of Malibu and agrees to 
indemnify the City of Malibu against any liability, claims, damages or expenses arising from 
any injury or damage due to such hazards. The property owner shall provide a copy of the 
recorded document to the Planning Department prior to final Planning Department approval. 
 

71. The property owner is required to execute and record a covenant and agreement to hold the 
subject properties identified as 22878 PCH and 22853 PCH as one parcel to guarantee that no 
portion shall be sold separately.  The recorded instrument shall contain a legal description of 
the contiguous parcels prior to the merger, and the new parcel that results after the lot tie. The 
instrument must be reviewed and approved by the City prior to recording. A copy of the 
recorded instrument shall be provided to the Los Angeles County Assessor’s Office.  
 

72. This conditional use permit shall not be effective until the property owner, applicant and the 
business operator execute the Affidavit of the Acceptance of Conditions.  Said documents shall 
be recorded with the Los Angeles County Recorder and a certified copy of said recordation 
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shall be filed with the Planning Department within 10 days of the effective date of the approval. 
 

Valet Operation 
 

73. A minimum of 36 onsite vehicular parking spaces shall be provided at all times at the Malibu 
Beach Inn facility (22878 Pacific Coast Highway). 
 

74. A minimum of 28 hotel-related vehicular parking spaces shall be provided off-site at 22853 
Pacific Coast Highway. 
 
 

75. Pedestrian access to the parking lot must be available immediately across from the end of the 
existing crosswalk. A cut in the hedge and any other onsite development must be made to 
accommodate this prior to final inspection. 
 

76. The following conditions shall apply to the valet: 
a. All onsite (Malibu Beach Inn facility) and offsite vehicular parking for the Malibu 

Beach Inn shall exhibit “valet-only” operations. 
b. No Malibu Beach Inn-related guest or patron self-parking shall occur at either the onsite 

(22878 PCH) or offsite (22853 PCH) parking locations. 
c. The Malibu Beach Inn valet parking services (for both the onsite and offsite operations) 

shall be provided 24 hours a day throughout the entire week (Sunday through Monday). 
d. The offsite valet parking lot shall be used primarily for long-term hotel-related parking 

(such as hotel guest “overnight” and hotel/restaurant employee parking) to minimize the 
number of valet-related trips between the hotel and offsite lot during peak activity 
periods. 

e. To identify vehicles exhibiting “short-term” parking needs, which shall be retained 
onsite at the hotel to minimize vehicle transfers to the offsite parking lot, the valets shall 
identify the destination/purpose of each arriving vehicle. Vehicles related to 
visitors/restaurant patrons or hotel guests who indicate that they intend to use their 
vehicle during the day will be parked onsite at the hotel, while vehicles exhibiting “long-
term” parking demands shall be transferred to the offsite parking lot. 

f. To the extent feasible, the transfer of vehicles between the Malibu Beach Inn site and 
the offsite valet parking lot shall occur during “off-peak” hours of the day, when traffic 
volumes along Pacific Coast Highway in the vicinity are reduced; between about 8:00 
PM and 7:00 AM. 

g. Communications between the onsite and offsite valet parking staff shall be maintained 
via radio or other means in order to alert the offsite valet staff of requested vehicle 
returns. 

h. “Keep Clear” pavement markings shall be installed on northbound Pacific Coast 
Highway at the offsite valet parking lot entry (southern) driveway in coordination with 
CalTrans. 

i. Valet shall make every attempt to minimize the vehicular queuing along Pacific Coast 
Highway or “Spillback” from the hotel site when guests are arriving.  
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j. Valet shall not utilize existing on-street parking or red-curb “no parking” areas for idling 
to assist onsite hotel queue demand or other hotel related operations. 

k. At no time shall any valet vehicles block any of the through lanes on Pacific Coast 
Highway to make right or left turns.  

l. To prevent queuing in unforeseen events, valet attendants will proactively go to the 
entrance of the hotel, and provide clear, easy-to-follow directions for visitors to the valet 
area. 

m. Valet area shall be evaluated during peak periods to be determined if the area should be 
relocated further within the site to accommodate additional queuing demand. 

n. Valet attendants must wear high visibility reflective safety gear per City of 
Malibu Ordinance No. 407 establishing MMC Chapter 9.38 requiring valet parking 
attendants working on public rights-of-way in Malibu to wear high-visibility reflective 
safety apparel at all times (day or night). 

o. The use of traffic control devices within the public right-of-way is prohibited. All traffic 
control devices must be maintained within private property and must be placed in a 
manner that does not impede traffic or safety on Pacific Coast Highway and the 
surrounding areas. 

p. Per California Vehicle Code § 21955 all pedestrians, including valet attendants, shall 
not cross the roadway at any place except in a crosswalk. Pedestrians and valet 
attendants shall cross Pacific Coast Highway only at the installed crosswalk at the Hotel. 

q. Hotel shall require employees to park offsite. Employee carpools and transit passes are 
strongly encouraged and Hotel shall make all efforts to inform employees of these 
available commuting options. 

 
California Coastal Commission 

 
77. The property must adhere with the conditions of approval for CDP No. 5-87-576, including the 

view corridor.  All view obstructions, not consistent with CDP No. 5-87-576, must be removed 
at the westernmost side (approximately 56.1 feet wide) of the property.   
 

Signs 
 
78. No new signage is proposed or approved under this application.  A sign permit application shall 

be submitted and approved by the Planning Department prior to installation of any new sign.  
 
Prior to Final Sign-Off 
 
79. The applicant shall request a final Planning Department inspection prior to final inspection by 

the City of Malibu Environmental Sustainability Department.  A final approval shall not be 
issued until the Planning Department has determined that the project complies with this CDP.   
 

80. Any construction trailer, storage equipment or similar temporary equipment not permitted as 
part of the approved scope of work shall be removed prior to final inspection and approval, and 
if applicable, the issuance of the certificate of occupancy.  
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Fixed Conditions 
 
81. This coastal development permit shall run with the land and bind all future owners of the 

property. 
 

82. Violation of any of the conditions of this approval may be cause for revocation of this permit 
and termination of all rights granted there under. 

 
SECTION 8. The City Clerk shall certify to the passage and adoption of this resolution and enter it 
into the book of original resolutions.  
 
PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED this 22nd day of March 2021. 
 
        _________________________________ 

MIKKE PIERSON, Mayor 
 
ATTEST: 
 
_________________________________ 
HEATHER GLASER, City Clerk 
 (seal) 
 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
_________________________________ 
JOHN COTTI, Interim City Attorney 
 
COASTAL COMMISSION APPEAL - An aggrieved person may appeal the Planning Commission's 
approval to the Coastal Commission within 10 working days of the issuance of the City's Notice of 
Final Action. Appeal forms may be found online at www.coastal.ca.gov or in person at the Coastal 
Commission South Central Coast District office located at 89 South California Street in Ventura, or by 
calling (805) 585-1800.  Such an appeal must be filed with the Coastal Commission, not the City. 
 
Any action challenging the final decision of the City made as a result of the public hearing on this 
application must be filed within the time limits set forth in Section 1.12.010 of the MMC and Code of 
Civil Procedure.  Any person wishing to challenge the above action in Superior Court may be limited 
to raising only those issues they or someone else raised at the public hearing, or in written 
correspondence delivered to the City of Malibu at or prior to the public hearing.   
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RESOLUTION NO. 21-13 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF MALIBU; 
DETERMINING THE PROJECT IS CATEGORICALLY EXEMPT FROM THE 
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT; GRANTING APPEAL NO. 
19-004; AND APPROVING COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT NO. 17-091 
WHICH INCLUDES JOINT USE PARKING AGREEMENT NO. 17-001 TO 
ALLOW THE MALIBU BEACH INN TO LOCATE REQUIRED PARKING ON 
22853 PACIFIC COAST HIGHWAY, AND LOT TIE NO. 17-001 TO HOLD 22878 
AND 22853 PACIFIC COAST HIGHWAY AS ONE LOT, LOCATED IN THE 
COMMUNITY COMMERCIAL ZONING DISTRICT AT 22853 PACIFIC COAST 
HIGHWAY (MB NORTH LOT (DE), LLC) 

 
The City Council of the City of Malibu does hereby find, order and resolve as follows: 
 
SECTION 1. Recitals.  

 
A. The existing structure is being used for general office use as of July 1, 2020. The subject 

property’s current zone of Community Commercial (CC) allows such use by-right. The use has a 
surplus supply of parking according to the parking standards of the Malibu Local Coastal Program 
(LCP) and Malibu Municipal Code (MMC) parking standards.  

 
B. On September 21, 2017, the applicant, Burdge and Associates Architects, Inc., on behalf 

of property owner, MB North Lot (DE), LLC, submitted Coastal Development Permit (CDP) No. 17-
091, Variance (VAR) No. 17-038 and Joint Use Parking Agreement (JUPA) No. 17-001.  The applicant 
subsequently submitted Lot Tie (LT) No. 17-001, VAR No. 17-043, Minor Modification (MM) No. 
17-018 and Extension of Amortization (EAS) No. 17-001.  The subject property is proposed to 
accommodate displaced required parking from the Malibu Beach Inn at 22878 Pacific Coast Highway 
that will result from the proposed development under CDP No. 17-092, which is being processed 
concurrently. The application was routed to the City Biologist, Environmental Health Administrator, 
City geotechnical staff, City Public Works Department and Los Angeles County Fire Department 
(LACFD) for review.  
 

C. On October 12, 2017, a Notice of Planning Commission Public Hearing was published 
in a newspaper of general circulation within the City of Malibu and was mailed to all property owners 
and occupants within a 500-foot radius of the subject property. 

 
D. On November 6, 2017, the Planning Commission continued the items to a date 

uncertain. 
 

E. On November 9, 2017, a Notice of Planning Commission Public Hearing was published 
in a newspaper of general circulation within the City of Malibu and was mailed to all property owners 
and occupants within a 500-foot radius of the subject property. 

 
F. On December 4, 2017, the Planning Commission continued the items to the December 

18, 2017 Regular Planning Commission hearing. 
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G. On December 18, 2017, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing 
on both applications, reviewed and considered the staff reports, reviewed and considered written 
reports, public testimony, and other information in the record.  At that meeting the items were continued 
to March 5, 2018 Regular Planning Commission meeting to allow the applicant time to address the 
issues raised at that hearing. 

 
H. On March 5, 2018, the Planning Commission continued the items to a date uncertain. 

 
I. On July 12, 2018, a Notice of Planning Commission Public Hearing was published in a 

newspaper of general circulation within the City of Malibu and was mailed to all property owners and 
occupants within a 500-foot radius of the subject property. 

 
J. On August 6, 2018, the Planning Commission continued the items to the August 20, 

2018 Regular Planning Commission hearing. 
 
K. On August 20, 2018, the Planning Commission continued the items to the November 5, 

2018 Regular Planning Commission hearing. 
 
L. On November 5, 2018, the Planning Commission continued the items to the November 

19, 2018, Regular Planning Commission hearing. 
 
M. On November 15, 2018, the November 19, 2018 Regular Planning Commission meeting 

was cancelled due to the Woolsey Fire. 
 
N. On December 27, 2018, a Notice of Planning Commission Public Hearing was 

published in a newspaper of general circulation within the City of Malibu and was mailed to all property 
owners and occupants within a 500-foot radius of the subject property and all interested parties. 

 
O. On January 22, 2019, the Planning Commission continued the item to the March 4, 

2019, Regular Planning Commission hearing.  
 
P. On March 4, 2019, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing on both 

applications, reviewed and considered the staff reports, reviewed and considered written reports, public 
testimony, and other information in the record.  At that meeting the Planning Commission directed 
staff to return with a resolution approving the extension of amortization for the nonconforming car 
rental use and a separate resolution denying the proposed CDP and JUPA for the subject property. 

 
Q. On April 15, 2019, Planning Commission Resolution No. 19-19 denying the proposed 

project was presented to the Planning Commission as a consent item.  The Planning Commission 
adopted Planning Commission Resolution No. 19-19 to deny CDP No. 17-092, JUPA No. 17-001 and 
LT No. 17-001 and adopted Planning Commission Resolution No. 19-18 to approve EAS No. 17-001.  

 
R. On April 24, 2019, MB North Lot (DE), LLC, filed a timely Appeal No. 19-004 of 

Planning Commission Resolution No. 19-19.   
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S. On October 28, 2019, a Notice of City Council Public Hearing was published in a 
newspaper of general circulation within the City of Malibu and was mailed to all property owners and 
occupants within a 500-foot radius of the subject property and all interested parties. 

 
T. On November 25, 2019, the City Council continued the item at the request of the 

appellant in order for them to provide additional materials in support of the appeal. 
 
U. On July 1, 2020, the Hertz Rental Car company vacated the property, ceasing the rental 

car use, and Malibu Beach Inn staff commenced the general office use. 
 
V. On February 25, 2021, a Notice of City Council Public Hearing was published in a 

newspaper of general circulation within the City of Malibu and was mailed to all property owners and 
occupants within a 500-foot radius of the subject property and all interested parties. 

 
W. On March 22, 2021, the City Council held a duly noticed public hearing on the subject 

appeal, reviewed and considered the agenda report, reviewed and considered written reports, public 
testimony, and other information in the record. 

 
SECTION 2. Appeal of Action. 
 
The appeal filed by the Appellant, MB North Lot (DE), LLC, on April 24, 2019, contends that the 
Planning Commission’s denial of the project is not appropriately supported by findings or evidence, 
and is contrary to law; that the project does comply with the LCP and MMC; that the project is the 
least environmentally damaging alternative; and that Appellant’s civil rights, specifically its right to 
equal protection of the laws, was violated.   
 
In the Council agenda report, Planning Department staff responded to each of the Appellant’s 
contentions.  
 
SECTION 3. Findings for Approval of Appeal. 

 
Based on evidence in the record and in the Council agenda report for the subject project presented at 
the March 22, 2021, City Council meeting, and the hearing conducted on that date the City Council 
hereby makes the following findings of fact approving the appeal and finds that substantial evidence 
in the record supports the required findings for approval of the project.  In addition, the analysis, 
findings of fact, and conclusions set forth by staff in the agenda report are incorporated herein as though 
fully set forth. 
 

A. The Council determined that the proposed project is consistent with LIP section 
3.14.5(A)(1) because the path of travel from the nearest proposed parking space on the Hertz site is 
less than 300 feet from the use it serves on the hotel site, based on a professional land survey and 
updated parking plans.  Since the required parking is within 300 feet of the use it would serve, the 
JUPA can be approved. With approval of the JUPA to allow for the offsite parking, the scope of work 
proposed as part of CDP No. 17-092 can also be approved. The project, therefore, complies with the 
LCP and MMC.  
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B. The Appellant states that the denial of the project lacks evidentiary support.  As the City 
Council’s review of this project is de novo, this issue is moot.  As detailed below in the findings, with 
the revisions to the project and in light of the new evidence submitted which addresses traffic safety 
concerns and demonstrates that the revised project is consistent with LIP section 3.14.5(A)(1) and its 
requirement that the distance between the parking on the former Hertz site and the use which the offsite 
parking is serving is less than 300 feet, the Council now finds that the evidence supports approval of 
the project.   
 
The Malibu Beach Inn Parking Demand Study details the operational plan for the valet-only parking 
program, which will limit the transfer of vehicles between lots to non-peak traffic times by 1) 
prioritizing onsite spaces for short-term parking and using the offsite spaces for long-term storage and 
2) limiting the transferring of vehicles offsite to off-peak hours, outside the typical high traffic and 
congestion periods on Pacific Coast Highway. This program is feasible due to the retention of 36 spaces 
onsite (previous analysis assumed only 25 spaces onsite). Short-term parking will be reserved for both 
hotel guests who are likely to use their vehicle during the day and visitor/restaurant patrons, while the 
vehicles of hotel guests who do not need their cars during the day and staff vehicles, will be moved to 
the offsite parking lot for longer-term storage. According to the updated parking study, only 11 offsite 
long-term spaces maximum, are needed during peak weekend times, and only 7-8 during peak weekday 
times, to provide sufficient space onsite for the anticipated short-term visitor parking demands. Based 
on the submitted reports there are large periods during the day when no offsite spaces will be required. 
When demand for short-term parking is anticipated to be high (for example, when the restaurant shows 
a full reservation schedule), valet staff will transfer hotel guest-related or other vehicles exhibiting 
more long-term parking demands between the two sites when traffic on PCH is relatively low, prior to 
the peak demand, rather than during traffic gaps, which had previously been proposed. To meet the 
condition that vehicles are transferred primarily during hours with low traffic volume, vehicle owners 
will be asked about the reason for their visit and anticipated transportation needs both at the time of 
booking and on arrival, so that the onsite parking lot at the hotel site can be prioritized for short-term 
parking. 
 
The results of the supplemental analysis of the parking demand at the Malibu Beach Inn and operations 
of the proposed offsite parking plan indicate that adequate parking (provided by the combination of the 
hotel’s onsite and offsite parking lots) will be sufficient to accommodate the anticipated maximum 
parking demands of the hotel during typical peak month conditions. Additionally, with the 
implementation of the protocols, recommended operational measures, and roadway improvements 
detailed in the Parking Demand Study, no parking shortages or significant impacts to the traffic 
operations of Pacific Coast Highway in the vicinity of the hotel are expected to occur. Therefore, the 
proposed on and offsite parking plans are expected, as conditioned, to provide an adequate parking 
supply for the hotel’s long-term and short-term parking needs, while minimizing the transfer of vehicles 
between the hotel and the offsite parking lot. 
 

C. The appeal disputes that the Planning Commission’s determination that the project is 
not the least environmentally damaging alternative, which was based on the conclusion that it the 
project would result in the intensification of an existing use and add to traffic congestion in the 
surrounding area. As a result of the changes to the project and the evidence presented in the new parking 
study and operational proposals, the finding that the project is the least environmentally damaging 
alternative can now be made, and the project is therefore consistent with the LCP. 
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D. No evidence exists that demonstrates the Appellant’s civil rights, and in particular its 
rights to equal protection under the laws, have been violated.  As detailed in the March 22, 2021 agenda 
report, the alleged offsite parking examples presented by the Appellant do not represent equivalent or 
relevant comparisons. The Trancas Country Market does not utilize offsite parking and the offsite 
parking allegedly utilized by Soho House and Nobu restaurant has not been permitted by the City.   
 
SECTION 4. Environmental Review. 
 
Pursuant to the authority and criteria contained in CEQA, the City Council has analyzed the proposed 
project. The City Council found that the project proposed in CDP No. 17-091 and JUPA 17-001 is 
listed among the classes of projects that have been determined not to have a significant adverse effect 
on the environment. Therefore, the project is categorically exempt from the provisions of CEQA 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15301 – Existing Facilities.  The City Council has further 
determined that none of the six exceptions to the use of a categorical exemption apply to this project 
(CEQA Guidelines section 15300.2).   
 
SECTION 5.  Coastal Development Permit Findings. 
 
Based on the evidence contained within the record and pursuant to LIP sections 13.7(B) and 13.9, the 
City Council adopts the analysis in the agenda report and the findings of fact below, and approves CDP 
No. 17-091 consisting of an application to allow for tandem on-grade parking to be operated by valet 
on a site currently occupied by a general office use (22853 PCH) in order to accommodate displaced 
required parking for an offsite hotel/restaurant use (Malibu Beach Inn at 22878 PCH), and construct 
new perimeter fences and gates with planter boxes to allow the Malibu Beach Inn to locate required 
parking on the Hertz site pursuant to JUPA No. 17-001, and LT No. 17-001 to hold 22878 PCH and 
22853 PCH together. 
 
The project, as proposed, is consistent with the applicable LCP and MMC codes, standards, goals, and 
policies.  In addition, the findings required for these entitlements are made based on the information 
presented, and the project represents the least environmentally damaging alternative.  The reasons for 
approval for each entitlement are provided in more detail as follows: 
 
A. General Coastal Development Permit (LIP Chapter 13) 

1. The proposed project is located in the CC commercial zoning district, an area designated 
for commercial uses.  The proposed project has been reviewed for conformance with the LCP by the 
Planning Department, City Biologist, City Environmental Health Administrator, City Public Works 
Department, City geotechnical staff, and the LACFD.  As discussed herein, based on submitted reports, 
project plans, visual analysis and site investigation, the proposed project, as conditioned, conforms to 
the LCP in that it meets all applicable commercial development standards, inclusive of the requested 
joint use parking agreement. The City Council has determined that the required legal and safe 
pedestrian path between the nearest parking space and the valet stand for the use for which the parking 
is required meets the maximum 300-foot requirement.  The Council has also determined that, given the 
conditions incorporated herein to require the majority of parking demand onsite at 22878 PCH and the 
transfer of vehicles to occur during low-traffic volume hours, the proposed project, as conditioned, 
conforms to the LCP in that it meets all applicable commercial development standards, inclusive of the 
requested joint use parking agreement.   
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2. The project includes property located between the first public road and the sea; however, 
the subject property does not contain any mapped trails as depicted on the LCP Park Lands Map.  The 
project complies with the coastal act and will not affect public access. 

 
3. As discussed in Finding A3, of the March 4, 2019, Agenda Report for CDP No. 17-092, 

the project scope was revised to reduce the pool and pool deck proposed for the Malibu Beach Inn site 
in an effort to reduce the number of required parking spaces that will be displaced. Given the evidence 
in the record which demonstrates that as conditioned, the project will not result in adverse biological, 
scenic, or visual impacts and has been redesigned to minimize its impact on traffic. There is no evidence 
that an alternative project, such as one which does not displace any parking, would substantially lessen 
any potential significant adverse impacts of the development on the environment. As such, the proposed 
project is the least damaging environmental alternative. 
 
B. Joint Use and Common Parking Facilities (LIP Section 3.14.4) 

 
1. The applicant has requested a Joint Use and Common Parking Facilities Agreement to 

allow the subject hotel/restaurant use (Malibu Beach Inn) at 22878 PCH to locate required parking 
offsite at the property identified as 22853 PCH (former Hertz site).  Currently the parking required by 
the Malibu Beach Inn is contained onsite, however, a portion of that parking is proposed to be removed 
to allow for the construction of a new pool and pool deck.  The property at 22853 PCH is currently 
occupied by the hotel for administrative staff office use.  Office use requires four parking spaces, all 
of which are provided onsite.  The operations of the office use and required parking are not affected 
by the proposed JUPA as that use is in support of the use for which the offsite parking is required. All 
parking spaces on the subject property will be used in support of the hotel parking needs.   

2. This project does not involve a shopping center or other commercial area where a 
parking lot with common access is provided. 

3. There is no substantial conflict in the principal hours of operation or uses at the 
properties because all of the spaces at 22853 PCH will be conditioned to be available for the exclusive 
use of the hotel operation, with a valet.  A recorded legal agreement between the City and the applicant 
is required as a condition of approval of this CDP. 

4. The parking associated with the project does not offer alternative working hours to serve 
as additional beach parking.  

5. The project, as proposed, provides the minimum number of required parking spaces 
consistent with the office use, and can accommodate additional parking requirement for the 
neighboring hotel which is a visitor-serving use.  In addition, the subject property is located near a 
public parking lot that provides beach and pier parking. 

SECTION 6. Action. 
 
Based on the foregoing findings and evidence contained within the record, the City Council hereby 
approves Appeal No. 19-004 and approves CDP No. 17-091, JUPA No. 17-001 and LT No. 17-001.   
 
  

44



Resolution No. 21-13 
Page 7 of 12 

_________________ 
 

SECTION 7.  Conditions of Approval. 
 

1. The property owners, and their successors in interest, shall indemnify and defend the City of Malibu 
and its officers, employees and agents from and against all liability and costs relating to the 
City's actions concerning this project, including (without limitation) any award of litigation 
expenses in favor of any person or entity who seeks to challenge the validity of any of the City's 
actions or decisions in connection with this project.  The City shall have the sole right to choose 
its counsel and property owners shall reimburse the City’s expenses incurred in its defense of 
any lawsuit challenging the City’s actions concerning this project. 
 

2. This approval allows for the following: 
a. Increase the onsite parking from 13 parking spaces to 28 parking spaces, one of which 

must be located in the southeastern-most corner of the subject property. 
i. One ADA space; 

ii. 22, 9 foot by 20-foot spaces; 
iii. Five, 8 foot by 15.5-foot spaces; 

b. Construct new landscape planters and garden walls on the front property line along PCH, 
not to exceed 42 inches in height; and 

c. Construct a new 6-foot-high view permeable fence (vegetated or solid below 42 inches) 
and vehicle and pedestrian access gates on the front property line along PCH. 

d. Lot Tie No. 17-001 between 22878 PCH (Malibu Beach Inn) and 22853 PCH by 
recording a covenant to hold the two lots as one, since the required parking for 22878 
PCH will be offsite at the subject property.  

e. JUPA No. 17-001 to allow 23 of the required parking spaces for the Malibu Beach Inn at 
22878 PCH to be located at the 22853 PCH and impose a valet parking plan.  All parking 
will be operated by a valet service.   

 
3. Subsequent submittals for this project shall be in substantial compliance with plans on-file with 

the Planning Department, date-stamped February 19, 2019 and March 3, 2021.  In the event 
the project plans conflict with any condition of approval, the condition shall take precedence. 

 
4. Pursuant to LIP Section 13.18.2, this permit and rights conferred in this approval shall not be 

effective until the property owner signs and returns the Acceptance of Conditions Affidavit 
accepting the conditions set forth herein.  The applicant shall file this form with the Planning 
Department within 10 days of this decision and/or prior to issuance of any development permits.  

 
5. The applicant shall submit three (3) complete sets of plans to the Planning Department for 

consistency review and approval prior to plan check and again prior to the issuance of any 
building or development permits. 
 

6. This resolution, signed Acceptance of Conditions Affidavit and all Department Review Sheets 
attached to the March 22, 2021, City Council agenda report for this project shall be copied in 
their entirety and placed directly onto a separate plan sheet behind the cover sheet of the 
development plans submitted to the City of Malibu Environmental Sustainability Department 
for plan check. 
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7. This CDP shall expire if the project has not commenced within three (3) years after issuance of 
the permit.  Extension of the permit may be granted by the approving authority for due cause.  
Extensions shall be requested in writing by the applicant or authorized agent prior to expiration 
of the three-year period and shall set forth the reasons for the request.  In the event of an appeal, 
the CDP shall expire if the project has not commenced within three years from the date the 
appeal is decided by the decision-making body or withdrawn by the appellant. 

 
8. Any questions of intent or interpretation of any condition of approval will be resolved by the 

Planning Director upon written request of such interpretation. 
 
9. All development shall conform to requirements of the City of Malibu Environmental 

Sustainability Department, City Biologist, City Public Works Department, and LACFD, as 
applicable.  Notwithstanding this review, all required permits shall be secured.   
Notwithstanding this review, all required permits shall be secured.    

 
10. Minor changes to the approved plans or the conditions of approval may be approved by the 

Planning Director, provided such changes achieve substantially the same results and the project 
is still in compliance with the MMC and the LCP.  Revised plans reflecting the minor changes 
and additional fees shall be required.   

 
Construction 
 
11. The applicant shall submit to the Public Works Department, for review and approval, a 

Construction Management Plan prior to the approval of any permits.  The Construction 
Management Plan shall clearly identify working areas on the property and location of 
construction staging area, including parking.  If applicant is obtaining offsite parking for 
construction, the applicant shall submit a letter of approval from the property owner suppling 
the area for parking.  
 

12. The applicant shall notify the Public Works Department at least one week prior to any Caltrans 
related work, including installation of the crosswalk and pavement markings on Pacific Coast 
Highway. 

 
Valet Operations 
 
13. A minimum of 36 on-site vehicular parking spaces shall be provided at all times at the Malibu 

Beach Inn facility (22878 Pacific Coast Highway). 
 

14. A minimum of 28 hotel-related vehicular parking spaces shall be provided off-site at the former 
Hertz Rent-a-Car facility (22853 Pacific Coast Highway). 
 

15. Pedestrian access to the parking lot must be available immediately across from the end of the 
existing crosswalk. A cut in the hedge and any other onsite development must be made to 
accommodate this prior to final inspection. 
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16. The following conditions shall apply to the valet: 
a. All on-site (Malibu Beach Inn facility) and off-site vehicular parking for the Malibu 

Beach Inn shall exhibit “valet-only” operations. 
b. No Malibu Beach Inn-related guest or patron self-parking shall occur at either the on-

site (22878 PCH) or off-site (22853 PCH) parking locations. 
c. The Malibu Beach Inn valet parking services (for both the on-site and off-site 

operations) shall be provided 24 hours a day throughout the entire week (Sunday 
through Monday). 

d. The off-site valet parking lot shall be used primarily for long-term hotel-related parking 
(such as hotel guest “overnight” and hotel/restaurant employee parking) to minimize the 
number of valet-related trips between the hotel and off-site lot during peak activity 
periods. 

e. To identify vehicles exhibiting “short-term” parking needs, which shall be retained on-
site at the hotel to minimize vehicle transfers to the off-site parking lot, the valets shall 
identify the destination/purpose of each arriving vehicle. Vehicles related to 
visitors/restaurant patrons or hotel guests who indicate that they intend to use their 
vehicle during the day will be parked on-site at the hotel, while vehicles exhibiting 
“long-term” parking demands shall be transferred to the off-site parking lot. 

f. To the extent feasible, the transfer of vehicles between the Malibu Beach Inn site and 
the offsite valet parking lot shall occur during “off-peak” hours of the day, when traffic 
volumes along Pacific Coast Highway in the vicinity are reduced; between about 8:00 
PM and 7:00 AM. 

g. Communications between the on-site and off-site valet parking staff shall be maintained 
via radio or other means in order to alert the off-site valet staff of requested vehicle 
returns. 

h. “Keep Clear” pavement markings shall be installed on northbound Pacific Coast 
Highway at the off-site valet parking lot entry (southern) driveway in coordination with 
CalTrans. 

i. Valet shall make every attempt to minimize the vehicular queuing along Pacific Coast 
Highway or “Spillback” from the hotel site when guests are arriving.  

j. Valet shall not utilize existing on-street parking or red-curb “no parking” areas for idling 
to assist on-site hotel queue demand or other hotel related operations. 

k. At no time shall any valet vehicles block any of the through lanes on Pacific Coast 
Highway to make right or left turns.  

l. To prevent queuing in unforeseen events, valet attendants will proactively go to the 
entrance of the hotel, and provide clear, easy-to-follow directions for visitors to the valet 
area. 

m. Valet area shall be evaluated during peak periods to be determined if the area should be 
relocated further within the site to accommodate additional queuing demand. 

n. Valet attendants must wear high visibility reflective safety gear per City of 
Malibu Ordinance No. 407 establishing MMC Chapter 9.38 requiring valet parking 
attendants working on public rights-of-way in Malibu to wear high-visibility reflective 
safety apparel at all times (day or night). 

o. The use of traffic control devices within the public right-of-way is prohibited. All traffic 
control devices must be maintained within private property and must be placed in a 
manner that does not impede traffic or safety on Pacific Coast Highway and the 
surrounding areas. 
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p. Per California Vehicle Code § 21955 all pedestrians, including valet attendants, shall 
not cross the roadway at any place except in a crosswalk. Pedestrians and valet 
attendants shall cross Pacific Coast Highway only at the installed crosswalk at the Hotel. 

q. Hotel shall require employees to park offsite. Employee carpools and transit passes are 
strongly encouraged, and Hotel shall make all efforts to inform employees of these 
available commuting options. 

 
Landscaping 

 
17. The use of pesticides, including insecticides, herbicides, rodenticides or any toxic chemical 

substance which has the potential to significantly degrade biological resources shall be 
prohibited for this project site.  The eradication of invasive plant species or habitat restoration 
shall consider first the use of non-chemical methods for prevention and management such as 
physical, mechanical, cultural, and biological controls. Herbicides may be selected only after 
all other non-chemical methods have been exhausted. Herbicides shall be restricted to the least 
toxic product and method, and to the maximum extent feasible, shall be biodegradable, derived 
from natural sources, and use for a limited time. 
 

18. Prior to installation of any landscaping, the applicant shall obtain plumbing permit for the 
proposed irrigation system from the Building Safety Division. 
 

19. Prior to or at the time of a Planning final inspection, the property owner/applicant shall submit 
to the case planner a copy of the plumbing permit for the irrigation system installation that has 
been signed off by the Building Safety Division. 
 

20. Prior to Final Plan Check Approval, the applicant shall provide a landscape water use approval 
from the Los Angeles County Waterworks District No. 29. 
 

21. Vegetation forming a view impermeable condition (hedge), serving the same function as a fence 
or wall, occurring within the side or rear yard setback shall be maintained at or below six (6) 
feet in height.  View impermeable hedges occurring within the front yard setback serving the 
same function as a fence or wall shall be maintained at or below 42 inches in height. 
 

22. Invasive plant species, as determined by the City of Malibu, are prohibited. 
 

23. Vegetation shall be situated on the property so as not to obstruct the primary view from private 
property at any given time (given consideration of its future growth). 
 

24. The landscape plan shall prohibit the use of building materials treated with toxic compounds 
such as creosote and copper arsenate. 
 

Lighting 
 
25. Exterior lighting must comply with the Dark Sky Ordinance and shall be minimized, shielded, 

or concealed and restricted to low intensity features, so that no light source is directly visible 
from public view.  Permitted lighting shall conform to the following standards: 

a.  Lighting for walkways shall be limited to fixtures that do not exceed two feet in height 
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and are directed downward, and limited to 850 lumens (equivalent to a 60-watt 
incandescent bulb); 

b.  Security lighting controlled by motion detectors may be attached to the residence 
provided it is directed downward and is limited to 850 lumens; 

c.   Driveway lighting shall be limited to the minimum lighting necessary for safe vehicular 
use.  The lighting shall be limited to 850 lumens; 

d.  Lights at entrances as required by the Building Code shall be permitted provided that 
such lighting does not exceed 850 lumens; 

e.  Site perimeter lighting shall be prohibited; and 
f.   Outdoor decorative lighting for aesthetic purposes is prohibited. 

 
26. Night lighting for sports courts or other private recreational facilities shall be prohibited. 

 
27. No permanently installed lighting shall blink, flash, or be of unusually high intensity or 

brightness.  Lighting levels on any nearby property from artificial light sources on the subject 
property(ies) shall not produce an illumination level greater than one foot candle.  
 

28. Night lighting from exterior and interior sources shall be minimized.  All exterior lighting shall 
be low intensity and shielded directed downward and inward so there is no offsite glare or 
lighting of natural habitat areas.  High intensity lighting of the shore is prohibited. 
 

29. String lights are allowed in occupied dining and entertainment areas only and must not exceed 
3,000 Kelvin. 
 

30. Motion sensor lights shall be programmed to extinguish ten minutes after activation. 
 

31. Three violations of the conditions by the same property owner will result in a requirement to 
permanently remove the outdoor light fixture(s) from the site. 

 
Deed Restriction   
 
32. The property owner is required to execute and record a covenant and agreement to hold the 

subject properties identified as 22878 PCH and the Hertz site (22853 PCH) as one parcel to 
guarantee that no portion shall be sold separately.  The recorded instrument shall contain a legal 
description of the contiguous parcels prior to the merger, and the new parcel that results after 
the lot tie. The instrument must be reviewed and approved by the City prior to recording. A 
copy of the recorded instrument shall be provided to the Los Angeles County Assessor’s Office.  

 
Prior to Final Sign-Off 
 
33. Prior to final approval, the City Biologist shall inspect the project site and determine that all 

planning conditions have been implemented to protect natural resources in compliance with 
approved plans and this resolution. 
 

34. The applicant shall request a final Planning Department inspection prior to final inspection by 
the City of Malibu Environmental Sustainability Department.  A final approval shall not be 
issued until the Planning Department has determined that the project complies with this CDP.   
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Fixed Conditions 
 
35. This coastal development permit shall run with the land and bind all future owners of the 

property. 
 

36. Violation of any of the conditions of this approval may be cause for revocation of this permit 
and termination of all rights granted there under. 

 
SECTION 8. The City Clerk shall certify to the passage and adoption of this resolution and enter it 
into the book of original resolutions.  
 
PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED this 22nd day of March 2021. 
 
        _________________________________ 

MIKKE PIERSON, Mayor 
 
ATTEST: 
 
_________________________________ 
HEATHER GLASER, City Clerk 
 (seal) 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
_________________________________ 
JOHN COTTI, Interim City Attorney 
 
Any action challenging the final decision of the City made as a result of the public hearing on this 
application must be filed within the time limits set forth in Section 1.12.010 of the MMC and Code of 
Civil Procedure.  Any person wishing to challenge the above action in Superior Court may be limited 
to raising only those issues they or someone else raised at the public hearing, or in written 
correspondence delivered to the City of Malibu at or prior to the public hearing.   
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EXHIBIT D 

Appeal No. 19-004
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Planning Commission Resolution No. 19-17
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CITY OF MALIBU PLANNING COMMISSION
RESOLUTION NO. 19-17

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF
MALIBU DENYING COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT NO. 17-092, AN
APPLICATION FOR THE MALIBU BEACH INN TO CONSTRUCT A NEW
SWIMMING POOL AND POOL DECK WITH DINING SERVICE IN THE
LOCATION OF REQUIRED PARKING; JOINT USE PARKING
AGREEMENT NO. 17-001 TO ALLOW A PORTION OF THE PROPERTY’S
REQUIRED PARKING TO BE LOCATED AT 22853 PCH (HERTZ RENTAL
CAR); AND LOT TIE NO. 17-001 TO HOLD 22878 PCH AND 22853 PCH AS
ONE LOT LOCATED IN THE COMMERCIAL VISITOR SERVING-TWO
ZONING DISTRICT AT 22878 PCH (MANI MBI (DE), LLC)

The Planning Commission of the City of Malibu does hereby find, order and resolve as follows:

SECTION 1. Recitals.

A. On October 15, 1987, the California Coastal Commission (CCC) issued Coastal
Development Permit (CDP) No. 05-87-576 for the construction of a 3 story, 32-foot in height, 47-
room hotel, along with a viewing deck and seawall, with 52 parking spaces (including tandem)
with valet parking at 22878 Pacific Coast Highway (PCH).

B. On June 19, 2006, the Planning Commission adopted Resolution No. 06-46
approving CDP No. 06-0 11 and Conditional Use Permit (CUP) No. 06-00 1 permitting the
construction of the porte-cochere, interior remodel of the hotel to accommodate an ancillary
restaurant with a 196 square foot kitchen and 42 seats within a total of approximately 563 square
feet of dining area, including indoor and outdoor seating on the western portion of the existing
patio, and installation of a new wastewater treatment system (OWTS) to replace a failed OWTS
in the western parking lot. The restaurant was conditioned to serve hotel guests and invitees only.

C. On August 6, 2015, an application for Administrative Plan Review (APR) No. 15-
065 and Conditional Use Permit Amendment (CUPA) No. 15-004 was submitted to the Planning
Department by the applicant, Burdge and Associates Architects, Inc., on behalf ofproperty owner,
Mani MBI(DE), LLC. The application was routed to the City Biologist, City Coastal Engineer,
Environmental Health Administrator, City Geotechnical staff, City Public Works Department, and
Los Angeles County Fire Department (LACFD) for review.

D. Staff determined that, after the submittal of project revisions, the project scope was
no longer exempt from a CDP. As a result, on October 4, 2017, an application for CDP No. 17-
092 was submitted to the Planning Department by the applicant, Burdge and Associates Architects,
Inc., on behalf of property owner, Mani MBI (DE), LLC. The applicant also submitted Variance
(VAR) No. 15-041, VAR No. 17-037, Lot Tie (LT) No. 17-001, and a Joint Use Parking
Agreement (JUPA) No. 17-001. The application was routed to the City Biologist, City Coastal
Engineer, Environmental Health Administrator, City Geotechnical staff, City Public Works
Department, and LACFD for review.

E. On October 12, 2017, a Notice of Planning Commission Public Hearing was
published in a newspaper of general circulation within the City of Malibu and was mailed to all
property owners and occupants within a 500-foot radius of the subject property.

F. On November 2, 2017, the applicant submitted CUP No. 17-012 to address the
amortization provisions of Malibu Municipal Code (MMC) Section 17.60.040(C)(4).
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G. On November 6, 2017, the Planning Commission continued the item to a date
uncertain.

H. On November 9, 2017, a Notice of Planning Commission Public Hearing was
published in a newspaper of general circulation within the City of Malibu and was mailed to all
property owners and occupants within a 500-foot radius of the subject property.

I. On November 9, 2017, the applicant submitted revised project plans for approval.

J. On December 1, 2017, the applicant submitted a revised Sheet A-0.1, A-0.2, and
A-0.7 illustrating the proposed indoor restaurant seating.

K. On December 4, 2017, the Planning Commission continued the item to the
December 18, 2017, Regular Planning Commission hearing.

L. On December 18, 2017, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public
hearing on the subject application, reviewed and considered the staff report, reviewed and
considered written reports, public testimony, and other information in the record. At that meeting
the item was continued to a date uncertain to allow the applicant time to address the issues raised
at that hearing.

M. On January 31, 2018, the Applicant submitted revised materials to the City
specialists.

N. On July 12, 2018, a Notice of Planning Commission Public Hearing was published
in a newspaper of general circulation within the City of Malibu and was mailed to all property
owners and occupants within a 500-foot radius of the subject property.

0. On August 6, 2018, the Planning Commission continued the item to the August 20,
2017, Regular Planning Commission hearing.

P. On August 20, 2018, the Planning Commission continued the item to the November
5, 2018, Regular Planning Commission hearing.

Q. On November 5, 2018, the Planning Commission continued the item to the
November 19, 2018, Regular Planning Commission hearing.

R. On November 15, 2018, the November 19, 2018 Regular Planning Commission
meeting was cancelled due to the Woolsey Fire.

S. On December 27, 2018, a Notice of Planning Commission Public Hearing was
published in a newspaper of general circulation within the City of Malibu and was mailed to all
property owners and occupants within a 500-foot radius of the subject property and all interested
parties.

T. On January 22, 2019, the Planning Commission continued the item to the March 4,
2019, Regular Planning Commission hearing.
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U. On March 4, 2019, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing on
the subject application, reviewed and considered the staff report, reviewed and considered written
reports, public testimony, and other information in the record. At that meeting the Planning
Commission directed staff to return with a resolution approving the CUP application for the
continued operation of the hotel and restaurant and separate resolution denying the construction of
the pool, pooi deck, and associated development as well as the JUPA.

V. On April 15, 2019, revised Planning Commission Resolution No. 19-17 was
presented to the Planning Commission as a consent item

SECTION 2. Environmental Review.

Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15270, CEQA
does not apply to projects which a public agency rejects or disapproves.

SECTION 3. Findings for Denial.

Based on substantial evidence contained within the record and pursuant to LIP Sections 13.7(B)
and 13.9, the Planning Commission adopts the analysis in the agenda report and the findings of
fact below, and denies CDP No. 17-092, an application for the Malibu Beach Inn to construct a
new swimming pool and pool deck with dining service in the location of required parking, remodel
and conversion of approximately 268 square feet of office and storage room into bathroom
facilities and equipment room, relocate the existing OWTS; JUPA No. 17-001 to allow a portion
of the property’s required onsite parking to be located offsite at 22853 PCH (Hertz Rental Car);
and Lot Tie No. 17-001 to hold 22878 PCH and 22853 PCH as one lot.

The project, as proposed, is not consistent with the applicable LCP and Malibu Municipal Code
(MMC), codes, standards, goals, and policies. In addition, the findings required for these
entitlements cannot be made based on the information presented, and less environmentally
impactful alternatives exist. The revised plan submitted October 12, 2018 for the construction of
the pool and deck will displace 16 onsite parking spaces that would be relocated offsite to 22853
PCH (Hertz site). In addition, , the valet circulation plan involving valets crossing Pacific Coast
Highway in cars and on foot which could have an impact on PCH traffic in the vicinity of the
project. The reasons for denial for each entitlement are provided in more detail as follows:

A. General Coastal Development Permit (LIP Chapter 13)

1. The proposed expansion of the hotel operation does not comply with the LCP as it does
not satisfy the parking requirements of LIP Section 3.14.3 (Specific Parking Requirements). The
applicant proposes to accommodate the displaced parking by parking cars on the Hertz site through
the use of a JUPA. The Planning Commission has determined that the required “legal and safe
pedestrian path” between the parking space and the nearest entrance of the building or use for
which the parking is required is in excess of 300 feet, and that the proposed vehicular path of travel
is not consistent with the requirements of the California Vehicle Code including sections 21658,
22107, and 22108 and will pose a safety hazard given the existing traffic conditions. The area in
which the project is located also frequently experiences heavy amounts of traffic that results in a
continuous flow making lane changes and turns against opposing traffic difficult and dangerous
and likely to aggravate traffic conditions. Based on the PCH safety study it was found that between
2014 and 2018 there were approximately 28 collisions within the project area. The potential causes
for these accidents are failure to yield right ofway, improper turning, unsafe speed and unsafe lane
changes. For all of these reasons, the project does not conform to the LCP or MMC.78
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2. In addition, while the project cannot meet the requirements of the LIP, LIP section
3.14.1(A) also states that the parking regulations of Chapter 3.14 are the minimum required to
preserve the public health, safety and welfare; it also envisions that “more extensive provisions
may be warranted in particular circumstances.” As described above, the proposed project poses
significant public health, safety and welfare problems that must be addressed, and have not been
addressed by the proposed project. Even if the project complied with the other requirements of
the LIP, the project could not be approved without addressing the significant public health, safety
and welfare problems that have been identified by staff and the public.

3, The project is not the least environmentally damaging alternative. While the project will
not alter the existing building footprint, and the relocation of the OWTS has been reviewed and
approved by the City Environmental Health Administrator for the additional service area and seats
for the restaurant and pool deck, the project will lead to an increase in pedestrian and vehicular
traffic and congestion within the immediate area and on PCH. This is because of the offsite parking
plan which proposes to locate required parking at the Hertz site which requires vehicles to cross
PCH and pedestrian traffic to utilize the new crosswalk’. The installation of the proposed pool
and deck also requires the relocation of existing legal non-conforming parking, thus worsening the
non-conformity. Compared to what would be required if the hotel was approved today and subject
to current parking requirements for the existing hotel, the property is currently under parked by 42
spaces which also would need to be accessed by proper circulation lanes instead of organized
through a tandem valet layout. Removing some of these spaces offsite worsens a nonconformity
that is already significant. The project is not the least environmentally damaging alternative
because an alternative project that does not propose the elimination of onsite parking would not
impact traffic on PCH within the vicinity of the project.

B. Hazards (LIP Chapter 9)

1. As described in Finding Al, the project is not the least environmentally damaging
alternative as required by LIP section 9.3(A)(3).

C. Shoreline and Bluff Development (LIP Chapter 10)

1. As described in Finding Al, the project is not the least environmentally damaging
alternative as required by LIP section 10.3(A)(3).

D. Joint Use and Common Parking Facilities (LIP Section 3.14.4)

1 .The applicant has requested a Joint Use and Common Parking Facilities Agreement
(JUPA) to allow the hotel/restaurant use (Malibu Beach Inn) at 22878 PCH to locate displaced
required parking offsite on the subject lot. The Planning Commission determined that the
proposed parking plan resulted in parking that was not consistent with LIP Section 3.14.5(A)(1)
because the distance between the parking space and the nearest entrance of the building or use for
which the parking is required along the proposed pedestrian path exceeded 300 feet. Further, the
Commission determined the proposed vehicular path of travel was unsafe and not consistent with
the California Vehicle Code because the distance between the sites is not adequate to allow for
the lane changes necessary to be completed in a safe, lawful manner. For these reasons, the
Planning Commission denies the JUPA.

1 To address past CDP violations, the current property owner entered into a Consent Agreement with the California
Coastal Commission and as part of that agreement, the applicant was required to construct a crosswalk to improve
public access to coastal resources. 79
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SECTION 4. Planning Commission Action.

The Planning Commission shall certify the adoption of this Resolution.

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 15°’ day of April ~19.

ST UR - ‘ G, Planning Commissi n Chair

ATTEST:

KATHLEEN STECKO, Recording Secretary

LOCAL APPEAL - Pursuant to Malibu Municipal Code Section 17.04.220 (Appeal of Action), a
decision of the Planning Commission may be appealed to the City Council by an aggrieved person
by written statement setting forth the grounds for appeal. An appeal shall be filed with the City
Clerk within 10 days and shall be accompanied by an appeal form and proper appeal fee. The
appellant shall pay fees as specified in the Council adopted fee resolution in effect at the time of
the appeal. Appeal forms and fee schedule may be found online at www.malibucity.org, in person
at City Hall, or by calling (310) 456-2489, extension 245.

I CERTIFY THAT THE FOREGOING RESOLUTION NO. 19-17 was passed and adopted by the
Planning Commission of the City of Malibu at the regular meeting thereof held on the this 15111 day
of April 2019, by the following vote:

AYES: 5 Commissioners: Hill, Marx, Mazza, Jennings, Uhring
NOES: 0
ABSTAIN: 0
ABSENT: 0

KA HLEEN STECKO, Recording Secretary
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CITY OF MALIBU PLANNING COMMISSION
RESOLUTION NO. 19-19

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF
MALIBU DENYING COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT NO. 17-091
CONSISTING OF AN APPLICATION TO ALLOW VALET PARKING OF
VEHICLES FROM AN OFFSITE HOTEL/RESTAURANT USE LOCATED AT
22878 PACIFIC COAST HIGHWAY, CONSTRUCTION OF NEW
PERIMETER FENCES AND GATES WITH PLANTER BOXES, INCLUDING
JOINT USE PARKING AGREEMENT NO. 17-00 1, AND LOT TIE NO. 17-001
TO HOLD 22878 AND 22853 PACIFIC COAST HIGHWAY TOGETHER,
LOCATED IN THE COMMUNITY COMMERCIAL ZONING DISTRICT AT
22853 PACIFIC COAST HIGHWAY (MB NORTH LOT (DE), LLC)

The Planning Commission of the City of Malibu does hereby find, order and resolve as follows:

SECTION 1. Recitals.

A. A car rental use has been in operation on the subject property since prior to the
incorporation of the City. The subject property’s current zone of Community Commercial (CC)
does not include car rental operations as a permitted or conditionally permitted use, so the current
car rental use is nonconforming. The use has a surplus supply of parking according to the parking
standards of the Malibu Local Coastal Program (LCP) and Malibu Municipal Code (MMC)
parking standards.

B. On September 21, 2017, the applicant, Burdge and Associates Architects, Inc., on
behalf of property owner, MB North Lot (DE), LLC, submitted Coastal Development Permit
(CDP) No. 17-091, Variance (VAR) No. 17-038 and Joint Use Parking Agreement (JUPA) No.
17-001. The applicant subsequently submitted Lot Tie (LT) No. 17-001, VAR No. 17-043, Minor
Modification (MM) No. 17-018 and Extension of Amortization (EAS) No. 17-001. The subject
property was proposed to accommodate displaced required parking from the Malibu Beach Inn at
22878 Pacific Coast Highway that would result from the proposed development under CDP No.
17-092, which was being processed concurrently. The application was routed to the City Biologist,
Environmental Health Administrator, City Geotechnical staff, City Public Works Department and
Los Angeles County Fire Department (LACFD) for review.

C. On October 12, 2017, a Notice of Planning Commission Public Hearing was
published in a newspaper of general circulation within the City of Malibu and was mailed to all
property owners and occupants within a 500-foot radius of the subject property.

D. On November 6, 2017, the Planning Commission continued the items to a date
uncertain.

E. On November 9, 2017, a Notice of Planning Commission Public Hearing was
published in a newspaper of general circulation within the City of Malibu and was mailed to all
property owners and occupants within a 500-foot radius of the subject property.

F. On November 9, 2017, the applicant submitted revised project plans for approval.

G. On December 4, 2017, the Planning Commission continued the items to the
December 18, 2017 Regular Planning Commission hearing.
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H. On December 18, 2017, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public
hearing on both applications, reviewed and considered the staff reports, reviewed and considered
written reports, public testimony, and other information in the record. At that meeting the items
were continued to March 5, 2018 Regular Planning Commission meeting to allow the applicant
time to address the issues raised at that hearing.

I. On January 31, 2018, the applicant submitted revised materials to the City.

J. On March 5, 2018, the Planning Commission continued the items to a date
uncertain.

K. On July 12, 2018, a Notice of Planning Commission Public Hearing was published
in a newspaper of general circulation within the City of Malibu and was mailed to all property
owners and occupants within a 500-foot radius of the subject property.

L. On August 6, 2018, the Planning Commission continued the items to the August
20, 2018 Regular Planning Commission hearing.

M. On August 20, 2018, the Planning Commission continued the items to the
November 5, 2018 Regular Planning Commission hearing.

N. On November 5, 2018, the Planning Commission continued the items to the
November 19, 2018, Regular Planning Commission hearing.

0. On November 15, 2018, the November 19, 2018 Regular Planning Commission
meeting was cancelled due to the Woolsey Fire.

P. On December 27, 2018, a Notice of Planning Commission Public Hearing was
published in a newspaper of general circulation within the City of Malibu and was mailed to all
property owners and occupants within a 500-foot radius of the subject property and all interested
parties.

Q. On January 16, 2019, the applicant submitted a revised parking plan that eliminated
the need for the requested variance.

R. On January 22, 2019, the Planning Commission continued the item to the March 4,
2019, Regular Planning Commission hearing.

S. On March 4, 2019, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing on
both applications, reviewed and considered the staff reports, reviewed and considered written
reports, public testimony, and other information in the record. At that meeting the Planning
Commission directed staff to return with a resolution approving the extension of amortization for
the nonconforming car rental use and a separate resolution denying the proposed CDP and JUPA
for the subject property.

T. On April 15, 2019, Planning Commission Resolution No. 19-19 denying the
proposed project was presented to the Planning Commission as a consent item.
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SECTION 2. Environmental Review.

Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15270, CEQA
does not apply to projects which a public agency rejects or disapproves.

SECTION 3. Findings for Denial.

Based on substantial evidence contained within the record and pursuant to LIP sections 13.7(B)
and 13.9, the Planning Commission adopts the analysis in the agenda report and the findings of
fact below, and denies CDP No. 17-091 consisting of an application to allow for tandem on-grade
parking to be operated by valet on a site currently occupied by a legal nonconforming car rental
use (Hertz) in order to accommodate displaced required parking for an offsite hotel/restaurant use
(Malibu Beach Inn at 22878 Pacific Coast Highway (PCH)), and construct new perimeter fences
and gates with planter boxes, including JUPA No. 17-00 1 to allow the Malibu Beach Inn to locate
required parking on the Hertz site; and LT No. 17-001 to hold 22878 PCH and 22853 PCH
together.

The project, as proposed, is not consistent with the applicable LCP and MMC codes, standards,
goals, and policies. In addition, the findings required for these entitlements cannot be made based
on the information presented, and less environmentally irnpactful alternatives exist. The reasons
for denial for each entitlement are provided in more detail as follows:

A. General Coastal Development Permit (LIP Chapter 13)

1. The proposed project to accommodate required parking from offsite will restripe
and intensify use of the nonconforming parking lot. The project is inconsistent with the LCP as it
does not comply with all commercial development standards and all parking development
standards. The Planning Commission has determined that the required “legal and safe pedestrian
path” between the parking space and the nearest entrance of the building or use for which the
parking is required is in excess of the 300 foot standard, and that the proposed vehicular path of
travel is not consistent with the requirements of the California Vehicle Code including sections
21658, 22107, and 22108 and will pose a safety hazard given the existing traffic conditions. The
area in which the project is located also frequently experiences heavy amounts of traffic that results
in a continuous flow making lane changes and turns against opposing traffic difficult and
dangerous and likely to aggravate traffic conditions. Based on the PCH safety study it was found
that between 2014 and 2018 there were approximately 28 collisions within the project area. The
potential causes for these accidents are failure to yield right ofway, improper turning, unsafe speed
and unsafe lane changes. For all of these reasons, the project does not conform to the LCP or
MMC

2. In addition, while the project cannot meet the requirements of the LIP, LIP section
3.14.1(A) also states that the parking regulations of Chapter 3.14 are the minimum required to
preserve the public health, safety and welfare; it also envisions that “more extensive provisions
may be warranted in particular circumstances.” As described above, the proposed project poses
significant public health, safety and welfare problems that must be addressed, and have not been
addressed by the proposed project. Even if the project complied with the other requirements of
the LIP, the project could not be approved without addressing the significant public health, safety
and welfare problems that have been identified by staff and the public.
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3. As discussed in Finding A3, of the March 4, 2019 Agenda Report for CDP No. 17-
092, the project scope has been revised to reduce the pool and pool deck proposed for the Malibu
Beach Inn site in an effort to reduce the number of required parking spaces that will be displaced.
However, the installation of the pool and pooi deck still requires the relocation of the hotel’s
existing legal nonconforming parking, thus worsening the nonconformity, and also intensifying
parking on the subject site and adding dangerous valet traffic maneuvers in one of the City’s most
congested visitor areas. The project is not the least environmentally damaging alternative because
an alternative project that does not propose the elimination of onsite parking would not impact
traffic on PCH within the vicinity of the project.

B. Joint Use and Common Parking Facilities (LIP Section 3.14.4)

1. The applicant has requested a Joint Use and Common Parking Facilities Agreement
(JUPA) to allow the hotel restaurant use (Malibu Beach Inn) at 22878 PCH to locate displaced
required parking offsite on the subject lot. The Planning Commission determined that the
proposed parking plan resulted in parking that was not consistent with LIP Section 3.1 4.5(A)(1)
because the distance between the parking space and the nearest entrance of the building or use for
which the parking is required along the proposed pedestrian path exceeded 300 feet. Further, the
Commission determined the proposed vehicular path of travel was unsafe and not consistent with
the California Vehicle Code because the distance between the sites is not adequate to allow for
the lane changes necessary to be completed in a safe, lawful manner. For these reasons, the
Planning Commission denies the JUPA.

SECTION 4. The Planning Commission shall certify the adoption of this Resolution.

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 15t1~ day of A.ril 2019.

‘V A

EVE UHRING, Planning Commis on Chair

ATTEST:

THLEEN STECKO, Recording Secretary

LOCAL APPEAL - Pursuant to Malibu Municipal Code Section 17.04.220 (Appeal of Action), a
decision of the Planning Commission may be appealed to the City Council by an aggrieved person
by written statement setting forth the grounds for appeal. An appeal shall be filed with the City
Clerk within 10 days and shall be accompanied by an appeal form and proper appeal fee. The
appellant shall pay fees as specified in the Council adopted fee resolution in effect at the time of
the appeal. Appeal forms and fee schedule may be found online at www.malibucity.org, in person
at City Hall, or by calling (310) 456-2489, extension 245.
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Resolution No 19-19
Page 5 of 5

I CERTIFY THAT THE FOREGOING RESOLUTION NO. 19-19 was passed and adopted by the
Planning Commission of the City ofMalibu at the regular meeting thereof held on the this 1 5th day
of April 2019, by the following vote:

AYES: 5 Commissioners: Hill, Marx, Mazza, Jennings, Uhring
NOES: 0
ABSTAIN: 0
ABSENT: 0

-

KATHLEEN STECKO, Recording Secretary
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Supplemental
Commission Agenda Report

Chair Uhring and Members of the Planning Commission

Prepared by: Richard Mollica, Senior PlannerP~

Approved by: Bonnie Blue, Planning Director c~-.

Date prepared: February 25, 2019 Meeting Date: March 4, 2019

Subject: Coastal Development Permit No. 17-092, Conditional Use Permit No.
17-012, Joint Use Parking Agreement No. 17-001, and Lot Tie No. 17-
001 — An application to permit the continued operation of an existing,
legal nonconforming hotel use, construct accessory hotel facilities,
remove ‘guest only’ condition for existing restaurant and expand the
use, relocate reguired onsite parking offsite to and tie the lot with 22853
Pacific Coast Highway (Continued from January 22, 2019)

Location: 22878 Pacific Coast Highway, within the appealable
coastal zone

APNs: 4452-005-029, -030, and -031
Owner: Mani MBI (DE), LLC
Tenant: Malibu Beach Inn

RECOMMENDED ACTION: Adopt Planning Commission Resolution No. 19-16
(Attachment 1) determining the project is exempt from the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA), and approving Coastal Development Permit (CDP) No. 17-092, an
application for the Malibu Beach Inn to construct a new swimming pool and pool deck with
dining service in the location of required parking, remodel and convert approximately 268
square feet of office and storage room into bathroom facilities and equipment room,
reconfigure the onsite wastewater treatment system (OWTS), Conditional Use Permit
(CUP) No. 17-012 to permit the continued operation of the legal nonconforming hotel and
restaurant use, as well as allow for the expansion of the hotel restaurant to allow dining
service for hotel guests only on the proposed 4,204 square toot pool deck; Joint Use
Parking Agreement (JUPA) No. 17-001 to allow a portion of the property’s required onsite
parking to be located offsite at 22853 Pacific Coast Highway (PCH) (Hertz Rental Car);
and Lot Tie (LT) No. 17-001 to hold 22878 PCH and 22853 PCH as one lot located in the
Community Visitor-Serving-Two (CV-2) zoning district at 22878 PCH (Mani MBI (DE),
LLC).

To:

Planning Commission
Meeting
03-04-19

Item
4.A.
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PROJECT SUMMARY: This project was most recently and calendared for the January
22, 2019 Planning Commission meeting and agenda packets for both the MBI and Hertz
site were distributed. Prior to the meeting, the applicant submitted a redesigned parking
layout to address concerns raised by the Planning Commission. The following summary
provides additional background on the project. At the August 20, 2018 Planning
Commission meeting, a public hearing was held on the subject application. During that
hearing, the Commission requested additional information regarding potential traffic
impacts to PCH because of concerns about the proposed plan for valet drivers to operate
between the subject property and the Hertz site located on the other side of the street at
22853 PCH. In addition, the Planning Commission requested that the applicant evaluate
project alternatives to maintain as much parking as possible (if not all) onsite
to reduce valet traffic on PCH. The Planning Commission further requested
that the applicant consider alternatives to the parking lifts that were proposed to be
installed on the Hertz site.

A complete chronology of the project is provided in Resolution No. 19-16 attached hereto.
All reports are available in OnBase at http://www.malibucity.org/onbase.The following
provides a summary of recent actions on the project:

• At its August 20, 2018 meeting1, the Commission held a public hearing on this
application and the Hertz site application (CDP No. 17-091), and continued both
items to November 5, 2018 to allow time for the applicant to evaluate possible
redesigns.

• On November 5, 20182, the Commission continued the item again to November 19,
2018 to allow for review of the revised traffic study and valet plan3.

• The November 19, 2018 meeting was cancelled due to the 2018 Woolsey Fire.
• The project was re-noticed for the January 22, 2019 Planning Commission

meeting4. As stated, prior to the meeting, the applicant redesigned the parking
layout. As such, at the January 22, 2019 meeting, the Commission continued the
item to the March 4, 2019 meeting.

The project site is the Malibu Beach Inn hotel located at 22878 PCH5 (See Figure 1). The
hotel currently includes a restaurant and provides in-room spa services. A CUP has been
included in the application to allow for the continued operation of the existing restaurant
and hotel. The CUP will allow for the expansion of the restaurant onto the pool deck area,
but no expansion of the hotel’s guest capacity is proposed.

At the August 20, 2018 Planning Commission meeting and as described in more detail
below, it was determined that based on the site conditions the current restaurant operation
does not appear to have negative impacts on the existing hotel operation. No changes

‘August20, 2018 Planning Commission Agenda Report Item 4A
2 November 5, 2018 Planning Commission Agenda Report Item 4A
~ Valet Parking Program and Analysis, dated November 2018
4January22, 2019 Planning Commission Agenda Report Item 5B
~ The hotel development spans three parcels (APN 4452-005-029, -030, and -031).
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PROJECT SUMMARY: This project was most recently and calendared for the January
22, 2019 Planning Commission meeting and agenda packets for both the MBI and Hertz
site were distributed. Prior to the meeting, the applicant submitted a redesigned parking
layout to address concerns raised by the Planning Commission. The following summary
provides additional background on the project. At the August 20, 2018 Planning
Commission meeting, a public hearing was held on the subject application. During that
hearing, the Commission requested additional information regarding potential traffic
impacts to PCH because of concerns about the proposed plan for valet drivers to operate
between the subject property and the Hertz site located on the other side of the street at
22853 PCH. In addition, the Planning Commission requested that the applicant evaluate
project alternatives to maintain as much parking as possible (if not all) onsite
to reduce valet traffic on PCH. The Planning Commission further requested
that the applicant consider alternatives to the parking lifts that were proposed to be
installed on the Hertz site.

A complete chronology of the project is provided in Resolution No. 19-16 attached hereto.
All reports are available in OnBase at httr://www.malibucity.orq/onbase The following
provides a summary of recent actions on the project:

• At its August 20, 2018 meeting1, the Commission held a public hearing on this
application and the Hertz site application (CDP No. 17-091), and continued both
items to November 5, 2018 to allow time for the applicant to evaluate possible
redesigns.

• On November 5, 20182, the Commission continued the item again to November 19,
2018 to allow for review of the revised traffic study and valet plan3.

• The November 19, 2018 meeting was cancelled due to the 2018 Woolsey Fire.
• The project was re-noticed for the January 22, 2019 Planning Commission

meeting4. As stated, prior to the meeting, the applicant redesigned the parking
layout. As such, at the January 22, 2019 meeting, the Commission continued the
item to the March 4, 2019 meeting.

The project site is the Malibu Beach Inn hotel located at 22878 PCH5 (See Figure 1). The
hotel currently includes a restaurant and provides in-room spa services. A CUP has been
included in the application to allow for the continued operation of the existing restaurant
and hotel. The CUP will allow for the expansion of the restaurant onto the pool deck area,
but no expansion of the hotel’s guest capacity is proposed.

At the August 20, 2018 Planning Commission meeting and as described in more detail
below, it was determined that based on the site conditions the current restaurant operation
does not appear to have negative impacts on the existing hotel operation. No changes

‘August20, 2018 Planning Commission Agenda Report Item 4A
2 November 5, 2018 Planning Commission Agenda Report Item 4A
~‘ Valet Parking Program and Analysis, dated November 2018
~ January 22, 2019 Planning Commission Agenda Report Item 5B
~ The hotel development spans three parcels (APN 4452-005-029, -030, and -031).

Page 2 of 28 Agenda Item 4.A.

90



are proposed to the number of rooms or room configuration. The applicant is proposing
to develop a swimming pool and pool deck on the west side of the hotel, in an area
currently used for hotel parking. The revised plan for the construction of the pool and deck
will displace 22 onsite parking spaces that would be relocated offsite to 22853 PCH (Hertz
site).6 The previous pooi design resulted in the displacement of 30 onsite parking spaces.
In addition, the revised parking lot plan for the Hertz site no longer includes the installation
of parking lifts or the necessity of compact spaces in excess of the code requirement.
However, the redesigned pool will still result in the displacement of required parking and
the valet circulation plan has not changed.

Figure 1 —Site Photo

Proposed Pool,
Ex. Parking Area
and Ex. OWTS Hertz

C--

Previously staff had recommended denial of the CDP, CUPA and the JUPA because while
the construction of a pool is a permitted use on the subject property, staff was unable to
make the necessary findings in support of the variance to facilitate the offsite parking
because the offsite spaces that were proposed did not conform to the zoning codes. On
January 30, 2019, prior to the February 4, 2019 Planning Commission meeting, the
applicant submitted a redesigned parking lot layout for the Hertz site that complied with
the applicable codes regarding parking and eliminated the previously requested variance.
Since the project has been redesigned to address the comments made at the last Planning
Commission hearing, and the need for the previously requested variances eliminated, staff
now recommends approval of the project including the construction of the pool and the
joint use parking agreement, because according to review by the City’s traffic engineer the
valet’s path of travel will not adversely impact traffic on PCH.

6 CDP No. 17-091 for 22853 PCH (Hertz site) is also before the Planning Commission on the January 19, 2019
meeting agenda to absorb the displaced parking from the Malibu Beach Inn.
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Staff is recommending approval of the CUP to permit the continued operation of the
existing, legal nonconforming hotel and the restaurant as approved by CUP No. 06-001
on the following basis:

• The CV-2 zone allows a hotel use as a conditionally permitted use;

• The Land Use Element of the General Plan states that the “CV designation provides
for visitor serving uses which serve visitors and residents such as hotels and
restaurants which respect the rural character and natural environmental setting;”

• The Malibu Beach Inn Hotel is specifically captured in Section 1 .2.1 of the General
Plan Land Use Element, which is a description of existing development
characteristics by land use type;

• The hotel use on the subject site has been in operation for over 20 years, but did
not require a CUP under pre-city/county regulations; and

• MMC Section 17.60.040(C)(4) requires conditionally permitted uses without a CUP
to obtain a CUP.

DISCUSSION:

Existing Development

Consistent with the California Coastal Commission’s (CCC) 1987 approval of CDP No. 5-
87-576, the site is developed with an approximately 22,165 square foot, 47 room hotel7,
with 52 onsite valet parking spaces (including tandem parking spaces)8. This existing
development and parking layout is considered legal nonconforming, and based upon the
number of rooms and employees, would require more than 94 parking spaces9 under the
current code.

On June 19, 2006, the City approved CDP No. 06-011 and CUP No. 06-00 1 which included
a remodel of the hotel to allow for a new onsite hotel restaurant use (Figure 2). The
restaurant approval allowed for a 196 square foot kitchen and approximately 42 seats
within a 563 square foot dining area10. CUP No. 06-001 limited restaurant service to hotel
guests and their invitees only.

~ 8 guest rooms on the 1St floor, 19 rooms on the 2nd floor, and 20 rooms on the 3rd floor
8 14 tandem spaces (8 feet x 18 feet); 17 standard spaces (8 feet x 18 feet); 19 substandard spaces (8 feet x 16 feet);
and 2 ADA (9 feet x 16 feet).
~ Under the current code a total of 112 parking spaces would be required (94 parking spaces for the rooms, 6
parking spaces for the restaurant, and 12 parking spaces for employees).
10 CDP No. 06-01 1 and CUP No. 06-001 permitted the restaurant and construction of the porte-cochere, interior
remodel of the hotel, and installation of a new OWTS to replace a failed OWTS in the western parking lot. On March
16, 2006, Emergency Coastal Development Permit (ECDP) No. 05-055 was approved to permit the installation of a
new OWTS to replace a failed OWTS in the western parking lot.
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When the restaurant use was approved by the City in 2006, the 563 square foot restaurant
was required to provide an additional six onsite parking spaces, and because they could
not be accommodated onsite in a standard configuration, tandem spaces were allowed.

Figure 2 — Approved Dining Area
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After the subject application was filed, the applicant informed staff that the restaurant had
been expanded prior to the current owner’s acquisition of the property and now featured
a 1,377 square foot dining area (Figure 3). The as-built plan demonstrated the following:
42 seats in the 720 square foot outdoor dining area (a 28 seat increase covering the entire
patio), 25 seats in the 372 square foot indoor dining area (a 3 seat decrease), and 11 seats
in the 285 square foot dining area in the hotel lobby (an 11 seat increase).

Indoor Dining
Area 28 seats f~ 0

C: ‘.‘-I.
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C

Outdoor Dining Area
(14 seats)
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Source: Sheet A9.20 of the plan set stamped approved by the City on August 16, 2006
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Figure 3 — As-Built/Proposed Dining Area

Parking demand for hotel restaurants is based on interior service area and not exterior
patio or deck seating areas. Previously staff has proposed including both exterior and
interior service areas into the parking calculations. However, based on the evidence
presented at the August 20, 2018 Planning Commission meeting, it was determined that
only interior service area would be used for the parking calculation.11 Approval of the
restaurant in its current configuration requires seven parking spaces, six of which are
already provided. Based on site visits and traffic studies submitted by the applicant, it
does not appear the seventh space is necessary and per LIP Section 3.14.5(H), the
Planning Commission may modify the parking requirements contained in LIP Section 3.14.
Given the existing site conditions and the fact that no changes are proposed to the
restaurant, eliminating the seventh parking space appears to be appropriate.

Proposed Project Description

CDP No. 17-092 — Construction
• A new 360 square foot (12 feet by 30 feet) swimming pool for hotel guests only

(previously 432 square feet);
• 4,204 square foot pool deck (previously 5,174 square feet of deck area was

proposed);
• Patios, landscaping and hardscape;
• Remodel and convert 268 square feet of office and storage room into bathroom

facilities and equipment room for the pool;

“ The parking requirement for hotel restaurants is one space per 100 square feet of gross floor area used for
consumption of food or beverage. The definition of ‘gross floor area” includes interior areas only.

I— _~

- - - - mTc*4EN

ROCKS

Source: Sheet A-0.1 of project plan set submitted by applicant on December 1,2017
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Displace 22 required onsite parking spaces (previously 30);
56.1-foot view corridor parallel to western property line per CCC issued CDP No. 5-
87-576; and

B Reconfigure OWTS layout to accommodate the pool. No OWTS capacity expansion
proposed or required.

CUP No. 17-012 — AllowinQ for the Oreration of Hotel with Restaurant
• A new conditional use permit to allow continued operation of the existing 47 room

hotel, and to incorporate the existing restaurant use as approved in Planning
Commission Resolution No. 06-46 (CUP No. 06-001).

• Eliminate condition No. 15 of Planning Commission Resolution No. 06-46 allowing
the restaurant to serve the general public, and

• Expand the service area from 563 square feet (42 seats) to 1,377 square feet (78
seats) with no additional parking required.

• Expand the service area to allow food and beverage service to expand onto the
4,204 square foot pool deck, for hotel guests only to avoid an increase in parking
demand.

Based on City records, staff determined that the hotel is a legal nonconforming use
because it was a legally established use prior to the adoption of the MMC. The MMC
requires that nonconforming uses be amortized over 20 years from March 26, 1993, at the
end of which time they must be terminated. The end of the amortization period was March
26, 2013. The CUP approved in 2006 for the property was limited to the addition of the
restaurant use and did not include a CUP for the hotel, presumably since the amortization
period had not yet ended. As such, staff has determined that the hotel use is subject to
the amortization provisions of MMC Section 17.60.040(C)(4).

In 2014, City Council directed staff to address amortization when affected uses or sites are
proposed for redevelopment, altered or intensified. Therefore, staff requested that the
property owner submit a CUP application to bring the hotel use into compliance with the
MMC to allow the continued operation of the Malibu Beach Inn. Hotels are a conditionally
permitted use in the CV-2 zone.

JUPA No. 17-001 — Allowing for Offsite Parkinci
• A joint use parking agreement to allow 23 existing onsite spaces and one new space

generated by the employee for the pool area to be located offsite at 22853 PCH.
With the exception of the parking associated with the Hertz operation, all parking
will be operated by a valet service.

Lot Tie
• As part of the proposed project, the property owner is offering to tie 22878 PCH and

22853 PCH (Hertz site) by recording a covenant to hold the two lots as one, since
some of the required parking for 22878 PCH will be located offsite at 22853 PCH if
JUPA No. 17-001 is approved.
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The applicant proposes to tie the Hertz site and the Malibu Beach Inn properties together
to ensure permanent availability of the offsite Hertz site property for parking. A lot tie is a
recorded covenant and agreement to hold property as one parcel and ensures that the
owner does not sell a parcel that is part of an overall inter-reliant development. To
terminate the lot tie, the applicant would need to accommodate required parking in another
way, such as demolishing the pool and deck area or making other acceptable
arrangements for offsite parking.

Figure 4 illustrates how the proposed valet service between the two parcels would work.
The applicant has obtained approvals from Caltrans to install a crosswalk in front of the
hotel that the valet attendant will use to walk between the two sites. The distance that has
to be traveled by the valet attendant between sites is just under 300 feet. In addition, the
applicant has worked with Caltrans to install a “Keep Clear” area in front of the driveway
for Hertz. The purpose of the “Keep Clear” area is to provide the necessary breaks in
traffic to allow the valet a safe opportunity to enter and exit the Hertz site (Figure 5). The
conversion of the existing median two-way left turn lane into an exclusive left-turn pocket
to better control left-turns into the Hertz driveway was also considered. However, the
project’s traffic engineer determined that installation of a left-turn lane would eliminate the
existing access to several of the properties located along the ocean side of PCH as
indicated in the Valet Parking Program and Analysis (Attachment 5).
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Figure 4— Valet Vehicle Travel Path
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Figure 5 — Keep Clear Markings (Hertz Site)
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Project Setting and Surrounding Land Uses

The Malibu Beach Inn is located on three beachfront lots immediately east of the Malibu
Pier parking area (the property boundaries extend into the beach and ocean). Portions of
the hotel structure are cantilevered or extend toward the sea on piers. The structure is
protected from wave action and erosion by a rock revetment that is contiguous with
adjacent properties. The property is bounded on the north by PCH and is accessible via
driveways directly off of PCH.

The project site is at the western edge of a dense commercial and residential corridor.
Properties in the immediate area are developed with a combination of recreational,
residential and commercial uses. The Malibu Pier parking lot is located immediately west
(left), and a vacant parcel and multi-family residential development are located
immediately east (right), as shown in Figure 1. The property is zoned CV-2.

The project site is within the Appeal Jurisdiction as depicted on the Post-LOP Certification
Permit and Appeal Jurisdiction Map. It does not contain Environmentally Sensitive Habitat
Area (ESHA) as shown on the LOP ESHA and Marine Resources Map, nor does it contain
trails on or adjacent to it according to the LCP Park Lands Map. The property owner has
previously provided a dedicated lateral and a vertical public access easement to
accommodate public access along the shoreline and to the shoreline, pursuant to the
CCO-issued CDP conditions.

Table 1 provides a summary of the dimensions and area of the project site.

Table 1 — Project Setting
Lot Depth 206 feet
Lot Width 283 feet
Gross Lot Area 44,052 square feet

LCP and MMC Analysis

The LOP consists of the Land Use Plan (LUP) and the Local Implementation Plan (LIP).
The LUP contains programs and policies implementing the Coastal Act in Malibu. The LIP
carries out the LUP policies, and contains specific requirements to which every project
requiring a coastal development permit must adhere.

There are 14 LIP chapters that potentially apply depending on the nature and location of
the proposed project. Of these, five are for conformance review only and contain no
findings: 1) Zoning, 2) Grading, 3) Archaeological/Cultural Resources, 4) Water Quality,
and 5) OWTS. These chapters are discussed in the LIP Conformance Analysis section.

The nine remaining LIP chapters contain required findings: 1) Coastal Development
Permit; 2) ESHA; 3) Native Tree Protection; 4) Scenic, Visual and Hillside Resource
Protection; 5) Transfer of Development Credits; 6) Hazards; 7) Shoreline and Bluff
Development; 8) Public Access; and 9) Land Division.
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For the reasons described in this report, including the project site, the scope of work and
substantial evidence in the record, only the following chapters and associated findings are
applicable to the project: Coastal Development Permit; Hazards; Shoreline and Bluff
Development; and Public Access.12 These chapters are discussed in the LIP Findings
section of this report.

Additionally, MMC Section 17.66.080 requires specific findings for approval of a
conditional use permit amendment and conditional use permit. LIP Section 3.14.4 requires
specific findings to approve a joint use parking agreement. These findings are discussed
after the LCP findings.

LIP Conformance Analysis

The proposed project has been reviewed by the Planning Department, City Biologist, City
Environmental Health Administrator, City Public Works Department, City geotechnical
staff, and the Los Angeles County Fire Department (LACFD). (Attachment 3— Department
Review Sheets). The analysis herein demonstrates that the required findings necessary
to approve the CDP application are supported by the evidence in the record, as provided
in Planning Commission Resolution No. 19-16.

Zoninci (LIP Charter 3)

Land Use: The pool is proposed on the westerly lot (APN 4452-005-029) which is zoned
CV-2, like the other two hotel parcels. Pursuant to LIP Table B (Permitted Uses), the
swimming pool is a permitted use in the CV-2 zone as an accessory to the existing hotel13.
In addition, the in-ground pool meets the applicable setbacks (five feet from the property
lines, 10 feet from the mean high tide line, and landward of the deck stringline).

12 The ESHA, Native Tree Protection, Transfer of Development Credits, Scenic, Visual and Hillside Resource
Protection and Land Division findings are neither applicable nor required for the proposed project.
13 LIP Section 2.1 defines hotel as “a facility offering transient lodging accommodations to the general public and
providing additional services, such as restaurants and meeting rooms.” A pool is not specifically identified, but would
be recognized as a customary additional service for guest use.
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Parking:

> LIP Parking Requirement for Hotel

LIP Section 3.14.3 provides the following hotel parking requirement (emphasis added):

Visitor-Serving Commercial Uses.

Hotel Two spaces for each room,

. plus one space for the average, per-shift number of employees,

• plus one space for each one hundred (100) square feet of gross floor are&4 used for consumption of food or beverages, or

public recreation areas,

• plus one space for each five fixed seats, or for every thirty-five (35) square feet of assembly area where there are no

fixed seats in meeting rooms or other assembly areas.

Additionally, LIP Section 3.14.1(A) provides that parking standards “should be considered
the minimum required to preserve the public health, safety, and welfare, and more
extensive parking provisions may be warranted in particular circumstances.”

> Number of Parking Spaces — Existing, Required and Proposed

Existing Parking for Hotel/Restaurant Use is Legal Nonconforming: 58 parking spaces
exist onsite, consistent with previous approvals, as follows: 52 parking spaces for the hotel
rooms and 6 parking spaces for the 1,377 square foot restaurant. As discussed
previously, only the gross interior service area of the restaurant is utilized to determine the
required parking.

Additional Parking Reguired for Proposed Improvements as Proposed by the Applicant:
The proposed project will require one additional space for the employee maintaining the
pooi area. The applicant proposes that food service on the pool deck be limited to guests
only and contends this limitation eliminates the need for additional parking since it will not
function as a public restaurant.

> Legal Nonconforming Status and Limitations

The existing hotel was legally permitted and does not provide the number of onsite parking
spaces that would be required today for a new hotel. However, the legal nonconforming
status of the existing parking does not prohibit additions. LIP Section 3.14.3 provides that
for “additions to existing developments, the increased parking requirement shall be based
only on the addition.” Pursuant to this provision, the site would be allowed to maintain the

14 Gross floor area is defined in LIP Section 2.1 as the sum of the gross horizontal areas of the several floors of a
building measured from the interior face of exterior walls, or from the centerline of a wall separating two buildings,
but not including interior parking spaces, loading space for motor vehicles, vehicular maneuvering areas, or any
space where the floor-to-ceiling height is less than six feet. Therefore, gross floor area does not include outdoor
areas.
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legal nonconforming 58 parking spaces. The MMC and LCP relate parking demand to the
use and only apply the current parking requirements to a new use or the expanded portion
of an existing use. As a result, new or additional parking is required for the proposed pool
which pursuant to the LIP requires one additional space for the new employee that will
staff the pool area. No changes to the rooms are proposed as part of this application.

Since only guests will be allowed within the pool area, no increase in parking demand is
created. In addition, no special events for non-guests will be held on the pool deck without
the issuance of the temporary use permit.

GradinQ (LIP Chapter 8)

LIP Section 8.3 ensures that new development minimizes the visual resource impacts of
grading and landform alteration by restricting the amount of non-exempt grading to a
maximum of 1,000 cubic yards per acre for a commercial lot. A total of 94 cubic yards of
non-exempt grading is proposed. The project complies with grading requirements set forth
under LIP Section 8.3.

ArchaeoIoc~ical / Cultural Resources (LIP Chapter 11)

LIP Chapter 1 1 requires certain procedures be followed to determine potential impacts on
archaeological resources. The City’s Cultural Resources Map indicates that the project
site has a low potential to contain cultural resources. The proposed work is within the
existing development envelope in previously disturbed areas; therefore, no further
evaluation is required at this time.

Nevertheless, a condition of approval is included in the resolution which states that in the
event that potentially important cultural resources are found in the course of geologic
testing or during construction, work shall immediately cease until a qualified archaeologist
can provide an evaluation of the nature and significance of the resources, and until the
Planning Director can review this information.

Water Quality (LIP Chapter 17)

The City Public Works Department reviewed and approved the project for conformance to
LIP Chapter 17 requirements for water quality protection. Standard conditions of approval
are required to be implemented prior to and during construction. These conditions require
the preparation and approval Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (ESCP). With the
implementation of these conditions, the project conforms to the Water Quality Protection
standards of LIP Chapter 17.
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Wastewater Treatment System Standards (LIP ChaDter 18)

LIP Chapter 18 addresses OWTS. LIP Section 18.7 includes specific siting, design, and
performance requirements. The project includes work on the existing OWTS that serves
the existing development, which has been reviewed by the City Environmental Health
Administrator and found to meet the minimum requirements of the MMC and the LCP
(Environmental Health review sheet, Attachment 3). The proposed OWTS will meet all
applicable requirements and operating permits will be required. An operation and
maintenance contract and recorded covenant covering such must comply with City of
Malibu Environmental Health requirements. Conditions of approval have been included in
this resolution, which require continued operation, maintenance, and monitoring of onsite
facilities.

LIP Findings

A. Coastal Development Permit (LIP Chapter 13)

LIP Section 13.9 requires that the following four findings be made for all coastal
development permits.

Finding Al. That the project as described in the application and accompanying materials,
as modified by any conditions of approval, conforms with the certified City of Malibu Local
Coastal Program.

The addition of the pool to the hotel is a permitted structure; however, construction of a
pool will result in the displacement of parking. The applicant proposes to accommodate
the loss of parking by parking cars on the Hertz site through the use of a JUPA. The
proposed project has been reviewed for conformance with the LCP by the Planning
Department, City Biologist, City Environmental Health Administrator, City Public Works
Department, City geotechnical staff, and the LACED. As discussed herein, based on
submitted reports, project plans, visual analysis and site investigation, the proposed
project, as conditioned, conforms to the LCP in that it meets all applicable commercial
development standards, inclusive of the requested joint use parking agreement.

Finding A2. If the project is located between the first public road and the sea, that the
project is in conformity to the public access and recreation policies of Chapter 3 of the
Coastal Act of 1976 (commencing with Sections 30200 of the Public Resources Code).

The project is located between the first public road and the sea. According to the LCP Park
Land Maps, there are no trails on or adjacent to the subject site. There is an existing
improved vertical beach access west of the subject lot that affords public access to the
beach. The CCC has confirmed that the property owner has previously provided a
dedicated lateral and a.vertical public access easement to accommodate public access
along the shoreline and to the shoreline through the hotel. These easements are
unaffected by the project. Therefore, no potential project-related or cumulative impact on
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public access and/or recreation is anticipated to result from the proposed project, and the
project conforms to the public access and recreation policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal
Act of 1976 (commencing with Section 30200 of the Public Resources Code).

Finding A3. The project is the least environmentally damaging alternative.

The project does not propose to expand the existing building footprint and the
reconfiguration of the OWTS has been reviewed and approved by the City Environmental
Health Administrator for the additional service area and seats. However, previously the
applicant has proposed a larger pool, parking lifts, and increased parking on the Hertz site.
The applicant has redesigned the project to propose a smaller pool and pool deck to
maintain a larger portion of the parking onsite. In addition, since the number of vehicles
that need to be moved offsite is less, the City’s Traffic Engineer concurs with the
recommendations and conclusions of the applicant’s traffic engineer who has determined
that the path of travel used by the valet is safe. Furthermore, the proposed project with its
lower number of cars on the Hertz site eliminates the parking lifts and excessive use of
compact spaces. The proposed project as conditioned will comply with all applicable
requirements of State and local law. The proposed project has been determined not to
result in adverse biological, scenic or visual resource impacts, and is the least
environmentally damaging feasible alternative.

Finding A4. If the project is located in or adjacent to an environmentally sensitive habitat
area pursuant to Chapter 4 of the Malibu LIP (ESHA Overlay), that the project conforms
with the recommendations of the Environmental Review Board, or if it does not confOrm
with the recommendations, findings explaining why it is not feasible to take the
recommended action.

The subject property is not located in a designated ESHA or ESHA buffer as shown on the
LCP ESHA and Marine Resources Map. Therefore, Environmental Review Board review
was not required, therefore, this finding does not apply.

B. Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area Overlay (LIP Chapter 4)

The subject property is not in a designated ESHA, or ESHA buffer, as shown on the LCP
ESHA and Marine Resources Map. Therefore, the findings of LIP Section 4.7.6 do not
apply.

C. Native Tree Protection (LIP Chapter 5)

There are no native trees on or adjacent to the subject lot. Therefore, the findings of LIP
Chapter 5 do not apply.
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D. Scenic, Visual and Hillside Resource Protection (LIP Chapter 6)

The Scenic, Visual, and Hillside Resource Protection Chapter governs those coastal
development permit applications concerning any lot of land that is located along, within,
provides views to or is visible from any scenic area, scenic road or public viewing area.
The project site is visible from PCH, which is an LU P-identified scenic road, and the beach,
an LUP identified scenic area. However, the proposed project includes an in ground
swimming pool that will not be visible from PCH because of existing development. The
proposed seating and pool amenities will be required to comply with the conditions of the
existing view corridor which require that no structures with a fixed location be taller than
30 inches above the grade of PCH. Additionally, the existing CCC-issued CDP contains
a condition of approval that allows for the existing site wall to remain within the view
corridor. There are no new physical changes that will be visible from PCH. Therefore, the
findings in LIP Chapter 6 are not applicable.

E. Transfer of Development Credit (LIP Chapter 7)

The proposed project does not include a land division or multi-family development.
Therefore, the findings of LIP Chapter 7 do not apply.

F. Hazards (LIP Chapter 9)

Pursuant to LIP Section 9.3, written findings of fact, analysis and conclusions addressing
geologic, flood and fire hazards, structural integrity or other potential hazards must be
included in support of all approvals, denials or conditional approvals of development
located on a site or in an area where it is determined that the proposed project causes the
potential to create adverse impacts upon site stability or structural integrity.

The project was analyzed for the hazards listed in LIP Chapter 9 by the Planning
Department, City Coastal Engineer, City Environmental Health Administrator, City
geotechnical staff, City of Malibu Public Works Department, and LACFD. The required
findings are made as follows:

Finding Fl. The project, as proposed will neither be subject to nor increase instability
of the site or structUral integrity from geologic, flood, or fire hazards due to project design,
location on the site or other reasons.

The applicant submitted geotechnical reports and addenda prepared by Grover
Hollingsworth, Inc., which are on file at City Hall and referenced in the Geological sheet in
Attachment 3. In these reports, site-specific conditions are evaluated and
recommendations are provided to address any pertinent issues. Potential geologic
hazards reviewed include geologic, seismic and fault rupture, liquefaction, landslide,
groundwater, wave uprush and tsunami, and flood and fire hazards.
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Based on review of the project plans and associated geotechnical reports by the City
Coastal Engineer, City Environmental Health Administrator, City geotechnical staff, City
Public Works Department, and LACED, these specialists determined that adverse impacts
to the project site related to the proposed development are not expected, and that the
project will neither be subject to nor increase the instability of the site from geologic, flood,
or fire hazards. In summary, the proposed development is suitable for the intended use
provided that the certified engineering geologist and/or geotechnical engineer’s
recommendations and governing agency’s building codes are followed. The existing
revetment is proposed to remain and the proposed development is proposed within the
existing parking lot. No seaward encroachment is proposed. The pool will be constructed
on piles landward of the existing revetment. Pools may be built in the FEMA Flood Zone;
however, the proposed FEMA map is less restrictive that the 2008 map in this location.
The base flood elevation (BEE) was +14 feet on the current 2008 maps and included an
AE zone that went almost to PCH. The new mapping has the BEE at +13 feet and it does
not extend landward of the existing rock revetment. The City’s Public Works Department
has determined the proposed pool deck is above the base flood elevation.

Fire Hazard

The project site is located within an extreme fire hazard area. The entire city limits of
Malibu are located within the fire hazard zone so no other alternatives were considered.
Appropriate building materials will be utilized during construction. As such, the proposed
project, as conditioned, will not be subject to nor increase the instability of the site or
structural integrity involving wildfire hazards. Nonetheless, a condition of approval has
been included in the resolution which requires that the property owner indemnify the City
from wildfire hazards.

The project, as conditioned, will incorporate all recommendations contained in the above
cited geotechnical reports and conditions required by the City Coastal Engineer, City
Environmental Health Administrator, City geotechnical staff, City of Malibu Public Works
Department, and LACFD . As such, the proposed project will not increase instability of
the site or structural integrity from geologic, flood or any other hazards.

Finding F2. The project, as conditioned, will not have significant adverse impacts on
site stability or structural integrity from geologic, flood or fire hazards due to required
project modifications, landscaping or other conditions.

As stated in Finding Fl, the proposed project, as designed, conditioned and approved by
the applicable departments and agencies, will not have any significant adverse impacts
on the site stability or structural integrity from geologic or flood hazards due to project
modifications, landscaping or other conditions.
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Finding F3. The projecl~, as proposed or as conditioned, is the least environmentally
damaging alternative.

As previously stated in Finding A3, the proposed project is the least environmentally
damaging alternative.

Finding F4. There are no alternatives to development that would avoid or substantially
lessen impacts on site stability or structural integrity.

As previously discussed in Finding Fl, there are no feasible alternatives to development
that would avoid or substantially lessen impacts on site stability or structural integrity.

Finding F5. Development in a specific location on the site may have adverse impacts
but will eliminate, minimize or otherwise contribute to conformance to sensitive resource
protection policies contained in the certified Malibu LOP.

The proposed project is not expected to have adverse impacts sensitive coastal resources.

G. Shoreline and Bluff Development (LIP Chapter 10)

The Shoreline and Bluff Development Chapter governs those coastal development permit
applications that include development on a lot located on a bluff or along the shoreline as
defined by the LCP. The proposed project is located along the shoreline. Therefore, in
accordance with LIP Section 10.2, the requirements of LIP Chapter 10 are applicable to
the project and the required findings made below.

Finding G 1. The project, as proposed, will have no significant adverse impacts on
publlc access, shoreline sand supply or other resources due to project design, location on
the site or other reasons.

The proposed project involves no change to the southern, beach-fronting side of the
existing building and the project extends no further seaward than the existing footprint.
The construction of the pool and pool deck is proposed within the existing parking area
west of the hotel structure. The existing shoreline protective device, a rock revetment,
was permitted by the Coastal Commission in 1987. The revetment is roughly contiguous
with the rock seawall in place at the Malibu Pier public parking lot immediately west of the
subject property. The piles for the construction of the swimming pool and deck are
proposed landward of the existing revetment. Due to its minor scope and design, the
project is not anticipated to result in significant adverse impacts on public access,
shoreline sand supply or other resources, will not extend the seaward footprint nor affect
lateral access. The project will maintain the existing vertical access through the property
to the beach and lateral access along the shore.

Page 19 of 28 Agenda Item 4.A.

107



Finding G2. The project, as conditioned, will not have significant adverse impacts on
publlc access, shoreline sand supply or other resources due to required project
modifications or other conditions.

The proposed project involves no change to the southern, beach-fronting side of the
existing building. Due to its minor scope and design, the project is not anticipated to result
in significant adverse impacts on public access, shoreline sand supply, or other resources.

Finding G3. The project~, as proposed or as conditioned, is the least environmentally
damaging alternative.

As previously stated in Finding A3, the proposed project is the least environmentally
damaging alternative.

Finding G4. There are no alternatives to the proposed development that would avoid
or substantially lessen impacts on public access, shoreline sand supply or other resources.

As discussed previously, the project will not result in potentially significant shoreline
impacts. There are no alternatives to the proposed development that would avoid or
substantially lessen impacts on public access, shoreline sand supply or other resources.

Finding G5. In addition, if the development includes a shoreline protective device, that
it is designed or conditioned to be sited as far Iandward as feasible, to eliminate or mitigate
to the maximum feasible extent adverse impacts on local shoreline sand supply and public
access, there are no alternatives that would avoid or lessen impacts on shoreline sand
supply, public access or coastal resources and is the least environmentally damaging
alternative.

No change to the existing shoreline protection device is proposed. As stated in Finding
Gi above, as designed, conditioned, and approved by the City geotechnical staff and City
Coastal Engineer, the project will not have any significant adverse impacts on public
access or shoreline sand supply or other resources. The project does not include any
changes to the existing foundation or shoreline protective device; the pool and pool deck
will be supported on piles and will not rely onthe existing shoreline protection device.

H. Public Access (LIP Chapter 12)

LIP Section 12.4 provides that access is required except if the development will not
adversely affect, either individually or cumulatively, the ability of the public to reach and
use public tidelands and coastal resources or that the access dedication requirement will
not alleviate the access burdens identified. The development will not adversely affect the
ability of the public to reach and use public tidelands and coastal resources.
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Onsite vertical and lateral access exist on the subject parcel. The COO-issued ODP No.
5-87-576 required an irrevocable offer-to-dedicate (OTD) a lateral public access along the
shoreline. The OTD was recorded as Document No. 87-1830624 on November 17, 1987.
On September 1, 2006, the OTD was accepted and recorded on November 1, 2006 as
Document No. 06-2430430. Additionally, the 0CC-issued ODP approval included vertical
pedestrian access across the property to the onsite stairs that lead from the deck to the
beach, and the construction of steps over rip rap at the state beach parking lot directly to
the west of the development. Neither access is affected by the project nor are findings
required.

I. Land Division (LIP Chapter 15)

This project does not include a land division. Therefore, the findings of LIP Chapter 15
do not apply.

However, the applicant is proposing to enter into a covenant and agreement to hold the
subject properties identified as MBI (22878 PCH) and the Hertz site (22853 POH) as one
parcel to guarantee that no portion shall be sold separately. The lot tie would be a
condition of approval to assure that parking would be provided for the life of the project.
Both properties are under shared ownership pursuant to two separate LLCs. The
agreement would be executed for the purpose of creating a legally unified building site for
the proposed project. The agreement would run with the land and be binding and continue
in effect until released by the City.

The proposed lot tie would be processed according to the requirements of LIP Section
15.4 (Merger of Parcels). The requirements for a voluntary merger (applicant requested)
are:

A. Contiguous parcels under common ownership may be voluntarily merged if:

1. Either a merger or lot tie is authorized or required pursuant to a term or condition
of a coastal development permit; or

2. The City determines that the merger is not inconsistent with any policy or standard
of the LOP that protects environmentally sensitive habitat areas and/or visual
resources of the coastal zone.

The parcels are under common ownership and the CDP application includes a request to
tie the lots. The lot tie is not inconsistent with any policy or standard of the LOP that
protects environmentally sensitive habitat or visual resources of the coastal zone.

B. An instrument evidencing the lot tie shall be recorded. The recorded instrument shall
contain a legal description of the contiguous parcels prior to the merger, and the new
parcel that results after the lot tie. The instrument must be reviewed and approved
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by the City prior to recording. A copy of the recorded instrument shall be provided to
the Los Angeles County Assessor’s Office.

The lot tie is required and is included as a condition of approval.

J. Joint Use and Common Parking Facilities (LIP Section 3.14.4)

The Planning Commission may permit the joint use of parking facilities to meet the
standards for certain commercial, office, or mixed uses if the project is in conformance
with the LCP. Approval of the JUPA will allow for 23 of the required parking spaces to be
located at the Hertz site. Approval of the JUPA is dependent upon making the following
findings:

Finding Ji. Up to one-half of the parking facilities required for a primarily daytime use
may be used to meet the requirements of a primarily nighttime use and up to one-half of
the parking facilities required for a primarily nighttime use may be used to meet the
requirements of a primarily daytime use; provided, that such reciprocal parking
arrangement shail comply with subsection C of this section.

The applicant has requested a Joint Use and Common Parking Facilities Agreement to
allow the subject hotel/restaurant use (Malibu Beach Inn) at 22878 PCH to locate required
parking offsite at the property identified as 22853 PCH (Hertz site). Currently the parking
required by the Malibu Beach Inn is contained onsite, however, 22 spaces are proposed
to be removed to allow for the construction of a new pool and pool deck.

The property at 22853 PCH is currently occupied by a car rental use (Hertz). The property
is proposed to contain 27 parking spaces and the car rental use requires four parking
spaces. The Hertz operations and required parking are not affected by the proposed
JUPA because they currently have 23 extra parking spaces. Since the Hertz site has more
parking than necessary, it is not anticipated that the relocation of the 23 spaces will impact
the operation of the Hertz site.

Finding J2. The Planning Commission may reduce parking requirements for common
parking facilities by up to twenty-five percent in shopping centers or other commercial
areas where a parking lot with common access and joint use is provided.

This project does not involve a shopping center or other commercial area where a parking
lot with common access is provided.
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Finding J3. The parties concerned shall show that there is no substantial conflict in the
principal operating hours of the building or uses for which the joint use is proposed and
shall evidence agreement for such use by a proper legal instrument~, to which the city is a
party.

There is no substantial conflict in the principal hours of operation or uses at the properties
because the Hertz spaces will be conditioned to be available for the exclusive use of the
Hertz operation without a valet. A recorded legal agreement between the City and the
applicant is required as a condition of approval of this CDP and CUP.

Finding J4. Parking facilities for new development of general office or commercial use,
which may cumulatively impact public access and recreation, shall be designed to serve
not only the development during ordinary working hours, but also public beach parking
during weekends and holidays, in conjunction with public transit or shuttle buses serving
beach recreation areas.

The parking associated with the project does not offer alternative working hours to serve
as additional beach parking.

Finding J5. A program to utilize existing parking facilities for office and commercial
development located near beaches for public access parking during periods of normal
beach use when such development is not open for business should be developed. As
feasible, new non-visitor serving office or commercial development shall be required to
provide public parking for beach access during weekends and holidays.

The project, as proposed, provides the minimum number of required parking spaces
consistent with the existing restaurant CUP, and cannot accommodate additional parking
requirements. Both the operation of a hotel and rental car business are visitor serving
uses. In addition, the subject property is directly adjacent to a public parking lot that
provides beach and pier parking.

MMC Findings for Conditional Use Permits

K. Conditional Use Permit Findings (MMC Section 17~66M8O)

CUP No. 17-012 is being processed as required by MMC Section 17.60.040(C)(4) which
provides amortization requirements to allow for the continued operation of an existing,
legal nonconforming hotel use. The existing hotel does not meet the current parking
requirements; however, at the time of construction, the hotel provided the necessary
amount of onsite parking. Because no modifications to the hotel are proposed, additional
parking or modification for compliance with the current parking request. The number of
rooms has not been increased and as a result the current parking requirements do not
need to beapplied to the hotel use. In addition, CUP No. 17-012 will consolidate and
incorporate the ancillary restaurant that is open to the public, as approved in Planning
Commission Resolution No. 06-46. The restaurant is currently 1,377 square feet and
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contains both indoor and outdoor dining areas that are open to the public. In addition,
restaurant service for guests only will also take place on the pool deck, none of which is
indoor dinning. Given the interior size of the restaurant seven parking spaces are required;
however, only six parking spaces are provided. Based on the site conditions and
associated parking studies that were submitted by the applicant, it does not appear that
the 7th parking space is required. Pursuant to LIP Section 3.14.5(H), the Planning
Commission can modify the parking requirements of LIP Section 3.14 and eliminate the
need for the 7th parking space. The required CUP findings necessary to approve CUP No.
17-012 can be supported based on the findings below and presented in Planning
Commission Resolution No. 19-16 (Attachment 1).

Finding Ki. The proposed use is one that is conditionally permitted within the subject
zone and complies with the intent of all of the applicable provisions of Title 17 of the Malibu
Municipal Code.

The existing hotel use is the primary use of the site. Per MMC Section 17.28.030(B), the
CV-2 zone allows a hotel use as a conditionally permitted use. Per MMC Section
17.24.030(A), the CV-2 zone allows restaurant uses as a conditionally permitted use, and
an approved CUP exists for the restaurant at this location. The existing restaurant was
approved to have 563 square feet of indoor/outdoor service area and was limited to guests
only. As proposed the 1,377 square foot restaurant would be open to the general public.
Both the restaurant and the hotel are allowed uses in the subject zone and the application
has been conditioned to comply with all applicable provisions of the MMC.

Finding K2. The proposed use would not impair the integrity and character of the zoning
district in which it is located.

As discussed in Finding K1, the hotel and restaurant use is compatible and permitted in
the zone, and maintaining the existing use as approved would not impair the integrity and
character of the zoning district in which it is located. Furthermore, the hotel use is
compatible with the existing land uses on the site and surrounding neighborhood, as
demonstrated by its ongoing operation since prior to City incorporation. The hotel,
including the ancillary restaurant use, will occupy the existing structure on the site that has
historically been a hotel. In addition, the since taking ownership of the property, the owner
has continually operated the restaurant as a 1,377 square foot restaurant that is open to
the public. While allowing the applicant to expand the service area of the restaurant onto
the proposed pool deck displaces existing onsite parking, a JUPA has been included as
part of the project approval to prevent any parking related impacts. The proposed use has
been conditioned to ensure that special onsite events, noise, and lighting do not disrupt
the adjacent OS (to the west) and SFM (to the east) zoned parcels. Therefore, the integrity
and character of the applicable zoning district will not be impaired.
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Finding K3. The subject site is physically suitable for the type of land use being proposed.

The subject site is physically suitable for supporting the existing hotel, with the restaurant
use as approved by Planning Commission Resolution No. 06-46, as the use is existing
and will continue to occupy the existing structure. Therefore, the site is physically suitable
for the existing use, as permitted and approved by the CCC and Planning Commission
Resolution No. 06-46, including the expanded service area.

Finding K4. The proposed use is compatible with the land uses presently on the subject
property and in the surrounding neighborhood.

The subject site is currently developed with a hotel and hotel restaurant whose associated
parking does not conform to the current parking requirements. The existing use has been
in operation prior to Cityhood. As stated in Finding K2, the existing hotel use has not
impaired the zoning or land uses in the surrounding neighborhood, and has further been
conditioned to ensure that special onsite events, noise, and lighting do not disrupt the
surrounding neighborhood. Live entertainment or outdoor amplified sound, or outdoor
speakers which create a nuisance are prohibited. Lighting of the shoreline is prohibited.
No noise generated by the operation of the hotel or restaurant shall be audible offsite.
Additionally, portion of the existing parking lot is proposed to be removed for the
construction of the new pool and associated deck that will feature food service. Currently
the site is under parked. To address both the loss and lack of parking the applicant has
proposed an offsite valet operation. The operation of the valet has been reviewed and
based on the submitted traffic studies, as conditioned, no impacts are expected.
Therefore, the proposed CUP is compatible with the land uses presently on the subject
property and those in the surrounding neighborhood.

Finding K5. The proposed use would be compatible with existing and future land uses
within the zoning district and the general area in which the proposed use is to be located.

As previously stated in Findings Ki through K4, the proposed project is compatible with
existing and future land uses within the zoning district and the general area.

Finding K6. There would be adequate provisions for water, sanitation, and public utilities
and services to ensure that the proposed use would not be detrimental to public health
and safety and the project does not affect solar access or adversely impact existing public
and private views, as defined by the staff.

The hotel with the included public restaurant use is currently served by existing utilities,
including an existing OWTS. No changes or expansion of the existing use and structures
are proposed. Consequently, the City Environmental Health Administrator has reviewed
the proposal and determined that the existing OWTS can accommodate the existing use
without upgrade or modification, subject to the conditions regarding the number of
restaurant seats. Since no physical changes are proposed that result in development that
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will be located above ground, the project will not create shade or shadow impacts that
would impede solar access, and will not adversely impact existing public and private views.

Finding K7. There would be adequate provisions for public access to serve the subject
proposal.

To address the parking needs of the current operation the hotel and restaurant use has
been utilizing an onsite valet parking operation. Staff is not aware of any issues stemming
from the current operation. The parking and traffic studies submitted by the applicant do
not document negative effects from the existing restaurant as well as the proposed
expansion onto the pool deck. To address the displaced parking, the applicant has
proposed to relocate 23 parking spaces onto the Hertz site with a JUPA. As discussed
throughout this report, the valet operation, including vehicle circulation has been evaluated
through the use of a traffic study. Therefore, adequate provisions for public access to
serve the subject hotel and restaurant use has been available. The existing lateral and
vertical accessways are unaffected by the use.

Finding K8. The proposed use is consistent with the goals, objectives, policies, and
general land uses of the General Plan.

The use is a conditionally permitted commercial use in the CV-2 zoning district, and, as
conditioned, is consistent with specific development standards in the MMC. The Land Use
Element of the General Plan states that the “CV designation provides for visitor serving
uses which serve visitors and residents such as hotels and restaurants which respect the
rural character and natural environmental setting.... Hotels are only permitted in CV-2
designations, the highest density designation.” The subject CUP will allow for continuation
of the existing use, subject to conditions, and will be consistent with goals, objectives and
policies of the General Plan, specifically General Plan Land Use Policy 4.4.3 which allows
for restaurants to be location within a hotel, provided that they do not facilitate banquet or
convention operations. While the subject restaurant will be open to the public, the
restaurant’s past operational history has not resulted in nuisance complaints and has
appeared to be complimentary to surrounding land uses.

Finding K9. The proposed project complies with all applicable requirements of state and
local law.

The proposed project will comply with all applicable requirements of state and local law
and is conditioned to comply with any relevant approvals, permits, and licenses from the
City of Malibu and other related agencies.
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Finding K1O. The proposed use would not be detrimental to the public interest, health,
safety, convenience or welfare.

A hotel with a restaurant is a conditionally permitted use in the CV-2 zoning district. As
conditioned to manage noise, lighting, the valet operation, and special events, the
proposed use will not be detrimental to the public interest, health, safety, convenience, or
welfare.

Finding Ki 1. If the project is located in an area determined by the City to be at risk from
earth movemen1~, flooding or liquefaction, there is clear and compel/hg evidence that the
proposed development is not at risk from these hazards.

The project will not be at risk from earth movement and flood hazards since the conditional
use permit only involves maintaining an existing use on an existing, developed property.
The building footprint and envelope will not change. The only new development proposed
is the new pool and associated deck, which based on review of the submiffed geotechnical
reports will be not be at risk from earth movement, flooding, or liquefaction. Therefore,
there is no new impact related to earth movement, flooding, or liquefaction.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW: Pursuant to the authority and criteria contained in CEQA,
the Planning Department has analyzed the proposed project. The Planning Department
found that the project proposed in CDP No. 17-092, CUP No. 17-012, and JUPA No. 17-
001 are listed among the classes of projects that have been determined not to have a
significant adverse effect on the environment. Therefore, the project is categorically
exempt from the provisions of CEQA pursuant to Sections 15301(e) Existing Facilities.
The Planning Department has further determined that none of the six exceptions to the
use of a categorical exemption apply to this project (CEQA Guidelines Section 15300.2).

CORRESPONDENCE: Staff has received correspondence regarding the ability of the
existing wastewater treatment system to accommodate the proposed project, and
regarding the crosswalk which is proposed to be used to facilitate the offsite parking. Staff
has responded to both members of the public and answered their questions.

PUBLIC NOTICE: On December 27, 2018, staff published a Notice of Public Hearing in a
newspaper of general circulation within the City of Malibu and mailed the notice to all
property owners and occupants within a 500-foot radius of the subject property for the
January 22, 2019 Planning Commission meeting.
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SUMMARY: The required findings can be made that the proposed project complies with
the LCP and MMC. Further, the Planning Department’s findings of fact are supported by
substantial evidence in the record. Based on the analysis contained in this report and the
accompanying resolution, staff recommends approval of this project, subject to the
conditions of approval contained in Section 5 (Conditions of Approval) of Planning
Commission Resolution No. 19-16. The proposed project has been reviewed and
conditionally approved for conformance with the LCP by Planning Department staff and
appropriate City and County departments.

ATTACHMENTS:

1. Planning Commission Resolution No. 19-16
2. Project Plans
3. Department Reviews
4. Correspondence
5. Valet Parking Program and Analysis
6. Radius Map
7. Public Hearing Notice
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CITY OF MALIBU PLANNING COMMISSION
RESOLUTION NO. 19-16

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF
MALIBU DETERMINTNG THE PROJECT IS EXEMPT FROM THE
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT AND APPROVING
COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT NO. 17-092, AN
APPLICATION FOR THE MALIBU BEACH INN TO CONSTRUCT
A NEW SWIMMING POOL AND POOL DECK WITH DINING
SERVICE IN THE LOCATION OF REQUIRED PARKING,
REMODEL AND CONVERT APPROXIMATELY 268 SQUARE
FEET OF OFFICE AND STORAGE ROOM INTO BATHROOM
FACILITIES AND EQUIPMENT ROOM, RECONFIGURE THE
ONSITE WASTEWATER TREATMENT SYSTEM, CONDITIONAL
USE PERMIT NO. 17-012, TO PERMIT THE CONTINUED
OPERATION OF THE LEGAL NONCONFORMING HOTEL AND
RESTAURANT USE, AS WELL AS ALLOW FOR THE
EXPANSION OF THE HOTEL RESTAURANT TO ALLOW DINING
SERVICE FOR HOTEL GUESTS ONLY ON THE PROPOSED 4,204
SQUARE FOOT POOL DECK; JOINT USE PARKING
AGREEMENT NO. 17-00 1 TO ALLOW A PORTION OF THE
PROPERTY’S REQUIRED ONSITE PARKING TO BE LOCATED
OFFSITE AT 22853 PACIFIC COAST HIGHWAY (HERTZ RENTAL
CAR); AND LOT TIE NO. 17-00 1 TO HOLD 22878 PCH AND 22853
PCH AS ONE LOT LOCATED IN THE CV-2 ZONING DISTRICT AT
22878 PCH (MANI MBI (DE), LLC)

The Planning Commission of the City of Malibu does hereby find, order and resolve as follows:

SECTION 1. Recitals.

A. On October 15, 1987, the California Coastal Commission (CCC) issued Coastal
Development Permit (CDP) No. 05-87-576 for the construction of the a 3 story, 32-foot in height,
47-room hotel, along with a viewing deck and seawall, with 52 parking spaces (including tandem)
with valet parking at 22878 Pacific Coast Highway (PCH).

B. On June 19, 2006, the Planning Commission adopted Resolution No. 06-46
approving CDP No. 06-011 and Conditional Use Permit (CUP) No. 06-001 permitting the
construction of the porte-cochere, interior remodel of the hotel to accommodate an ancillary
restaurant with a 196 square foot kitchen and 42 seats within a total of approximately 563 square
feet of dining area, including indoor and outdoor seating on the western portion of the existing
patio, and installation of a new wastewater treatment system (OWTS) to replace a failed OWTS
in the western parking lot. The conditions of CUP No. 06-00 1 have been incorporated into this
Resolution along with additional conditions to ensure compliance with this approval.

ATTACHMENT 1
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C. On August 6, 2015, an application for Administrative Plan Review (APR) No. 15-
065 and Conditional Use Permit Amendment (CUPA) No. 15-004 was submitted to the Planning
Department by the applicant, Burdge and Associates Architects, Inc., on behalf ofproperty owner,
Mani MBI(DE), LLC. The application was routed to the City Biologist, City Coastal Engineer,
Environmental Health Administrator, City Geotechnical staff, City Public Works Department, and
Los Angeles County Fire Department (LACFD) for review.

D. Staff determined that, afier the submittal ofproject revisions, the project scope was
no longer exempt from a CDP. As a result, on November 2, 2017, an application for CDP No. 17-
092 was submitted to the Planning Department by the applicant, Burdge and Associates Architects,
Inc., on behalf of property owner, Mani MBI (DE), LLC. The applicant also submitted Variance
(VAR) No. 15-041, VAR No. 17-037, Lot Tie (LT) No. 17-001, and a Joint Use Parking
Agreement (JUPA) No. 17-001. The application was routed to the City Biologist, City Coastal
Engineer, Environmental Health Administrator, City Geotechnical staff, City Public Works
Department, and LACFD for review.

E. On October 12, 2017, a Notice of Planning Commission Public Hearing was
published in a newspaper of general circulation within the City of Malibu and was mailed to all
property owners and occupants within a 500-foot radius of the subject property.

F. On November 6, 2017, the Planning Commission continued the item to a date
uncertain.

G. On November 2, 2017, the applicant submitted CUP No. 17-012 to address the
amortization provisions of Malibu Municipal Code (MMC) Section 1 7.60.040(C)(4).

H. On November 9, 2017, a Notice of Planning Commission Public Hearing was
published in a newspaper of general circulation within the City of Malibu and was mailed to all
property owners and occupants within a 500-foot radius of the subject property.

I. On November 9, 2017, the applicant submitted revised project plans for approval.

J. On December 1, 2017, the applicant submitted a revised Sheet A-0.1, A-0.2, and
A-0.7 illustrating the proposed indoor restaurant seating.

K. On December 4, 2017, the Planning Commission continued the item to the
December 18, 2017, Regular Planning Commission hearing.

L. On December 18, 2017, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public
hearing on the subject application, reviewed and considered the staff report, reviewed and
considered written reports, public testimony, and other information in the record. At that meeting
the item was continued to a date uncertain to allow the applicant time to address the issues raised
at that hearing.

M. On January 31, 2018, the Applicant submitted revised materials to the City.

N. On July 12, 2018, a Notice of Planning Commission Public Hearing was published
in a newspaper of general circulation within the City of Malibu and was mailed to all property
owners and occupants within a 500-foot radius of the subject property.
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0. On August 6, 2018, the Planning Commission continued the item to the August 20,
2018 Regular Planning Commission hearing.

P. On August 20, 2018, the Planning Commission continued the item to the November
5, 2018 Regular Planning Commission hearing.

Q. On November 5, 2018, the Planning Commission continued the item to the
November 19, 2018, Regular Planning Commission hearing.

R. On November 15, 2018, the November 19, 2018 Regular Planning Commission
meeting was cancelled.

S. On December 27, 2018, a Notice of Planning Commission Public Hearing was
published in a newspaper of general circulation within the City of Malibu and was mailed to all
property owners and occupants within a 500-foot radius of the subject property and all interested
parties.

T. On January 16, 2019, the applicant submitted a revised parking plan that eliminated
the need for the requested variance.

U. On January 22, 2019, the Planning Commission continued the item to the March 4,
2019, Regular Planning Commission hearing.

V. On March 4, 2019, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing on
the subject application, reviewed and considered the staff report, reviewed and considered written
reports, public testimony, and other information in the record.

SECTION 2. Environmental Review.

Pursuant to the authority and criteria contained in CEQA, the Planning Commission has analyzed
the proposed project. The Planning Commission found that the project proposed in CDP No. 17-
092, CUP No. 17-012, and JUPA No. 17-001 is listed among the classes ofprojects that have been
determined not to have a significant adverse effect on the environment. Therefore, the project is
categorically exempt from the provisions of CEQA pursuant to Section 15301(a) Existing
Facilities. The Planning Commission has further determined that none of the six exceptions to the
use of a categorical exemption apply to this project (CEQA Guidelines Section 15300.2).

SECTION 3. Coastal Development Permit Findings.

Based on substantial evidence contained within the record and pursuant to LIP including Sections
13.7(B) and 13.9, the Planning Commission adopts the analysis in the agenda report, incorporated
herein, the findings of fact below, and approves CDP No. 17-09 1 CUP NO. 17-012, JUPA No. 17-
001 to allow the Malibu Beach Inn to locate required parking on the Hertz site; and LT No. 17-
001 to hold 22878 PCH and 22853 PCH as one lot, located in the Community Commercial (CC)
zoning district at 22853 PCH (MB North Lot (DE), LLC).

The project is consistent with the LCP ‘s zoning, grading, cultural resources, water quality, and
wastewater treatment system standards requirements. The project, as conditioned, has been
determined to be consistent with all applicable LCP codes, standards, goals, and policies. The
required findings are made herein.
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A. General Coastal Development Permit (LIP Chapter 13)

1. The proposed project is located in the CC commercial zoning district, an area
designated for commercial uses. The proposed project has been reviewed for conformance with
the LCP by the Planning Department, City Biologist, City Environmental Health Administrator,
City Public Works Department, City geotechnical staff, and the LACFD. As discussed herein,
based on submitted reports, project plans, visual analysis and site investigation, the proposed
project, as conditioned, conforms to the LCP in that it meets all applicable commercial
development standards, inclusive of the requested joint use parking agreement.

2. The project is located between the first public road and the sea; however, the subject
property does not contain any mapped trails as depicted on the LCP Park Lands Map. The
California Coastal Commission has confirmed that the property owner has previously provided a
dedicated lateral and a vertical public access easement to accommodate public access along the
shoreline and to the shoreline through the hotel. These easements are unaffected by the project.
The project complies with the coastal act and will not affect public access.

3. Evidence in the record demonstrates that as conditioned, the project will not result
in adverse biological, scenic, or visual impacts and has been redesigned to minimize its impact on
traffic. There is no evidence that an alternative project would substantially lessen any potential
significant adverse impacts of the development on the environment. The proposed project is the
least damaging environmental alternative.

B. Hazards (LIP Chapter 9)

1. Evidence in the record demonstrates that the project will neither be subject to nor
increase the instability of the site from geologic, flood, or fire hazards. The proposed development
is suitable for the intended use provided that the certified engineering geologist and/or
geotechnical engineer’s recommendations and governing agency’s building codes are followed.

2. The project, as designed, conditioned, and approved by the City geotechnical staff
and the City Public Works Department, does not have any significant adverse impacts on the site
stability or structural integrity from geologic or fire hazards due to the project design.

3. The project, as conditioned, is the least environmentally damaging alternative.

4. The proposed development has been analyzed for the hazards listed in LIP Chapter
9 by the City Biologist, City Environmental Health Administrator, City geotechnical staff, City
Public Works Department, and LACFD. These specialists and agency determined that the
proposed project does not impact site stability or structural integrity. There are no feasible
alternatives to the proposed development that would result in less site disturbance.

5. The proposed project, as designed and conditioned, will not have adverse impacts
on sensitive resources.

DRAFT

120



Resolution No 19-16
Page 5 of2l

C. Joint Use and Common Parking Facilities (LIP Section 3.14.4)

1. The applicant has requested a Joint Use and Common Parking Facilities Agreement
to allow the subject hotel/restaurant use (Malibu Beach Inn) at 22878 PCH to locate required
parking offsite at the property identified as 22853 PCH (Hertz site). Currently the parking
required by the Malibu Beach Inn is contained onsite, however, a portion of that parking is
proposed to be removed to allow for the construction of a new pool and pool deck. The property
is proposed to contain 27 parking spaces and the car rental use requires four parking spaces. The
Hertz operations and required parking are not affected by the proposed JUPA because they
currently have 23 extra parking spaces. Since the Hertz site has more parking than necessary, it
is not anticipated that the relocation of the 23 spaces will impact the operation of the Hertz site.

2. This project does not involve a shopping center or other commercial area where a
parking lot with common access is provided.

3. There is no substantial conflict in the principal hours of operation or uses at the
properties because the Hertz spaces will be conditioned to be available for the exclusive use of
the Hertz operation without a valet. A recorded legal agreement between the City and the
applicant is required as a condition of approval of this CDP and CUP.

4. The parking associated with the project does not offer alternative working hours to
serve as additional beach parking.

5. The project, as proposed, provides the minimum number ofrequired parking spaces
consistent with the existing restaurant CUP, and cannot accommodate additional parking
requirements. Both the operation of a hotel and rental car business are visitor serving uses. In
addition, the subject property is directly adjacent to a public parking lot that provides beach and
pier parking.

SECTION 4. Conditional Use Permit Findings.

The proposed CUP will replace CUP No. 06-001 to allow for the continued operation of the
existing 47-room hotel and ancillary onsite restaurant use with 1,377 square feet of dining area
(657 square feet of interior dining area (36 seats) and 720 square feet of exterior dining area (42
seats)) (78 seats), guest only outdoor dining on the pool deck, and 196 square foot kitchen, and in-
room spa services. Based on evidence in the record, including all written and oral testimony and
pursuant to Malibu Municipal Code (MMC) section 17.66.080, the Planning Commission hereby
makes the following findings of fact for CUP No. 17-012.

1. The existing hotel use is the primary use of the site. Per MMC Section
17.28.030(B), the CV-2 zone allows a hotel use as a conditionally permitted use. Currently there
is a City issued CUP for the existing restaurant which will be expanded as part of this approval.
The restaurant is approved to have 657 square feet of interior service area and 720 square feet of
exterior service area as well as pooi deck service. Therefore, the proposed uses are allowed in the
subject zone and the application has been conditioned to comply with all applicable provisions of
the MMC.
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2. The hotel use is compatible and permitted in the zone, and maintaining the existing
use as approved would not impair the integrity and character of the zoning district in which it is
located. Furthermore, the hotel use is compatible with the existing land uses on the site and
surrounding neighborhood, as demonstrated by its ongoing operation since prior to City
incorporation. The hotel, including the ancillary restaurant use, will occupy the existing structure
on the site that has historically been a hotel. The proposed use has been conditioned to ensure that
special onsite events, noise, and lighting do not disrupt the adjacent Open Space (to the west) and
Single-Family Medium Density (to the east) zoned parcels. Therefore, the integrity and character
of the applicable zoning district will not be impaired.

3. The subject site is physically suitable for supporting the existing hotel, with the
restaurant use as approved by Planning Commission Resolution No. 06-46, as the use is existing
and will continue to occupy the existing structure. Therefore, the site is physically suitable for the
existing use, as permitted and approved by the CCC and Planning Commission Resolution No. 06-
46, including the expanded service area.

4. The subject site is currently developed with a hotel and hotel restaurant whose
associated parking does not conform to the current parking requirements. The existing use has
been in operation prior to Cityhood. The existing hotel use has not impaired the zoning or land
uses in the surrounding neighborhood, and has further been conditioned to ensure that noise, and
lighting do not disrupt the surrounding neighborhood. Live entertainment or outdoor amplified
sound, or outdoor speakers which create a nuisance are prohibited. Lighting of the shoreline is
prohibited. No noise generated by the operation of the hotel or restaurant shall be audible offsite.
Therefore, the proposed CUP is compatible with the land uses presently on the subject property
and those in the surrounding neighborhood.

5. The proposed project is compatible with existing and future land uses within the
zoning district and the general area.

6. The hotel with the included restaurant use is currently served by existing utilities,
including an existing OWTS. No changes or expansion of the existing use and structures are
proposed. Consequently, the City Environmental Health Administrator has reviewed the proposal
and determined that the existing OWTS can accommodate the existing use including the additional
service area without upgrade or modification, subject to the conditions regarding the number of
restaurant seats. Since no physical changes are proposed, the project will not create shade or
shadow impacts that would impede solar access, and will not adversely impact existing public and
private views.

7. To address the parking needs of the current operation the hotel and restaurant use
has been utilizing an onsite valet parking operation; that valet operation will be expanded to utilize
the Hertz site. Staff is not aware of any issues stemming from the current operation. Therefore,
adequate provisions for public access to serve the subject hotel and restaurant use has been
available.
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8. The use is a conditionally permitted commercial use in the CV-2 zoning district,
and, as conditioned, is consistent with specific development standards in the MMC. The Land Use
Element of the General Plan states that the “CV designation provides for visitor serving uses which
serve visitors and residents such as hotels and restaurants which respect the rural character and
natural environmental setting. Hotels are only permitted in CV-2 designations, the highest density
designation.” The subject CUP will allow for continuation of the existing use, subject to
conditions, and will be consistent with goals, objectives and policies of the General Plan.

9. The proposed project will comply with all applicable requirements of state and local
law and is conditioned to comply with any relevant approvals, permits, and licenses from the City
of Malibu and other related agencies.

10. A hotel with a hotel restaurant is a conditionally permitted use in the CV-2 zoning
district. As conditioned to manage noise, lighting, and special events, the proposed use will not
be detrimental to the public interest, health, safety, convenience, or welfare.

11. The project will not be at risk from earth movement and flood hazards since the
conditional use permit only involves maintaining an existing use on an existing, developed
property. The building footprint and envelope will not change. Therefore, there is no new impact
related to earth movement, flooding, or liquefaction.

SECTION 4. Planning Commission Action.

Based on the foregoing findings and evidence contained within the record, the Planning
Commission hereby approves CDP No. 17-092, CUP No. 17-012, JUPA No. 17-001 and LT No.
17-001.

SECTION 5. Conditions of Approval.

1. The property owners, and their successors in interest, shall indemnif~’ and defend the City
of Malibu and its officers, employees and agents from and against all liability and costs
relating to the City’s actions concerning this project, including (without limitation) any
award of litigation expenses in favor of any person or entity who seeks to challenge the
validity of any of the City’s actions or decisions in connection with this project. The City
shall have the sole right to choose its counsel and property owners shall reimburse the
City’s expenses incurred in its defense of any lawsuit challenging the City’s actions
concerning this project.

2. Approval of this application is to allow for the project described herein. The scope of work
approved includes:

a. A new 360 square foot (12 feet by 30 feet) swimming pool for hotel guests only;
b. 4,204 square foot pool deck;
c. Patios, landscaping and hardscape;
d. Remodel and convert 268 square feet of office and storage room into bathroom facilities

and equipment room for the pool;
e. CUP No. 17-012 Allowing for the operation of hotel with restaurant:

i. A new conditional use permit to allow continued operation of the existing 47 room
hotel, and to incorporate the existing restaurant use as approved in Planning
Commission Resolution No. 06-46 (CUP No. 06-001).
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ii. Eliminate condition No. 15 of Planning Commission Resolution No. 06-46 allowing
the restaurant to serve the general public, and

iii. Expand the service area from 563 square feet (42 seats) to 1,377 square feet (78 seats).
iv. Expand the service area to allow food and beverage service to expand onto the 4,204

square foot pool deck, for hotel guests only.
f. JUPA No. 17-001 to allow 23 existing onsite spaces and one new space generated by the

employee for the pooi area to be located offsite at 22853 PCH. With the exception of the
parking associated with the Hertz operation, all parking will be operated by a valet
service.

g. LT No. 17-001 to hold the two subject lots as one, since some of the required parking for
22878 PCH will be located offsite at 22853 PCH.

3. Subsequent submittals for this project shall be in substantial compliance with plans on-file
with the Planning Department, date-stamped February 19, 2019. In the event the project
plans conflict with any condition of approval, the condition shall take precedence.

4. Pursuant to LIP Section 13.18.2, this permit and rights conferred in this approval shall not
be effective until the property owner signs and returns the Acceptance of Conditions
Affidavit accepting the conditions set forth herein. The applicant shall file this form with
the Planning Department within 10. days of this decision and/or prior to issuance of any
development permits.

5. The applicant shall submit three (3) complete sets of plans to the. Planning Department for
consistency review and approval prior to plan check and again prior to the issuance of any
building or development permits.

6. This resolution, signed Acceptance of Conditions Affidavit and all Department Review
Sheets attached to the March 4, 2019, Planning Commission agenda report for this project
shall be copied in their entirety and placed directly onto a separate plan sheet behind the
cover sheet of the development plans submitted to the City of Malibu Environmental
Sustainability Department for plan check.

7. This CDP shall expire if the project has not commenced within three (3) years after
issuance of the permit. Extension of the permit may be granted by the approving authority
for due cause. Extensions shall be requested in writing by the applicant or authorized agent
prior to expiration of the three-year period and shall set forth the reasons for the request.
In the event of an appeal, the CDP shall expire if the project has not commenced within
three years from the date the appeal is decided by the decision-making body or withdrawn
by the appellant.

8. Any questions of intent or interpretation of any condition of approval will be resolved by
the Planning Director upon written request of such interpretation.

9. All development shall conform to requirements of the City of Malibu Environmental
Sustainability Department, City Biologist, City Public Works Department, and LACFD, as
applicable. Notwithstanding this review, all required permits shall be secured.
Notwithstanding this review, all required permits shall be secured.
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10. Minor changes to the approved plans or the conditions of approval maybe approved by the
Planning Director, provided such changes achieve substantially the same results and the
project is still in compliance with the MMC and the LCP. Revised plans reflecting the
minor changes and additional fees shall be required

Cultural Resources

11. In the event that potentially important cultural resources are found in the course of geologic
testing or during construction, work shall immediately cease until a qualified archaeologist
can provide an evaluation of the nature and significance of the resources and until the
Planning Director can review this information. Thereafter, the procedures contained in LIP
Chapter 11 and those in MMC Section 1 7.54.040(D)(4)(b) shall be followed.

12. If human bone is discovered during geologic testing or during construction, work shall
immediately cease and the procedures described in Section 7050.5 of the California Health
and Safety Code shall be followed. Section 7050.5 requires notification of the coroner. If
the coroner determines that the remains are those of a Native American, the applicant shall
notify the Native American Heritage Commission by phone within 24 hours. Following
notification of the Native American Heritage Commission, the procedures described in
Section 5097.94 and Section 5097.98 of the California Public Resources Code shall be
followed.

Site-Spec~ic Conditions

13. Exterior lighting must comply with the Dark Sky Ordinance and shall be minimized,
shielded, or concealed and restricted to low intensity features, so that no light source is
directly visible from public view. Permitted lighting shall conform to the following
standards:

a. Lighting for walkways shall be limited to fixtures that do not exceed two feet in
height and are directed downward, and limited to 850 lumens (equivalent to a 60
watt incandescent bulb);

b. Security lighting controlled by motion detectors may be attached to the residence
provided it is directed downward and is limited to 850 lumens;

c. Driveway lighting shall be limited to the minimum lighting necessary for safe
vehicular use. The lighting shall be limited to 850 lumens;

d. Lights at entrances as required by the Building Code shall be permitted provided
that such lighting does not exceed 850 lumens;

e. Site perimeter lighting shall be prohibited; and
f. Outdoor decorative lighting for aesthetic purposes is prohibited.

14. Night lighting for sports courts or other private recreational facilities shall be prohibited.

15. No permanently installed lighting shall blink, flash, or be of unusually high intensity or
brightness. Lighting levels on any nearby property from artificial light sources on the
subject property shall not produce an illumination level greater than one foot candle.

16. Night lighting from exterior and interior sources shall be minimized. All exterior lighting
shall be low intensity and shielded directed downward and inward so there is no offsite
glare or lighting of natural habitat areas. High intensity lighting of the shore is prohibited.
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17. String lights are allowed in occupied dining and entertainment areas only and must not
exceed 3,000 Kelvin.

18. Motion sensor lights shall be programmed to extinguish ten minutes after activation.

19. Three sequential violations of the conditions by the same property owner will result in a
requirement to permanently remove the outdoor light fixture(s) from the site.

Demolition/Solid Waste

20. Prior to demolition activities, the applicant shall receive Planning Department approval for
compliance with conditions of approval.

21. The applicant/property owner shall contract with a City approved hauler to facilitate the
recycling of all recoverable/recyclable material. Recoverable material shall include but shall
not be limited to: asphalt, dirt and earthen material, lumber, concrete, glass, metals, and drywall.

22. Prior to the issuance of a building/demolition permit, an Affidavit and Certification to
implement waste reduction and recycling shall be signed by the Owner or Contractor and
submitted to the Environmental Sustainability Department. The Affidavit shall indicate the
agreement of the applicant to divert at least 65 percent (in accordance with CalGreen) of all
construction waste from the landfill.

23. Upon plan check approval of demolition plans, the applicant shall secure a demolition
permit from the City. The applicant shall comply with all conditions related to demolition
imposed by the Building Official.

24. No demolition permit shall be issued until building permits are approved for issuance.
Demolition of the existing structure and initiation of reconstruction must take place within
a six month period. Dust control measures must be in place if construction does not
commence within 30 days.

25. The project developer shall utilize licensed subcontractors and ensure that all asbestos-
containing materials and lead-based paints encountered during demolition activities are
removed, transported, and disposed of in full compliance with all applicable federal, state
and local regulations.

26. Any building or demolition permits issued for work commenced or completed without the
benefit of required permits are subject to appropriate “Investigation Fees” as required in
the Building Code.

27. Upon completion of demolition activities, the applicant shall request a final inspection by
the Building Safety Division.

Construction

28. The applicant/property owner shall contract with a City approved hauler to facilitate the
recycling of all recoverable/recyclable material. Recoverable material shall include but shall
not be limited to: asphalt, dirt and earthen material, lumber, concrete, glass, metals, and
drywall.
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29. Prior to issuance of a building/demolition permit, an Affidavit and Certification to
implement a Waste Reduction and Recycling Plan (WRRP) shall be signed by the Owner
or Contractor and submitted to the Environmental Sustainability Department. The WRRP
shall indicate the agreement of the applicant to divert at least 50 percent of all construction
generated by the project.

30. Prior to final building inspection, the applicant shall provide the Environmental
Sustainability Department with a WRRP Final Summary Report. The Final Summary
Report shall designate all materials that were landfilled or recycled, broken down by
material types. The Environmental Sustainability Department shall approve the Final
Summary Report.

31. Construction hours shall be limited to Monday through Friday from 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m.
and Saturdays from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. No construction activities shall be permitted on
Sundays or City-designated holidays.

32. Construction management techniques, including minimizing the amount of equipment used
simultaneously and increasing the distance between emission sources, shall be employed
as feasible and appropriate. All trucks leaving the construction site shall adhere to the
California Vehicle Code. In addition, construction vehicles shall be covered when
necessary; and their tires will be rinsed off prior to leaving the property.

Biology/Landscaping

33. No new landscaping is proposed with this project. Should the applicant intend to plant any
new vegetation a detailed landscape plan shall be submitted for review and approval prior
to any planting.

34. No equipment or materials shall operate or be staged on the beach at any time.

35. Night lighting from exterior and interior sources shall be minimized. All exterior lighting
shall be low intensity and shielded so it is directed downward and inward so that there is
no offsite glare or lighting of natural habitat areas. Lighting of the shore is prohibited.

Grading/Drainage/Hydrology (Geology/Public Works)

36. A grading and drainage plan containing the following information shall be approved, and
submitted to the Public Works Department, prior to the issuance of grading permits for the
project:

a. Public Works Department general notes;
b. The existing and proposed square footage of impervious coverage on the property

shall be shown on the grading plan (including separate areas for buildings,
driveways, walkways, parking, tennis courts and pool decks);

c. The limits of land to be disturbed during project development shall be delineated
and a total area shall be shown on this plan. Areas disturbed by grading equipment
beyond the limits of grading, areas disturbed for the installation of the septic
system, and areas disturbed for the installation of the detention system shall be
included within the area delineated;
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d. The limits to land to be disturbed during project development shall be delineated
and a total area of disturbance should be shown on this plan. Areas disturbed by
grading equipment beyond the limits of grading shall be included within the area
delineated;

e. If the property contains rare, endangered or special status species as identified in
the Biological Assessment, this plan shall contain a prominent note identif~iing the
areas to be protected (to be lefi undisturbed). Fencing of these areas shall be
delineated on this plan is required by the City Biologist;

f. The grading limits shall include the temporary cuts made for retaining walls,
buttresses and over excavations for fill slopes; and

g. Private storm drain systems shall be shown on this plan. Systems greater than 12
inch in diameter shall also have a plan and profile for the system included with this
plan.

37. A Local Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (LSWPPP) shall be provided prior to
issuance of grading/building permits. This plan shall include and Erosion and Sediment
Control Plan (ESCP) that includes, but not limited to:

. . Erosion Controls Scheduling
Erosion Controls Scheduling . .

Preservation of Existing Vegetation
Sediment Controls Silt Fence

Sediment Controls Silt Fence Sand Bag Barrier
Stabilized Construction Entrance
Water Conservation Practices

Non-Storm Water Management
Dewatenng Operations

Waste Management Material Delivery and Storage
Stockpile Management
Spill Prevention and Control
Solid Waste Management
Concrete Waste Management
Sanitary/Septic Waste Management

All Best Management Practices (BMP) shall be in accordance to the latest version of the
California Stormwater Quality Association (CASQA) BMP Handbook. Designated areas
for the storage of construction materials, solid waste management, and portable toilets must
not disrupt drainage patterns or subject the material to erosion by site runoff.

38. Exported soil from a site shall be taken to the Los Angeles County Landfill or to a site with
an active grading permit and the ability to accept the material in compliance with LIP
Section 8.3.

39. The developer’s consulting engineer shall sign the final plans prior to the issuance of
permits.
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Swimming Pool

40. The discharge of swimming pool, spa and decorative fountain water and filter backwash,
including water containing bacteria, detergents, wastes, alagecides or other chemicals is
prohibited. Swimming pool, spa, and decorative fountain water may be used as landscape
irrigation only if the following items are met:

• The discharge water is dechlorinated, debrorninated or if the water is disinfected
using ozonation;

• There are sufficient BMPs in place to prevent soil erosion; and
• The discharge does not reach into the MS4 or to the ASBS (including tributaries)

41. Discharges not meeting the above-mentioned methods must be trucked to a Publicly
Owned Wastewater Treatment Works.

42. The applicant shall also provide a construction note on the plans that directs the contractor
to install a new sign stating “It is illegal to discharge pool, spa or water feature waters to a
street, drainage course or storm drain per MMC 13.04.060(D)(5).” The new sign shall be
posted in the filtration and/or pumping equipment area for the property. Prior to the
issuance of any permits, the applicant shall indicate the method of disinfection and the
method of discharging.

43. Draining of the pool into the ocean is prohibited.

FEMA

44. The proposed pooi is located within a SFHA, Zone VE-13’. The proposed pool must be
elevated above one foot above the base flood elevation (BFE), the structural components
capable of resisting hydrostatic and hydrodynamic loads and the effects of buoyancy. All
pool equipment shall be placed above the base flood elevation. A professional engineer
must certify that these standards have been satisfied.

Geology

45. All recommendations of the consulting certified engineering geologist or geotecimical
engineer and/or the City geotechnical staff shall be incorporated into all final design and
construction including foundations, grading, sewage disposal, and drainage. Final plans
shall be reviewed and approved by the City geotechnical staff prior to the issuance of a
grading permit.

46. Final plans approved by the City geotechnical staff shall be in substantial conformance
with the approved CDP relative to construction, grading, sewage disposal and drainage.
Any substantial changes may require a CDP amendment or a new CDP.

Onsite Wastewater Treatment System

47. Prior to the issuance of a building permit the applicant shall demonstrate, to the satisfaction
of the Building Official, compliance with the City ofMalibu’s onsite wastewater treatment
regulations including provisions of MMC Chapters 15.40, 15.42, 15.44, and LIP Chapter
18 related to continued operation, maintenance and monitoring of the OWTS.
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48. Prior to final Environmental Health approval, a final OWTS plot plan shall be submitted
showing an OWTS design meeting the minimum requirements of the MMC and the LCP,
including necessary construction details, the proposed drainage plan for the developed
property and the proposed landscape plan for the developed property. The OWTS plot plan
shall show essential features of the OWTS and must fit onto an 11 inch by 17 inch sheet
leaving a five inch margin clear to provide space for a City applied legend. If the scale of
the plans is such that more space is needed to clearly show construction details and/or all
necessary setbacks, larger sheets may also be provided (up to a maximum size of 18 inches
by 22 inches).

49. A final design and system specifications shall be submitted as to all components (i.e., alarm
system, pumps, timers, flow equalization devices, backflow devices, etc.) proposed for use
in the construction of the proposed OWTS. For all OWTS, final design drawings and
calculations must be signed by a California registered civil engineer, a registered
environmental health specialist or a professional geologist who is responsible for the
design. The final OWTS design drawings shall be submitted to the City Environmental
Health Administrator with the designer’s wet signature, professional registration number
and stamp (if applicable).

50. Any above-ground equipment associated with the installation of the OWTS shall be
screened from view by a solid wall or fence on all four sides. The fence or walls shall not
be higher than 42 inches tall.

51. The final design report shall contain the following information (in addition to the items
listed above).

a. Required treatment capacity for wastewater treatment and disinfection systems.
The treatment capacity shall be specified in terms of flow rate, gallons per day, and
shall be supported by calculations relating the treatment capacity to the number of
bedroom equivalents, plumbing fixture equivalents, and/or the subsurface effluent
dispersal system acceptance rate. The fixture unit count must be clearly identified
in association with the design treatment capacity, even if the design is based on the
number of bedrooms. Average and peak rates of hydraulic loading to the treatment
system shall be specified in the final design;

b. Description of proposed wastewater treatment and/or disinfection system
equipment. State the proposed type of treatment system(s) (e.g., aerobic treatment,
textile filter ultraviolet disinfection, etc.); major components, manufacturers, and
model numbers for “packag&’ systems; and conceptual design for custom
engineered systems;

c. Specifications, supporting geology information, and percolation test results for the
subsurface effluent dispersal portion of the onsite wastewater disposal system. This
must include the proposed type of effluent dispersal system (drainfield, trench,
seepage pit subsurface drip, etc.) as well as the system’s geometric dimensions and
basic construction features. Supporting calculations shall be presented that relate
the results of soils analysis or percolationlinfiltration tests to the projected
subsurface effluent acceptance rate, including any unit conversions or safety
factors. Average and peak rates ofhydraulic loading to the effluent dispersal system
shall be specified in the final design. The projected subsurface effluent acceptance
rate shall be reported in units of total gallons per day and gallons per square foot
per day. Specifications for the subsurface effluent dispersal system shall be shown
to accommodate the design hydraulic loading rate (i.e., average and peak OWTS
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effluent flow, reported in units of gallons per day). The subsurface effluent
dispersal system design must take into account the number of bedrooms, fixture
units and building occupancy characteristics;

d. All final design drawings shall be submitted with the wet signature and typed name
of the OWTS designer. If the scale of the plan is such that more space is needed to
clearly show construction details, larger sheets may also be provided (up to a
maximum size of 18 inch by 22 inch, for review by Environmental Health). Note:
For OWTS final designs, full-size plans are required for review by the Building
Safety Division and/or the Planning Department; and

e. Traffic Rated Slab: Submit plans and structural calculations for review and
approval by the Building Safety Division prior to Environmental Health final
approval.

52. Prior to final Environmental Health approval, the construction plans for all structures
and/or buildings with reduced setbacks must be approved by the City Building Safety
Division. The architectural and/or structural plans submitted to Building and Safety plan
check must detail methods of construction that will compensate for the reduction in setback
(e.g., waterproofing, concrete additives, etc.). For complex waterproofing installations,
submittal of a separate waterproofing plan may be required. The architectural/structural/
waterproofing plans must show the location of OWTS components in relation to those
structures from which the setback is reduced, and the plans must be signed and stamped by
the architect, structural engineer, and geotechnical consultants (as applicable).

53. The following note shall be added to the plan drawings included with the OWTS final
design: “Prior to commencing work to abandon, remove, or replace the existing OWTS
components, an ‘OWTS Abandonment Permit’ shall be obtained from the City of Malibu.
All work performed in the OWTS abandonment, removal or replacement area shall be
performed in strict accordance with all applicable federal, state, and local environmental
and occupational safety and health regulatory requirements. The obtainment of any such
required permits or approvals for this scope of work shall be the responsibility of the
applicant and their agents.”

54. A covenant running with the land shall be executed by the property owner and recorded
with the Los Angeles County Recorder’s Office. Said covenant shall serve as constructive
notice to any successors in interest that: 1) the private sewage disposal system serving the
development on the property does not have a 100 percent expansion effluent dispersal area
(i.e., replacement disposal field(s) or seepage pit(s)), and 2) if the primary effluent dispersal
area fails to drain adequately, the City ofMalibu may require remedial measures including,
but not limited to, limitations on water use enforced through operating permit and/or
repairs, upgrades or modifications to the private sewage disposal system. The recorded
covenant shall state and acknowledge that future maintenance and/or repair of the private
sewage disposal system may necessitate interruption in the use of the private sewage
disposal system and, therefore, any building(s) served by the private sewage disposal
system may become non-habitable during any required future maintenance and/or repair.
Said covenant shall be in a form acceptable to the City Attorney and approved by the City
Environmental Sustainability Department.

55. Proof of ownership of subject property shall be submitted to the City Environmental Health
Administrator.
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56. An operations and maintenance manual specified by the OWTS designer shall be submitted
to the property owner and maintenance provider of the proposed advanced OWTS.

57. Prior to final Environmental Health approval, a maintenance contract executed between
the owner of the subject property and an entity qualified in the opinion of the City ofMalibu
to maintain the proposed OWTS afier construction shall be submitted. Only original wet
signature documents are acceptable and shall be submitted to the City Environmental
Health Administrator.

58. Prior to final Environmental Health approval, a covenant running with the land shall be
executed between the City ofMalibu and the holder of the fee simple absolute as to subject
real property and recorded with the City ofMalibu Recorder’s Office. Said covenant shall
serve as constructive notice to any future purchaser for value that the onsite wastewater
treatment system serving subject property is an advanced method of sewage disposal
pursuant to the City of MMC. Said covenant shall be provided by the City of Malibu
Environmental Health Administrator.

59. The City geotechnical staff final approval shall be submitted to the City Environmental
Health Administrator.

60. In accordance with MMC Chapter 15.44, prior to Environmental Health approval, an
application shall be made to the Environmental Sustainability Department for an OWTS
operating permit.

61. A covenant running with the land shall be executed by the property owner and recorded
with the City of Malibu Recorder’s Office. Said covenant shall serve as constructive notice
to any successors in interest that (1) the private sewage disposal system serving the
development on the property does not have a 100% expansion effluent dispersal area (i.e.,
replacement disposal field(s) or seepage pit(s)) and (2) if the primary effluent dispersal
area fails to drain adequately, the City ofMalibu may require remedial measures including,
but not limited to, limitations on water use enforced through an operating permit and/or
repairs, upgrades or modifications to the private sewage disposal system. The recorded
covenant shall state and acknowledge that future maintenance and/or repair of the private
sewage disposal system may necessitate interruption in use of the private sewage disposal
system and, therefore, any building(s) served by the private sewage disposal system may
become non-habitable during any required future maintenance and/or repair. Said covenant
shall be in a form acceptable to the City Attorney and approved by the Environmental
Sustainability Department.

Deed Restrictions

62. The property owner is required to execute and record a deed restriction which shall
indemnif\j and hold harmless the City, its officers, agents, and employees against any and
all claims, demands, damages, costs and expenses of liability arising out of the acquisition,
design, construction, operation, maintenance, existence or failure of the permitted project
in an area where an extraordinary potential for damage or destruction from wildfire exists
as an inherent risk to life and property. The property owner shall provide a copy of the
recorded document to Planning department staff prior to final planning approval.
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63. The property owner is required to acknowledge, by recordation of a deed restriction, that
the property is subject to wave action, erosion, flooding, landslides, or other hazards
associated with development on a beach or bluff, and that the property owner assumes said
risks and waives any future claims of damage or liability against the City of Malibu and
agrees to indemnif~,i the City of Malibu against any liability, claims, damages or expenses
arising from any injury or damage due to such hazards. The property owner shall provide
a copy of the recorded document to the Planning Department prior to final Planning
Department approval.

64. The property owner is required to execute and record a covenant and agreement to hold the
subject properties identified as 22878 PCH and the Hertz site (22853 PCH) as one parcel
to guarantee that no portion shall be sold separately. The recorded instrument shall contain
a legal description of the contiguous parcels prior to the merger, and the new parcel that
results afier the lot tie. The instrument must be reviewed and approved by the City prior to
recording. A copy of the recorded instrument shall be provided to the Los Angeles County
Assessor’s Office.

65. This conditional use permit shall not be effective until the property owner, applicant and
the business operator execute the Affidavit of the Acceptance of Conditions. Said
documents shall be recorded with the Los Angeles County Recorder and a certified copy
of said recordation shall be filed with the Planning Department within 10 days of the
effective date of the approval.

Hotel and Restaurant Operations

66. A review of the proposed use and compliance with the conditions of approval shall be
conducted by Planning Department staff and reported to the Planning Commission within
one year, and again within five years, of approval. Staff will report whether the use is
operating in compliance with the Planning Commission’s findings and all approved
conditions, and whether it recommends initiating proceedings to modif~r or revoke the
permit.

67. No live musical entertainment or amplified sound is permitted that creates a nuisance. All
sound emanating from the site shall be in compliance with MMC Chapter 8.2 (Noise
Ordinance).

68. Noise emanating from the premises shall not be audible at a distance of five feet of any
residential unit between the hours of 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m., as required by MMC Section
8.24.050(L).

69. The total indoor and outdoor restaurant service area is limited to 1,377 square feet. The
operating hours of the restaurant! dining area shall be limited from 6:00 a.m. to 11:00 p.m.
daily.

70. Food and drink service on the pool deck shall be limited to hotel guests only.

71. It is prohibited to advertise that the spa services are available for use by the general public.
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72. A temporary use permit shall be required for events meeting the requirements of MMC
Chapter 17.68, or which would exceed the onsite parking capacity or onsite wastewater
treatment system (OWTS) operating limits.

73. Portable toilets shall be provided for any events determined to require them by the City
Environmental Health Administrator upon review of a temporary use permit application.

74. Any changes to dining area, number of employees or the number of restaurant seats
requires evaluation by the Planning Director and the City Environmental Health
Administrator to determine if amendment to this CUP or modifications or upgrade to the
OWTS are required.

75. The tenant shall maintain suitable kitchen facilities and operate and maintain the restaurant
premises as a bona fide eating place. Full food service shall be provided during all hours
of operation.

76. Trash container shall not be emptied between 8:00 a.m. and 11:00 p.m.

77. No restaurant, food packager, retail food vendor, vendor or nonprofit food provider shall
provide prepared food to its customers in any food packaging that utilizes expanded
polystyrene. “Expanded polystyrene” means and includes blown polystyrene and
expanded and extruded foams (sometimes incorrectly called Styrofoam, a Dow Chemical
Company trademarked form of polystyrene foam insulation) which are thermoplastic
petrochemical materials utilizing a styrene monomer and processed by any number of
techniques including, but not limited to, fusion of polymer spheres (expandable bead
polystyrene), injection molding, foam molding, and extrusion-blow molding (extruded
foam polystyrene). Expanded polystyrene is generally used to make cups, bowls, plates,
trays, clamshell containers, meat trays and egg cartons.

78. The property owner/tenant shall comply with the requirements set forth in MMC Chapter
9.28 (Plastic Bag Ban). No retail establishment, restaurant, vendor or nonprofit vendor
shall provide plastic bags or compostable bags to customers. This requirement applies to
plastic or compostable bags provided at the point of sale for the purpose of calTying away
goods.

79. The proposed project will comply with all applicable requirements of State and local law
and is conditioned to comply with any relevant approvals, permits and licenses from the
City of Malibu and other related agencies such as the ABC. Modification or expansion of
the existing ABC license is not permitted under this application.

Valet Operation

80. The applicant shall install a signalized crosswalk to the off-site parking site located at
22853 Pacific Coast Highway from the Malibu Beach Inn, per Caltrans’ design standards.
The new signalized crosswalk shall be compatible with the Pacific Coast Highway Signal
Systems Improvement project. Prior to the issuance of any Grading and Building permits,
the applicant shall obtain Caltrans approval and a Caltrans Encroachment permit for the
construction of the new signalized crosswalk. The new signalized crosswalk shall be
installed prior to utilization of the offsite parking.
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81. The following conditions shall apply to the valet:
a. Valet shall make every attempt to minimize the vehicular queuing along Pacific

Coast Highway or “Spillback” from the hotel site when guests are arriving.
b. Valet shall not utilize existing on-street parking or red-curb “no parking” areas for

idling to assist on-site hotel queue demand or other hotel related operations.
c. At no time shall any valet vehicles block any of the through lanes on Pacific Coast

Highway to make right or left turns.
d. To prevent queuing in unforeseen events, valet attendants will proactively go to the

entrance of the hotel, and provide clear, easy-to-follow directions for visitors to the
valet area.

e. Valet area shall be evaluated during peak periods to be determined if the area should
be relocated further within the site to accommodate additional queuing demand.

f. If the Hotel is consistently exceeding parking supply during peak periods, Valet
will move long-term parked vehicles to the off-site parking that is available.

g. Valet attendants must wear high visibility reflective safety gear per City of
Malibu Ordinance No. 407 establishing MMC Chapter 9.38 requiring valet parking
attendants working on public rights-of-way in Malibu to wear high-visibility
reflective safety apparel at all times (day or night).

h. The use of traffic control devices within the public right-of-way is prohibited. All
traffic control devices must be maintained within private property and must be
placed in a manner that does not impede traffic or safety on Pacific Coast Highway
and the surrounding areas.

i. Per California Vehicle Code § 21955 all pedestrians, including valet attendants,
shall not cross the roadway at any place except in a crosswalk. Pedestrians and valet
attendants shall cross Pacific Coast Highway only at the installed crosswalk at the
Hotel.

j. Self-parking by hotel and restaurant guests on or off-site at Hertz shall be
prohibited.

k. Hotel shall require employees to park on-site. Employee carpools and transit passes
are strongly encouraged and Hotel shall make all efforts to inform employees of
these available commuting options.

California Coastal Commission

26. The property must adhere with the conditions of approval for CDP No. 5-87-576, including
the view corridor. All view obstructions, not consistent with CDP No. 5-87-576, must be
removed at the westernmost side (approximately 56.1 feet wide) of the property.

Signs

27. No new signage is proposed or approved under this application. A sign permit application
shall be submitted and approved by the Planning Department prior to installation of any
new sign.

Prior to Final Sign-Off

82. The applicant shall request a final Planning Department inspection prior to final inspection by
the City of Malibu Environmental Sustainability Department. A final approval shall not be
issued until the Planning Department has determined that the project complies with this CDP.

DRAFT

135



Resolution No 19-16
Page 20 of 21

83. Any construction trailer, storage equipment or similar temporary equipment not permitted
as part of the approved scope of work shall be removed prior to final inspection and
approval, and if applicable, the issuance of the certificate of occupancy.

Fixed Conditions

84. This coastal development pennit shall run with the land and bind all future owners of the
property.

85. Violation of any of the conditions of this approval may be cause for revocation of this
permit and termination of all rights granted there under.

28. The conditions under which this conditional use permit was approved may be modified by
the City without the consent of the property owner, tenant or operator if the Planning
Commission finds that the use is creating a nuisance.

29. A conditional use permit that is valid and in effect, and was granted pursuant to the
provisions of the MMC, shall run with the land and continue to be valid upon change of
ownership of the land or lawfully existing structure.

30. Violation of any of the conditions of approval shall be cause for revocation of the
conditional use permit and tennination of all rights contained therein.

31. This conditional use permit shall become subject to revocation should the use for which
the conditional use permit was granted cease for six successive calendar months afier the
start of operations, except in the case of natural disaster.

32. If it has cause to believe that grounds for revocation or modification may exist, the Planning
Commission shall hold a public hearing upon the question ofmodification or revocation of
this conditional use permit pursuant to MMC Section 17.66.100(C). The conditional use
permit may be revoked if the Planning Commission finds that one or more of the following
conditions exists:

a. The conditional use permit was obtained in a fraudulent manner.
b. The use for which the conditional use permit was granted has ceased or was

suspended for at least six successive calendar months.
c. One or more of the conditions found within this resolution have not been

substantially met.DRAFT
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SECTION 6. The Planning Commission shall certify the adoption of this Resolution.

PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED this 4th day of March, 2019.

STEVE UHRII’JG, Planning Commission Chair

ATTEST:

KATHLEEN STECKO, Recording Secretary

LOCAL APPEAL - A decision of the Planning Commission maybe appealed to the City Council
by an aggrieved person by written statement setting forth the grounds for appeal. An appeal shall
be filed with the City Clerk within 10 days and shall be accompanied by an appeal form and proper
appeal fee. The appellant shall pay fees as specified in the Council adopted fee resolution in effect
at the time of the appeal. Appeal forms may be found online at www.malibucity.org, in person at
City Hall or by calling (310) 456-2489 extension 245.

COASTAL COMMISSION APPEAL — An aggrieved person may appeal the Planning
Commission’s approval to the Coastal Commission within 10 working days of the issuance of the
City’s Notice of Final Action. Appeal forms may be found online at www.coastal.ca.gov or in
person at the Coastal Commission South Central Coast District office located at 89 South
California Street in Ventura, or by calling (805) 585-1800. Such an appeal must be filed with the
Coastal Commission, not the City.

I CERTIFY THAT THE FOREGOING RESOLUTION NO. 19-16 was passed and adopted by the
Planning Commission of the City of Malibu at the Regular meeting held on the 4th day of March,
2019 by the following vote:
AYES:
NOES:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:

KATHLEEN STECKO, Recording Secretary
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60/40 LINE OF PACIFIC COAST HIGHWAY MALIBU
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___ City of Malibu
______________ 23825 Stuart Ranch Rd., Malibu, California CA 90265-4804
_—~ (310)456-2489 FAX (310) 456-7650

BIOLOGY REVIEW
REFERRAL SHEET

TO: City of Malibu Contract Biological Staff DATE: 9/2112017

FROM: City of Malibu Planning Department

PROJECT NUMBER: CDP 17-092 ________

JOB ADDRESS: 22878 PACIFIC COAST HWY ___

APPLICANT! CONTACT: Joseph Lezama~Burç~ge and Associates Architect

APPLICANT ADDRESS: 24911 Pacific Coast Highway
Mallb~__

APPLICANTPHONE#: {~[~j456-59o5

APPLiCANT FAX #: ____________

APPLICANT EMAIL: joseph~buaia.com ______

PLANNER: To Be Assigned ______

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Pool, decking, relocate driveway, crosswalk, add
JUPA

TO: Malibu Planning Department and/or Applicant

FROM: City Contract Biologist ~~

_______ The project review package is INCOMPLETE and; CANNOT proceed through
Final Planning Review until corrections and conditions from Biological Review
are incorporated into the proposed project design
(See Attached).

_______ The project is APPROVED, consistent with City Goals & Policies associated
with the protection of biological resources and ~ proceed through the
Planning process.

The project may have the potential to significantly impact the following
resources, either individually or cumulatively: Sensitive Species or Habitat,
Watersheds, and/or Shoreline Resources and therefore Reguires Review by
the Environmental Review Board (ERB).

___~f -_==-==_z_~_.___
Signature Date

Additional requirements/conditions may be imposed upon review of plan revision

Contact Information:
Dave Crawford, Contract Biologist, dcrawford~malibucity.org, (310) 456-2489. extension 277
Steven Hongola,, Contract Biologist, shongola@malibucity.org, (310) 456-2489, extension 301

Rev 110816

Attachment 3
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Cily ofMalibu
Biology . Planning Department

23 825 Stuart Ranch Road’ Malibu, California’ 90265-486 1
Phone (310)456-2489 Fax (310) 317-1950 www.maIibucity.~g

BIOLOGY REVIEW SHEET

PROJECT INFORMATION

o

0

Applicant: Joseph Lezama
(name and email Joseph~buaia.com
address)

Project Address: 22878 Pacific Coast Highway
Malibu, CA 90265
~
Project Description: Pool, decking, relocate driveway, crosswalk, add JUPA

Date of Review: 1 0/10/17
Reviewer:
~~
Contact Information: Phone: j3i0)4~6-2489 ~xL 307 1. Emai~crawiord~malibucay.orn

~ SUBMITTAL INFORMATION
Site Plans: 9/21/17

S~teSurvey: 9/21/17
Grad~gPIáns:~

OWTS Plan:
PlantmgP~n

Hydrozone/Water
. BudgetCa~uIatbns

Bio Assessment:
~
Na~veTreSurve>~

Native Tree Protecti~n
Plan

Miscellaneous:
Previous Reviews:

REVIEW FINDINGS
Review Status: ~ INCOMPLETE: Additional infomiation and/or a response to the listed review comments

is required.

fl COMPLETE All required mformation has been received and a conformance review shall
be completed within the next 30 da~’s.

~ APPROVED: The project has been approved with regards to biological impacts.

TZ NOT APPROVED: Theproposedproject does not confomito the requirements ofthe MMC
and/or LOP.

Environmental Review ~ ~ This project has the potential to impact ESHA and may require review by the
Board (ERB): Environmental Review Board pursuant to LIP Section 4.4.4

Page 1 of2
Recycled Papa
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City of Malibu Biology Review Sheet
CDPI7-092

22878 Pacific Coast Highway
October 10, 2017

RECOMMENDATIONS:

1. The project is recoirimended for APPROVAL with the following conditions:

A. No equipment or materials shall operate or be staged on the beach at any time.

B. Draining ofthe pool into the ocean is prohibited.

C. No new landscaping is proposed with this project. Therefore, none is approved. Should the
applicant intend to plant any new vegetation a detailed landscape plan shall be submitted for review
and approval prior to any planting.

D. Night lighting from exterior and ir~.terior sources shall be minimized. All exterior lighting shall be
low intensity and shielded so it is directed downward and inward so that there is no offsite glare or
lighting ofnatural habitat areas. Lighting ofthe shore is prohibited.

-oOo

lf you have any questions regarding the above requirements, please contact the City Biologist office at
your earliest convenience.

cc: Planning Project file
Planning Department

Page2of2

R~Ied P3p~
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City ofMalibu
23825 Stuart Ranch .Rd., Malibu, California CA 90265-4804

(310) 456-2489 FAX (310) 456-3356

COASTAL ENGINEERING REVIEW
REFERRAL SHEET

.DATE~ 8/6/2015

Joseph Lezama, Burdge and Associates Architect

24911 Pacific Coast Hi~hway
Malibu, CA 90265
(310) 456-5905

joseph~buaia.com

Construct a new swimming pool & spa, bathroom
facilities and equipment room; reloàate required
onsite parking to offsite parking area at 22853.
PCH; CUPA to expand the existing restaurant and
allow the existing restaurant to be open to the
public;, and .a lot tie with 22853 PCI-L No grading
or. landscaping is proposed.

TO: Malibu Planning Division and/or Applicant

FROM: Coastal Engineering Reviewer
*

_____ The project CANNOT proceed through the planning process until•
coastal engineering feasibility is determined~ Depending upon the
nature of the project, this may require submittal of coastal engineering
reports and/or wave run-up studies which evaluate the coastal
~processes, and h:za7s.~

Determination of Coastal Engineering feasiblilty is not approval of building and/or grading plans.
Plans and/or reports must be submitted for Building Department approval, and mayrequire
approval of both the City Geotechnical Engineer, and City Coastal Engineer. Additional
requirements/condiUOflS may be imposed at the time of building and/or grading plans are
submitted for review. Geotechnical reports may also be required.

City Coastal Engineering Staff may be contacted on Tuesday and Thursday between 8:00 am
and 11:00 am at the City Hall Public counter, or by calling (310) 456-2489, extension 269,

~ ~n~ifl7f~ ~/ ~‘ BwYd’~, 2/~~ (/lØoi7 (~t/a/ £hf~

CD? 17-092

TO: City of Malibu Coastal Engineer Staff

FROM: City of Malibu Planning Department

CDP 17-092

22878 PACIFIC COAST HWY, A

PROJECT NUMBER:

JOB ADDRESS:

APPLICANT J CONTACT:

APPLICANT ADDRESS:

APPLICANT PHONE #:

APPLICANT FAX #~
APPLICANT EMAIL:

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

0

0

The project is feasible and ~ proc~eed through the Planning process.
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City ofMalibu
23825 Stuart Ranch Rd., Malibu, California CA 90265-4861
(310) 456-2489 FAX (310) 317-1950 www.malibucity.org

ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH REVIEW
REFERRAL SHEET

TO: City of Malibu Environmental Health Administrator DATE: ~

FROM: City of Malibu Planning Department

PROJECT NUMBER:

JOB ADDRESS:

APPLICANT I CONTACT:

APPLICANT ADDRESS:

APPLICANT PHONE #:

CDP 17-092 _________

22878 PACIFIC COAST HWY, A

Joseph Lezama, Burdge and Associates Architects

24911 Pacific Coast Highway
Malibu, CA 90265

(310) 456-5905

APPLICANT FAX #:

APPLICANT EMAIL:

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

jp~eph~buaia .com

Construct a new swimming pool & deck with
dining service; convert office to bathroom
facilities and equipment room; relocate required
onsite parking to offsite parking area at 22853
PCH; expand 563 sq.ft (42 seat) existing
restaurant dining area to 1,377 sq ft (8~e~
allow the existing restaurant to be o~n to the
public; allow guest only dining service at pool
deck (44 seats); and a joint use parking agreement
and lot tie with 22853 PCH for offsite parking. No

5ee~77L5

landscaping is proposed.

TO: Malibu Planning Department and/or Applicant

FROM: City of

V
Malibu Environmental Health Reviewer

Conformance Review Complete for project submittals reviewed with respect to
the City of Malibu Local CGastal Plan/Local Implementation Plan (LOP/LIP) and
Malibu Plumbing Code (MPC). The Conditions of Planning conformance review and
plan check review.comments listed on the attached review sheet(s) (or else
handwritten below) shall be addressed prior to plan check approval.

Conformance Review Incomplete for the City of Malibu LOP/LIP and MPC. The
Planning stage review comments listed on the City of Malibu Environmental Health
review sheet(s) shall be addressed prior to conformance review completion.

Rev 14)008
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Litj~ ofiI~Aalibu
23825 Stuart Ranch Rd., Malibu, California CA 90265-4861
(310) 456-2489 FAX (310) 317-1950 www.malibucity.org

ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH REVIEW
REFERRAL SHEET

TO: City of Malibu Environmental Health Administrator DATE: 816/2015

FROM~ City of Malibu Planning Department

OWTS Plot Plan: LI NOT REQUIRED

LI REQUIRED (attached hereto) REQUIRED (not attached)

7~6~’ 7~~-
Signature

The applicant must submit to the City of Malibu Environmental Health Specialist to determine whether or not an
onsite wastewater treatment system (OWTS) Plot Plan approval is required.

Thè~Environmental Health Specialist may be contacted Tuesday and Thursday from 8:00 am to 11:00 am, or by
calling (310) 456-2489, extension 364,

Date

0

0

I~N

Rev 141008
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r
City ofMalibu

Environmental Health • Environmental Sustainability Department
23825 Stuart Ranch Road Malibu, California 90265-4861

Phone (310)456-2489’ Fax (310)317-1950 ‘www.malibuciw.org

ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH REViEW SHEET

PROJECT INFORMATION

Project Address:

Reviewer:

Architectural Plans:

Grading Plans:
OWTS Plan:

Geology Report:

Miscellaneous:

Previous Reviews:

Planning Stage:

OWTS Plot Plan:

Joseph Lezama, Burdge & Associates
~r.r~ry~

22878 Pacific Coast Highway (Malibu Beach Inn)
Malibu, CA 90265
CDPI7-092
Pool, decking, relocate driveway, crosswalk, add Joint Use Parking Agreement,
increase dinin~i room seatinq capacity to 78

Melinda Talent S~inature /27j%2’~-t~i ~
Phone: (310) 456-2489 x 364 Email: mtalent~malibucity~prg

SUBMITTAL INFORMATION
Burdge & Associates: Plans submitted to Planning 8-6-2015; Plans for offsite parking at
22853 PCH (Hertz) dated 6-30-2017; Plans dated 7-26-2017 (submitted to Planning 9-
21-2017’)

Ensitu: OWTS plan dated 11-10-2015, revised plan dated 1-30-18

Grover Hollingsworth: Soils exploration reports dated 6-17-2015, 7-5-2006; Response
to Geotechnical review comments dated 10-16-2015; Response to Environmental
Health review comments dated 11-13-2015
David Weiss: Coastal engineering report dated 10-16-2015; Setback reduction letter
dated 11-11-2015
EH conformance reviews for a new swimming pool. & Spa, bathroom facilities and
equipment room at 22878 PCH, and VAR to relocate onsite parking to offsite parking
area to 22853 PCH; and a CUPA to allow the existing restaurant at 22878 PCH to be
open to the public, dated 8-IS-2015, 1 1-30-2015, and 7~12-2017 under CUPA 1.5-004,
APR 15-065; EH Conformance Review for CDP 17-091/CDP 17-092 dated 10-2-17.
12-6-17

REVIEW FINDINGS

~ CONFORMANCE P~”~W COMPLETE for the City of Malibu Local Coastal
Program/Local Implementation Plan (LIP) and Malibu Plumbing Code (MPC). The listed
conditions of Planning stage conformance review and plan check review comments shall be
addressed prior to plan check acoroval.

~ CONFORMANCE REVIEW INCOMPLETE for the City of Malibu LIP and MPC.
The listed Pldnning stage review comments shall be addressed prior to conformance review

completion. ... —~—. V.,.

El NOT REQUIRED . -

~ REQUiRED (attached hereto) ~j REQUIRED (not attached) —

February 13. 2018

Ensitu: TI reports dated 8-26-2015, 11-10-2015; Setback reduction letter dated 10-24-
2015. revised reoort dated 1-30-18

Applicant:
(name and email

address)
.~II

Planninci Case No.:
Project Description:

, Date of Review:

Contact Information:

~‘ OWTS ReporL

Pagelof5

I~Coast Ha~A2287S PCH. Malibu Beach lnn\CDP 17-092\180213_22878PCH_CDP 7.092EH ConlRev CRC.doc’ Rct~~per
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City of Malibu Environmental Health Review Sheet
CDP 17-092

22878 Pacific Coast Highway
February 13, 2018

Based upon the project description and submittal information noted above, a conformance review was
completed for a new alternative onsite wastewater treatment system (OWTS) proposed to serve the onsite
wastewater treatment and disposal needs of the subject property. The proposed O\NTS meets the
minimum requirements of the City of Malibu Plumbing Code, i.e. Title 28 of the Los Angeles County Code,
incorporating the California Plumbing Code, 2016 Edition with City of Malibu local amendments (Malibu
Municipal Code Section 15.12; hereinafter MPC), and the City of Malibu Local Coastal Program/Local
Implementation Plan (LIP). Please distribute this review sheet to all of the project consultants and, prior
to final approval, provide a coordinated submittal addressing all conditions for final approval and plan
check items.

The conditional conformance findings hereby transmitted complete the Planning stage Environmental.
Health review of the subject development project. In order to obtain Ehvir~nmental Health final approval
of the project OWTS Plot Plan and associated construction drawings (during Building Safety plan check),~
all conditions and plan check items listed below must be addressed through siibmittals to the
Environmental Health office.

Conditions of Planning Conformance Review for Building Plan Check Approval

1) Final OWTS Plot Plan: A final plot plan shall be submitted showing an onsite wastewater treatment
system (OWTS) design meeting the minimum requirements of the MPC, and the LCP/LIP, including
necessary construction details, the proposed drainage plan for the developed property, the proposed
landscape plan for the developed property, and the proposed stormwater detention/dispersal plan.
The OWTS Plot Plan shall show essential features of the OWTS, existing improvements, and ~
proposed/new improvements. The plot must fit on an 11” x 17” sheet leaving a 5” left margin clear to
provide space for a City-applied legend. If the plan scale is such that more space is needed to clearly
show construction details and/or all necessary setbacks, larger sheets may also be provided (up to a
maximum size of 18” x 22” for review by Environmental Health).

2) Final OWTS Design Report, Plans,~and System Specifications: A final OWTS design report and
construction drawings With system specifications (four sets) shall be submitted to describe the OWlS
design basis and all components proposed for use in the construction of the OWTS. All plans and
reports must be signed by the California-registered Civil Engineer, Registered Environmental Health
Specialist, or Professional Geologist who is responsible for the design, and is a registered practitioner
with the City of Malibu. The final OWTS design report and construction drawings shall be submitted
with the designer’s signature, professional registration number, and stamp (if applicable).

The final O\NTS design submittal shall contain the following information (in addition to the items
listed above).

a. Required treatment capacity for wastewater treatment and disinfection systems. The
treatment capacity shall be specified in terms of flOw rate, gallons per day (gpd), and shall be
supported by calculations relating the treatment capacity to the number of bedroom
equivalents, plumbing fixture schedule, and the subsurface effluent dispersal system
acceptance rate. The drainage fixture unit count must be clearly identified in association with
the design treatment capacity, even if the design is based on the ni.imber of bedrooms.
Average and peak rates of h’~jdraulic loading to the treatment system shall be specified in the
final design.

b. Sewage and effluent pump desigh calculations (as applicable).

Page 2 of 5
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City of Malibu Environmental Health Review Sheet
CDP17-092

22878 Pacific Coast Highway
February 13, 2018

c. Description of proposed wastewater treatment and/or disinfection system equipment State
the proposed type of treatment system(s) (e.g., aerobic treatment, textile filter, ultraviolet
disinfection, etc.); major components, manufacturers, and model numbers for ‘package”
systems; and the design basis for engineered systems.

d. Specifications, supporting geology information, and percolation test results for the subsurface
effluent dispersal portion of the onsite wastewater disposal system. This must include the
proposed type of effluent dispersal system (drainfield, trench, seepage pit, subsurface drip,
etc.) as well as the system’s geometric dimensions and basic construction features.
Supporting calculatiOns, shall be presented that relate the results of soils analysis or
percolation/infiltration tests to the projected subsurface effluent acceptance rate, including any
unit conversions or safety factors. Average and peak rates of hydraulic loading to the effluent
dispersal system shall be specified in the final design. The projected subsurface effluent
acceptance rate shall be reported in units of total gallons per day (gpd) and gallons per square
foot per day (gpsf). Specifications for the subsurface effluent dispersal system shall be shown
to accommodate the design hydraulic loading rate (i.e., average and peak OWTS effluent flow,
reported in units of gpd). The subsurface effluent dispersal system design must take into
account the number of bedrooms, fixture units, and building occupancy characteristics.

e. All OWTS design drawings shall be submitted with the wet signature and typed name of the
OWTS designer. If the plan scale is such that more space than is available on the 11” x 17”
plot plan is needed to clearly show construction details, larger sheets may also be provided
(up to a maximum size of 18” x 22” for review by Environmental Health).
FNote: For OWTS final designs, fuJI-size plans for are also required for review by Building &
Safety and Planning.)

3) Building Plans: All project architectural plans and grading/drainage plans shall be submitted for
Environmental Health review and approval. These plans must be approved by the Building Safety
Division prior to receiving Environmental Health final approval.

4) Notice of Decision: The final onsite wastewater treatment system plans shall include the Conditions
of Approval sections of the Notice of Decision (NOD) from the Planning Department.

5) . Architect! Engineer Certification fOr Reduction in Setbacks to Buildings or Structures:
All proposed reductions in setback from the onsite wastewater treatment system to structures (i.e.,
setbacks less than those shown in Malibu Plumbing Code Table H 101.8) must be supported by a
letter from the project Structural Engineer and a letter from the project Soils Engineer (i.e., a
Geotechnical Engineer or Civil Engineer practicing in the area of soils engineering). Both engineers
must certify unequivocally that the proposed reduction in setbacks from the treatment tank and effluent
dispersal area will not adversely affect the structural integrity of the onsite wastewater treatment
system, and will not adversely affect the structural integrity of the structures for which the Table H
101.8 setback is reduced.

All proposed reductions in setback from the onsite wastewater treatment system to buildings
(i.e., setbécks less than those shown in Table H 101.8) also must be supported by a letter from the
project Architect, who must certify unequivocally that the proposed reduction in setbacks will not
produce a moisture intrusion problem for the proposed building(s). If the building designer is not a
California licensed architect, then the required Architect’s certification may be supplied by an Engineer
who is responsible for the building design withrespect to mitigation of potential moisture intrusion from
reduced setback to the wastewater system; in this case the Engineer must include in his letter an

Page3ofs

‘r’\[~w’I Ie~ith Rcvicw Lo~\PrOjCct R~v~cw\PacHlc Co~isi FIv~228?S P01. MnIibu l3cncli Inn\CI)P 17-092\130213 22S78 PCH CDP 7.0C)2 Eli Conf’Rcv,_CRC’.docx Rccycicd Riper

161



City of Malibu Environmental Health Review Sheet
CDP 17-092

22878 Pacific Coast Highway
February 13, 2018

explicit statement of responsibility for mitigation of potential moisture intrusion. If any specific
construction features are proposed as part of a moisture intrusion mitigation system in connection with
the reduced setback(s), then the Architect (or Engineer) must provide associated construction
documents for review and approval during Building Plan. Check.

The wastewatér plans.and the construction plans must be specifically referenced in all certification
letters. The construction plans for all structures and/or buildings with reduced setback must be
approved- by City of Malibu Building and Safety prior ~o Environmental Health final approval. The
architectural and/or structural plans submitted for Building and Safety plan check must detail methods
of construction that wil[ compensate for the reduction in setback (e.g., waterproofing, concrete
additives, etc.). For complex waterproofing installations, submittal of a separate waterproofing plan
may be required. The architectural/structural/waterproofing plans must show the location of onsite
wastewater treatment system components in relation tQ those structures from which the setback is
reduced, and the plans must be signed and stamped by the architect, structural engineer, and
geotechnical consultants (as applicable).

6) Maintenance Contract: A maintenance contract executed between the owner of subject property
and an entity qualified in the opinion of the City of Malibu to maintain the proposed alternative onsite
wastewater disposal system after construction shall be submitted. Please nate only original “wet
signature” documents are acceptable.

7) OWTS Covenant: A covenant running with the land shall be executed between the City of Malibu
and the holder of the fee simple absolute as to subject real property and recorded with the City of
Malibu Recorder’s Office. Said covenant shall serve as constructive notice to any future purchaser
for value that the onsite wastewater treatment system serving subject property is an alternative
method of sewage disposal pursuant to the City of Malibu Uniform Plumbing Code. Said covenant
shall be provided by the City of Malibu Environmental Health Administrator. Pleasesubmita certified
copy issued by the City of Malibu Recorder.

8) Covenant to Forfeit 100% Expansion Effluent Disposal Area: A covenant running with the land
shall be executed by the property owner and recorded with the City of Malibu Recorder’s Office. Said
covenant shall serve as constructive notice to any successors in interest that (1) the private sewage
disposal system serving the development on the property does not have a 100% expansion effluent
dispersal area (i.e., replacement disposal field(s) or seepage pit(s)) and (2) if the prirhary effluent
dispersal area fails to drain a~equately, the City of Malibu may require remedial measures including,
but not limited to, limitations on water use enforced through an operating permit and/or repairs,
upgrades or modifications to the private sewage disposal system. The recorded covenant shall state
and acknowledge that future maintenance and/or repair of the private sewage disposal system may
necessitate interruption in use of the private sewage disposal system and, therefore, any building(s)
served by the private sewage disposalsystem may become non-hal~itable during any required future
maintenance and/or repair. Said covenant shall be in a form acceptable to the City Attorney and
approved by the Environmental Sustainability Department. Please submit a certified copy issued
by the City of Malibu Recorder.

9) Project Geologist/Geotech nical Consultant Approval: Project GeologistlGeotechnical Consultant
final approval of the OVVTS plarishall be submitted to the Environmental Health Administrator.

10) City of Malibu GeologistiGeotechnical Approval: City of Malibu geotechnical staff final approval (~
of the OVVTS plan shall be submitted to the Environmental Health Administrator.
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II) City of Malibu Coastal Engineering Approval: City of Malibu Coastal Engineering final approval of
the OWTS plan shall be submitted to the Environmental Health Administrator,

12> City of Malibu Planning Approval: City of Malibu Planning Department fihal approval of the OWTS
plan shall be obtained,

13) Environmental Health Final Review Fee: A final fee in accordance with the adopted fee schedule
at the time of final approval shall be paid to the City of Malibu for Environmental. Health review of the
OWTS design and system specifications.

14) Operating Permit Application and Fee: In accordance with M.M.C. Chapter 15.14, an application
shall be made to the Environmental Health office for an OWTS operating permit. An operating permit
fee in accordance with the adopted fee schedule at the time of final approval shall be submitted with
the application.

15) Waste Discharge Requirements: Submit wastewater plans, and all necessary supporting forms
and reports, to the Los Angeles RegionalWater Quality Control Board (RWQCB), 320 W. 4th St., Los
Angeles, CA 90013, (213) 576-6600, to assure compliance with the California Water Quality Control
Plan, Los Angeles Region (Basin Plan). RWQCB Waste Discharge Requirements shall be obtained
and submitted to the City of Malibu Environmental Health Administrator.

-oOo

If you have any questions regarding the above requirements, please contact the Environmental Health
office at your earliest convenience.

cc: Environmental Health file
Planning Department
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City ofMalibu
23825 Stuart Ranch Rd., Malibu, Cnllfarnia CA 90265-4804

(310) 456-2489 FAX (310) 456-7650

FIRE DEPARTMENT REVIEW2CI0
REFERRAL SHEET ~0,2

‘V/A,
TO: Los Angeles County Fire Department DATE: 91211 11
FROM: City of Malibu Planning Department

Joseph Lez ma, Burdge ~ Associates Architect
24911 Pacific Coast Highway
M~ii~u,~cA~

APPLICANT PHONE #: (310) 456-5905
APPLiCANT FAX#:
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Pool, decking, relocate driveway, crosswalk, add JUPA

Malibu Planning Department andlór Applicant
Fire Prevention Engineering Assistant

Compliance with the conditions checked below is required prior to Fire Department approval.

The projectOOES require Fire Department Plan Review and Developer Fee payment
The project DOES NOT require Fire Department Plan Review 1---
The required fire flow for this project is — gallons per minute at 20 pounds per
square inch for a 2 hour duration. (Provide flow information from the water dept.)
The prQject is required to hav9 an interior automatic fire sprinkler system.
Final Fuel Modification PIa~34~provai is required prior to Fire Department Approval

Condition&i~lq~matl(e4 “not approved” shall be corrected on the site pj~cI,resi~jnitted
for Fira flr+mônf4rr,i,~lr~’ ~“-2’-’~7r”’”~’~ // App’d Nlapp’d

Required Fire Depà ntvehicularaccey~(ingluding~ftiiidth and grade %) _-_—_~_~

as shown from)he public streetto the p~xpos~ prqj~ot —— ‘N
Required andjor prop~zsed Fire Departthenti7ehicdiWr Turnaroun~—~~
Required 5 ~botwi4~ Fire Departmept Welj~t’ng f~c’ess (incIud~p~gráde %)
Width ofp~pose~/drivewayIacce~ roa4~a~ates / ——

*coun~y~f Los ~geIes Fire De nt~j~r≤roval Expire~4vith City Planning permits expiration,
revislpns to t~ County of LosAry~eIès,~jia Code or revisipns to Fire Department regulations and st~i~dards.

~f~i~norcha~ges may be apiSrdved b/Fire Prevention En~ineering, provided such changes
a~hieve sqbstantially the,~the,~i~%its and the project maintains compliance with the Gounty~i~os
~ngeles ~fre Code vali~4t~the tin~ revised plans are subihjtted. Applicable review fees s~a1I be required.

/ /7 -~~ ~ /~V ~~ 2~

SIGNATURE 7 -~ DATE
/• / C~ .,~ ~~“L

/ Additional requfr mentsIcondlUony~’ay be Imposed upon review of complete architectural plans.
/ The fire Prevention Engkieerlngniaybe contactedbyphone at(818) 880 1crat the P/re Department Counter:

26600 Agoura Road, SuIte 110, Calabasas, CA 91302; Hours: Monday —Thursday between 7:00AM and 11:00 AM

PROJECT NUMBER:
JOB ADDRESS:
APPLICANT I CONTACT:
APPLICANT ADDRESS:

COP 17-092
22878 PACIFIC COAST HWY

TO:
FROM:

0

I
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City ofMalibu
23825 Stuart Ranch Road’. Malibu, California 90265-4861.

10)456-2489. Fax (310) 317-1950 • www.malibucity.org

GEOTECHNICAL REVIEW SHEET

Project Information
Date: October 6, 2017 Review Log #: 3783
Site Address: 22878 Pacific Coast Highway
Lot/Tract/PM #: Planning #: CDP 17-092

. APR 15-065
Applicant/Contact: Joseph Lezama, j.~seph(?Zibuaia.com BPC/GPC #:
Contact Phone #~ 31 0-456-5 905 Fax ~: Planner: Stephanie Hawner
Project Type: New swimming pool and spa, modiI~y existing onsite wastewater treatment

system (OWTS), reduced setbacks; Joint Use Parking Agreement (JUPA) with
22853 PCH

. Submittal Information

Consultant(s) / Report Grover Hollingsworth, Inc. (Hol lingsworth, GE 2022): 12-16-15,
Date(s): 10-16-15,6-17-15
(‘C’ufr’rentsubmiual(’s,) in BoliL) Ensitu Engineering, Inc. (Yarosl~ski, RCE 60149): 8-26-15, 12-18-13

OWTS Conformance Review Design plan prepared by Ensitu’
• Engineering, Inc. dated August 2015

Building Plans prepared by Burdge & Associates Architects
dated September 20, 2017.

Previous Reviews: Environmental Health Review Sheet dated 10-2-17, 3-23-16, 11-3-15,
8-31-15, Geotechnical Review Referral Sheet dated 8-10-15

Review Findings

Coastal Development Permit Review

~ The revised development project is APPROVED from a geotechnical perspective.

El The ievised development project is NOT APPROVED’ from a geotechnical perspective. The listed
‘Review Comments’ shall be addressed prior to appràval.

Building Plan-Check Stac,e Review

~ Awaiting Building plan check submittal. Please respond to the listed ‘Building Plan-Check Stage
Review Comments’ AND review and incorporate the attached ‘Geotechnical Notes for Buildhig
Plan Check’ into the plans.

El APPROVED from a geotechnical perspective. Please review the attached ‘Geotachnical Notes for
Building Plan Check’ and incorporate into Building Plan-Check submittals.

fl NOT APPROVED from a geotechnical perspective. The listed ‘Building Plan-Check Stage
Review Comments’ shall be addressed prior to Building Plan-Check Stage approval.

Remarks

The referenced building plans were reviewed by the City from a geotechnical perspective. The project
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City of Malibu Geotechnical Review Sheet

comprises constructing a new swithming pool and spa with permeable decking in an existing parking area,
a new pool and spa equipment areas and re-location of the existing leach field. The total area of the leach
field was modified from 3,324 square feet to 3,371 square feet, and the application rate is 1.26 GPSF/D.
Reduced setbacks are proposed between the re-located leach field and a site wall and the swi;nming pool
and spa.

The new swimming pooi and spa will be supported by piles that will be designed for loading from potential
lateral spreading of the underlying beach sands. Additional parking will be established at22853 PCH
through a Joint Use Parking Agreement ~JUPA). A pedest~ian crosswalk will be installed across PCH
between the properties.

Building Plan-Check Stage Review Comments:

1. Please provide reduced setback letters from the geoteelmical and structural consultants for the rethaced
setbacks between the OWTS components and swimming pool/spa and site wall.

2; Is any grading proposed as part of this development? Provide a grading and drainage plan for review,
as appropriate. V

3. Please provide a construction sequence on the plans for the re-location of’the leach field around the
new swimming pool and spa.

4. Include the following note on the building plans: “The Project Geotechnical consultant shallprepare
an as-built report documenting the installation of the pile fozmdation elements for review by City

• Geotechnical staff The report shall include total depths of the piles, depth into the recommended
• bearing material,, minimum depths into the recommended bearing inaterià)~ depth to groundwatei~, and

a map depicting the locations ofthe piles “.

5. Two sets of final shoring, OWTS, and swimming pool/spa plans (APPROVED BY BUILDING
AND SAFETY) incorporating the Project Geotechnical Consultant’s recommendations and itenis in
this review sheet must be reviewed and wet stamped and manually signed by the Project
Engineering Geologist and Project GeotechnicalJCivil Engineer. City geotechnical staff will

V review the plans for confo mance with the Project Geotechnical Consultants’ recommendationè and
items in this review sheet over the cbunt~r at City Hall. Appointments for final review and approval
of the plans may be made by calling or emailing City Geotechnical staff.

Please direct questions regarding this review sheet to City Geotechnical staff listed below.

Engineering Geolo~ Review by: V
Christopher Dean, G.E. #1751, Exp. 9-30-18
Engineering Geology Reviewer (310-456-2489, x306) V

Email: cdean~malibucity.org

0

This review sheet was prepared by representatives of Cotton~ Shires and Associates, Inc. and GeoDynamics~ Inc., contracted
through Cotton, Shires and Associates~ Inc., as an agent of the City of Malibu.

COTTON, SHIRES AND ASSOCL4TES, INC. V
CONSULTING ENGINEERS AND GEOLOGISTS

iii Ith GeoDynamics, lnc~
Applied 5~~lVt)2 dcieflceC

t~Iu ceo echnical gicdnea&,~th,ecdneoeeiow Consoka,es

(MAL25447) —2—
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oj Malibu
- GEOTECHNICAL —

NOTES FOR BUILDING PLAN.CHECK

The following stand~rd items should be incorporated into Building Plan-Check submittals, as?appropriate:

One set of shoring, OWTS, and swimming pool
and spa plans, incorporating the Geotechnical
Consultants recommendations and items in this
review sheet, must b~ submitted to City
geotechnical staff for review. Additional review
comments may be raised at that time that may
reciuire a response.

.2. Show the name, address, and phone number of
the Project Geotechnical Consultant(s) on the
cover sheet of the Building Plans.

3. Include the following, note on the Foundation
Plans: “All foundation excavations must be
observed and approved by the ‘Project
Geotechnical Consultant prior to placement of
reinforcing steel.”

4. The Foundation Plans for the proposed project
shallcleanly depict the embedment material and
minimum depth gf embedment for the
foundations in accordance with the Geotechnical
Consultant’s recommendations.

5. Show the onsite wastewater treatment system on
the Site Plans.

6. Please contact the Building and Safety
Department regarding the submittal requirements
for a grading and drainage plan review.

7. A comprehensive Site Drainage Plan,
incorporating the Geotechnical Cqnsultant’s
recommendations, shall be included in the Plans.
Show all drea drains, outlets, and non-erosive
drainage devices on the Plans. Water shall not
be ~llowed to flow uncontrolled over descending
slopes.

Retaining Walls (As Applicable)
~1. Show retaining wall backdrain and’backfill design,

as recommended by the Geotechnical
Consultant, on the Plans.

2. Retaining wells separate from a residence require
separate permits. Contact ‘the Building and
Safety Department for permit information. One
set of retaining wall plans shall be submitted to
the City for review by City’ geotechnical staff.
Additipnal concerns may be raised at that time
which may require a response by the Project
Geotechnical Consultant and applicant.

Grading Plans (as Applicable)
Grading Plans shall clearly depict the limits and
depths’ of overexcavation, as applicable.

2. Prior to final approval of the project, an as-built
compaction report prepared by the Project
Geotechnical Consultant must be submitted to
the City for review. The report must include the
resUlts of all density tests as well as a map
depicting the limits of fill, locations of all density
tests, locations and elevations of all removal
bottoms, locations and elevations of all keyways
and back drains, and locations, and elevations of
all retaining wall backdrains and outlets,
Geologic conditions exposed during grading must
be depicted on an as-built geologic map. This
comment must be included as a note on the
grading plans,

I
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City ofMalibu
23825 Stuart Ranch Rd., Malibu, California CA 90265-4861

(310) 456-2489 FAX (310) 456-7650

PUBLIC WORKS REVIEW.

REFERRAL SHEET

TO: Public Works Department DATE: 816/2015

FROM: City of Malibu Planning Department

PROJECT NUMBER:

JOB ADDRESS:

APPLICANT I CONTACT:

APPLICANT ADDRESS:

APPLICANT PHONE #:

CDP 17-092

22878 PACIFIC COAST HWY, A

m a,. Burdge and Associates Arch itects_

24911 Pacific Coast Highway

(3101 456-5905

APPLICANT FAX #:

APPLICANT EMAIL:

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

joseph@buaia.com ___________________

Construct a new swimming pool & deck with
dining service; convert office to bathroom
facilities and equipment room; relocate required
onsite parking to offsite parking area at 22853
PCH; expand 563 sq.ft (42 seat) existing
restaurant dining area to 1,377 sq.ft. (82 seats);
allow the existing restaurant to be open to the
public; allow guest only dining service at pool
deck (44 seats); and a joint use parking agreement
and lot tie with 22853 PCH for offsite parking. No
landscaping is proposed.

TO:

FROM:

Malibu Planning Department and/or Applicant

Public Works Department

/
The following items described on the attached memorandum shall be
addressed and resubmitted.

_____ The project was reviewed and found to be in conformance with the City’s
Public Works and LCP policies and CAN proceed through the Planning
pro ss

DATE / ~ /IYSIGNATURE

Rev 120910
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City of Malibu
MEMORANDUM

To: Planning Department

From: Public Works Department
Adam Chase, Assistant Public Works Director ~~t’ fir frG

Date: November 8, 2018

Re: Proposed Conditions of Approval for 22878 Pacific Coast Highway CDP 17-092

The Public Works Department has reviewed the plans submitted for the above referenced project.
Based on this review sufficient information has been submitted to confirm that conformance with
the Malibu Local Coastal Plan (LCP) and the Malibu Municipal Code (MMC) can be attained. Prior
to the issuance of building and grading permits, the applicant shall comply with the following
conditions.

STORMWATER

1. A Local Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan shall be provided prior to the issuance of the
Grading/Building permits for the project. This plan shall include an Erosion and Sediment
Control Plan (ESCP) that includes, but not limited to:

Erosion Controls Scheduling
Preservation of Existing
Vegetation

Sediment Controls Silt Fence
Sand Bag Barrier
Stabilized Construction Entrance

Non-Storm Water Water ConservatiOn Practices
Management Dewatering Operations
Waste Management Material Delivery and Storage

Stockpile Management
Spill Prevention and Control
Solid Waste Management
Concrete Waste Management
Sanitary/Septic Waste
Manaqement

W.~Land Dev&cpmenftPr~ec~s~P~cific Coast Highwayi22a78 PaQfiC Coast Highway - Malibu Beach 1nn122878 Pacific Coast Highway COP 17-092 COA (Pod) Resised 11 .8.18.docx
Recycled Paper
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All Best Management Practices (BMP) shall be in accordance to the latest version of the
California Stormwater Quality Association (CASQA) BMP Handbook. Designated areas
for the storage of construction materials, solid waste management, and portable toilets
must not disrupt drainage patterns or subject the material to erosion by site runoff.

FEMA

2. The proposed pool is located within a SFHA, Zone VE-13’. The proposed pool must be
elevated above one foot above the base flood elevation. (BFE), the structural components
capable of resisting hydrostatic and hydrodynamic loads and the effects of buoyancy. All
pool equipment shall be placed above the BFE. A professional engineer must certify that
these standards have been satisfied.

MISCELLANOUS

3. The developer’s consulting engineer shall sign the final plans prior to the issuance of permits.

4. The discharge of swimming pool, spa and decorative fountain water and filter backwash,
including water containing bacteria, detergents, wastes, alagecides or other chemicals is
prohibited. Swimming pool, spa, and decorative fountain water may be used as landscape
irrigation only if the following items are met:

• The discharge water is dechlorinated, debrominated or if the water is disinfected
using ozonation;

• There are sufficient BMPs in place to prevent soil erosion; and
• The discharge does not reach into the MS4 or to the ASBS (including tributaries)

Discharges not meeting the above-mentioned methods must be trucked to a Publicly Owned
Wastewater Treatment Works.

The applicant shill also provide a construction note on the plans that directs the contractor
to install a new sign stating “It is illegal to discharge pool, spa or water feature waters
to a street, drainage course or storm drain per MMC 13.O4~O6O(D)(5).” The new sign
shall be posted in the filtration and/or pumping equipment area for the property. Prior to the
issuance of any permits, the applicant shall indicate the method of disinfection and the
method of discharging.

5. The applicant shall install a signalized crosswalk to the off-site parking site located at 22853
Pacific Coast Highway from the Malibu Beach Inn, per Caltrans’ design standards~ The new
signalized crosswalk shall be compatible with the Pacific Coast Highway Signal Systems
Improvement project. Prior to the issuance of any Grading and Building permits, the
applicant shall obtain Caltrans approval and a Caltrans Encroachment permit for the

W:\Land Development\Projects’Pacific Coast Highway\22878 Pacific Coast Highway - Malibu Beach lnn\22878 Pacific Coast Highway CDP 1 7-092
OA (Pool) Revised 11.8.1&docx Recycled Paper
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construction of the new signalized crosswalk. The new signalized crosswalk shall be
installed prior to final inspection or occupancy:

6. The applicant shall install KEEP CLEAR pavement markings at the eastern driveway of
22853 Pacific Coast Highway, per Caltrans’ design standards. Prior to the issuance of any
Grading and Building permits, the applicant shall obtain Caltrans approval and a Caltrans
Encroéchment permit for installation of the pavement markings. The new pavement
markings shall be installed prior to final inspection or occupancy.

7. The applicant shall submit to the Public Works Department, for review and approval, a
Construction Management Plan prior to the approval of any permits. The Construction
Management Plan shall clearly identify working areas on the property and location of
construction staging area, inclUding parking. If applicant is obtaining offsite parking for
construction, the applicant shall submit a letter of approval from the property owner suppling
the area for parking.

8. The applicant shall notify the Public Works Department at least one week prior to any
Caltrans related work, including installation of the crosswalk and pavement markings on
Pacific Coast Highway.

Valet ingress/egress along Pacific Coast Highway and site operations shall comply with the
following:

1. Valet shall make every attempt to minimize the vehicular queuing along Pacific Coast
Highway or “Spillback” from the hotel site when guests are arriving.

2. Valet shall not utilize existing on-street parking or red-curb “no parking” areas for idling to
assist on-site hotel queue demand or other hotel related operations.

3. At no time shall any valet vehicles block any of the through lanes on Pacific Coast Highway
to make right or left turns., V

4. To prevent queuing in unforeseen events, valet attendants will proactively go to the
entrance of the hotel and provide clear, easy-to-follow directions for visitors to the valet
area.

5. Valet area shall be evaluated during peak periods to be determined if the area should be
relocated further within the site to accommodate additional queuing demand.

6. If the Hotel is consistently exceeding parking supply during peak periods, Valet will move
long-term parked vehicles to the off-site parking that is available. V

7. Valet attendants must wear high V visibility reflective safety gear per City of

V Malibu Ordinance No. 407 e~tablishing MMC Chapter 9.38 requiring valet parking

W:\Land Development\Projects~Pacific Coast Highway\22878 Pacific Coast Highway - Malibu Beach lnn\22878 Pacific Coast Highway CDP 17-092
OA (Pool) Revised 11.8.1 8.docx Recycled Paper

171



attendants working on public rights-of-way in Malibu to wear high-visibility reflective safety
apparel at all times (day or night).

8. The use of traffic control devices within the pUblic right-of-way is prohibited. All traffic control
devices must be maintained within private property and must be placed in a manner that
does not impede traffic or safety on Pacific Coast Highway and the surroUnding areas.

9. Per California Vehicle Code § 21955 all pedestrians, including valet attendants, shall not
cross the roadway at any place except in a crosswalk. Pedestrians and valet attendants
shall cross Pacific Coast Highway only at the installed crosswalk at the Hotel.

10. Self-parking by hotel and restaurant guests on or off-site at Hertz shall be prohibited.

11. Hotel shall require employees to park on-site. Employee carpools and transit passes are
strongly encouraged and Hotel shall make all efforts to inform employees of these available
commuting options.

W:\Land Development\Projects\Pacific Coast Highway\22878 Pacific Coast Highway - Malibu Beach lnn\22878 Pacific Coast Highway CDP 17-092
OA (Pool) Revised 11.8.1 8.docx Recycled Paper
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Kathleen Stecko

Subject: MALIBU BEACH INN: keep clear’
Attachments: keep clear 2.pptx

AUG 202018
From: Lester Tobias <lester@tobiasarchitecture.com> N~kNNING DEPT.
Date: Sun, Aug 19, 2018 at 8:07 AM
Subject: MALIBU BEACH INN: “keep clear”
To: Chris Marx <chrisrnalibupc@gmail.com>, Jeff Jennings <jdienningslaw@gmail.com>, John Mazza
<Res02igz@gte.net>, Mikke Pierson <zirnikke@grnail.com>, Steve Uhring <steveuhring@yahoo.com>

Please find attached my brief analysis of the the alleged “keep clear” traffic solution.

Thank you.

LT

Lester Tobias, Principal
Tobias Architecture, Incorporated
22221 Pacific Coast Highway
Malibu, California 90265
(310) 317-0507

Date Received -~Z4~i~ Tim : .a.
Planning Commissi. mee~ ~ of ‘ - —

Agenda Item No. ~
Total No. of Pages....2J4

CC: Planning Commission, PD, PM, Recording
Secretary, Reference Binder, File Attachment 4
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“As was reported to us at the beginning of this week by
Richard Mollica, Mr. Duboux will approve our plan if we

provide painted “keep clear” markings in front of our
outbound Hotel driveway and inbound Hertz driveway.
Mr. Duboux believes that this will further insure that if
traffic on PCH backs up, there will be an opening for

valet drivers to transfer cars to the Hertz lot.

-Tony Canzoneri, August 16th, 2018
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“As related by Richard Mollica to me on Monday and to
Norm Haynie on Tuesday, Mr. Duboux will sign off on
our project based on our agreement both (1) to work

with Caltrans to have these “keep clear” areas painted
and, (2) to request and use our best efforts to have

Caltrans also allow the painting of a dedicated left turn
pocket from the center turn lane into the east driveway

of the Hertz lot.

-Tony Canzoneri, August 16th, 2018
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“000these left turns from the center lane of
PCH are made thousands of times every day and
can be safely made based on
the existing condition0”

-Tony Canzoneri, August 16th, 2018
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CONCLUSION
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The notion of intro cing “keep cIear~markings an~d a left
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THE END
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Kathleen Stecko

Subject: MALIBU BEACH INN: response to Canzoneri letter
Attachments: response to canzoneri letter.pdf 9ECEIVED

AUG 2 02018
From: Lester Tobias [mailto:lester@tobiasarchitecture.com] ‘L-~NNIN., .Z’PT
Sent: Saturday, August 18, 2018 1:53 PM
To: Chris Marx <chrismalibupc@gmail.com>; Jeffrey D Jennings <jdienningslaw@gmail.com>; John Mazza <Res02igz@gte.net>;
Mikke Pierson <zjmikke@gmail.com>; Steve Uhring <steveuhring@yahoo.com>; Bonnie Blue <bblue@malibucity.org>; Richard
Mollica <rmollica@malibucity.org>; Rob Duboux <rduboux@malibucity.org>
Subject: MALIBU BEACH INN: response to Canzoneri letter

Please find my attached response letter This last minute stuff is really hard to deal with, but I suppose we have no
choice. I am particularly concerned about the assertion that Rob Duboux is about to approve the traffic/parking
analysis.

Anyway, thanks for your time and consideration.

LT

Lester Tobias, Principal
Tobias Architecture, Incorporated
22221 Pacific Coast Highway
Malibu, California 90265
(310) 317-0507

Date Received ~21~i~ lime .~ ~‘

Planning Commission mee~ng of ‘‘ -

Agenda Item No 4 A~ ~
Total No. of Pages

CC: Planning Commission, PD, PM, Recording
Secretary, Reference Binder File
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18, August, 2018

Dear Planning Commission,

I am sorry for the late date of this correspondence, but I decided once again to
exercise my right to participate in the planning process in the review of the Malibu
Beach Inn. This correspondence is necessitated by the letter written by Mr. Tony
Canzoneri, dated August 16th, 2018, on behalf of the Malibu Beach Inn. Specifically,
Mr. Canzoneri’s letter takes issue with the staff report, while also asserting, contrary to
any notification (including the staff report), that they now have the Department of Public
Works’ approval of their traffic/parking analysis.

1. Mr. Canzoneri claims that the city unwittingly approved a public serving
restaurant even though when it permitted the restaurant it conditioned it for hotel
guests only. They claim that, by definition, a restaurant in a transient lodging
facility automatically gets to be a public serving restaurant, yet the definition of
hotel in the LlF~ stated below, does NOT say that a restaurant in a transient
lodging facility MUST serve the general public.

Per the LIP:

HOTEL - a facility offering transient lodging accommodations to the general public and
providing additional services, such as restaurants and meeting rooms.

It is perfectly reasonable to assume that the City has the right to limit the use of the
restaurant, and have allowed the restaurant for members of the general public who
were guests of the hotel.

This is especially understandable when looking backto the the 1987 Coastal Permit, in
which the owners of the original Tonga Lei GAVE UP THEIR PUBLIC RESTAURANT
AND BAR IN EXCHANGE FOR THE 47 UNIT STRUCTURE.

So if we really want to have an intelligent conversation, we can follow the evolution of
the Malibu Beach Inn thusly:

The old Tonga Lei Motel was a 9 room motel with a public serving bar/restaurant.
In 1987 The owners of the Tonga Lei Motel agreed to give up the public serving bar/
restaurant in order to receive approvals for a 47 unit hotel. The name was changed
to the Malibu Beach Inn.
In 2006 the owners of the Malibu Beach Inn received approvals to remodel the hotel
and build a kitchen and dining room to serve hotel guests only. This was consistent
with a “good faith” improvement; the owners of the Malibu Beach Inn were allowed to
improve their property, AND NO ADDITIONAL, NEGATIVE IMPACTS TO THE
PUBLIC were to occur.
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• The current owners of the Malibu Beach want to now go all the way back to the
original public serving bar/restaurant, but this time they want it to be larger than the
current permit allows by a factor of almost two (42 seats to 78 seats), while at the
same time keeping the 47, instead of 9, hotel rooms. There is nothing about this
that is in “good faith”. The impacts to traffic are significant at best, staggering at
worst.

In a letter dated January 19th, 1987, and attached herein, the owners of the Tonga Lei
Motel laid out the reduced parking and reduced traffic benefits that would occur due to
the public serving bar/restaurant being eliminated and a 47 room hotel being built
instead. So it seems a bit unfair to have allowed a 47 room hotel due to the elimination
of the public serving bar/restaurant only to have a two step process and some slight of
hand put the public serving restaurant back without reducing the number of hotel rooms
in exchange.

2. With regard to the pool and pool deck, Mr Canzoneri insists that only hotel
guests will use the pool deck, and complains that the staff report is unfair in
applying any additional parking requirements based on the deck’s size.

This is the same applicant that is currently violating the conditions of use of the existing
“hotel guests only” policy in the restaurant, and the same applicant that currently and
knowingly enjoys the use of over twice the permitted size of the dining area.

Fool me once, shame on you. Fool me twice, shame on me.

3. Mr. Canzoneri accuses the staff of twisting the spirit of the General Plan, then
he myopically invokes a ham fisted interpretation of the “mandate” of the
California Coastal Act, “.~ to provide visitor serving facilities and access.”

When that “mandate” was enacted (1976, I believe), Malibu, then unincorporafed,
probably saw a few million visitors a year, if that. We are now told that over 16 million
people visit Malibu on an annual basis. We have about 12,000 year round residents.
So we are well past delivering our fair share of visitor service.

In actuality, we are now in an era of co-existence with those 16 million visitors, and
adding to their numbers is not in anybody’s best interest, unless you own a hotel on the
beach, I suppose.

4. The applicant asserts that Rob Duboux has provided them with the “magic
solution” that will make all of the incredibly dangerous effects of off-site valet
parking go away. That solution is to paint “keep clear” stripes in the roadway at
the exit of the Malibu Beach Inn and the Entrance to the Hertz Lot.

I am shocked if this is true. I had a conversation on Friday, August 17th, with Rob. We
specifically discussed the recent Public Works failure to approve the applicants traffic!
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parking studies. We must have spoken for 5 or 10 minutes on this specific subject.
Rob’s demeanor during this conversation was that he was sticking to the report. To
now be told that he has actually offered up a solution is nothing short of astonishing to
me.

I will be very interested to hear on Monday night if this is, in fact true.

However, I did take the time to analyze just what the “keep clear” solution would look
like, and the types of effects it might have on that strip of PCH. I have sent a
powerpoint ofthat to all of you under a separate email.

But I would like to comment a bit more on Mr Canzoneri’s final assertion. If you read it
carefully, it sounds a lot like the now obvious strategy that was implemented by the
Malibu Beach Inn to gain the signaled crosswalk, It’s a lot of hearsay that Mr.
Canzoneri wants us to take as fact. He states that:
1. Rob Duboux has offered the Malibu Beach Inn a mitigation measure that, if

approved by Caltrans, wlll allow Mr. Duboux to approve the applicant’s traffic
study/plan. This mitigation measure is the painting of “keep clear” areas in front of
two of the four ingress/egress points for the off site valet parking.

2. In addition, Mr. Duboux has suggested that the applicants work with Caltrans to
introduce a “left turn pocket” into the middle of the FOR

3. Rob Duboux has spoken with Caltrans and said that Caltrans would allow the
“keep clear” areas.

4. Mr. Duboux is not insisting on any of these items. He said he will sign off on the
parking study as long as the applicant agrees to use their “best efforts” to work
with Caltrans on these items. That, apparently is good enough for Mr. Duboux, and
the Public Works department.

5. Mr. Canzoneri knows all of this not because he spoke with Mr. Duboux, but
because Richard Mollica and Norm Haynie told him that Mr. Duboux said and did
these things.

In a nutshell, “I heard from this guy that that guy talked to other guy and the other guy
said that he didn’t have problem with something that the second guy told the first guy
that he told me I could do. So we’re good here, right?”

As stated earlier, I spoke with Rob Duboux on Thursday, August 16th. I also spoke
with Richard Mollica on Friday, August 1 7th. Both conversations were specifically
about the Malibu Beach Inn and the status of the review as we head into Monday
night’s hearing. I can assure you that neither of these individuals gave any indication
that this type of agreement between the city and the applicant was being considered.
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I am not saying that it isn’t. I am saying that if it is, and nobody knew about it, heads
should roll.

In conclusion, I’m sorry that you have to try and absorb all of this last minute analysis,
counter analysis, arguments and counter arguments. Come to think about it, I’m sorry
that we all have to do this. None of us (you and I) are getting paid. The guys working
for the Malibu Beach Inn are getting paid, and probably quite handsomely.

Yet here we are, approximately three years since they started their endeavor, and they
are staring down the barrel of yet another recommendation of denial.

That has to tell you something.

Yours Truly,

Lester Tobias
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MOTEL
ON THE BEACH AT MALIBU PIER

22878 Pocific CousNwy.
M~Iibu, CcIif. 90265

(213) 456.6444

January 19, 1987

: Caltrans
120 South Spring Street
Los ~nge1es, Calif. 90012

Re: Environmental Documentation Project 11 86459

Attention: Mr. Miguel Camacho

Dear Mr. Camacho,

The purpose of this letter is to address the cumulative traffic
impact that this project would have along Pacific Coast Hwy.

At present, there is a restaurant and small motel on the pro
perty. The restaurant seats 175 people and the motel has 9 rooms.
On the average Saturday or Sunday, the restaurant serves 500 meals
and the motel is full. If two people are riding in each car,
there are 250 trips in and out of the restaurant parking lot.
Assuming the motel guests make ,tw~ trips in and out, that adds
another 18 trips. There are at least 50~,bar patrons that do not
eat a meal arriving by themselves that account for an additional
50 trips. In total, this amounts to 318 vehicle trips per day
on the average weekend. This does not take into account eli of
the food and beverage vendors arriving at the restaurant for
deliveries.

In theproposed new use of the property, a 56 room motel without
a restaurant, the amount of traffic will be greatly reduced.
Assuming that all of the rooms are occupied and each party makes
two trips in and out, there would be only 112 vehicle trips per
day instead of 318. Even assuming that some of the motel guests
have friends that would stop in and visit, the traffic going en
and off Pacific Coast Hwy. would be reduced at least in half
from its present use.

In ‘view of the above facts, we would hope for a negative declaration
~for this project from Caltrans. If you have any questions, ~~ae

do not hesitate to call. My work number is (213) 456—6444 and
(805) 985—2019 at home.

Yours truly,

Marlin C. Miser CCC—16--CD.-04 & Ct_1’6—AP_02

Exhibit 10
Paae 52 of 60202



Kathleen Stecko

Subject: MALIBU BEACH INN: safe path of travel
Attachments: MBI path of traveLpptx RECEIVED

AUS 202018
Forwarded message PLANNING ~

From: Lester Tobias <lester @ tobiasarchi tecture .com> EPT
Date: Wed, Jun 27, 2018 at 10:18 AM
Subject: MALIBU BEACH INN: safe path of travel
To: Bonnie Blue <BBlue@malibucit .ora>, Reva Feldman <RFeldman@malibucity.orp, Skylar Peak
<speak@rnalibucity.org>, Rick Mullen <rmullen @malibucity.org>, Jefferson Wagner <jwagner@malibucity.org>,
Laura Rosenthal <lrosenthal@malibucity.org>, Lou La Monte <ilamonte @ malibucity. orp, Chris Marx
<chrismalibupc@gmail.com>, Steve Uhring <steveuhring@yahoo.com> John Mazza <res02igz @verizon.net>, Jeff
Jennings <jdjenningslaw@gmail.com>., Mikke Pierson <zjmikke@gmail.com>, RED INK BRAND
<cece @redinkbrand.com>

Please see the attached powerpoint presentation. I won’t spoil it by giving away the ending.

I would VERY MUCH like a response, in writing, from the Planing Director and the City Manager on what they are
going to about this. If they don’t know what to do, I have some suggestions.

I will also be a the planning commission hearing next Monday night to discuss the interpretation that the planning
director gave regarding “legal and safe path of travel” in slide #13. Perhaps some of the planning commissioners would
like to know, as well.

LT

Lester Tobias, Principal
Tobias Architecture, Incorporated
22221 Pacific Coast Highway
Malibu, California 90265
(310) 317-0507

Date Received ~a~-t~ •fl O.
Planning Commission mee~ ‘of ‘

Agenda Item No. -~
CC: Planning Commission, PD, PM, Recording ~ No. of Pages
Secretary, Reference Binder, File
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“WHAT REALLY TROUBLES ME IS THE THE REJECTION OF
TRUTH AND SCIENCE.”

“IF YOU WOULD ONLY LISTEN TO SCIENCE BEFORE
WRITING LETTERS.”

“THERE IS VERY GOOD TRAFFIC ENGINEERING. THREE
TRAFFIC ENGINEERS HAVE LOOKED AT THIS.”

“...REVIEW SCIENCE AND TRUTH...(THIS) WAS A VERY
SOUND DECISION.”

Tony Canzoneri, at the June 25th City Council Meeting
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THIS CALTRANS DRAWING SHOWS THE APPROVED CROSSWALK LOCATION

AND THE 300 FOOT (92’ + 208’ LEGS) “SAFE PATH OF TRAVEL”.
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Location U2 Findings

The location of the proposed signal will not have conflicts with the adjacent driveways.
The location of the proposed signal will accommodate the Malibu Beach Inn valet circulation
plan operation.

MALIBU BEACH INN PREUMINARY ENGINEERING ANALYSIS
FOR MID-BLOCX TRAFFIC SIGNAL

DC Er ir.IEZRINcs 13F?Dup

The location of the proposed signal will not create queueing on PCI-I that may restrict vehicles
from making a west bound left turn into the Malibu Beach In driveway and an east bound right
turn into the Malibu Beach Inn.
The distance measured along a “legal and safe pedestrian path” between the off-site parking
area and t e nearest entrance a. t e ui ding or use is approximate y30 -

The proposed location is clear of existing constraints such as vaults, fiber optic splice boxes, and
catch basins.

Location #3 Findings

The location of the proposed signal will have conflicts with the adjacent driveways.
The location of the proposed signal will accommodate the Malibu Beach Inn valet circulation

plan operation.

There are major substructures (Verizon Vault) on the south side of PCH that is in conflict with
the proposed curb ramp.
The location of the proposed signal will restrict driveway egress due to queueing in front of the
property.

The distance measured along a “legal and safe pedestrian path” between the off~site parking

area and tha nearest entrance of the building or use is approximately 225’

THIS IS THE DC
ENGINEERING STUDY
THAT ANALYZED AND
RECOMMENDED THE
LOCATION THAT
CALTRANS APPROVED
AND PERMITTED.

IT IS LOCATION #2. YOU
CAN SEE THAT THEY HAVE
BASED ONE OF THE
FINDINGS ON THE “LEGAL
AND SAFE PEDESTRIAN
PATH OF TRAVEL” AT
APPROXIMATELY 300’,
WHICH IS THE MAXIMUM
ALLOWABLE DISTANCE
FOR THE CONSIDERATION
FOR OFF SITE PARKING
APPROVAL.
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A GOOGLE EARTH ANALYSIS SUGGEST THAT THE TERM “APPROXIMATE DISTANCE” IS
MOST LIKELY CORRECT.

I
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Line Path PoIy~on Circle 3D path 3D polygon

Measure the distance between multiple points on the ground

Length: 305.35 Feet
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CROSSWALK LOCATION #2 IS PLACED AS FAR WEST AS POSSIBLE WITHOUT
GOING OVER THE 300’ PATH OF TRAVEL.

-S

PRCPOS~D X—WALK
LOCA11ONS

AT1ACh~4~Ni “C,

SCALE 20
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MALIBU
BEACH-[NN -

CROSSWALK
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THIS IS THE REAL REASON THAT CALTRANS COULDN’T ANSWER THE QUESTION ABOUT
WHY THEY DIDN’T CONSIDER ALIGNING THE CROSSWALK WITH THE NEW ACCESS STAIR.
IT WAS NEVER GIVEN AS AN OPTION IN THE STUDY PROVIDED TO CALTRANS.
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3i415 Development Standards

The following development standards shall apply to all parking areas with six or more spaces:

A. Location

1. Required parking faciliries shalt be on the same lot as the structure they are intended to serve, except that with proper legal a~eement, the planning commission may approve parldn~ on a
separate lot, In no event shall requked parking be farther than 3110 feet from the use ii is required to serve. This distance shall be measured along a legal and safe pedestrian path from the parking
space to the nearest en~ance of the buiWing or use for which the parking is required.

UNFORTUNATELY IT APPEARS THAT DC ENGINEERING DID NOT READ THE ENTIRE
TEXT OF THE CODE, WHICH DEFINES THE LEGAL AND SAFE PATH AS BEING
MEASURED FROM “...THE PARKING SPACETOTHE NEAREST ENTRANCE OFTHE
BUILDING...”

DC ENGINEERING TOOK THE MEASUREMENT FROM THE NEAREST CORNER OF
THE HERTZ PARCEL TO THE ENTRANCE TO THE PROPERTY (NOT THE BUILDING)
OF THE MALIBU BEACH INN.
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1. THE FRONT DOOROFTHE INN ISTHE ENTRANCETOTHE BUILDING.

2. THE FRONT DOOR OFTHE INN ISTHE ENTRANCETOTHE USE FOR WHICH
THE PARKING IS INTENDED. THERE IS NO OTHER USE ON THE PROPERTY
FOR WHICH THE FRONT DOOR IS NOT USED, UNLESS YOU WANT TO USE
THE INDIVIDUAL ROOMS IN THE INN, WHICH WOULD ADDADDITIONAL
LINEAL FOOTAGE.

3. THE “SAFE PATH OF TRAVEL” MUST BE ANALYZED FOR EACH PARKING
SPACE. THIS IS BECAUSE THE INTENT OF THE CODE IS THE TRAVEL
DISTANCE OF THE VALET, WALKING OR RUNNING. IT IS CONCERNED
ABOUT THE TIME OF TRAVEL TO GET THE VEHICLE. IT ELIMINATES LARGE
LOTS THAT END UP WITH CARS THOUSANDS OF TRAVEL DISTANCE FEET
AWAY FROM WHERE THEY WOULD BE IF THEY WERE PARKED ONSITE.

4. THE DEFINITION COULD HAVE EASILY SAID “NEAREST CORNER OF THE
LOT”, OR “FIRST, NEAREST SPACE”. IT DOESN’T.
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USING GOOGLE EARTH, GENERATING A “SAFE PATH OF TRAVEL” AS DEFINED BY
THE L.I.P., THE CALCULATED DISTANCE TO ONE OF THE SPACES (THE NEARESTTO
THE ENTRANCE DRIVEWAY — USED JUST FOR EXAMPLE) IS 518 FEET.
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THE DIAGRAM WAS EMAILED TO THE PLANNING DIRECTOR WITH THE ATTACHED
QUESTION....
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Bonnie,

When I run the “safe path of travel” (as defined in the LIP) on google earth, I get over 500
feet to the first parking space. When I reviewed the MBI study, it looks like the “safe path
of travel” that they used went from the western curb cut at the street to the southwest
corner of the Hertz property line.

If I am correct, the crosswalk doesn’t reduce the required safe path of travel to a length
that is acceptable per the code.

I find this oversight so egregious that I feel like I must be missing something. What am I
missing?
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THIS WAS THE RESPONSE FROM THE PLANNING DIRECTOR...

Hi Lester,

The porte coc ere is the beginning of the
“building or use” for which the parking is
needed. The nearest parking space at the
hertz lot is at the southwest corner. So that is
why the measurements are different.

Bonnie Blue
Planning Director
City of Malibu
310-456-2489 ext. 258

THE FOLLOWING DIAGRAMS GIVE THE PLANNING DIRECTOR’S QUESTIONABLE
INTERPRETATION CAREFUL CONSIDERATION, AND CALCULATES THE DISTANCES...

216



•..

(

—

.‘, .%- — — - - -,- -

‘I r

- I4 I — — ~ —

—

7

-; - ~‘ -~. 1;: ~

-

•~t~ ~- --~---~-

INTERPRETATION #1: 410 FEET

I

—f

.,~aj qp&.,i~~n th. W~~d

4104.7 1..~ a

—J

217



INTERPRETATION #2: 365 FEET
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THE BOTTOM LINE IS THAT THE CROSS WALK WAS LOCATED TO PROVIDE A SAFE PATH OF
TRAVEL THAT FALLS SHORT OF THE DEFINED, REQUIRED PATH PER THE LIP. THERE IS NO
ARGUING THIS FACT.
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IT WOULD BE INCREDIBLY DISINGEUOUS FOR EITHER THE APPLICANT,
THEIR AGENTS, OR ELECTED, APPOINTED, OR HIRED OFFICIALS AT THE
CITY OF MALIBU TO NOW TRY TO EXPLAIN HOW THIS DEMONSTRATED
BLUNDER IS OKAY, OR A MISCALCULATION OCCURRED, OR THAT
SOMEHOW THIS POINT WAS PREVIOUSLY SETTLED, OR SUPERCEDED (I
AM THINKING OF AS MANY HAIL MARY JUSTIFICATIONS AS MIGHT BE
MADE AT THIS EMBARRASINGLy LATE DATE).

AS TONY CANZONERI ADMONISHED US ALL MONDAY NIGHT, WE HAVE
TO PUT SCIENCE OVER BLOGS AND NEWSPAPER ARTICLES.

AND AS COUNCIL MEMBER ROSENTHAL STATED THAT NIGHT, “I TRUST
THE EXPERTS.”

THE SCIENCE (ASSUMING MEASURING THINGS ACCURATELY AND
HONESTLY IS A FORM OF SCIENCE) HAS BEEN COMPLETED AND
SUBMITTED.

THE EXPERTS (DC ENGINEERING) HAVE SPOKEN.

THE CODE HAS SPOKEN.
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Kathleen Stecko

Subject: MALIBU BEACH INN: letter dated 12/20/2017
Attachments: MBI-letter- 12-19-1 7.pdf RECEIVED

AUG 20 2018
From: Lester Tobias <lester @ tobi asarchitecture .com>

PLANNI~ DEPTDate: Fri, Mar 30, 2018 at 9:43 AM
Subject: MALIBU BEACH INN: letter dated 12/20/2017
To: Chris Marx <chrisrnalibupc@gmail.com>, Jeff Jennings <~d~ennin&sIaw@omai1.com>, John Mazza
<Res02igz@gte.net>, Mikke Pierson <zjrnikke@gmail.com>, Steve Ubring <steveuhring@yahoo.com>

Dear Commission Members,

Knowing now that Kathleen didnTt send my previous email and video, I am assuming you did not receive this letter fro
three months ago. Please read it and put it in your files.

Thanks.

LT

Lester Tobias, Principal
Tobias Architecture, Incorporated
22221 Pacific Coast Highway
Malibu, California 90265
(310) 317-0507

Date Received 120-) ~? ~me~1Wa~
PIannin9 Commission b~
Agende Item No.
Total No. of Pages 3 —

CC: Planning Commission, PD, PM, Recording
Secretary, Reference Binder, File
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TOBIAS
ARCH ITECTU RE

Rob Duboux, Department of Public Works
Bonnie Blue: Planning Director
Reva Feldman: City Manager

City of Malibu
23825 Stuart Ranch Road
Malibu CA. 90265

20 December, 2017

Re: The Malibu Beach Inn Crosswalk

Dear Reva, Bonnie and Rob,

I am addressing the three of you on the matter of the impending new flashing
light crosswalk to be installed across the Pacific Coast Highway in front of the
Malibu Beach Inn. Paul Shin at Caltrans confirmed with me yesterday that the
permit is about to be issued. In addition, Paul shared with the me following
information:

1 .This crosswalk is not.a direct solution to one of the many problems with the
approval of the offsite parking scheme for the Malibu Beach Inn, but rather was
an old condition imposed on previous owners of the Inn as part of a settlement
(or something to that effect).

2. That Caltrans has been actively engaged with both the Department of Public
Works and the Planning Department for some time in the generation of a
Caltrans traffic study for the crosswalk and the design itself.

3. That the off site parking scheme was contingent on the crosswalk being
installed, and that this was a main reason for the cross walk’s approval.

4. Finally, Paul’s perception (from whom this came, I know not) is that the off site
parking scheme was essentially a “done deal” and moving forward. He was
surprised to find out that it not only had not been approved, but that it was
continued at the hearing, and had many higher hurdles to overcome than a
crosswalk.

22221 Pacific Coast Highway Malibu California 90265
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I just finished reviewing (again) the entire staff report for the project. The only
reference to the crosswalk occurs on page 13, which provides a brief and vague
discussion under the heading “Potential Future Crosswalk”. It does not describe
the crosswalk as a previous mandated element. It merely states that, “...the
applicant has been in discussion with Caltrans regarding a proposal to install a
crosswalk on PCH in front of the hotel.”

There are several CCC staff reports on the historical improvements to the hotel.
None state a requirement for a crosswalk.

So, this being the first.of many anticipated letters I plan to submit in opposition to
this application, let’s just keep it focused on the simple history of this crosswalk,
who required it, when was is required, why was it required, was there a public
hearing (I mean seriously, this should have required some sort of notification,
right?). I watched the live stream of the December 17th Planning Commission
Hearing, and it seemed like none of the commissioners were aware of its
provenance. I certainly couldn’t tell from the discussion. It truly was presented
as some sort of weird option by the city staff, so when Mr. Mani’s representative
got up and said they were pulling the actual building permit in two or three days, I
was shocked. When that turned out to be true I was even more shocked.

After speaking with some of our elected and appointed officials, they were
shocked, as well.

So basically the fact that a flashing light pedestrian crosswalk is about to go in in
the middle of most heavily trafficked and highly distracting section of the
commercial zone of the Pacific Coast Highway and no one knew about it seems
really wrong to me.

So please file this as an official letter of opposition and put me down as a
aggrieved party so that I may retain my appeal rights all the way to the California
Coastal Commission. Oh, and I expect a response, as well.

Sincerely,

Lester Tobias

22221 Pacific Coast Highway Malibu California 90265
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Kathleen Stecko

From: Lester Tobias <lester@tobiasarchitecture.com>
Date: Fri, Mar 30, 2018 at 9:31 AM
Subject: CROSSWALK VIDEO
To: Chris Marx <chrismalibupc@grnail.com>, Jeff Jennings <jdjenningslaw@gmail.com>, John Mazza
<Res02igz@gte.net>., Mikke Pierson <zjrnikke@grnail.com>, Steve Uhring <steveuhring @ yahoo. corn>

Dear Commissioners,

I originally sent this to Kathleen Stecko for distribution, but found out two weeks later that that we the wrong way to do
it. Anyway, here is my original email and short video.

Dear Council members and Planning Commission members:

Last week, as we all know, the flashing crosswalk at the Malibu Beach Inn commenced construction. After researching the matter a few months ago, I
realized that by the time the citizenry had been made aware of this new traffic element, it was too late to do anything about it. My research leads me to
believe that it was never required by Coastal, only the beach access stairs were part of the mitigation measures for previous permits obtained by owners
of the Inn.

Anyway. Water under the bridge.

The reality is that this crosswalk is one mitigation measure necessary to allow the offsite valet parking for the Malibu Beach Inn to occur at the Hertz
Lot across the street.

I want to impress upon all of you that this is only one of the issues. And, while it may resolve the 300 foot travel path for the valet dudes, it does so at a
huge detriment to the traffic flow on the PCH,not only when the valets are running at full tilt, but literally at any given time at the whim of any one
pedestrian.

There are other issues with this off site game plan that I do not believe can be mitigated. Issue #1 is the lack of distance for the Valet dudes to:
1. pull into the right hand lane:
2. cross over to the left hand lane:
3. cross over to the middle (stacking) lane.
4. wait in the stacking lane for 2 westbound lanes to be clear enough to allow for a left turn against oncoming traffic and make the turn.

The video that is attached to this email will give you an idea of the valet eye view of this maneuver, which will be performed several times throughout
the day, and in concentrated fashion at breakfast, lunch and dinner if the restaurant is open to the public.

Also keep in mind that if two, three, or four valets are attempting to bring cars over to the Hertz lot, whenever one is in the ‘stacking lane”, the
distance for the next valet to make the trip across all lanes is shortened by 30 feet. If two valets are in the stacking lane waiting for an opening in the
westbound traffic, the third valet’s travel distance is shortened by 60 feet, and so on.

There are other problems with this game plan, but since I have to fight bad ideas as a hobby, those problems will have to be addressed at a later date.

LT

Lester Tobias, Principal ~2ci~__Tjme 1~~Oai~,
Tobias Architecture, Incorporated Date Received --. . f . ..

22221 Pacific Coast Highway ~~ne ~ -

~vIalibu, California 90265 Total No of Pages -‘

‘310) 317-0507

CC: Planning Commission, PD, PM, Recording
Secretary, Reference Binder, File

Subject:
Attachments:

CROSSWALK VIDEO
malibu inn 1 - SmaII.mov

RECEIVED

AUG 20 2018
PLANNl~’fl DEPT.
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Kathleen Stecko

Subject: MBI
Attachments: Letter to B. Blue and S. Hawner Reserving Rights.pdf; Letter to City Clerk and Planning

Commission 1 2-14-17.pdf; TC Letter to Planning Commission REDLINE JG 8-16 vs AC 8-1 5.docx

From: Tony Canzoneri <tony.canzoneri@icloud.com>
Date: Sat, Aug 18, 2018 at 9:20 AM RECEIVED
Subject: MBI ~ 202018
To: Mildce Pierson <zimikke@gmail.com>
Cc: Steve Uhring <steveuhring@yahoo.com> PLANNING DEPT.

Good morning Mikke and thanks for taking the time to meet with us yesterday and for attempting to sort the issues out.

Regarding you questions about intensification and the assertion that we are a nonconforming use, I am enclosing 3
letters we have previously delivered to the staff and Commission to address that issue and to put the City on notice of
its potential liability associated with denying the hotel its Constitutional property rights. See the discussion in
paragraphs numbered 1 and 2 of the August 16, 2018 letter, paragraph’s 4 and 6 of the December 14, 2017 letter and
the entire November 14, 2017 letter. Simply stated the premise staff uses is based on the absurd notion that the 2006
CUP was not for a hotel remodel and restaurant within a hotel as provided for in your code and the application filed by
the then owner. Staff contorts the facts by suggesting that the 2006 CUP was only for a restaurant as opposed to its
need being triggered by the request to add the restaurant to what was then and still is a legal use. The fact that the hotel
is entitled to rely on the development standards in place at the time of the prior approvals, such as height and parking
standards, does not make the “use” nonconforming. And in fact, the staff assertion is inconsistent with the actual CUP
application as filed by the prior owner and the approval itself which included hotel elements and hotel restaurant
standards such as the 1 parking space per 100 square feet of dining area which would only apply to a restaurant within a
hotel in the CV-2 zone.

Please let me know if you have any further questions regarding this issue.

Thanks again and have a great week end!

Tony Canzoneri
Canzoneri Gottheim Law LLP
.5IrLne~ic S’o/uiu~n fi’r BusinL ,,icl Go~ c 1-flhlu iii

310.283.4507
tony.canzoneri@icloud.com

Privilege and Confidentiality Statement
This email and any files transmitted with it may contain privileged, confidential and/or trade secret information . It is intended solely for the
use of the intended addressee. If you are not the intended addressee, or a person responsible for delivering it to that person, you are hereby
notified that any disclosure, copying, dissemination, distribution, or use of any of the information contained in or attached to this
transmission is STRICTLY PROHIBITED. If you are not the intended addressee, please notify the sender by replying to this message and then
ielete it from your system. Thank you.

ate Received ~.‘ • Time -‘

Planning Commissi. me~ irga .

Agenda Item No. ~.

Total No of Pages
C: Planning Commission, PD, PM, Recording
ecretary, Reference Binder, File
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CANZON FRI GOTTHEIM LAW LLP
Strategic. Solutions for Business and Government

TONY CANZONERI
(310) 283-4507

JOSHUA GOTTH ElM
(626) 224-6128

Novemberl4,2017

SENT VIA E-MAIL TO:

Bonnie Blue, Planning Director
Stephanie Hawner, Senior Planner
City of Malibu
23825 Stuart Ranch Road
Malibu, CA 90265

Re: Malibu Beach Inn, 22878 PCH — Reservation of Rights re Applications for Pool and Offsite Parking.

Dear Bonnie and Stephanie,

As you know, we previously objected to the following two application items you identified as
being necessary for approval of the proposed pool and offsite parking:

1. Variance No. 17-037 to provide less than the required number of parking spaces for the
hotel with restaurant use; and

2. CUP No. 17-012 to continue operation of the existing hotel use under the non
conforming use provisions of MMC 17.60.040.

As discussed at our meeting with Bonnie and Trevor yesterday, in the spirit of attempting to
have a mutually agreeable staff supported project application, we are submitting the two applications
listed above. As we discussed, we are doing this to facilitate moving forward to Planning Commission on
December 4th despite our disagreements, but with a reservation of the owner’s right to assert its
entitlement to legal status which is not subject to abatement or amortization. I will not take the time
and space here to repeat the analysis previously presented to you and Trevor why we do not think these
two applications are necessary or legally required except to say briefly our position distills down to the
fact that the hotel is legal and conforming as to use, is legal non-conforming as to parking and
development standards, is not subject to amortization or abatement, and does not require a new
parking variance or CUP to legalize the use.

Accordingly, on behalf of our client Mani MBI (DE) LLC and its members, agents and affiliates
(collectively, “Applicant”), we hereby qualify and reserve rights as follows with respect to the various
applications, submittals and related communications associated with the current pool and offsite
parking proposal (hereinafter sometimes collectively referred to as the “Applications”): (i) nothing in the
Applications shall be interpreted as an estoppel, waiver of rights, or an admission by the Applicant to the
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effect that the hotel in its current condition or in its future condition as proposed in the Applications is
or would be an illegal or non-conforming use subject to abatement or amortization under MMC
17.60.040 or under any other City of Malibu code, plan, policy or regulation; (ii) nothing in the
Applications shall be interpreted as an estoppel, waiver of rights, or an admission by the Applicant to the
effect that the hotel in its current condition or in its future condition as proposed inthe Applications has
lost the benefit of its legal non-conforming status with respect to parking standards as previously
confirmed by the City in Planning Commission Resolution No. 06-46; (iii) nothing in the Applications shall
be interpreted as an estoppel, waiver of rights, or an admission by the Applicant to the effect that any
further variance, CUP or other permit or approval beyond those previously approved by the City, Coastal
Commission and other applicable agencies is required to continue operation of the hotel with 58 parking
spaces as confirmed by the City in Planning Commission Resolution No. 06-46; and (iv) nothing in the
Applications shall be interpreted as an estoppel, waiver, or other limitation of rights to pursue and
obtain remedies against the City for any taking or infringement of rights with respect to operation of the
hotel and/or its parking requirements.

Thank you for your cooperation in finding a way for us to move forward with these applications.

Sincerely,

Joshua Gottheim
Partner
CANZONERJ GOTTHEIM LAW LLP

Cc: TrevorRusin
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CANZONERI GOTTHEIM LAW ~LP
Strategic Solutions for Business and Government

TONY CANZONERI
(310) 283-4507

JOSHUA GOTTHEIM
(626) 224-6128

December 14, 2017

SENT VIA E-MAIL TO:

Chair Pierson & Planning Commission Members
do Heather Glaser, City Clerk (hglaseri~DmaIibucity.org)
City of Malibu
23825 Stuart Ranch Road
Malibu,CA90265

Re: Items 4A and 4B on 12/18/17 Planning Commission Agenda (Malibu Beach Inn & Hertz Lot).

Dear Ms. Glaser,

This letter will correct legal and factual errors and discrepancies in the agenda reports published for this
project, and will state the actions recommended by the applicant. Please forward a copy of this letter to
members of the Planning Commission at your earliest opportunity.

APPLICANT’S RESPONSE

1. BACKGROUND RE HOTEl. POOL AND THE NEED FOR OFFSITE PARKING. The applicant
purchased the Malibu Beach Inn in February 2015 and immediately identified the need to add a
swimming pool as an amenity for hotel guests. The only available site for the pool is the westerly
portion of the existing parking lot. The pool will be located on approximately one third of the hotel
parking area and the 30 spaces lost will be relocated offsite. Accordingly, the applicant purchased the
underutilized Hertz rental car lot at 22853 PCH to accommodate the offsite parking. Applications for the
pool and offsite parking approvals were filed in late 2015.

2. BACKGROUND RE THE EXISTING RESTAURANT. At the time the applicant acquired the hotel in
February 2015, the restaurant had been operating for several years as a 78-seat restaurant serving hotel
guests and the general public (with approximately 1,377 s.f. of serving area). After many collaborative
meetings with city staff in 2015, we prepared our initial applications for the pool, parking and removal of
the guest-only restaurant restriction. When we found that the Geffen 2006 CDP and CUP approved a
restaurant serving area of close to 800 s.f. less than the actual serving area in use since inception, the
applicant then voluntarily, openly and in good faith applied to legalize the existing restaurant operation
by correcting the permitted service area and removing the guests-only restriction to conform to the
longstanding actual use.

3. THE CURRENT APPLICATIONS PROVIDE MORE THAN SUFFICIENT PARKING. The Malibu Beach
Inn has been operating for the past ten years as a 47-room hotel with a 78-seat restaurant, and with the
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current applications it will continue to operate in the same way. The addition of the pool as an amenity
for hotel guests will not add to parking demand or increase peak occupancies when the hotel and
restaurant are already full to capacity, but it will hopefully improve midweek and off-peak occupancy
rates. Similarly, moving 30 of the existing hotel parking spaces offsite will not add to parking demand.
Nevertheless, responding to the direction by the City Council during the deliberations on thestaff
recommended Zone Text Amendment, we have included a full 15 additional parking spaces (8 additional
for the restaurant plus 7 surplus). This plan will significantly increase the total number of spaces
available for the hotel and restaurant from 58 current spaces to 73. In addition, we are providing 4
spaces for the ongoing rental car operation and 1 valet shuttle vehicle parking space, which may soon
become unnecessary given the imminent issuance of the crosswalk and signal permits by Caltrans. The
bottom line is that the current applications will add 15 spaces more than are needed based on the 10
years of operating history for the hotel and restaurant. The adequacy of the current 58 spaces is
documented by Ron Hirsch, a well-respected licensed traffic engineer, in the July 2017 study we
provided to the City in August 2017.

The Agenda Report (page 17 of the report for Item 4.A) acknowledges LIP 3.14.3 which provides that for
“additions to existing developments, the increased parking requirement shall be based only on the
addition.” Later on the same page, however, the Report takes the rather odd position that in this case
the full 130 parking spaces’ required under current code if the hotel were built new today must be
provided under the 50% rule of LIP 13.5(C) because “more than half the legal nonconforming parking
lot is being demolished to accommodate the pool and pool deck area.” First of all, this is not factually
correct — only about a third of the existing onsite parking lot area is being demolished and replaced
with the pool and pool deck. Second, the fact the hotel is currently legal non-conforming as to parking
standards (not as to use — see Point #6 below) does not render the parking lot a non-conforming
structure. The 50% rule would only apply if we were proposing to modify or add to the hotel structure
by at least 50%.

The Agenda Report then concludes on pages 19-20 that the required CDP findings cannot be made
unless 130 parking spaces are provided. This is based on two false premises. First, that demolition of 50
percent (factually it is only 33%) of the existing parking lot triggers the need for 2 parking spaces per
room; and secondthat the pool deck should be treated as restaurant serving area even though it will be
restricted to hotel room guests only. The proper analysis, however, is that the pool adds nothing to the
overall parking demand. Consequently, the only additional spaces required over the existing total of 58
spaces will be the 8 spaces associated with the “increase” in restaurant serving area.2

4. THE PROPOSED POOLSIDE SNACK AND BEVERAGE SERVICE IS NOT AN INTENSIFICATION OR
EXPANSION. The proposed pool will be solely for the use of hotel guests. These are guests who are
already parked at the hotel (if they arrived by private car), so there will be no increased parking demand.
Traffic impacts will be reduced -- not increased -- by the pool, since guests will have an additional reason
to remain onsite. The occasional snack and beverage service we plan to offer to hotel guests lounging
around the pool is not an extension of the restaurant dining area, but is an incidental amenity provided
by virtually all hotels in the nature of room service. As confirmed by our septic consultant, John
Yaroslaski, the poolside snack and beverage service creates no burden on the existing septic system,
because the wastewater generation factors assumed for hotel guests already includes onsite food and
beverage, and because the system has a capacity for 50% more than the current 78 restaurant seats.

‘The 130 number erroneously assumes that the proposed pooi deck counts as restaurant area because of the
incidental snack and beverage service to hotel guests only.
2 The proposed 1,377 s.f. of serving area requires 14 spaces at the rate of 1 per 100 s.f. an increase of 8 spaces
over the 6 spaces already provided for the restaurant under the 2006 cup.
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5. USE OF THE RESTAURANT BY THE GENERAL PUBLIC DOES NOT VIOLATE THE GENERAL PLAN.
Even though public use of the restaurant clearly furthers General Plan and Coastal Act policies favoring
visitor-serving coastal access,3 the agenda report erroneously claims that “[ujse of a hotel restaurant by
the general public is contrary to General Plan Land Use Policy 4.4.3 which provides the City shall regulate
the size and design of hotel development by limiting restaurants on the same site to a capacity
necessary to serve guests of the hotel only.” In fact, the current 78-seat restaurant is quite small, and
well sized to accommodate primarily guests from the hotel’s 47 rooms. With two persons occupying
each room, the restaurant would need 94 seats just to accommodate the hotel’s guests. The current
applications do not increase the restaurant capacity above the size appropriate to accommodate just
hotel guests, but rather the purpose of opening the restaurant to the general public is to allow the
restaurant to fill existing seats during off-peak days and times when the seats would otherwise go
unused. By making these unused seats available to the general public, the Malibu Beach Inn is able to
increase access for Malibu residents and other visitors to its unique beachfront dining venue.

6. THE HOTEL IS A LEGAL CONFORMING USE AND THE CITY’S ASSERTION THAT IS SUBJECT TO
ABATEMENT IS A PROHIBITED UNCONSTITUTIONAL TAKING OF PROPERTY. We strongly disagree With
staff’s assertion (pp. 8-9 of the Agenda Report for Item 4.A.) that the Malibu Beach Inn hotel is a non
conforming use subject to amortization and abatement under MMC Section 17.60.040(C)(4). In fact, the
hotel has always been a conditionally permitted use in the applicable CV-2 zone, and the hotel was
approved by the City’s CUP in 2006. As stated at page 5 of the present agenda report: “On June 19,
2006, the City approved CDP No. 06-11 and CUP No, 06-001 which included a remodel of the hotel to
accommodate a new onsite hotel restaurant use ... .“ While many of the details and conditions in the
2006 CUP pertain specifically to the restaurant and not to the rest of the hotel, the CUP obviously
approved a restaurant in the context of an overall remodel of the hotel, and not as freestanding
restaurant. The 2006 staff report (Attachment C to the current Agenda Report) makes clear that the
combined CUP and CDP approvals apply to addition of the new porte-cochere and changes to the lobby
and dining room as well as an overall remodel of the hotel. Among other things, the parking required
under the CUP was the 1 space per 100 sf. standard applicable only to hotel restaurants, and not the 1
space per 50 sf. applicable to all other restaurants in the City. It seems particularly absurd to say the
CUP did not apply to or authorize the hotel operation when the very addition of the restaurant is what
created and established the use as a “hotel” as defined by Malibu Code, transforming what had been a
“motel” to what is now a “hotel” under MMC definitions.4 As stated in my prior letter (Attachment. H to
your Agenda Report), the erroneous contention that the hotel use is subject to amortization and
abatement impairs the value of the hotel and must be corrected and withdrawn.

7. THE CONCERNS FROM PUBLIC WORKS HAVE BEEN RESOLVED. Page 3 of your Agenda Report
for Item 4.A. states that Public Works has not approved the valet shuttle plan and has made approval of
the offsite parking contingent on approval of the new crosswalk. The latest Public Works Referral Sheet
(included in Attachment G to the Agenda Report),however, makes clear that the department previously
signed off on the project on October 4, 2017, and cites recent confusion based on the need for the

~ See, e.g. General Plan LU Policy 3.2.1: “The City shall permit the development of commercial recreational and
visitor servicing facilities at suitable locations which provide convenient public access ...“

~ MMC 17.02.060 defines a “hotel” as “a facility offering transient lodging accommodations to the general public
and providing additional services, such as restaurants and meeting rooms.” Prior to addition of the restaurant, the
use would have been classified as a “motel”, which 17.02.060 defines as: “a facility offering transient lodging
accommodations to the public in a group of attached or detached buildings containing guest rooms, some or all of
which have a separate entrance leading directly from the outside of the building to automobile parking space
conveniently located on the lot or parcel of land, does not provide accessory uses such as restaurants or meeting
rooms, and not otherwise open to the public.”
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applicant’s parking and traffic study to address impacts of the “expanded” 78-seat restaurant and the
poolside snack and beverage service. In fact, as noted on page 12 of your Agenda Report, the
applicant’s revised parking and traffic study dated July 2017 did in fact address the impacts of the
existing 78-seat restaurant. And the poolside snack service to hotel guests only does not add to traffic
or parking demand, except under the most speculative scenario imagined on page 13 of the Agenda
Report which asserts that: “Theoretically, one could anticipate a scenario where all seats (78) of the
restaurant are being used by the general public and the pool deck area is utilized by hotel guests only,
which would substantially increase the occupancy level at the property and parking demand.” First of
all, it is not reasonable to assume that during peak dining hours a significant portion of hotel guests
will forego the beachfront dining room and restaurant terrace and choose instead a snack around the
pool. Second, to the extent that were to happen and on occasion free up spaces in the restaurant for
non-hotel diners, the additional diners will be easily accommodated by the 15 additional parking spaces
we are providing for the hotel and restaurant under the current applications. Parking code ratios are by
nature generic, and the applicable one space per 50 s.f. ratio that we are providing for the hotel
restaurant already anticipates that the restaurant patrons will include a mix of hotel guests already
parked fortheirovernightstay, and outside membersofthe publicwho come onthe premisesonlyto
dine. In this case the Malibu Beach Inn already has a 10-year track record of being able to adequately
park the 78-seat restaurant within the existing 58-space onsite lot. Any additional parking demand
indirectly resulting from the poolside snack and beverage service should be easily covered by the 8
additional spaces we are providing for the restaurant and the 7 surplus spaces.

8. THE TRAFFIC AND PARKING STUDY CORRECTLY ADJUSTED FOR PEAK OCCUPANCY. The Agenda
Report for Item 4.A. erroneously criticizes the applicant’s parking study, stating: “The analysis was also
performed in the month of October, which does not represent peak periods—Spring and Summer
months.” To the contrary, the parking study clearly states that the sample data compiled at the hotel
in October and December when the hotel was not fully occupied were “growth factored” to reflect
peak full occupancy conditions. (See Attachment F to the Agenda Report, pp. 15 and 24 of the
Hirsch/Green valet parking study dated July 2017.)

9. ALTHOUGH CALTRANS IS NOW ALMOST READY TO ISSUE PERMITS, THE CROSSWALK SHOULD
NOT BE MADE A CONDITION OF APPROVAL. The Public Works Referral Sheet included in Attachment G
recommends that installation of a new crosswalk in the vicinity of the Malibu Beach Inn be a condition
of approval for the proposed project. Although we may be only days away from concluding the Caltrans
crosswalk permitting process, we cannot guaranty the timing of the crosswalk. Accordingly, all our
discussions with the City since we submitted the current offsite parking application in 2015 have been
premised on the need for a variance from the 300’ pedestrian path requirement, and our valet
operations plan has always provided for a valet shuttle vehicle, with zero pedestrian crossings of PCH
unless and until a new crosswalk is installed. The crosswalk should not be a condition of approval, but
the conditions should say that the valet operator may utilize the crosswalk in lieu of the valet shuttle
vehicle following installation of the crosswalk.

10. THE CONCERNS FROM ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH HAVE BEEN RESOLVED. The Environmental
Health Review Sheet included within Attachment G states that additional confirmation from the
applicant’s consultant is required to address the impact of the poolside snack and beverage service on
septic capacity. As noted above, our septic consultant, John Yaroslaski, subsequently submitted
verification that the poolside snack and beverage service creates no burden on the existing septic
system, because the wastewater generation factors assumed for hotel guests already includes onsite
food and beverage, and because the system has a capacity for 50% more than the current 78 restaurant
seats.
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11. NECESSARY FINDINGS CAN BE MADE FOR THE APPROVAL OF OFFSITE PARKING AND
INSTALLATION OF PARKING LIFTS ON THE HERTZ LOT. The Agenda Report for the approval of offsite
parking and installation of parking lifts on the Hertz Lot (Item 4.8.) is chock full of opinions designed td
support staff’s recommendation to deny the requested approvals. The studies and documentation in
the full agenda packet, however, provide ample support for approval. Generic concerns are raised by
staff concerning the safety of valet shuttles crossing PCH (see e.g. page 17 of the Agenda Report for Item
4.8.), yet the proposed route of travel and turning movements for travel between the hotel and the
Hertz lot are fully lawful, were deemed safe by the Hirsch/Green study, and are the same turning
movements used for ingress to an egress from any other one of the hundreds of driveways up and down
the Coast Highway. The findings for approval of the CDP and variances which the Agenda Report deems
lacking can be supported by the evidence~cited in the alternative draft findings prepared and submitted
previously by the applicant (Attachment 5 to the Agenda Report for Item 4.B.), and these alternative
findings should be incorporated into your resolution approving the requested approvals listed below.

RECOM MENDED ACTIONS

In light of the foregoing, the applicant requests that you take the following actions at your upcoming
meeting on December 18, 2017:

Malibu Beach Inn, Agenda Item 4.A.

A. Approve CUP No. 012 as recommended by staff to confirm the hotel is a legal conforming use;

B. Reject staffs recommendation to deny the remaining applications; and

C. Adopt a revised resolution approving the following:

• CUP 17-012 to confirm the hotel as a legal conforming use.
a CDP 17-092 for the pool, conversion of storage to pool bathroom, and OWTS modification.
o CUP Amendment 15-004 to correct dining area square footage and open the restaurant to the

general public.
• Variance 17-037 to reduce the required number of parking spaces below what would be

required if the improvements were built today under current code (78 are provided vs. up to
130 required if the pool deck is considered “serving area”).5

• Variance 15-041 for an offsite parking location beyond 300’ pedestrian path.
• Joint Use Parking Agreement 17-001.
o Lot Tie 17-001.

Hertz Lot, Agenda Item 4.8.

A. Approve Extension of Amortization Schedule No. 17-001 to allow continuation of the current
non-conforming rental car use, but for a period of 20 years rather than the 5 years
recommended by staff.

B. Adopt a revised resolution approving the following:

~ In our view this variance is not necessary, because the 78 spaces we are providing meet all legal requirements.

The variance would be required, however, if you accept certain staff interpretations in the Agenda Report, such as
the interpretation that the pool deck snack and beverage service area must be considered restaurant serving area.

5233



• Extension of Amortization Schedule No. 17-001 for a period of 20 years.
• CDP No. 17-091 for installation of 21 two-car tandem parking lifts and screeoing walls.
• Variance 17-038 from parking lot development standards.
o Variance 17-043 from commercial landscape and open space development standards.
• Minor Modification 17-018 to reduce rear yard setback.
• Joint Use Parking Agreement 17-001
o Lot Tie No. 17-001

The foregoing is submitted subject to our reser~’ation of rights letter dated November 14, 2017 which
was attached to your Agenda Report (Item 4.A.) as Attachment H.

Sincerely,

Joshua Gottheim
Partner
CANZONERI GOTTH ElM LAW LLP

Cc: Bonnie Blue (via e-mail)
Stephanie Hawner (via e-mail)
Trevor Rusin (via e-mail)
Kathleen Stecko (via e-mail)
Tony Canzoneri (via e-mail)
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CANZONERI GOTTHEIM LAW LLP
Strategic Solutions for Business and Government

TONY CANZONERI
(310) 283-4507

JOSHUA GOTTHEIM
(626) 224-6128

August 16, 2018

SENT VIA E-MAIL TO:

Chair Marx & Planning Commission Members
do Heather Glaser, City Clerk (hglaser@malibucity.org)

Kathleen Stecko, Commission Secretary (kstecko @ malibucity.orcj)
City of Malibu
23825 Stuart Ranch Road
Malibu, CA 90265

Re: Items 4A and 4B on 8/20/18 Planning Commission Agenda (Malibu Beach Inn &
Hertz Lot).

Dear Chair Marx and Commissioners,

Notwithstanding the numerous responses, reports and data we have provided over the
past 3 years, the agenda reports released this week are confusing and fail to provide
you with a reasonably concise factual and legal analysis of how our application
comports with the policies and requirements of your Local Coastal Plan and code. In
order to assist you in making a fair assessment of our application we submit this letter
along with our Applicant’s Response Binder dated January 31, 2018 which we
understand has been provided to you.

What we are proposing is simple:
• To improve part of the oceanfront parking area with a swimming pool for HOTEL

GUESTS ONLY.
• To replace and increase that parking with offsite parking as authorized by your

code, resulting in a substantial increase of 16 parking spaces available for the
existing hotel and restaurant with no increase in the size of either.

• To legalize the historic existing use of the restaurant dating back to when it was
added by the prior owner in 2008, as a 78-seat restaurant open to the general
public, appropriately sized to serve guests at a 47-room hotel.

Rather than presenting a straightforward application of City codes, policies, and relevant
recent precedents, the agenda report uses many convoluted interpretations to make it
appear that the project is underparked and should never be approved. For whatever
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reason the report appears to have been designed to prevent you from giving our
request a fair hearing. To give just a few examples among many:

1. Staff asserts that the hotel is a non-conforming use subject to amortization
because it lacks a CUP, notwithstanding the fact that the City issued a CUP and
CDP for the major hotel remodel and restaurant addition in 2006. Staff claims
the 2006 CUP was solely for the restaurant and not for the hotel — despite the
fact that the hotel and hotel restaurant are one structure and one use -- the
addition of the onsite restaurant in 2006 was the very thing that established the
use as a “hotel” since without the restaurant the property would be classified as a
“motel” under your code definitions. It is specious to claim that the Planning
Commission was only dealing with the restaurant when it approved the 2006
CUP which allowed construction of structural elements such as the Port Cochere
and new reception/entry building as well as a reconfigured parking area which
added additional parking for what was a conversion of a motel to a hotel under
your code.

2. Staff contends (pp. 11-12) that addition of the pool and correction of the
tabulation for parking purposes of the restaurant dining ar~a are intensifications
of a non-conforming use and therefore require 196 parking spaces (112 for the
hotel and restaurant, plus 84 for the pool deck “event space”). This is absurdly
contrary to the City’s treatment of other projects (e.g. Surfrider Motel deck) and is
an actionable and damaging violation of our client’s constitutional property rights.
First of all the hotel is not a non-conforming use subject to amortization. Any
attempt by the City to treat the hotel as being subject to amortization would be an
unconstitutional taking of property rights subject to an inverse condemnation
action. Second, the current structure was approved in 1987 under a code that
required approximately one space per room (52 spaces for 47 rooms). Third,
your code states expressly that even for non-conforming uses, additions need
only provide enough new parking to meet current code requirements for the
addition -- as was done when 6 spaces were added for the restaurant addition in
2006. Fourth, the pool and pool deck will be restricted to hotel guests only, and
will not add any new parking demand. It will reduce overall trips by increasing
length of stay for hotel guests. Fifth, the applicant never proposed using the pool
deck for “event space” and has agreed from day one to limit the pool area use to
hotel guests only. Just a few days ago we reconfirmed to staff the applicant’s
agreement with a condition limiting its use to hotel guests only in a manner
similar to the condition recently imposed in the Surfrider approval!!! Sixth, the
lounge chairs around the pool are not “fixed seats” that would trigger additional
parking. Seventh, staff’s claim that the pool deck could be viewed as an
expansion of the restaurant floor area is refuted by footnote 12 on page 11 of the
agenda report, which states that outdoor areas do not meet the code definition of
“gross floor area” under the code definitions (which taken literally would mean
that our existing restaurant patio should not require any additional parking).
Eighth, as confirmed by actual field observations at pp. 23-25 of the July 2017
Hirsch Green traffic and parking study, years of actual operating history for the
current 78-seat restaurant open to the general public shows the 58 parking
spaces we have now are more than adequate to meet actual demand. Yet staff
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gersists in concoctinci interrretations where almost four times that number (196
sgaces) are demanded even thoucih the prolect is adding neither building area
Quest rooms, restaurant seats,.nor any pool or other recreational area open to
the public.

4, Staff uses an erroneous interpretation of your General Plan to conclude that
no hotel restaurant in Malibu can be open to the public. They twist the language
of the General Plan to actually defeat the all-important mandate of the Coastal
Act to provide visitor-serving coastal amenities and access. The City’s policies
including the General Plan and LCP specifically authorize and promote visitor-
serving commercial facilities in the Coastal Zone and particularly in the CV-2
zone. Further your code expressly provides, and staff is enforcing, the
requirement that hotel restaurants provide 1 parking space for every 100 square
feet of gross floor area. If the code prohibits a hotel restaurant from use by the
public why would any parking be required over that for the hotel guests who are
already provided for in the parking count. To require any additional parking
spaces for the restaurant but only allow guests to use the restaurant is
patently absurd! We are able and happy to provide the additional parking but to
also limit the restaurant to hotel guests will limit coastal access to only those
visitors who can stay overnight in the hotel. Other visitors will not be able to enjoy
a glass of wine or meal at the restaurant overlooking the surf.

5 . Staff claims the project is not consistent with the General Plan policy that
restaurants within a hotel should be “limited to a capacity necessary to serve
guests of the hotel only”. We have 78 seats at the restaurant to serve 47 rooms
with a capacity of 94 guests. While not every room always has two occupants,
hotel guests sometimes meet up with friends, family and business associates at
the restaurant. And not every restaurant can be filled even at peak times,
because parties of two or three sometimes occupy a table with four seats, etc.
Under these circumstances, 78 seats falls squarely within the reasonable size
range that is necessary and appropriate to serve our overnight guests.

6. To add insult to injury, staff recommends a new condition be added to the
existing CUP so that even if you deny all of our requests a room tab would be the
only form of payment accepted at the restaurant. No cash, credit, debit card or
checks would be accepted. Setting aside the injustice of penalizing the Mani’s
for coming forward in good faith as responsible new owners to legalize the
longstanding operations, this harsh and unworkable condition would prevent the
common practice of hotel guests inviting friends, family and business associates
to join them for a meal at the restaurant and allowing those persons to pick up
the tab or pay for drinks or a special bottle of wine, If the only person in the lunch
or dinner party lawfully permitted to pick up the tab is the hotel guest via the room
tab, this will be highly inconvenient and disruptive to normal social and business
interactions.

7. As a final and important issue and on a positive note, although the staff
report recites the concern of the Public Works Acting Director Robert
Deboux regarding the left turns that will be made into the Hertz lot, Mr.
Deboux has suggested a mitigation measure that is acceptable to the
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applicant. As was reported to us at the beginning of this week by Richard
Mollica, Mr Duboux will approve our plan if we provide painted “keep
clear” markings in front of our outbound Hotel driveway and inbound Hertz
driveway. Mr. Duboux believes that this will further insure that if traffic on
PCH backs up, there will be an opening for valet drivers to transfer cars to
the Hertz lot As related by Richard Mollica to me on Monday and to Norm
Haynie on Tuesday, Mr. Duboux will sign off on our project based on our
agreement both (1) to work with Caltrans to have these “keep clear” areas
painted and, (2) to request and use our best efforts to have Caltrans also
allow the painting of a dedicated left turn pocket from the center turn lane
into the east driveway of the Hertz lot. As I told Richard Mollica, we were
pleased that Mr. Duboux spoke to Caltrans to confirm that they would allow
the “keep clear” areas. Richard also confirmed that although there was no
assurance that the left turn pocket would be ultimately approved by
Caltrans, Mr. Duboux said that Caltrans approval would not be a
requirement of his sign off. His only stipulation was that we agree to
submit a warrant analysis to Caltrans and to paint in the pocket if Caltrans
agreed. We have agreed to these conditions even though three different traffic
engineers have submitted reports based on actual field observations and the
most sophisticated traffic model simulations specifically requested by Mr. Duboux
- all of which confirmed that there will be. sufficient gaps. All of the traffic
engineers who we have consulted with and Caltrans by virtue of the crosswalk
and signal approval have recognized that these left turns from the center lane of
PCH are made thousands of times every day and can be safely made based on
the existing condition. Nevertheless, the soon to be completed crosswalk and
traffic signal along with the keep clear area will further facilitate those turns.
Further, our operational plan will allow most cars to be moved at off peak times
so that the actual number of transports during peak hours will be far fewer than
the studies indicated would be acceptable.

The foregoing are just some of many instances where the staff report unfairly and
discriminatorily depicts this project as something inconsistent with what your code
allows. Staff now says no to the parking lifts, even though they were added to the plan
more than a year ago as a result of indications by Councilmembers during the hearing
on the ZTA that additional parking beyond code would be a desirable component of the
project specific application that we were encouraged to file. Although the lifts allow us to
accommodate a number of surplus spaces, the project can provide sufficient parking on
Hertz without lifts assuming a reasonable interpretation of the actual parking need with
valet stacking utilizing a joint use parking agreement and/or variances as you have
approved for other valet parked projects.

A final note on fairness. We have been trying to get a decision, up or down, on this
project for the past three years. We presented written analysis in 2015 (still valid today)
that the pool could be approved without a CDP, but went along with staff ‘s request for a
CDP application. Staff later put the CDP on hold and recommended a ZTA process to
avoid the need for a variance on the 300-foot pedestrian path distance limit on offsite
parking. Then the ZTA was rejected on its second reading by the Council. We finally
got to hearing before this Commission on the project with a variance in December of
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2017, but staff raised so many issues that it difficult for the Commission to take action,
and the hearing was continued. Over the subsequent 8 months, the project has not
changed in any way, but we have been asked for and have provided reams of additional
traffic studies and computer simulations that ended up validating every conclusion of
our original traffic study.

In summary, as the Coastal Commission and informed stakeholders know, the Mani’s
have invested millions of dollars and much effort to improve the hotel and visitor serving
amenities in the Malibu Pier area, including funding for a crosswalk, traffic signal and
new double wide walkway and stairway to the beach. They have done all they can to be
good neighbors and members of your community and ask that you treat them in a
manner that is fair and consistent with how you have treated others. They simply and
respectfully ask that the project be approved as proposed without further delay.

Since rely,

IS! Tony Canzoneri

CANZONERI GOTTHEIM LAW LLP

Cc: Bonnie Blue, Planning Director (via e-mail)
Richard Mollica, Senior Planner (via e-mail)
Christi Hogin, City Attorney (via e-mail)
Trevor Rusin, Assistant City Attorney (via e-mail)
Denise Venegas, California Coastal Commission (via e-mail)
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This document summarizes the results of a variety of analyses used to evaluate the operations

of a proposed off-site valet parking program for the Malibu Beach Inn hotel, including the

presentation of a recommended Valet Operations Plan. The Malibu Beach Inn hotel is located

at 22878 Pacific Coast Highway in the City of Malibu, California, and currently contains a total of

47 guest rooms plus the “Carbon Beach Club” restaurant, which is currently restricted to use by

hotel guests only. The existing hotel also provides 50 striped on-site parking spaces, although

all site-related parking is managed through valet-only operations, which increases the capacity

of the on-site parking lot to a total of approximately 59 spaces, which is adequate to meet the

City’s parking requirement for the hotel and restaurant of 58 spaces, as currently approved.

The Malibu Beach Inn is proposing to construct a new on-site swimming pool on a portion of the

existing hotel parking lot, and is also requesting the removal of the “hotel guest only” restriction

on the restaurant to allow for its use by the general public, along with an expansion of the

authorized restaurant serving area to legalize the existing dining patio, which has been in use

since before the current ownership acquired the hotel in 2015. These proposed changes will

affect both the capacity and demands related to the hotel’s current on-site parking operations;

the construction of the proposed new swimming pool will result in the elimination of a total of

approximately 33 of the existing on-site parking spaces, while allowing public patronage of the

hotel’s existing restaurant could result in some additional parking demands at the site.

In order to compensate for the loss of existing on-site parking resulting from the construction of

the proposed new swimming pool, and to provide surplus parking capacity beyond its applicable

parking requirements, the hotel is proposing to provide approximately 49 off-site parking spaces

at the Hertz Rent-a-Car facility at 22853 Pacific Coast Highway, located about 200 feet south of

and on the opposite (east) side of the roadway from the hotel, In addition to the 33 spaces

needed to replace the parking displaced from the hotel site, the Hertz Rent-A-Car lot would also

include five or six parking spaces (as needed) to meet the City’s code parking requirements for

the expanded restaurant patio dining area, four spaces for the Hertz Rent-A Car facility itself,

one space for the van that will be used to shuttle the hotel’s valet drivers between the hotel site

and the off-site parking area, plus six “surplus” spaces (beyond the code parking requirements).

Based on preliminary discussions with the City, approval of the proposed off-site parking spaces

for the Malibu Beach Inn hotel would be conditioned upon approval by the City of a valet parking

operations plan for the hotel that, among other things, would require all hotel guests and visitors
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to drop off and pick up their vehicles at the hotel site, prohibit hotel-related pedestrian crossings

of Pacific Coast Highway (by guests or valets) between the hotel and the off-site valet-only

parking lot until such time as a future crosswalk is installed along Pacific Coast Highway in the

immediate vicinity of the hotel/off-site parking lot, and include measures to reduce the number of

valet trips travelling on Pacific Coast Highway between the hotel and the off-site valet parking lot

by prioritizing the use of the off-site lot for vehicles with longer-duration stays. This study was

prepared in order to respond to the City’s preliminary comments, and to provide the data and

analyses necessary to prepare the required valet operations plan for the hotel.

The primary purpose of this study is to evaluate both the current and forecast valet operations of

the hotel as well as the existing traffic conditions on Pacific Coast Highway adjacent to the hotel,

including detailed evaluations related to the ability of valet-driven vehicles to travel between the

hotel site and the proposed off-site parking location in a timely manner. An examination of the

adequacy of the current and proposed hotel parking supply is also included in this study.

Based on the data and analyses summarized in the following report, it is expected that the

hotel’s proposed off-site valet parking plan will exhibit acceptable operations, and will

adequately accommodate both the existing and forecast future typical valet parking demands for

the hotel, including potential additional demands associated with the proposed removal of the

current hotel guest only restrictions on use of the on-site restaurant. Although the analysis of

the operations of the proposed off-site valet parking plan includes highly conservative estimates

of the potential additional restaurant-related valet parking demand resulting from its proposed

use by non-hotel guest patrons, such parking demand increases are expected to be nominal,

since the existing restaurant typically exhibits high occupancy levels due to its patronage by the

hotel guests themselves (and their visitors), and as a result, the potential for any substantial

increases in restaurant patronage is limited by the availability of vacant seats.

As detailed in the following study, although overall traffic volumes on Pacific Coast Highway in

the vicinity of the Malibu Beach Inn hotel are typically heavy throughout much of the day on both

weekdays and weekends, there are sufficient “gaps” in both the northbound and southbound

traffic flow.s to adequately accommodate the current and forecast future valet vehicle traffic that

would travel between the hotel site and the off-site lot as part of the off-site valet parking activity.

Additionally, empirical drive time evaluations of the proposed path of travel for the valet vehicles

indicate that travel times between the hotel site and the off-site valet parking lot are within

acceptable levels, with typical average one-way travel times of approximately one minute in

each direction, and typical average overall (‘round trip”) travel times of under two minutes.
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However, while the results of the traffic gap study and drive-time surveys confirm that access

between the hotel site and the proposed off-site parking lot location will operate acceptably, with

sufficient gaps in traffic flows to accommodate the maximum number of vehicles anticipated to

be transferred between the two sites, it is acknowledged that the traffic data used in these

evaluations were not collected during the peak “summer” months, although the traffic volumes

during the unseasonably hot October week during which the observations were conducted were

consistent with or in excess of historical Caltrans data for peak summer months, Nevertheless,

City staff has noted that anecdotal observations indicate that traffic congestion levels (although

not necessarily the traffic volumes) could be higher at times than those identified in this study.

As a result, it is possible that increased traffic congestion on Pacific Coast Highway during the

peak “summer” periods could result in vehicular queues of sufficient length to block access into

the entry (southern) driveway at the proposed off-site parking lot. Therefore, in order to assure

that the operations of the proposed off-site valet parking plan are not disrupted by such queuing,

it is recommended that new “Keep Clear” pavement markings be installed on the northbound

!anes of Pacific Coast Highway at the “entry” driveway for the proposed off-site parking lot,

which will provide for a clear entry path into the off-site parking lot driveway at all times,

regardless of the congestion levels or vehicular queuing conditions on Pacific Coast Highway.

Additionally, the conversion of a portion of the existing median two-way left turn lane into an

exclusive left-turn pocket, to better control left-turns into the off-site parking lot entry driveway,

was also considered. However, it was determined that the configuration of such a left-turn lane

would eliminate the existing access to several of the properties located along the “ocean side” of

Pacific Coast Highway that is currently provided by the two-way left-turn lane, and therefore, the

potential installation of the exclusive left-turn pocket is not recommended.

Further, a detailed evaluation of the existing and potential future parking demands at the hotel

indicated that the current 59-space parking supply is and will be provided to accommodate the

“worst case” typical peak parking demands of the hotel (even assuming 100-percent hotel room

occupancy, and potential additional non-hotel guest patronage of the on-site restaurant).

Finally, a review of the City’s recently adopted “Pacific Coast Highway (PCH) Safety Study”

indicated that, while there have historically been several vehicle accidents along the segment of

Pacific Coast Highway in the vicinity of the Malibu Beach Inn, such accidents are not the result

of any significant design deficiencies along this segment of the highway. As a result, no specific

recommendations related to roadway or other operational improvements along the segment of

III
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Pacific Coast Highway adjacent to the Malibu Beach Inn or proposed off-site valet parking lot

are identified in the Safety Study. Based on this review, the proposed Malibu Beach Inn hotel

off-site valet parking plan is considered to be consistent with the findings and recommendations

of the “Pacific Coast Highway (PCH) Safety Study”, which would not affect or be affected by the

hotel’s proposed off-site valet parking plan operations.

Therefore, this study concludes that the proposed Malibu Beach Inn off-site valet parking plan,

including the recommended implementation of new “Keep Clear” pavement markings on

northbound Pacific Coast Highway adjacent to the Off-Site (Hertz Rent-a-Car) entry driveway,

will provide sufficient capacity to accommodate the current and forecast future parking needs of

the site, and will operate in an acceptable manner. A detailed Valet Operations Plan has been

prepared to identify the specific physical and operational parameters of the proposed valet plan,

and is provided in the attachments to this document. Based on the results of the analyses

summarized in this report, with implementation of the proposed Valet Parking Operations Plan,

the off-site valet lot together with the on-site parking remaining at the hotel site following the

construction of the proposed new swimming pool, will adequately accommodate the anticipated

future parking demands of the Malibu Beach Inn, including the “Carbon Beach Club” restaurant.
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INTRODUCTION

This document summarizes the results of a variety of traffic analyses used to evaluate the

operations of a proposed off-site valet parking program for the Malibu Beach Inn hotel, including

the presentation of a recommended Valet Operations Plan. The Malibu Beach Inn hotel is

located at 22878 Pacific Coast Highway in the City of Malibu, California, as shown in Figure 1.

The existing hotel contains a total of 47 guest rooms plus the “Carbon Beach Club” restaurant,

although use of the restaurant is currently restricted to hotel guests only. The existing hotel also

provides 50 striped on-site parking spaces, although all site-related parking is managed through

valet-only operations, which increases the capacity of the on-site parking lot to a total of

approximately 59 spaces. This amount of on-site parking is adequate to meet the City’s parking

requirement for the hotel and restaurant, established at a total of 58 parking spaces under the

City’s approval of the restaurant in 2006. As a result, the parking demands associated with the

typical hotel activities can be accommodated on site, and at no time during the survey periods

were vehicles observed to queue on Pacific Coast Highway waiting to enter the hotel site.

However, the Malibu Beach Inn is currently proposing to construct a new on-site swimming pool,

along with a request to remove the existing “hotel guest only” restriction for the restaurant to

permit its use by the general public, and an increase the authorized restaurant serving area to

legalize the existing patio dining area, which has been in use since before the current ownership

acquired the hotel in 2015. These proposed improvements and modifications will affect both the

capacity and demands related to the hotel’s current on-site parking operations: the installation of

the proposed swimming pool will eliminate about 33 of the existing ~on-site parking spaces, while

allowing public patronage of the hotel’s restaurant could result in additional parking demands at

the site. However, any such potential parking demand increases are expected to be relatively

nominal, since the existing restaurant generally exhibits high occupancy levels, particularly

during the mid-day (lunch) and evening (dinner) periods surveyed, and as such, the potential for

any substantial increases in restaurant patronage is limited by the availability of vacant seats.

As a result of these anticipated changes in the on-site parking supply and potential increases in

site-related parking demands, the Malibu Beach Inn hotel is proposing to provide approximately

49 off-site parking spaces within the parking lot of the nearby Hertz Rent-a-Car facility located at

22853 Pacific Coast Highway, approximately 200 feet south of and on the opposite (east) side

of the roadway from the hotel. The locations of the Malibu Beach Inn and the proposed off-site

valet parking lot (at the Hertz Rent-a-Car facility) are shown in relation to each other in Figure 2.

1
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FIGURE 1
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The City of Malibu Municipal Code, Chapter 17.48, describes the City’s requirements related to

the provision of off-site parking, including standards dictating the maximum allowable distances

between the location of any off-site parking areas and the use they are intended to serve.

Although, as noted earlier, the proposed off-site valet parking lot (Hertz Rent-a-Car site) is

located only about 200 feet from the Malibu Beach Inn hotel site, the City’s Municipal Code

identifies that any off-site parking area shall be located no farther than 300 feet from the use it

will serve, measured along a “legal and safe pedestrian path” between the off-site parking area

and the nearest entrance of the building for which it is provided. This condition could be

interpreted to mean that any off-site parking location that would require vehicle drivers (valet or

otherwise) to walk across a street between the off-site parkihg location and the destination site

must do so at a designated crosswalk. The nearest existing crosswalk to the Malibu Beach Inn

is located just north of the Malibu Pier, approximately 800 feet from the hotel site, and as such,

the actual walking distance between the hotel site and the proposed off-site valet parking area

at the Hertz Rent-a-Car site using that crosswalk would be approximately 2,000 feet, which far

exceeds the City’s 300-foot maximum distance allowed under this interpretation.

The Malibu Beach Inn hotel is requesting a variance, exemption, or interpretation of the 300-foot

“pedestrian path” requirement. The approval of off-site parking would be conditioned upon a

valet parking operations plan that, among other things, requires all hotel guests and visitors to

drop off and pick up their vehicles at the hotel site, prohibits hotel-related pedestrian crossings

of Pacific Coast Highway (by guests or valets) unless and until a crosswalk is installed in the

vicinity of the hotel, and reduces the number of valet trips travelling on Pacific Coast Highway

between the hotel and the off-site valet parking lot by prioritizing the use of the off-site lot for

vehicles with longer-duration stays. The primary purpose of this study is to evaluate both the

current and anticipated future valet operations at the hotel, and to provide an analysis of the

existing traffic conditions on Pacific Coast Highway adjacent to the hotel, including detailed

evaluations related to the ability of valet-driven vehicles to travel between the hotel site and the

proposed off-site parking location in a timely manner. Additionally, an investigation into the

adequacy of the current (and proposed) hotel parking supply was also conducted. This report

also includes the proposed Valet Operations Plan, which identifies the recommended operations

of both the on-site and off-site valet parking service. Based on the results of the analyses

summarized in this report, with implementation of the proposed Valet Parking Operations Plan,

the off-site valet lot together with the on-site parking remaining at the hotel site following the

construction of the proposed new swimming pool, will adequately accommodate the anticipated

future parking demands of the Malibu Beach Inn, including the “Carbon Beach Club” restaurant.
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MALIBU BEACH INN VALET OPERATIONS AND PARKING DEMANDS

In order to prepare the required Valet Operations Plan for the Malibu Beach Inn hotel, it was first

necessary to establish the current conditions and operations at the site, which were then used

as a baseline for estimating the potential future valet service operations and parking demands of

the hotel following the proposed site improvements and modifications. A description of the

existing hotel site, along with an evaluation of both the current and anticipated future site-related

valet parking operations and parking demands, are provided in this section of this report.

Existing Malibu Beach Inn Facilities

The Malibu Beach Inn hotel is located at 22878 Pacific Coast Highway, along the west (ocean)

side of the roadway about 800 feet south of the Malibu Pier, in the City of Malibu, California.

The existing hotel contains a total of 47 guest rooms, along with the approximately 78-seat

“Carbon Beach Club” restaurant, although patronage of the restaurant is currently restricted to

hotel guests only. The hotel also provides a total of 50 on-site striped parking spaces, although

all site-related parking activity is currently managed through valet-only operations, which

increases the capacity of the on-site parking lot to a total of approximately 59 parking spaces.

The 59 on-site parking spaces is adequate to meet the City’s current parking requirement for the

hotel site (including the “Carbon Beach Club” restaurant) of 58 spaces, which was established in

2006 as part of the City’s approval of the hotel’s restaurant. As a result, the parking demands

associated with the typical activities and operations of the hotel and restaurant can be

accommodated on site. The existing site layout for the Malibu Beach Inn hotel, including the

current parking lot configuration, is shown in Figure 3.

Existing Valet Parking Activity Levels and Operations — Typical Conditions

The typical weekday and weekend valet parking operations at the hotel were surveyed in order

to identify the current parking-related conditions at the site. The surveys were conducted to

provide data for one typical weekday, as well as for a full weekend (including Friday, Saturday,

and Sunday). Additionally, based on information provided by the hotel’s management staff and

its valet parking operators, it was determined that the peak parking demands (and therefore, the

highest valet parking activity levels) at the hotel typically occur during the mid-day and evening

periods of the day (for both weekdays and weekends). Therefore, this study documents the

existing hotel valet parking operations between the hours of 11:00 AM to 1:30 PM, and again

between 4:30 PM to 7:30 PM, for both the typical weekday and weekend conditions.

5
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The valet operations surveys were conducted on Wednesday, October 7; Friday, October 9;

Saturday, October 10; and Sunday, October 11, 2015. These days are considered to be

representative of typical late “summer” conditions both at the hotel itself and throughout the

general vicinity; the weather conditions during each of the surveyed days was clear and dry, and

slightly warmer than normal. As a result, each of the surveyed days exhibited normal (if not

somewhat elevated) use of the nearby Malibu Pier and beach facilities, and traffic volumes and

conditions along Pacific Coast Highway in the vicinity of the hotel were typical.

The on-site surveys of the hotel-related valet activity were conducted during the mid-day and

evening periods described earlier for each of the four selected days. These surveys identified

the number and arrival times of vehicles entering the site to be (valet) parked, as well as the

number and arrival times of the valeted vehicles being returned to the site patrons. Note that

the surveys were intended to document only the current valet parking demands and operations,

and did not attempt to identify the duration or purpose of the site visit; as described earlier, since

use of the on-site restaurant is restricted to hotel guests only, it is reasonably assumed that the

valet parking demands observed are predominantly (or exclusively) due to hotel guests.

However, anecdotal observations by the valet operations staff indicated that about 20 percent of

the guest-related parking demands at the hotel exhibit a duration of 90 minutes or less, with the

remaining activity associated with long-term (generally overnight) parking durations.

As would be expected, the results of the valet activity surveys show that the number of vehicles

arriving and departing the existing hotel site varied throughout the survey period, although the

overall volume of vehicles was considered to be relatively light for each of the surveyed days.

During the 2.5-hour mid-day period (from 11:00 AM to 1:30 PM), the total number of arrivals

ranged from 10 to 31 vehicles (with valet vehicle returns ranging from 15 to 37 vehicles), while

during the 3.0-hour evening period (from 4:30 to 7:30 PM), the total number of arrivals ranged

from 10 to 27 vehicles (with valet vehicle returns ranging from 13 to 31 vehicles). These values

reflect an average vehicle arrival rate of between about four and 12 vehicles per hour (along

with an average valet vehicle return rate of between about six and 15 vehicles per hour) during

the mid-day period, and an average vehicle arrival rate of about three to nine vehicles per hour

(with an average valet vehicle return rate of between about four and 10 vehicles per hour)

during the evening periods, or a maximum (average) vehicle arrival or valet vehicle return rate

of only about one vehicle every four to five minutes. The individual hourly vehicle arrival and

valet vehicle return activity levels for each of the surveyed days are shown in Table 1.
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Table I
Malibu Beach Inn Valet Parking Activity Level Summary - Existing Conditions

Mid-Day

11:00AM- 12:00 N
11:15AM- 12:15PM
11:30AM- 12:30PM
11:45AM- 12:45PM
12:00 N - 1:00 PM
12:15 PM- 1:15 PM
12:30 PM- 1:30 PM

5 11
5 16
6 18

11 23
11 24*
12 19
13 19

Saturday
October 10, 2015

Arrival N Return [2] Total

16 21*
17 21*
19 21*
18 20
16 19
15 19
12 19

Sunday
October 11, 2015

Arrival N Return ~2] Total

15 29*
15 25
13 24

9 18
6 14
7 16
6 18

Indicates Highest One-Hour Valet Activity Levels per Sur~y Period per Day.
[11 Patron Vehicle Arrivals to Site.

[2j Valeted Vehicles Returned to Patrons.

8

Time
Period

Friday
October 9, 2015

Arrival [1] Return [2] Total

Wednesday
October 7, 2015

Arrival ~ Return [2] Total

5 2 7
5 2 7
5 5 10
2 5 7
4 5 9
4 7 11
4 9 13*

4 4 8
3 3 6
1 1 2
3 2 5
6 5 11
6 5 11
6 7 13*
3 7 10
0 4 4

Evening

4:30 PM - 5:30 PM
4:45 PM - 5:45 PM
5:00 PM - 6:00 PM
5:15 PM-6:15 PM
5:30 PM - 6:30 PM
5:45PM-6:45PM
6:00 PM - 7:00 PM
6:15PM-7:15PM
6:30 PM-7:3OPM

14
10
11

9
8
9

12

6
11
12
12
13

7
6

4
5
6
4
8
7
9

11
10

5
4
2
2
3
4
7

9
9
6
7
6
5
5
7
7

Notes:

9 13
8 13
8 14
6 10
8 16
8 15
9 18
8 19*
6 16

5 14 10
5 14 11
7 13 9

11 18 9
11 17 8
14 19* 5
12 17 5

9 16 5
10 17 9

9 19
14 25*
16 25*
15 24
16 24

9 14
9 14
8 13
6 15
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As shown in Table 1, similar to. the total average valet activity conditions described earlier, the

hourly vehicle arrival and valet vehicle return activity levels for each of the individual surveyed

days are also relatively light, with the maximum total hourly valet demands observed during the

survey period occurring on Sunday, with a total of 29 vehicles served (14 arriving, 15 returned)

between 11:00 AM and 12:00 Noon during the mid-day period, and a total of 25 vehicles served

(between nine and 11 arriving, between 14 and 16 returned) between about 4:45 and 6:00 PM

during the evening period. The maximum number of vehicle arrivals during any one-hour period

throughout the surveys occurred during the overall site peak valet activity level period between

11:00 AM and 12:00 Noon on Sunday during the mid-day period, at a total of 14 vehicles, while

the maximum number of valeted vehicles returned during any one-hour period throughout the

surveys occurred between 11:30AM and 12:30 PM on Saturday during the mid-day period, ata

total of 19 vehicles. Even these peak vehicle arrival and valet vehicle return activities result in

average demands of only about one vehicle every three to four minutes, which can be easily

accommodated by the existing valet parking staff at the hotel.

However, in order to assure that the observed valet parking activity levels described earlier and

shown in Table 1 represent the peak activity levels that could occur at the existing hotel during

typical conditions, the occupancy of the hotel during the survey period was reviewed. Based on

information provided by the hotel management, the facility was generally well utilized during

each of the four days surveyed, exhibiting room occupancy rates of between 74 and 98 percent.

The number of occupied rooms and the associated hotel room occupancy percentages for each

of the four days surveyed for this study are shown in Table 2.

Table 2
Malibu Beach Inn Room Occupancy Rates

(during valet operations survey periods)

No. Rooms Occupancy
Day Occupied Rate

Wednesday 35 74%
(10/7/2015)

Friday 36 77%
(10/9/2015)

Saturday 46 98%
(10/10/2015)

Sunday 43 91%
(10/11/2015)
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Therefore, in order to estimate the potential valet parking activity levels (both vehicle arrival and

valet vehicle return) assuming a 100-percent hotel room occupancy rate, the values shown

earlier in Table 1 were adjusted. These adjustments were performed for each of the individual

surveyed days based on their respective room occupancy levels. For example, on Wednesday,

the hotel room occupancy level was approximately 74 percent (35 of the 47 rooms occupied),

and as such, in order to estimate the “full room occupancy” valet parking activity levels for that

day, both the “arrival” and “return” values shown in Table 1 were “growth factored” upward by

approximately 34 percent (47 total rooms divided by 35 rooms actually occupied = 34.3%).

Similarly, for the remaining surveyed days, the “full room occupancy” growth factor was

estimated to be approximately 31 percent for Friday (47/36 = 30.6%), about two percent for

Saturday (47/46 = 2.2%), and about nine percent for Sunday (47/43 = 9.3%).

For the purposes of this study, since all of the current valet parking operations observed at the

hotel site are assumed to be the result of hotel guest activity (as noted earlier, the use of the

hotel restaurant is currently restricted to hotel guests only), the valet parking activity levels

shown previously in Table 2 are also assumed to increase proportionally with the hotel room

occupancy levels. Further, the room occupancy levels shown in Table 2 are considered to

apply throughout the entire day, and therefore, the specific growth factors identified for each of

the surveyed days were applied to both the mid-day and evening survey period values shown

earlier in Table 1. The results of this process are summarized in Table 3.

As shown in Table 3, while the “full room occupancy” conditions peak valet parking demands

are somewhat higher than the unadjusted actual conditions shown earlier in Table 1, the overall

activity levels are still relatively light, with the maximum total adjusted hourly valet demands

during both the mid-day and evening periods continuing to occur on Sunday (and at the same

times as were previously identified for the actual existing peak activity levels), with an estimated

mid-day total of 31 vehicles served (15 arriving, 16 returned), or two more vehicles (one arriving,

one returned) than the actual observed conditions, and an estimated total of 27 vehicles served

(10 to 12 arriving, 15 to 17 returned), or again two vehicles more (one arriving, one returned)

than the actual observed conditions during the evening survey period. However, due to the

variations in the daily growth factors for each of the surveyed days (to achieve “full occupancy”

conditions as described earlier), the maximum number of vehicles anticipated to arrive at the

site during any one-hour period would now be expected to occur during the mid-day period

between about 12:00 Noon and 1:00 PM on Friday (rather than from 11:00 AM to 12:00 Noon

on Sunday for the existing conditions), with a forecast total of approximately 17 vehicles,
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Table 3
Malibu Beach Inn Valet Parking Activity Level Summary - Estimated “100 Percent Room Occupancy Level” Conditions

Mid-Day
11:00AM- 12:00 N
11:15AM- 12:15 PM
11:30AM- 12:30PM
11:45AM- 12:45PM
12:00 N - 1:00 PM
12:15 PM- 1:15 PM
12:30 PM- 1:30 PM

Wednesday
October 7, 2015

Arrival [1] Return [2] Total

3 10
3 10.
7 14
7 10
7 12
9 14

12 17*

8
14
16
16
17

9
8

5
4
2
2
3
4
7

16 21* 15
17 21* 11
19 21* 12
18 20 10
16 19 9
15 19 10
12 19 13

16 31*
16 27
14 26
10 20

7 16
8 18
7 20

Indicates Highest One-Hour Valet Activity Levels per Sur~ey Period per Day.
(1] Estimated Patron Vehicle Arrivals to Site.

t21 Estimated Valeted Vehicles Returned to Patrons.

11

Time
Period

October 9, 2015
Friday Saturday Sunday

October 10, 2015
Arrival [1] Return [2] Total Arrival ~ Return ~ Total Arrival [1] Return [2] Total

October 11, 2015

7
7
7
3
5
5
5

5
4
1
4
8
8
8
4
0

Evening
4:30 PM - 5:30 PM
4:45 PM-5:45 PM
5:00 PM - 6:00 PM
5:15 PM - 6:15 PM
5:3OPM-6:3OPM
5:45 PM - 6:45 PM
6:00 PM - 7:00 PM
6:15 PM- 7:15 PM
6:3OPM-7:3OPM

7 15
7 21
8 24

14 30
14 31*
16 25
17 25

12 17 9
10 17 9
10 18 6

8 13 7
10 20 .6
10 19 5
12 24* 5
10 24* 7

8 21 7

5 10
4 8
1 2
3 7
7 15
7 15
9 17*
9 13
5 5

5

8
5

10
9

12
14
13

Notes:

5
5
7

11
11
14
12

9
10

14
14
13
18
17
19 *

17
16
17

11
12
10
10

9
5
5
5

10

10 21
15 27*
17 27*
16 26
17 26
10 15
10 15

9 14
7 17
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although the maximum forecast number of valeted vehicles returned during any one-hour period

is forecast to again occur during the mid-day period on Saturday from 11:30 AM to 12:30 PM,

with the total of 19 vehicles unchanged from the current level. Therefore, as with the existing

conditions, the forecast “full room occupancy” peak valet activity levels would continue to result

in average demands of only about one arriving or returned vehicle every three to four minutes,

which can be easily accommodated by the current valet parking operations, with no anticipated

vehicular queuing onto Pacific Coast Highway from vehicles waiting to enter the hotel site.

Forecast Future Valet Parking Activity Levels and Operations — Typical Conditions

As briefly described earlier in this report, the Malibu Beach Inn hotel is currently proposing the

construction of a new on-site swimming pool, as well as removal of the existing hotel guest only

restriction for use of the on-site restaurant to permit its use by the general public. While the

construction of the proposed new swimming pool will result in the removal of a number of the

existing on-site parking spaces (described in detail later in this study), the swimming pool itself

will be an additional amenity for use of the hotel guests only, and as such, is not expected to

result in any changes or increases to the existing or forecast valet parking demands described

in the preceding pages and summarized in Table 3. However, the removal of the existing

restrictions on the use of the hotel’s restaurant by hotel guests only in order to permit patronage

by the general public could potentially result in some level of additional parking demand and

associated valet activity at the site. Therefore, the potential effects of this proposed modification

of the existing use conditions for the restaurant on the forecast valet parking operations at the

Malibu Beach Inn hotel site were also evaluated.

Further, the Malibu Beach Inn has filed an application with the City to increase the permitted

serving area of the hotel’s restaurant to a total of approximately 1,200 square feet and 78 seats

from the approximately 42-seat, 563 square foot serving area originally approved when the

restaurant was added to the hotel in 2006, in order to legalize the full use of the existing

oceanfront patio dining area that has been in use since the current ownership acquired the hotel

in 2015. However, because the entire existing 1,200 square foot, 78-seat restaurant dining area

(including the outdoor patio) has been continuously in use since before 2015, the parking data

presented in this report already includes the patronage and related parking demands associated

with the requested larger serving area. Accordingly, while permitting the use of the restaurant

by non-hotel guest patrons can be anticipated to result in some increases in the hotel’s overall

parking demands as detailed in the following pages of this document, no increases in the

current site parking demands are expected as a result of permitting the larger service area.
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It is anticipated that any potential increases in the valet parking activity or parking demands for

the hotel due to the proposed public patronage of the restaurant would be relatively nominal,

since the existing restaurant already exhibits high occupancy levels as a result of its use by

hotel guests, particularly during typical periods of high utilization such as the mid-day (lunch)

and evening (dinner) periods examined in this study. As such, the potential for any substantial

increases in restaurant patronage by non-hotel guests, for which reservations are expected to

be required, is likely to be rather limited. Nonetheless, the actual utilizations of the existing

“Carbon Beach Club” restaurant during both the mid-day and evening periods of each of the

four surveyed days were estimated through a review of the number of meals served during

those periods, in order to determine whether any additional seating capacity was or would

potentially be available at the restaurant during each of the surveyed days and time periods.

First, the capacity of the existing operations of the restaurant was estimated, based on the

number of seats provided and the anticipated patron “turnover” during both the mid-day (lunch)

and evening (dinner) periods. As noted earlier in this study, the restaurant currently exhibits a

seating capacity of 78 seats, and as a result, can accommodate up to a total of 78 diners at any

particular time. However, this “static” seating capacity does not account for the “turnover” in

seats as patrons dine at the restaurant, leave, and then are replaced by new patrons.

Therefore, the typical duration of stay (time between patron arrival and patron departure) for

both the lunch and dinner periods was estimated, in order to identify the total number of patrons

that could be served during the overall 2.5-hour mid-day “lunch” period (11:00AM to 1:30 PM)

and the overall 3.0-hour evening “dinner” period (4:30 to 7:30 PM).

For purposes of this study, it was conservatively assumed that the duration of stay during the

mid-day “lunch” period was approximately 1.5 hours (90 minutes), and as such, each seat within

the restaurant could potentially “turn over” about 1.7 times during the mid-day lunch period,

resulting in an overall dining capacity (from about 11:00 AM to 1:30 PM) of about 130 patrons

(78 seats x 1.7 “turns” = 130 total patrons). It was further assumed that the typical duration of

stay for the restaurant patrons during the evening “dinner” period would be somewhat longer

than during the mid-day lunch period (due to after dinner desert service, coffee/drinks, etc.), and

was assumed to be approximately 2.0 hours (120 minutes). This assumption results in an

average seat “turnover” rate of about 1 .5 “turns” during the total 3.0-hour evening dinner period,

or a total dining capacity of approximately 117 persons (from about 4:30 to 7:30 PM). These

total mid-day and evening period patronage capacities were then used to estimate the current

and future capacities of the restaurant (including the potential proposed public patronage).
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Next, the number of meals served during both the mid-day and evening periods was identified.

It should be noted that the actual lunch and dinner service at the restaurant extend beyond the

hours surveyed for this study (particularly for the evening dinner service), although it is

estimated by the restaurant staff that approximately 80 percent of the total number of lunches

served, and approximately 50 percent of the dinners served occur during the surveyed mid-day

and evening time periods (11:30 AM to 1:30 PM, and 4:30 to 7:30 PM, respectively). Based on

this information, along with the assumed total service capacity of the restaurant during each of

the subject time periods (approximately 130 total patrons during the 25-hour mid-day period,

and approximately 117 total patrons during the 3.0-hour evening period), the occupancy levels

associated with the existing mid-day lunch and evening dinner activity at the restaurant were

estimated, and are summarized in Table 4.

Table 4
Malibu Beach Inn

Carbon Beach Club Restaruant Existing Occupancy Levels
(during valet operations survey periods)

Meals Served
Survey Estimated Occupancy

Day Period Total [1] Periods [2] Capacity [3] Rate

Wednesday Mid-day 47 38 130 29%
(101712015) Evening 70 35 117 30%

Friday Mid-day 79 63 130 48%
(10/9/2015) Evening 65 33 117 28%

Saturday Mid-day 89 71 130 55%
(10/10/2015) Evening 86 43 117 37%

Sunday Mid-day 86 69 130 53%
(10/11/2015) Evening 89 45 117 38%

Notes:

~ Total number of lunches or dinners served during restaurant hours of operation.
t2j Number of lunches ordinners assumed to be served during sureveyed hours, estimated at

80% of total for lunches, and 50% of total for dinners.
[3~ Estimated total lunch ordinnercapacityduring survey periods, considering seat turnover”.

As noted earlier, while the existing restaurant can be fully occupied during various intervals

throughout both the mid-day and evening dining periods, its overall average occupancy levels

are somewhat lower when evaluated against its potential (estimated) total service capacity

during the total 2.5-hour mid-day and 3.0-hour evening survey periods evaluated in this study.

14
MALIBU BEACH INN OFF-SITE VALET PARKING PLAN STUDY HIRSCH/GREEN TRANSPORTATION CONSULTING, INC.
NOVEMBER 2018

260



As shown in Table 4, based on the estimated number of meals served compared to its potential

estimated total service capacity, the restaurant currently exhibits average occupancy levels of

between 48 and 55 percent during the weekend (Friday through Sunday) mid-day lunch period

from 11:30 AM to 1:30 PM (although exhibiting an occupancy level of only about 29 percent on

Wednesday), while average occupancy levels during the evening dinner period between about

4:30 to 7:30 PM ranged from approximately 28 to 39 percent (for mid-week and weekend days).

However, as with the valet parking activity described earlier, these restaurant patronage levels

occurred during periods when the hotel’s guest rooms were not fully (100 percent) occupied.

Since the restaurant is currently restricted to use by hotel guests only, it was assumed that the

restaurant’s patronage levels would increase proportionately with the room occupancy levels.

Therefore, the existing restaurant utilizations shown in Table 4 were growth factored, using the

same “room occupancy” factors noted previously, to estimate the number of occupied seats,

and as such, the number of seats potentially available for use by non-hotel guest patrons, under

“full hotel room occupancy” conditions. The results of this procedure are shown in Table 5.

Table 5
Malibu Beach Inn

Carbon Beach Club Restaruant Existing Occupancy Levels
Assuming 100 Percent Hotel Room Occupancy Levels

(during valet operations survey periods)

Meals Served Potential
Estimated Full Hotel Estimated Occupancy Mditional

Day Period Existing ~ Occupancy [2] Capacity [3] Rate Patronage [4]

Wednesday Mid-day 38 51 130 39% 79
(10/7/2015) Evening 35 47 117 40% 70

Friday Mid-day 63 82 130 63% 48
(10/9/2015) Evening 33 43 117 37% 74

Saturday Mid-day 71 73 130 56% 57
(10/10/2015) Evening 43 44 117 38% 73

Sunday Mid-day 69 75 130 58% 55
(10/11/2015) Evening 45 49 117 42% 68

Notes:
~ Estimated number of lunches or dinners served during sureveyed hours (See Table 4).

(2) Estimated number of lunches ordinners served at 100% hotel room occupancy.

131 Estimated total lunch ordinnercapacityduring surveyperiods, considering seat”turnover”.
[4) Estimated additional lunch ordinnercapacityduring surveyperiods assuming 100% hotel room occupancylevels.
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As shown in Table 5, assuming full occupancy of the hotel’s 47 guest rooms, along with the

associated increases in hotel guest-related patronage of the “Carbon Beach Club” restaurant, it

is anticipated that the average occupancy levels of the facility would increase to between about

56 to 63 percent during the weekend mid-day lunch period from 11:30 AM to 1:30 PM (with an

estimated occupancy level of approximately 39 percent on Wednesday), while the forecast

average occupancy levels during the evening dinner period from about 4:30 to 7:30 PM would

increase to between about 37 to 42 percent (for mid-week and weekend days).

Table 5 also identifies the potential additional patronage that could be accommodated at the

restaurant during the 2.5-hour mid-day and 3.0-hour evening periods evaluated in this study,

even after growth factoring the assumed occupancy of the existing facility to account for the

potential increases in utilization associated with a 100-percent hotel room occupancy condition.

As also shown in Table 5, based on the estimated total service capacities identified earlier,

during a typical weekday (Wednesday), the restaurant could potentially accommodate up to

about 79 additional patrons during the mid-day (lunch) and about 70 additional patrons during

the evening (dinner) periods. Similarly, during the forecast typical weekend activity periods, on

Friday, the restaurant could potentially accommodate about 48 additional patrons during the

mid-day period and about 74 additional patrons during the evening period, while on Saturday,

the restaurant could potentially accommodate approximately 57 and 73 additional patrons

during the mid-day (lunch) and evening (dinner) periods, respectively. Finally, on Sunday,

approximately 55 additional restaurant patrons could be anticipated during the mid-day period,

with about 68 additional patrons using the restaurant facilities during the evening period.

As described earlier, for purposes of this study, all of the potential additional patronage of the

restaurant is assumed to result from non-hotel guests, in order to estimate the potential

additional valet parking demands at the hotel that may occur due to the proposed removal of the

restaurant’s current hotel guest only usage restrictions. However, it is also important to note

that the potential increases in restaurant utilization due to future public use of the facility noted

above are considered to be “worst case” estimates, based on conservative assumptions related

to the typical durations of the patron stays (90 minutes for lunch, 2.0 hours for dinner); longer

duration stays would reduce the potential available capacity of the restaurant, thereby reducing

the potential for additional non-hotel patronage of the restaurant facility.

The number of vehicles associated with the potential non-hotel guest restaurant patronage

shown in Table 5 was then estimated, in order to identify the additional valet parking activity, that

may occur at the hotel site due to the removal of the existing hotel guest only restaurant
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patronage restrictions. This procedure assumed that the non-hotel patrons of the restaurant

would exhibit average vehicle occupancies (“AVO”) of approximately 2.0 persons per vehicle;

somewhat higher than the typical regional average of approximately 1.2 persons per vehicle.

However, given that these evaluations are associated with a specific destination, and further

considering the nature of the subject destination restaurant (a high quality restaurant where

patrons typically do not dine alone), the higher-than-typical AVO levels are considered to be a

reasonable assumption. The results of these calculations are shown in Table 6.

Table 6
Malibu Beach Inn

Potential Additional Non-Hotel Guest Vehicle Activity Estimates
Carbon Beach Club Restaurant (Assuming 100 Percent Room Occupancy Levels)

(during valet operations survey periods)

Total Potential
Potential Potential Additional
Additional Assumed Additional Vehicles

Day Period Patronage [1] AVO Vehiclest21 (per hour) [3]

Wednesday Mid-day 79 40 16
(1017/2015) Evening 70 35 12

Friday Mid-day 48 2.00 24 10
(10/9/2015) Evening 74 (assumed 37 12

Saturday Mid-day for all 29 12
(10/10/2015) Evening 73 scenarios) 37 12

Sunday Mid-day 55 28 11
(10/11/2015) Evening 68 34 11

Notes:
~ Estimated additional dining capacityduring sur’~ey periods assuming 100% hotel occupancy (See Table 5).

[2] Estimated additional non-hotel guest restaurant vehicles during overall survey periods.

[3] Estimated additional non-hotel guest restaurant vehicles during anysingle hour of the survey periods.

As shown in Table 6, using the assumptions described in the preceding pages, it is estimated

that up to about 40 additional vehicles during the entire (2.5-hour) mid-day period, and up to

about 35 additional vehicles during the entire (3.0-hour) evening period could result from the

potential non-hotel guest patronage of the hotel’s restaurant (due to the removal of the existing

hotel-guest-only patronage restrictions) on Wednesday, while up to about 24 and 37 additional

non-hotel guest vehicles could occur during the mid-day and evening periods, respectively, on

Friday. The potential non-hotel guest (public) patronage of the restaurant could result in about
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29 additional vehicles during the mid-day period and about 37 additional vehicles during the

evening period on Saturday, with potential increases in site-related valet activity of up to about

28 vehicles during the mid-day and about 34 vehicles during the evening periods on Sunday.

However, as noted above, these potential additional non-hotel guest vehicle increases would

occur throughout the entire mid-day and evening survey periods. Therefore, the number of

potential additional vehicles that could occur during each hour of these periods was estimated

by dividing the total number of potential new non-hotel guest restaurant-related vehicles

occurring within the overall mid-day and evening periods by the 2.5-hour and 3.0-hour durations

of these survey periods, respectively. Therefore, as also shown in Table 6, it is possible that the

potential additional non-hotel guest patronage of the hotel’s restaurant could result in up to

approximately 16 additional vehicles per hour arriving at the hotel during the mid-day period and

up to about 12 additional vehicles per hour arriving during the evening period on Wednesday.

Similarly, on Friday, up to approximately 10 and 12 additional non-hotel guest vehicles could be

anticipated during any single hour of the mid-day and evening periods, respectively, while on

Saturday, the potential additional non-hotel guest (public) patronage of the restaurant could

result in up to approximately 12 additional vehicles per hour during both the mid-day and

evening periods. On Sunday, the potential increases in site-related valet demands resulting

from removal of the existing hotel guest only restrictions on patronage of the hotel’s restaurant

would be approximately 11 vehicles per hour during both the mid-day and evening periods.

Additionally, for purposes of this evaluation, it was assumed that each of the potential additional

arriving non-hotel guest restaurant-related vehicles would also result in a valet vehicle return trip

within the same one-hour period, and that this activity would occur for each hour throughout the

entire 2.5-hour mid-day and 3.0-hour evening periods. For example, on Wednesday, it was

conservatively assumed that each of the estimated 16 additional vehicles per hour arriving

during the mid-day period would also be returned during that same hour for each hour between

11:00 AM and 1:30 PM, while the estimated 12 additional arriving vehicles per hour during the

evening period would both arrive at and be returned to the hotel site during each hour between

4:30 and 7:30 PM. This assumption is considered to be highly conservative, since as noted

earlier, the typical duration of stays for all restaurant patrons (including the potential non-hotel

patronage) were assumed to be approximately 90 minutes during the mid-day period and about

2.0 hours during the evening period, and as such, it is unlikely that the same vehicle would

arrive and depart the site during the same one-hour period. However, this assumption assures

that all potential future valet parking demands at the hotel are identified and addressed.
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Finally, the number of potential non-hotel guest related restaurant vehicles for each of the

surveyed days shown in Table 6 were then added to the forecast “full hotel room occupancy”

valet activity level estimates shown earlier in Table 3, in order to identify the estimated future

hourly valet parking activity levels for the Malibu Beach Inn hotel during both the mid-day and

evening periods, assuming that the existing “hotel guest only” patronage restrictions for the

restaurant are removed. The results of this procedure are shown in Table 7.

As shown in Table 7, the forecast “full hotel room occupancy” valet parking activity levels,

including the potential additional parking demands associated with non-hotel guest patronage of

the on-site “Carbon Beach Club” restaurant, are expected to continue to be relatively light, with

a maximum valet activity level of about 53 total vehicles (26 arriving, 27 returned) during the

mid-day period on Sunday, and approximately 49 total vehicles (between 21 and 23 arriving,

between 26 and 28 returned) during the evening period, also on Sunday. These values reflect

average total potential vehicle arrival and valet vehicle return rates of less than one vehicle

every two minutes during both the mid-day and evening periods (including the observed existing

site-related activity, plus the potential additional valet parking activity associated with both the

assumed full occupancy of the hotel’s 47 rooms and full utilization of the restaurant by both

hotel guests and non-hotel guest patrons). Table 7 also indicates that the maximum number of

arriving vehicles could be approximately 27 vehicles per hour (occurring during the mid-day

period from 12:00 Noon to 1:00 PM on Friday), with a maximum valet vehicle return demand of

about 31 vehicles per hour (also during the mid-day period, but occurring on Saturday between

11:30 AM and 12:30 PM), which again represent average peak vehicle arrival and valet vehicle

return rates of only about one vehicle every two minutes. As such, these potential peak forecast

valet activity levels are anticipated to continue to be able to be easily accommodated by the

valet parking operators at the Malibu Beach Inn hotel site, and therefore, as with the current

valet parking operations, no vehicular queuing on Pacific Coast Highway (in either direction) by

vehicles waiting to enter the hotel site is anticipated to occur.

However, it is also important to note that the vehicle arrival and valet vehicle return rates shown

in Table 7 and described above represent a “worst case” estimate of the potential total number

of vehicles that could need to be accommodated by the hotel’s on-site valet parking operators,

and not the number of vehicles that would be expected to use the proposed off-site parking lot.

As described earlier in this report, as a result of the proposed construction of the new on-site

swimming pool and other site-related modifications, the Malibu Beach Inn proposes to relocate

a total of 33 of the required 58 parking spaces to the off-site lot, or approximately 57 percent of
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Table 7
Malibu Beach Inn Valet Parking Activity Level Summary

Estimated “100 Percent Room Occupancy Level” With Mditional Non-Hotel Patronage of Carbon Beach Club Restaurant

Wednesday Friday Saturday Sunday
Time October 7, 2015 October 9, 2015 October 10, 2015 October 11, 2015

Period Arrival [11 Return [2] Total Arrival [1] Return [2] Total Arrival [1] Return [2] Total Arrival [1] Return ~ Total

Mid-Day
11:OOAM-12:OON 23 19 42 18 17 35 17 28 45* 26 27 53*
11:I5AM-12:I5PM 23 19 42 24 17 41 16 29 45* 22 27 49
11:3OAM-12:3OPM 23 23 46 26 18 44 14 31 45* 23 25 48
11:45AM-12:45PM 19 23 42 26 24 50 14 30 44 21 21 42
12:00 N- 1:00PM 21 23 44 27 24 51 * 15 28 43 20 18 38
12:15PM-1:15PM 21 25 46 19 26 45 16 27 43 21 19 40
12:30 PM-1:30 PM 21 28 49* 18 27 45 19 24 43 24 18 42

Evening
4:30 PM-5:30 PM 17 17 34 17 24 41 21 17 38 22 21 43
4:45PM-5:45PM 16 16 32 19 22 41 21 17 38 23 26 49*
5:00 PM-6:00 PM 13 13 26 20 22 42 18 19 37 21 28 49*
5:15 PM-6:15 PM 16 15 31 17 20 37 19 23 42 21 27 48
5:3OPM-6:3OPM 20 19 39 22 22 44 18 23 41 20 28 48
5:45 PM-6:45 PM 20 19 39 21 22 43 17 26 43* 16 21 37
6:00 PM-7:00 PM 20 21 41 * 24 24 48* 17 24 41 16 21 37
6:15 PM-7:15 PM 16 21 37 26 22 48* 19 21 40 16 20 36
6:30 PM-7:3OPM 12 17 29 25 20 45 19 22 41 21 18 39

Notes:

Indicates Highest One-Hour Valet Activity Le~ls per Survey Period per Day.
(1] Estimated Patron Vehicle Arrivals to Site.

[2J Estimated Valeted Vehicles Returned to Patrons.
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the total required hotel-related parking supply. Therefore, assuming that the number of vehicles

transferred back and forth between the hotel site and the off-site valet parking lot would be

proportional to the number of parking spaces provided at each location, just over half of the

peak valet activity noted earlier would occur due to vehicles travelling between the two sites.

Specifically, of the potential maximum of 53 total vehicles per hour (26 arriving, 27 returned)

forecast to be served by the hotel’s valet parking operators during the mid-day period, only

about 30 of these vehicles (15 arriving and 15 returned vehicles) would be expected to travel

between the hotel site and the off-site valet parking lot. Similarly, during the evening period, of

the forecast maximum of 49 total vehicles per hour (21 to 23 arriving, 26 to 28 returned) served

by the hotel valet staff, only about 28 vehicles (12 to 13 arriving, 15 to 16 returned) would be

expected to be transferred to and from the off-site lot. These valet-related vehicle activity levels

correspond to an average of only about one arriving and one returned vehicle travelling between

the hotel and the off-site valet lot about every four minutes during the peak periods.

Further, as discussed later in this report, it is recommended that the proposed off-site parking lot

be utilized primarily to accommodate long-term hotel-related parking, such as for those vehicles

associated with guests of the hotel, which are not expected to exhibit high “turnover” rates (and

typically are moved only once or twice per day). Finally, the number of vehicle trips travelling

between the hotel and off-site parking lot locations can be further reduced, particularly during

periods of high vehicle activity on Pacific Coast Highway, by “pre-planning” vehicle returns for

hotel guests. Specifically, since the duration of stay for most hotel guests is known, it will be

possible to identify which guests are anticipated to leave the hotel each day, and as such, their

vehicles could be moved to the hotel site during periods of reduced on-street traffic, to minimize

potential delays or conflicts with traffic on Pacific Coast Highway. Therefore, even the relatively

nominal number of vehicles identified in the preceding discussion is likely to overstate the actual

valet activity levels associated with the operations of the proposed off-site valet parking lot.

It is also important to note that the potential future valet activity levels shown in Table 7 are

generally double, and in some cases, more than triple the current valet demands observed at

the hotel site. While these forecast valet parking demand values are valuable for evaluating the

potential maximum future operational demands of the site, it is unlikely that the actual parking

demands and valet activity at the hotel will approach the levels identified in Table 7, for a variety

of reasons. First, although not exhibiting full room utilization levels during the survey periods,

the occupancy levels observed at the hotel during this study (between .about 74 and 98 percent)

are typical of mid-week and weekend hotel utilizations both for this site specifically and for
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hotels throughout the region throughout the year, and the 100 percent room occupancy levels

assumed for purposes of this study likely overstates the potential valet parking demands, and as

such, any potential additional valet parking demands associated with room occupancy levels

would be expected to be nominal. Additionally, the assumptions used in this study related to the

potential additional non-hotel guest valet parking demands associated with public patronage of

the on-site restaurant are expected to be highly conservative, and are likely to substantially

overstate the actual additional parking activity levels. Assuming even slightly longer durations

of stays for the non-hotel guest patrons of the hotel’s restaurant would reduce the potential total

service capacity of the facility, producing fewer opportunities for additional non-hotel patronage,

thereby reducing the potential number of additional non-hotel guest related vehicles that could

be drawn to the site. Further, assuming even slightly higher average vehicle occupancy levels

for the non-hotel guest patrons of the restaurant would directly reduce the number of vehicles

associated with their patronage of the facility. Changes to the assumptions for either or both of

these factors would reduce the potential additional valet parking demands described previously.

For example, simply increasing the average vehicle occupancy assumed earlier for the potential

non-hotel guest restaurant patronage from 2.0 persons per vehicle to 2.25 persons per vehicle,

while keeping the assumed average duration of stay for patrons of the restaurant at 90 minutes

during the mid-day period and 2.0 hours during the evening period, would reduce the estimated

number of potential additional vehicles per hour shown in Table 6 by up to about 20 percent.

However, the potential maximum valet activity levels shown in Table 7 (using the current values

in Table 6) were used to evaluate the viability of the hotel’s proposed off-site valet parking plan,

in order to assure that it will provide adequate service and operate in an acceptable manner.

These evaluations and analyses are provided in the following section of this report.

Malibu Beach Inn — Existing and Forecast Future Parking Demands

As briefly described earlier in this report, the primary purpose of this study is to evaluate the

feasibility of the proposed relocation of approximately 33 of the 58 required parking spaces for

the Malibu Beach Inn from the hotel site itself to a nearby off-site location, including an analysis

of the potential operations of a valet-only service between the two sites. However, while the

hotel currently provides sufficient parking to meet its City-mandated parking requirements, and

can typically accommodate its parking demands without ‘overflow” onto Pacific Coast Highway

or into other nearby public or private parking facilities, a supplemental assessment of the

adequacy of the existing 59-space parking supply was conducted.
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Similar to the valet parking activity level surveys described in the preceding pages, the existing

parking demands for the hotel (including the “Carbon Beach Club” restaurant) were identified for

both weekday and weekend conditions during the peak mid-day (1 1:00 AM to 1:30 PM) and

evening (4:30 to 7:30 PM) periods. It should be noted that the parking demand surveys were

not conducted on the same days as the valet activity level surveys, although the surveyed days

for both the valet activity and parking demand represent typical activity levels for the hotel.

The parking demands associated with the existing conditions at the Malibu Beach Inn were

determined through a series manual counts of the actual number of vehicles parking at the site

every 30 minutes throughout both the mid-day and evening periods for a total of three days;

Wednesday December 16, Friday December 18, and Saturday December 19, 2015, The results

of the parking demand surveys for the existing conditions at the hotel site are shown in Table 8.

Table 8
Malibu Beach Inn Existing Parking Demands

Total Observed Parking Demand ~
Wednesday Friday Saturday

Time Period (12/16/2015) (12/18/2015) (12/1912015)

Mid-day
11:00AM to 11:30AM 13 13 23
11:30AM to 12:00PM 12 13 19

12:00PM to 12:30PM 8 18 15

12:30PM to 1:00PM 9 14 13

1:00PM to 1:30PM 16 17 13

1:30PM 16 19 16

Evening
4:30PM to 5:00PM 16 19 16
5:00PM to 5:30PM 16 19 17
5:30PM to 6:00PM 16 19 17
6:00PM to 6:30PM 15 19 19
6:30PM to 7:00PM 15 19 20

7:00PM to 7:30PM 15 19 22

7:30PM 16 21 23

Note:
UI Includes hotel guests, employees, visitors, and restaurant patrons.
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As identified in Table 8, the maximum number of vehicles parked at the hotel during any of the

three surveyed days and time periods was approximately 23 vehicles, which was observed to

occur at both the beginning (11:00 to 11:30 AM) and end (7:30 PM) of the day on Saturday; the

peak parking demands for the remaining days surveyed were approximately 16 vehicles, as

observed at multiple times during both the mid-day and evening periods on Wednesday, and

approximately 21 vehicles, which occurred at the end of the day (7:30 PM) on Friday.

However, as with the valet activity surveys discussed earlier in this report, the parking demands

shown in Table 8 occurred during days when the hotel was not at full occupancy, and therefore,

these values were also adjusted to reflect a 100-percent hotel room occupancy rate. As shown

in Table 9, again based on information provided by the hotel management, the hotel exhibited

an occupancy rate of between about 45 and 57 percent during the parking demand surveys.

Table 9
Malibu Beach Inn Room Occupancy Rates
(during on-site parking demand survey periods>

No. Rooms Occupancy
Day Occupied Rate

Wednesday 27
(12/16/2015)

Friday 25 53%
(12/18/2015)

Saturday 21 45%
(12/19/2015)

Therefore, in order to estimate the potential parking demands at the Malibu Beach Inn during

periods of full room occupancy, the values shown earlier in Table 8 were adjusted for each of

the individual surveyed days based on their respective room occupancy levels, in a manner

similar to that described previously to the valet activity level data. Specifically, on Wednesday,

the hotel room occupancy level was approximately 57 percent (27 of the 47 rooms occupied),

and as such, in order to estimate the “full room occupancy” parking demands for that day, the

parking demands shown in Table 8 were increased by approximately 74 percent (47 total rooms

divided by 27 rooms actually occupied 74.1%). Similarly, for the remaining surveyed days,

the “full room occupancy” adjustment factor was estimated to be approximately 88 percent for

Friday (47/25 88.0%), and approximately 124 percent for Sunday (47/21 = 123.8%).
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Additionally, again similar to the room occupancy-related adjustments associated with the actual

observed valet activity data, for the purposes of this study, the actual parking demands

observed at the hotel site (as earlier shown in Table 8) were also assumed to increase

proportionally with the hotel room occupancy levels. As such, these specific adjustment factors

were considered to be applicable to conditions at the site throughout the entire day, and were

applied to both the mid-day and evening survey period parking demand values shown in Table 8

for each of their respective days. The resulting Malibu Beach Inn parking demand estimates,

assuming 100-percent hotel room occupancy levels, are identified in Table 10.

Table 10
Malibu Beach Inn Estimated Parking Demands

Assuming 100-Percent Hotel Room Occupancy Levels

Total Estimated Parking Demand ~
Wednesday Friday Saturday

Time Period (1211612015) (1211812015) (1211912015)

Mid-day
11:00AM to 11:30AM 23 24 51
11:30AM to 12:00PM 21 24 43
12:00 PM to 12:30 PM 14 34 34
12:30PM to 1:00PM 16 26 29
1:00PM to 1:30PM 28 32 29

1:30PM 28 36 36

Evening
4:30 PM to 5:00 PM 28 36 36
5:00 PM to 5:30 PM 28 36 38
5:30 PM to 6:00 PM 28 36 38
6:00 PM to 6:30 PM 26 36 43
6:30PM to 7:00PM 26 36 45
7:00 PM to 7:30 PM 26 36 49

7:30PM 28 39 51

Note:
W Includes hotel guests, employees, visitors, and restaurant patrons.

As shown in Table 10, based on the estimated ‘full room occupancy” condition, the maximum

typical parking demand at the hotel, including parking associated with hotel guests, employees,

and visitors, is anticipated to be approximately 51 total vehicles, which would occur during both
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the late morning (11:00 to 11:30 AM) and late evening (7:30 PM) periods on Saturday; the

estimated peak parking demands for typical weekdays (Wednesday) and the early part of the

weekend (Friday) are expected to be between about 30 and 40 total vehicles, respectively.

Based on the preceding evaluations, the 58 parking spaces currently required for the hotel are

sufficient to accommodate the typical parking needs of the hotel throughout the peak periods,

even at full room occupancy levels, It should also be noted that the proposed removal of the

current “hotel guest only” restrictions for use of the on-site “Carbon Beach Club” restaurant

would not be expected to substantially increase the “full room occupancy” parking demands

identified in Table 10. Although the removal of the existing restaurant patronage restrictions

could potentially result in some additional vehicular traffic arriving to and departing from the

hotel site (as described earlier in this report shown previously in Table 6), a review of the

forecast future vehicle activity characteristics shown in Table 7 (which include the anticipated

potential effects of both assumed 100-percent hotel room occupancy levels as well as the

proposed removal of the “hotel guest only” restrictions on the “Carbon Beach Club” restaurant,

indicate that the number of vehicles arriving to and departing from (“valet” vehicles returned) the

hotel site are relatively “balanced” during both the mid-day and evening periods. As a result,

this table indicates that, in general, as a new vehicle arrives at the hotel site, a vehicle that had

already been parked at the site was being returned to its owner for departure from the hotel site.

Therefore, although some additional traffic (and associated valet parking activity) could be

expected to occur due to potential new “public” use of the existing on-site restaurant, these

additional vehicles would not be generally anticipated to result in any substantial increases in

the overall parking demands for the hotel, and the existing parking requirement of 58 spaces is

expected to remain adequate to accommodate the forecast typical parking demands of the site,

including any potential additional incremental non-hotel guest restaurant-related parking.
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PROPOSED HOTEL IMPROVEMENTS AND OFF-SITE PARKING OPERATIONS

As briefly described earlier in this report, the Malibu Bach Inn hotel currently contains a total of

47 guest rooms, as well as the on-site “Carbon Beach Club” restaurant. The hotel also provides

a total of 50 on-site striped parking spaces, although the current valet-only parking operations at

the site increases the on-site parking capacity of the existing hotel parking lot by approximately

nine spaces, to a total of approximately 59 spaces.

The hotel is proposing the construction of a new on-site swimming pool, along with removal of

the existing hotel guest only restriction for use of the on-site restaurant to permit its use by the

general public. The potential effects of the removal of the current hotel guest only patronage

restrictions on the restaurant have been described and evaluated in detail in the preceding

sections of this study. However, the construction of the proposed new swimming pool, which

will be located at the northern end of the existing hotel parking lot, will result in the elimination of

approximately 33 of the existing on-site parking spaces. As a result, the hotel proposes to

relocate these 33 spaces off-site within the parking lot of the nearby Hertz Rent-a-Car facility at

22853 Pacific Coast Highway, located approximately 200 feet south of and on the opposite

(east) side of the roadway from the hotel. As with the remaining 25 on-site hotel parking spaces

(following construction of the new swimming pool), these off-site parking spaces will also be

operated as valet-only spaces. The proposed future layout for the hotel site itself, following

construction of the swimming pool, is shown in Figure 4(a), while the conceptual layout for the

hotel’s proposed valet-parking operations at the Hertz Rent-a-Car site is shown in Figure 4(b).

As shown in Figure 4(b), a total of about 49 parking spaces will be provided at the reconfigured

Hertz Rent-a-Car lot, including four spaces for the Hertz Rent-a-Car facility itself, the 33 spaces

relocated from the hotel site, four or five spaces for the expanded hotel restaurant dining area,

one shuttle van space, and about six “surplus” spaces. All parking activity at this location, with

the exception of the required Americans with Disabilities Act (“ADA”) customer space, will be

managed by the hotel’s valet operators, to minimize movement conflicts within the parking lot.

The Hertz Rent-a-Car facility is considered to be an ideal location for the hotel’s off-site parking.

As shown previously in Figure 2, the Hertz site is located south of the hotel and on the opposite

side of Pacific Coast Highway, and as a result, the traffic movements between the hotel and the

off-site (Hertz) lot are simplified, and minimize the potential conflicts and delays that would be

associated with an off-site parking lot location either south of the hotel on the same side of the

roadway, or north of the hotel (regardless of which side of the highway). An off-site parking lot
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located north of the hotel would require vehicles exiting the hotel to cross two lanes of

southbound traffic on Pacific Coast Highway and then merge with the northbound traffic flow,

potentially resulting in long delays as these vehicles wait for appropriate “gaps” in both the

southbound and northbound traffic flows to travel to the off-site lot. Vehicles returning from an

off-site lot north of the hotel, but located on the opposite (east) side of the roadway would

experience similar difficulties and delays in crossing the northbound traffic flows before merging

into the southbound Pacific Coast Highway traffic flows. Similarly, an off-site parking lot located

south of the hotel on the same side of the roadway would experience a relatively easy right turn

exit from the hotel site into southbound Pacific Coast Highway traffic, and an easy right turn into

the off-site lot, but would then experience the same difficulties described earlier on their return

to the hotel, having to make a left turn out of the off-site parking lot across two lanes of

southbound traffic to merge into the northbound traffic flows to travel to the hotel site. As a

result, vehicles travelling between the hotel and an off-site parking lot in either of these locations

would have to contend with traffic flows in both directions of Pacific Coast Highway.

However, the proposed off-site valet parking lot location at the Hertz Rent-a-Car site will allow

for a much easier travel path, with fewer potential delays, between the off-site lot and the hotel,

as illustrated in Figure 5. As shown in this figure, vehicles travelling from the hotel to the off-site

parking lot will turn right out of the southern hotel driveway into the southbound traffic flow on

Pacific Coast Highway, transition into the existing median two-way left-turn lane, and make a

left-turn from that “refuge” lane into the southern driveway of the Hertz parking lot; vehicles

returning to the hotel from the off-site lot will follow the reverse path, making a right turn out of

either the northern (preferred) or southern Hertz lot driveway into the northbound traffic flows on

Pacific Coast Highway, again transition into the median two-way left-turn lane, and then make a

left turn into the hotel’s northern driveway. This travel path allows for easy right turn exits out of

both the hotel and Hertz parking lots, and simplifies the entry operations at both locations, since

the valet vehicles will make the necessary left turns across only one direction of traffic.

Despite the much easier and simpler traffic movements between the Malibu Beach Inn hotel site

and the proposed off-site valet parking lot at the Hertz Rent-a-Car facility, it is acknowledged

that traffic volumes on Pacific Coast Highway in the vicinity of the hotel are typically heavy in

both directions throughout much of the day, and can exhibit substantial congestion during the

peak commute traffic hours on weekdays, and throughout the day on weekends, Therefore, the

existing traffic conditions on Pacific Coast Highway were investigated and evaluated for this

study in order to determine the viability of the hotel’s proposed off-site valet parking plan.
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Existing Traffic Conditions on Pacific Coast Highway

In order to determine the feasibility of providing the 33 “replacement’ hotel parking spaces at the

Hertz Rent-a-Car site, data related to the overall traffic volumes and traffic flow characteristics

on Pacific Coast Highway in the immediate vicinity of the hotel were collected. These data were

collected on the same days and at the same times of the day as the hotel valet parking demand

information discussed previously in this report. These data were then analyzed to determine

whether the proposed off-site valet parking lot could be operated with reasonable and

acceptable vehicle return times for hotel patrons.

Pacific Coast Highway currently exhibits between about 42,000 and 50,000 vehicles per day

(total of both directions) in the vicinity of the hotel; with traffic volumes divided approximately

evenly between the northbound and southbound directions. The highest traffic volumes during

the survey period occurred on Friday, with a two-way total of about 49,344 vehicles per day,

while the lowest volumes occurred on Sunday, with a total of about 41,856 vehicles per day;

total daily traffic volumes on Pacific Coast Highway on Wednesday were about 43,989 vehicles,

while on Saturday, the total daily traffic volumes were about 43,196 vehicles. Additionally, traffic

volumes on Pacific Coast Highway are relatively substantial throughout both the mid-day and

evening time periods evaluated in this study, with peak total (both directions) hourly volumes

ranging between about 2,700 and 3,650 vehicles, again with the traffic approximately evenly

split between the northbound and southbound directions, and the mid-day and evening hourly

volumes exhibiting similar traffic levels. The current daily and peak hourly traffic volumes during

the mid-day and evening survey periods on Pacific Coast Highway are shown in Table 11.

Table 11
Daily and Survey Period Peak Hour Directional Traffic Volumes on Pacific Coast Highway

Daily Mid-Day [1]

Day ______ ______

Wednesday

Friday

Saturday

Sunday

Notes:
[13 Highest one-hourtraffic volumes between 11:00 AM and 1:30 PM.

[23 Highest one-hourtraffic volumes between 4:30 and 7:30 PM.

NB SB Total

21,617 22,372 43,989

24,457 24,887 49,344

21,645 21,551 43,196

21,268 20,588 41,856

NB SB Total

1,332 1,382 2,714

1,564 1,432 2,996

1,536 1,566 3,102

1,482 1,678 3,160

Evening [2]

NB SB Total

1,861 1,567 3,428

1,814 1,830 3,644

1,475 1,673 3,148

1,742 1,432 3,174
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As shown in Table 11, traffic volumes along Pacific Coast Highway adjacent to the hotel site are

relatively high throughout the entire day, including during both the mid-day and evening periods

evaluated in this study. As a result, potentially continuous traffic flows in one or both directions

could present difficulties or result in long delays for valeted vehicles attempting to travel

between the hotel site and the proposed off-site (Hertz) valet parking lot, particularly in making

the necessary left-turn moves across Pacific Coast Highway traffic flows into either of the sites,

which will require the valeted vehicles to wait for “gaps” in the opposing direction traffic flows in

order to execute these turns. Therefore, the analysis of the operations of the hotel’s proposed

off-site valet parking plan was expanded to include a supplemental “gap” study to evaluate the

traffic flow conditions on Pacific Coast Highway during the critical mid-day and evening periods,

when the valet movements between the two sites are expected to be at their highest levels.

The purpose of the supplemental gap study was to identify the number and duration of “gaps” in

both the northbound and southbound traffic flows on Pacific Coast Highway in the vicinity of the

hotel and off-site (Hertz) valet parking lot that could be used by the valeted vehicles to make the

southbound left-turn into the Hertz site parking lot (travelling from the hotel site), and alternately,

to make the northbound left-turn into the hotel site (returning from the off-site valet parking lot),

and to quantify the minimum number of vehicles that would be able to make those moves. The

details and results of the gap study are described in the following pages.

The supplemental gap study utilized the standard analysis assumptions and methodologies

described in the current edition of the Highway Capacity Manual (“HCM”), published by the

Transportation Research Board (“TRB”). The HCM identifies minimum times for “critical gaps”

(the time between the arrival of two consecutive vehicles at a specific point) in the traffic flows

along a “major street” (in this case, Pacific Coast Highway) that will allow a vehicle to safely and

comfortably make a left turn across the major street traffic at an unsignalized intersection

(specifically, the hotel driveway, or the Hertz Rent-a-Car driveway), as will be necessary for the

hotel’s valeted vehicles to travel between the hotel site and the proposed off-site parking lot.

The critical gap times for such moves, identified in the HCM as “one-stage” left turns (where the

subject vehicle makes a left-turn across opposing major street traffic in a single movement), are

based on two components, the “initial” minimum gap time needed for a driver to recognize an

acceptable gap in the opposing traffic flows and initiate the left turn, and the “follow-up” time,

which is the incremental additional time, following the “initial” gap, needed to accommodate any

subsequent left-turning vehicles (assuming that there is more than one vehicle waiting to make

the left-turn across the major street traffic flows).
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Based on the HCM analysis methodologies, a one-stage left-turn move requires a minimum gap

of 7.5 seconds between vehicles in the major street traffic flow for a vehicle to make a desired

left-turn movement across that traffic, with a follow-up time of 3.5 additional seconds to allow for

each subsequent left-turning vehicle. For example, based on these criteria, a 7.5-second gap in

the northbound traffic flows on Pacific Coast Highway would allow only one vehicle to make a

southbound left turn across this oncoming traffic into the proposed off-site valet parking lot,

while accommodating two left-turning vehicles would require a minimum gap of 11.0 seconds,

three consecutive left-turning vehicles would need a 14.5-second gap to safely make a left turn,

and so on; note that for multiple lane roadways such as Pacific Coast Highway (two travel lanes

in each direction), the traffic flow gaps represent the overall gaps in traffic flows across all lanes

of the roadway. These conditions would also apply to gaps in the southbound traffic flows on

Pacific Coast Highway related to vehicles returning from the off-site valet parking lot and making

northbound left-turns into the hotel driveway. This gap study included identification of the

number and capacity of the gaps in the northbound and southbound traffic flows individually,

since the hotel’s valeted vehicles would only have to cross one direction of traffic at a time along

their travel paths between the hotel and the proposed off-site (Hertz) valet parking lot location.

The number and duration of one-stage gaps in both the northbound and southbound traffic flows

on Pacific Coast Highway were identified through field observations and counts conducted on

the same days and times as the valet parking activity surveys and other data used in this study

were collected, in order to provide comparable data for each of the tasks included in analysis.

The actual observed gap data (including the number of gaps, the duration of each gap, and the

time each gap occurred) are provided in the attachments to this report.

To summarize the results of the gap study, a minimum of 36 gaps per hour in the northbound

traffic flows and 39 gaps per hour in the southbound traffic flows along Pacific Coast Highway of

sufficient duration (minimum of 7.5 seconds) to accommodate at least one left-turning vehicle

were observed during the mid-day evaluation period; in total, these gaps would provide

sufficient time for approximately 87 vehicles per hour to execute the southbound left-turn from

Pacific Coast Highway into the off-site valet parking lot, while about 145 vehicles per hour could

make the northbound left-turn from Pacific Coast Highway into the hotel parking lot during this

time period. During the evening survey period, there were a minimum of 40 gaps per hour in

the northbound and 39 gaps per hour in the southbound traffic flows on Pacific Coast Highway

of 7.5 seconds or more occurred, resulting in a southbound left-turn capacity of approximately

91 vehicles per hour, and a northbound left-turn capacity of about 150 vehicles per hour.
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Further, throughout entire 2.5-hour mid-day survey period, a minimum of 99 acceptable gaps in

northbound traffic, and a minimum of 104 acceptable gaps in southbound traffic were observed

during the four days of data collection, resulting in an estimated minimum left-turn capacity for

southbound vehicles (turning into the off-site valet parking lot) of about 228 total vehicles, and

an estimated minimum northbound left-turn capacity (for vehicles returning to the hotel) of about

387 total vehicles during that time period. Similarly, during the 3.0-hour evening survey period,

a minimum of 132 acceptable gaps in northbound traffic and a minimum of 122 acceptable gaps

in southbound traffic were observed, which would allow for a minimum total of approximately

320 southbound left turns and a minimum total of about 476 northbound left turns to occur.

Therefore, on average, the mid-day period exhibited about 40 acceptable gaps per hour in the

northbound traffic flows and about 42 acceptable gaps per hour in the southbound traffic flows

on Pacific Coast Highway, allowing for an average of about 91 southbound left turns per hour

into the proposed off-site valet parking lot and about 155 northbound left turns per hour into the

hotel site. The evening survey period experienced similar conditions, with an average of about

44 acceptable gaps per hour in northbound traffic flow and about 41 acceptable gaps per hour

in southbound traffic flow, with an average left-turn capacity of about 107 vehicles per hour for

the southbound direction, and of about 159 vehicles per hour for the northbound direction.

When compared to the forecast “worst case” valet parking activity level estimates identified

earlier in this report, it is evident that there are a sufficient number of “acceptable” gaps in both

the northbound and southbound traffic flows on Pacific Coast Highway to accommodate the

amount of potential valet-related traffic that could occur between the Malibu Beach Inn and the

proposed off-site valet parking lot at the Hertz Rent-a-Car site. As shown previously in Table 7,

the maximum number of vehicles arriving at the hotel during either the mid-day or evening

periods (for any of the surveyed days) is forecast to be approximately 27 vehicles per hour, with

a maximum valet vehicle return demand of approximately 31 vehicles per hour (note that these

peak arrival and vehicle return demands do not occur on the same day or within the same hour,

but are identified here to represent the highest potential vehicle movements that could occur at

the hotel and off-site valet parking locations). However, as also described in detail previously,

only about 33 of the hotel’s 58 total required parking spaces are proposed to be relocated to the

off-site valet parking facility, and as such, a maximum of only about 30 total vehicles per hour

(generally evenly divided between arriving vehicles transferred from the hotel site to the off-site

valet parking lot and vehicles returned by the valet drivers from the off-site lot to the hotel) would

actually be anticipated to travel between the two sites, with peak “directional” valet traffic of only
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about 16 one-way valet trips (approximately one trip about every four minutes) between the

hotel and the off-site lot occurring each hour. These potential maximum valet vehicle demands

are substantially less than the estimated minimum left-turn capacities identified by the gap study

both at the hotel site and at the proposed off-site valet parking lot. Therefore, the results of the

gap study confirm that adequate left-turn capacity exists in both the northbound and southbound

directions to accommodate the potential “worst case” valet left-turn movements between the

hotel site and the proposed off-site valet parking lot during the peak demand periods.

Although not specifically evaluated in this analysis, the gap study also indicates that there are

more than adequate opportunities for vehicles exiting from either the hotel parking lot or the

proposed off-site valet parking lot to enter into the southbound or northbound traffic flows on

Pacific Coast Highway, respectively, without significant delay. Since the gap study data identify

substantial capacity for vehicles to cross the opposing traffic flows with little or no delays

throughout both the mid-day and evening periods evaluated, these same gaps in traffic flows

would or could also be utilized by vehicles exiting the hotel or off-site valet parking lot sites, and

would also provide sufficient openings in traffic for these vehicles to easily transition from their

respective hotel or off-site valet parking lot exit driveways into the median two-way left-turn lane

to subsequently make the left-turns into their destination sites.

It is also of note that these forecast maximum values reflect all valet parking activity at the hotel,

including those vehicles that will be parked on site (in the approximately 25 spaces remaining

following construction of the new swimming pool) and not need to be transferred to the

proposed off-site parking lot. Additionally, as identified earlier in this report in the analysis of the

potential future valet parking demands for the hotel, much of the total forecast valet demands

are associated with potential additional non-hotel guest patronage of the hotel’s restaurant, and

is expected to exhibit relatively short-duration visits to the hotel site. Further, information

provided by the hotel’s valet operators indicates that approximately 80 percent of the current

valet parking demands are associated with long-term hotel visits (greater than 90 minutes,

including overnight parking by hotel guests). As a result, at least some portion of the potential

maximum vehicle arrival/valet vehicle return demands identified earlier in Table 7 will be the

result of shorter duration stays (less than 90 minutes). In order to more effectively manage the

future valet parking demands, it is anticipated that much of the short-duration vehicle parking

will be accommodated at the hotel site, with the proposed off-site valet parking lot serving as the

primary location for vehicles requiring long-term or overnight parking. Therefore, it is anticipated

that the majority of the vehicles parked at the proposed off-site lot will not exhibit substantial
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short-term “turnover” rates (two-way trips between the hotel and the off-site lot), further reducing

the actual left-turn demands from the “worst case” values described earlier in this section, and

reinforcing the conclusion that there is more than adequate ability for valeted vehicles to travel

between the hotel site and the proposed off-site valet parking lot without significant delays.

However, while the results of the gap study indicates that no significant capacity constraints

currently or are anticipated to exist that would prohibit or hinder the use of the proposed off-site

valet parking lot or result in unacceptable delays in transferring vehicles between the hotel and

off-site valet parking lot, in order to provide additional information related to the traffic conditions

along Pacific Coast Highway adjacent to the hotel, actual drive time surveys were conducted at

various times throughout both the mid-day and evening survey periods on each of the four days

evaluated in this study. The drive time data was collected to both test the real-world viability of

the proposed vehicle travel paths between the hotel and the proposed off-site valet parking lot

(including exiting each of the sites into the Pacific Coast Highway traffic flows, transitioning from

the “through” travel lanes into the median two-way left-turn lane, and then making the necessary

left turns into the respective destination sites), and to provide empirical data on the amount of

time needed to transfer and return a valeted vehicle between the hotel to the off-site lot.

The results of the drive time surveys indicate that, depending on when the vehicle “runs” began

and whether they needed to wait for a gap in the Pacific Coast Highway traffic flows to exit from

their origin site (either the hotel or the off-site valet parking lot), the one-way travel times in

either direction (hotel to off-site lot, or off-site lot to hotel) ranged from a minimum of 18 seconds

to a maximum of two minutes 45 seconds, although the average one-way travel time in either

direction throughout both the mid-day and evening survey periods was about one minute.

Additionally, the drive time surveys also included a number of “round trip” drives between the

hotel and the off-site valet parking lot (with the survey vehicle exiting the hotel, travelling to,

entering and circulating through, and then exiting the off-site valet parking lot, and then returning

to the hotel in one continuous circuit), also during both the mid-day and evening survey periods.

The round trip drive time surveys produced results consistent with the one-way trip surveys, with

a minimum round trip drive time of only about 40 seconds and a maximum round trip drive time

of just under four minutes, with an average total drive time of abd’ut one minute 30 seconds.

Therefore, both the gap study and the drive time surveys indicate that the proposed provision of

approximately 33 hotel-related valet-only parking spaces in an off-site parking facility located at

the nearby Hertz Rent-a-Car site would be acceptable. The data show that there are more than
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adequate “gaps” in both the northbound and southbound traffic flows on Pacific Coast Highway

to accommodate the anticipated maximum valet parking activity levels (shown earlier in Table 7)

at all times during both the peak mid-day and evening valet operations periods throughout the

week (including weekends), with little or no delay expected for the necessary left-turn moves

into either the hotel or off-site valet parking lot driveways, and that valet customer wait times for

returned vehicles are expected to be within an acceptable range (typically no more than about

five minutes at any time of the day, even if the valet driver must first travel from the hotel to the

proposed off-site valet parking lot location in order to pick up the returning vehicle).

However, while the results of the traffic gap study and drive-time surveys confirm that access

between the hotel site and the proposed off-site parking lot location will operate acceptably, with

sufficient gaps in traffic flows to accommodate the maximum number of vehicles anticipated to

be transferred between the two sites, it is acknowledged that the traffic data used in these

evaluations were not collected during the peak “summer” months, although the traffic volumes

during the unseasonably hot October week during which the observations were conducted were

consistent with or in excess of historical Caltrans data for peak summer months. Nevertheless,

City staff has noted that anecdotal observations indicate that traffic congestion levels (although

not necessarily the traffic volumes) could be higher at times than those identified in this study.

As a result, it is possible that increased traffic congestion on Pacific Coast Highway during the

peak “summer” periods could result in vehicular queues of sufficient length to block access into

the entry (southern) driveway at the proposed off-site parking lot. Therefore, to assure that the

operations of the proposed off-site valet parking plan are not disrupted by such queuing, it is

recommended that new “Keep Clear” pavement markings be installed on the northbound lanes

of Pacific Coast Highway adjacent to the “entry” driveway for the proposed off-site parking lot,

as shown conceptually in Figure 6. These prohibitions will provide for a clear entry path for the

hotel’s valet-related vehicles into the off-site parking lot driveway at all times, regardless of the

congestion levels or vehicular queuing conditions along Pacific Coast Highway.

It is also of note that, along with the recommended “Keep Clear” signage, the conversion of a

portion of the existing median two-way left turn lane into an exclusive left-turn pocket, to better

control the subject (southbound) left-turns into the off-site parking lot entry driveway, was also

considered, as shown in Figure 7. However, it was determined that a dedicated left-turn lane

would eliminate the existing access to several of the properties located along the “ocean side” of

Pacific Coast Highway that is currently provided by the two-way left-turn lane, and therefore, the

potential installation of the exclusive left-turn pocket shown in Figure 7 is not recommended.
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Other Considerations

Finally, in addition to the data and analyses of the existing and forecast future conditions at and

around the Malibu Beach Inn hotel site, it is acknowledged that the City of Malibu has recently

approved the “Pacific Coast Highway (PCH) Safety Study”, dated June 22, 2015, and adopted

the recommendations for improvements related to both pedestrian and vehicular operations

along the Pacific Coast Highway corridor through the City and surrounding vicinity. However, a

review of this document and its findings indicated that although the Safety Study did identify that

several accidents have occurred in the area surrounding the hotel site, there are no significant

safety or operational issues along Pacific Coast Highway near the Malibu Beach Inn hotel that

would affect or be affected by the hotel’s proposed off-site valet parking plan. Therefore, the

proposed Malibu Beach Inn hotel off-site valet parking plan is considered to be consistent with

the findings and recommendations of the adopted “Pacific Coast Highway (PCH) Safety Study”.

Proposed Malibu Beach Inn Valet Operations Plan (Including Off-Site Parking)

Based on the results of the valet parking demand and other operational evaluations summarized

in the preceding sections of this report, a detailed Valet Operations Plan (“Plan”) was prepared.

This Plan includes recommendations related to the hours of operation, staffing levels, vehicle

parking locations, and other items associated with the operations of a valet-only parking plan for

the Malibu Beach Inn hotel. The hotel’s proposed valet parking program is a modification of the

existing valet-only on-site parking operations provided by the hotel, but will be expanded to

include both on-site and off-site valet-only parking, including about 25 spaces provided in the

hotel’s on-site parking lot at 22787 Pacific Coast Highway, and a minimum of 33 spaces located

off-site at the existing Hertz Rent-a-Car facility at 22853 Pacific Coast Highway, approximately

200 feet south of the hotel site on the opposite (east) side of the roadway. The recommended

Malibu Beach Inn Valet Operations Plan is provided in the attachments to this document.
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SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The existing Malibu Beach Inn hotel contains a total of 47 guest rooms, along with the on-site

“Carbon Beach Club” restaurant, which is currently restricted to use by hotel guests only. The

existing hotel site provides a total of 59 on-site parking spaces (including 50 striped spaces and

nine “aisle-parked” spaces), with all site-related parking currently managed through valet-only

operations. The 59 spaces provided exceeds the City’s parking requirement for the hotel site of

58 spaces, and are sufficient to accommodate the parking demands associated with the hotel’s

current typical activity levels. At no time during the survey periods were vehicles observed to

queue on Pacific Coast Highway waiting to enter the hotel site.

The Malibu Beach Inn is currently proposing the construction of a new swimming pool, and the

removal of the existing hotel guest only restriction for use of the on-site restaurant, which will

affect both the capacity and demands related to the current on-site parking operations.

Specifically, the construction of the proposed new swimming pool will result in the elimination of

approximately 33 of the existing on-site parking spaces at the hotel site, while removal of the

existing hotel guest only restrictions on the on-site restaurant to allow the general public to

patronize that facility could be anticipated to result in additional valet parking activity at the site.

In order to address the loss of the 33 on-site parking spaces due to construction of the proposed

new swimming pool, the Malibu Beach Inn is proposing to provide a total of about 49 off-site

parking spaces at the nearby Hertz Rent-a-Car facility located at 22853 Pacific Coast Highway,

approximately 200 feet south of and on the opposite (east) side of the roadway from the hotel,

Based on the data and analyses summarized in the preceding pages, it is expected that the

hotel’s proposed off-site valet parking plan will exhibit acceptable operations, and to adequately

accommodate both the existing and forecast future typical valet parking demands for the hotel,

including potential additional demands associated with the proposed removal of the current

hotel guest only restrictions on use of the on-site restaurant. Although the analysis of the

operations of the proposed off-site valet parking plan includes highly conservative estimates of

the potential additional restaurant-related valet parking demand resulting from its proposed use

by non-hotel guest patrons, any such valet parking demand increases are expected to be

nominal, since the existing restaurant typically exhibits high occupancy levels, and as a result,

the potential for any substantial increases in restaurant patronage is limited by the availability of

vacant seats. Conversely, construction of the proposed new swimming pool will not increase

the current valet parking demand activity levels, as its use will be restricted to hotel guests only.
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As detailed in the preceding study, although overall traffic volumes on Pacific Coast Highway in

the vicinity of the Malibu Beach Inn hotel and proposed off-site valet-only parking lot location

(Hertz Rent-a-Car) are typically heavy throughout the day on both weekdays and weekends,

there are sufficient “gaps” in both the northbound and southbound traffic flows to adequately

accommodate the current and forecast future (“worst case”) valet vehicle traffic that would travel

between the hotel site and the off-site lot as part of the off-site valet parking activity.

Additionally, empirical drive time evaluations of the proposed path of travel for the valet vehicles

indicate that travel times between the hotel site and the off-site valet parking lot are within

acceptable levels, with typical average one-way travel times of approximately one minute in

each direction, and typical average overall (“round trip”) travel times of under two minutes.

However, increased traffic congestion levels in the study area during the peak “summer” months

can result in substantial vehicular queuing, which could block access into the entry driveway at

the proposed off-site parking lot location, and as a result, in order to assure that such access is

maintained at all times, it is recommended that “Keep Clear” pavement markings be installed on

the northbound lanes of Pacific Coast Highway at this location. Conversely, the conversion of a

portion of the existing median two-way left-turn lane on Pacific Coast Highway to provide for an

exclusive left-turn lane into the subject off-site parking lot driveway is not recommended, due to

anticipated “secondary” impacts on access to several of the “ocean side” properties in the area.

Additionally, a review of the City’s recently adopted “Pacific Coast Highway (PCH) Safety Study”

indicated that, while there have historically been several vehicle accidents along the segment of

Pacific Coast Highway in the vicinity of the Malibu Beach Inn, such accidents are not the result

of any significant design deficiencies along this segment of the highway. As a result, no specific

recommendations related to roadway or other operational improvements along the segment of

Pacific Coast Highway adjacent to the Malibu Beach Inn or proposed off-site valet parking lot

are identified in the Safety Study. Based on this review, the proposed Malibu Beach Inn hotel

off-site valet parking plan is considered to be consistent with the findings and recommendations

of the “Pacific Coast Highway (PCH) Safety Study”, which would not affect or be affected by the

hotel’s proposed off-site valet parking plan operations.

Therefore, this study concludes that the proposed Malibu Beach Inn off-site valet parking plan,

including the recommended implementation of new “Keep Clear” pavement markings on

northbound Pacific Coast Highway adjacent to the Off-Site (Hertz Rent-a-Car) entry driveway,

will provide sufficient capacity to accommodate the current and forecast future parking needs of
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the site, and will operate in an acceptable manner. A detailed Valet Operations Plan has been

prepared to identify the specific physical and operational parameters of the proposed valet plan,

in order to assure that the valet parking program adheres to the conditions assumed or

anticipated in this study, and to avoid potential future operational issues. The recommended

Valet Operations Plan for the Malibu Beach Inn is provided in the attachments to this document.
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RECOMMENDED MALIBU BEACH INN VALET OPERATIONS PLAN
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MALIBU BEACH INN ON-SITE AND OFF-SITE VALET PARKING OPERATIONS PLAN

As part of the approval of the site improvements and operational modifications proposed at the

Malibu Beach Inn hotel, located at 22878 Pacific Coast Highway in the City of Malibu, California,

including the construction of a new on-site swimming pool and the removal of the existing

restrictions on use of the hotel’s ‘Carbon Beach Club” restaurant by hotel guests only, the hotel

shall establish and implement a Valet Parking Operations Plan acceptable to the City in order to

manage its parking activities.

The Malibu Beach Inn hotel’s Valet Parking Operations Plan shall be operated based on the

following recommendations, conditions, and operational elements.

o The Malibu Beach Inn shall provide a minimum of 58 parking spaces, as currently required

by the City of Malibu for the hotel and its associated uses pursuant to the City’s 2006

approval of the on-site “Carbon Beach Club” restaurant, plus five or six additional spaces

as required to legalize the full patio dining area (which has been in use since before 2016).

• A minimum of 25 hotel-related parking spaces shall be provided on-site at the existing

Malibu Beach Inn hotel facility (located at 22878 Pacific Coast Highway) through a

combination of striped and aisle-parked spaces, as shown in Exhibit A.

o A minimum of 33 hotel-related parking spaces (plus the five or six spaces as required

by the City related to the additional patio dining area) shall be provided off-site at the

existing Hertz Rent-a-Car facility (located at 22853 Pacific Coast Highway), as shown

conceptually in Exhibit B. (Note that Exhibit B relates specifically to the shared use of

the 22853 Pacific Coast Highway site by the hotel’s off-site valet parking operations

and a rental car business; should the existing rental car business be replaced by a

different use, or if such use is removed from the site completely, Exhibit B shall be

modified accordingly pursuant to City review and approval).

o All on-site (Malibu Beach Inn) and off-site (Hertz Rent-a-Car site) parking for the hotel shall

be operated as valet-only, including management of the rental vehicle fleet parking; parking

for rental car customers will either retain its existing self-park operations, or will be included

as part of the hotel’s valet parking operations as applicable.

o No Malibu Beach Inn-related guest or patron self-parking shall occur at either the on-site

(Malibu Beach Inn) or off-site (Hertz Rent-a-Car) locations.

o The Malibu Beach Inn valet parking services (for both the on-site and off-site operations)

shall be provided 24 hours a day throughout the entire week (Sunday through Monday).
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o No pedestrian crossing of Pacific Coast Highway by valet drivers or by guests of the hotel

and/or restaurant related to vehicle drop-off or retrieval operations shall be permitted,

unless and until such time as a new crosswalk may be installed on Pacific Coast Highway

in the vicinity of the Malibu Beach Inn hotel.

o All hotel-related vehicles shall follow the travel paths identified in Exhibit C. Specifically:

• Vehicles arriving at the Malibu Beach Inn shall enter the site via the northern driveway

to engage the valet parking service. Arriving vehicles will then either be parked on-site

or will be transferred to the off-site lot.

• Vehicles transferred to the off-site valet parking lot shall exit the Malibu Beach Inn site

via the southern driveway (in order to maintain a one-way, counterclockwise traffic flow

at the hotel site), and transition into the existing median two-way left-turn lane on

Pacific Coast Highway to perform the left-turn into the off-site valet parking lot.

• All hotel-related valeted vehicles entering the off-site valet parking lot will do so via the

southern driveway, while valeted vehicles returning to the Malibu Beach Inn site will exit

the off-site valet parking lot via either the northern (preferred) or southern driveway, as

is feasible based on the ongoing operations of the Hertz Rent-a-Car facility.

• All valeted vehicles returning to the Malibu Beach Inn shall re-enter the site via the

northern driveway.

o Adequate valet staffing shall be provided so as to ensure efficient and timely operations of

both the on-site and off-site parking activities, with maximum typical patron vehicle return

times not to exceed five (5) minutes.

o The off-site valet parking lot shall be used primarily for long-term hotel-related parking

(such as for hotel guest overnight parking), in order to minimize valet-related trips between

the hotel and off-site parking lot.

o Communications between the on-site and off-site valet parking staff shall be maintained via

radio or other means in order to alert the off-site valet staff of requested vehicle returns.

o A dedicated shuttle vehicle shall be provided to transport valet drivers between the hotel

and off-site valet lot as necessary to maintain acceptable staffing levels at each location,

until such time as a crosswalk may be installed on Pacific Coast Highway in the vicinity of

the Malibu Beach Inn hotel.

o Install “Keep Clear” pavement markings on northbound Pacific Coast Highway at the entry

(southern) driveway of the off-site valet parking lot, as shown conceptually in Exhibit D.
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Existing Malibu Beach Inn Valet Operations
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VALET SERVICES OBSERVATIONAL SUMMARY

HIRSCH/GREEN TRANSPORTATION CONSULTING, INC.

MALIBU INN HOTEL (22878 PACIFIC COAST HIGHWAY)

WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 07, 2015

11:00AM TO 01:30 PM

04:30 PM TO 07:30 PM

~~i~!K~iNe1[ ~
- PERIOD~ : j~ ARR&ALS111. - RETURNS121

1100-1115 1 1

1115-1130 0 0

1130-1145 3 0

1145-1200 1 1

1200-1215 1 1

1215-1230 0 3

1230-1245 0 0

1245-0100 3 1

0100-0115 1 3

0115-0130 0 5

~ 15-MIN. ..VA”Lti’~’5ERVICES

~~i’ ~j[ ARRIVALS~ RETURNS~

0430-0445 1 1

0445-0500 2 3

0500-05 15 1 0

0515-0530 0 0

0530-0545 0 0

0545-0600 0 1

0600-0615 3 1

0615-0630 3 3

0630-0645 0 0

0645-0700 0 3

0700-0715 0 1

0715-0730 0 0

Notes:

Indicates Highest One-Hour Valet Activity Levels
111 Patron Vehicle Arrivals to Site

Is) Valeted Vehicles Returned to Patrons

DATA PROVIDED BY:

THE TRAFFIC SOLUTION
329 DIAMOND STREET
ARCADIA, CALIFORNIA 91006
PH: 626.446.7978
FAX: 626.446.2877

fbNE!~oiTRT ~.~

‘~ PERIOD. . A~rnvALS” f ..‘RETURNS~ TAL

1100-1200 5 2 7

1115-1215 5 2 7

1130-1230 5 5 10

1145-1245 2 5 7

1200-0100 4 5 9

1215-0115 4 7 11

1230-0130 4 9 13

ONErWOUR R~ES’ ~
PERIOD’ - ARRIvAlS15’ RErURN5 (2J TOTAL

0430-0530 4 4 8

0445-0545 3 3 6

0500-0600 1 1 2

0515-0615 3 2 5

0530-0630 6 5 11

0545-0645 6 5 11

0600-0700 6 7 13

0615-0715 3 7 10

0630-0730 0 4 4

CLIENT:

PROJECT:

DATE:

PERIODS:

301



VALET SERVICES OBSERVATIONAL SUMMARY

HIRSCH/GREEN TRANSPORTATION CONSULTING, INC.

MALIBU INN HOTEL (22878 PACIFIC COAST HIGHWAY)

FRIDAY, OCTOBER 09, 2015

11:00AM TO 01:30 PM

04:30 PM TO 07:30 PM

Notes:

Indicates Highest One-Hour Valet Activity Levels

Ill Patron Vehicle Arrivals to Site

121 Valeted Vehicles Returned to Patrons

DATA PROVIDED BY:

THE TRAFFIC SOLUTION
329 DIAMOND STREET
ARCADIA, CALIFORNIA 91006
PH: 626.446.7978
FAX: 626.446 2877

;. ...

I ~.TOTAL.

CLIENT:

PROJECT:

DATE:

PERIODS:

bNE~HOuR ?. ~ ~ VA

ARRIVALS~ I.,. D~VI i~tj~ (2J

~~RVicEs~
PERIOD~ ARRIVALS ~ Rn~uRNs~L~

1100-1115 2 1

1115-1130 2 0

1130-1145 1 2

1145-1200 1 . 2

1200-1215 7 1

1215-1230 3 1

1230-1245 1 7

1245-0100 2 2

0100-0115 1 2

0115-0130 2 2

‘ ‘~1S-MIN.~ ~ .VAL~~VICES ‘

PERIOD . ARRIVALS ~ ~‘RETURNS [21

0430-0445 1 3

0445-0500 0 1

0500-0515 2 4

0515-0530 1 1

0530-0545 2 2

0545-0600 1 1

0600-0615 0 2

0615-0630 5 .

0630-0645 1 2

0645-0700 3 2

0700-0715 2 1

0715 0730 4 1

1100-1200 6 5 11

1115-1215 11 5 16

1130-1230 12 6 18

1145-1245 12 11 23

1200-0100 13 11 24

1215-0115 7 12 19

1230-0130 6 13 19

ONE-HOUR $~ - - .VALET’SERVICES

~ ‘PERIOD~ - A~RiVA&~~’J REruRN~21 ‘TOTAL

0430-0530 4 9 13

0445-0545 5 8 13

0500-0600 6 8 14

0515-0615 4 6 10

0530-0630 8 - 8 16

0545-0645 7 8 15

0600-0700 9 9 18

0615-0715 11 8 19

0630-0730 10 6 16
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VALET SERVICES OBSERVATIONAL SUMMARY

HIRSCH/GREEN TRANSPORTATION CONSULTING, INC.

MALIBU INN HOTEL (22878 PACIFIC COAST HIGHWAY)

SATURDAY, OCTOBER 10, 2015

11:00 AM TO 01:30 PM

04:30 PM TO 07:30 PM

. 15-MlN,~.II .~VALET SERVICES~
. ~ PERIOD ARRIVALS111 ‘~ RETURNS

1100-1115 2 3

1115-1130 2 3

1130 1145 1 4

1145-1200 0 6

1200-1215 1 4

1215-1230 0 5

1230-1245 1 3

1245-0100 1 4

0100-0115 2 3

0115-0130 3 2

.~:~15~MiN ~ ., V~ET~ERVICES
PERIOD’ -II~_ARRIVAt~11 RETURNS

0430-0445 3 1

0445-0500 4 3

0500-0515 0 0

0515-0530 2 1

0530-0545 3 1

0545-0600 1 5

0600-0615 1 4

0615-0630 1 1

0630-0645 2 4

0645-0700 1 3

0700-0715 3 1

0715-0730 1 2

Notes:

Indicates Highest One-Hour Valet Activity Levels

Patron Vehicle Arrivals to Site
2) Valeted Vehicles Returned to Patrons

DATA PROVIDED BY:

THE TRAFFIC SOLUTION
329 DIAMOND STREET
ARCADIA, CALIFORNIA 91006
PH: 626.446.7978
FAX: 626.446.2877

ONE1HOUR -.

PERIOD ~, .,ADDIiiA’~1F1!I~o~.riiDhIrl2) ‘.TOTAL’~

1100-1200 5 16 21

1115-1215 4 17 21

1130-1230 2 19 21

1145-1245 2 18 20

1200-0100 3 16 19

1215-0115 4 15 19

1230-0130 7 12 19

(d~iE.H~rR ~,,. ~KLET~~E~JçEs . -

~ .PERIOD - ARRIVALSL~)l ET (21~’ ~1Oi~L

• 0430-0530 9 5 14

0445-0545 9 5 14

0500-0600 6 7 13

0515-0615 7 11 18

0530-0630 6 11 17

0545-0645 5 14 19

0600-0700 5 12 17

0615-0715 7 9 16

0630-0730 7 10 17

CLIENT:

PROJECT:

DATE:

PERIODS:
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VALET SERVICES OBSERVATIONAL SUMMARY

HIRSCH/GREEN TRANSPORTATION CONSULTING, INC.

MALIBU INN HOTEL (22878 PACIFIC COAST HIGHWAY)

SUNDAY, OCTOBER 11 2015

11:00AM TO 01:30 PM

04:30 PM TO 07:30 PM

• .15~MIN. •VALET’SERVICES

‘~ PERIOD •ARRIVAI:S’1’ ‘ .RETURNSL~

1100-1115 7 1

1115-1130 1 5

1130-1145 4 5

1145-1200 2 4

1200-1215 3 1

1215-1230 2 3

1230-1245 2 1

1245-0100 1 1

0100-0115 4 2

0115-0130 5 2

‘ 15-MIN ~ ‘.,.,.,,~EitSER~iCES,
PERIOD ARRIVALS111 ~ RETuRNs’21

0430-0445. 3 3

0445-0500 3 1

0500-0515 2 3

0515-0530 2 2

0530-0545 4 8

0545-0600 1 3

0600-0615 2 2

0615-0630 1 3

0630-0645 1 1

0645-0700 1 3

0700-0715 2 1

0715-0730 5 1

Notes:

Indicates Highest One-Hour Valet Activity Levels
Ill Patron Vehicle Arrivals to Site

121 Valeted Vehicles Returned to Patrons

DATA PROVIDED BY:

THE TRAFFIC SOLUTION
329 DIAMOND STREET
ARCADIA, CALIFORNIA 91006
PH: 626.446.7978
FAX: 626.446 2877

ONE~OUR ~. ‘~ V ER~’IcEs..~.
,.. PERIOD~ ~ARRIVAIS111 I__RETURNS121 V TOTAL.

1100-1200 14 15 29

1115-1215 10 15 25

1130-1230 11 13 24

1145-1245 9 9 18

1200-0100 8 6 14

1215-0115 9 7 16

1230-0130 12 6 18

ONE~HOUR’ ‘, ~ET~SER~ICES,

PERIOD AARIvALS ~ .1 ~RETURNS l~1~I, TOTAL-

0430-0530 10 . 9 19

0445-0545 11 14 25

0500-0600 9 16 25

0515-0615 9 15 24

0530-0630 8 16 24

0545-0645 5 9 14

0600-0700 5 9 14.

0615-0715 5 8 13

0630-0730 9. 6 15

CLIENT:

PROJECT:

DATE:

PERIODS:
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Daily (24-Hour) Traffic Volumes on Pacific Coast Highway
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THE TRAFFIC SOLUTION - ADT ORKSHEET

CLIENT: HIRSCH/GREEN TRANSPORTATION CONSULTING. INC.
PROJECT: MALIBU INN HOTEL (22878 PACIFIC COAST HIGHWAY)
LOCATION: PACIFIC COAST HIGHWAY JUST N/O MALIBU INN HOTEL
DATE: WEDNESDAY OCTOBER 07 2015

DIRECTiON: NORTHBOUND

liME HOUR

BEGINNING 00-15 15-30 30-45 .45-60, TOTALS

~Ii~ 44 51 30 22 147

01.00 22 15 15 14 66

~ 14 13 2 11 40

~ 6 13 6 9 34

•:00 6 13 20 20 59

~ 45 45 90 109 289

~ 146 190 216 251 803

~ 258 307 328 332 1 225

08:00 283 395 332 326 1,336

f~X~I~ 283 290 318 327 1,218

10:00 313 301 269 286 1,169

11~J 311 292 326 334 1 263

12:00 284 350 298 349 1281

13:00 321 364 310 329 1,324

14:00 364 344 377 360 1,445

15:00 382 385 447 438 1652

16:00 435 454 458 464 1,811

17:00 472 467 422 418 1,779

cjr~ei~ 394 427 , 402 400 1,623

, 19:00 344 328 285 258 1,215

~iX~ 216 164 162 159 701

21:00 147 127 109 112 495

22:00 94 104 89 81 368

23:00 77 82 58 57 274

. .~. TOTAL 21,617

AM~ 07:45-08:45:

VOLUME , 1,342

~ . 16 30-1 7:30

VOLUME . . . 1,861

DIRECTION: : SOUTHBOUND

liME HOUR

BEGINNING 00-15 15-30 30-45 45-60 TOTALS

00:00 31 27 20 18 96

, 01:00 8 19 9 13 49

0200 ‘ 9 9 13 17 48

03:00 13 11 11 9 44

04:00 9 13 14 28 64

05:00 36 70 95 140 341

06:00 176 286 360 428 1,250

07:00 464 474 386 423 1,747

~ . 398 473 403 353 1,627

1~I~ 427 354 380 417 1,578

10:00. 373 390 352 352 1,467

1100 327 357 331 347 1,362

12:00 326 361 312 329 1,328

¶~X~J 379 362 351 348 1,440

14:00 ‘ 361 324 357 342 1,384

15:00 ‘ 439 446 417 416 1,718

16:00 422 383 406 373 1,584

17:00 395 393 375 381 1,544

18:00 386 341 349 321 1,397

19:00 256 261 214 190 921

20:00 167 118 125 :103 513

21:00 141 102 86 81 410

~J~J 91 101 64 52 308

~ 48 46 31 27 152
• ‘ TOTAL 22 372

AM1N~HOUR 06:45-07:45

VOLUME .- 1,752

PM PEAKfXJ~j1E 15:00-16:00

VOLUME ... . 1,718

TOTAL BI-DIRECTIONAL VOLUME 43,989

DATA PROVIDED BY

THE TRAFFIC SOLUTION
329 DIAMOND STREET
ARCADIA, CALIFORNIA 91008
PH: 6264487978
FAX 626 448 2877
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THE TRAFFIC SOLUTION - ADT WORKSHEET

CLIENT: HIRSCH/GREEN TRANSPORTATION CONSULTING. INC.
PROJECT: MALIBU INN HOTEL (22878 PACIFIC COAST HIGHWAY)
LOCATION: PACIFIC COAST HIGHWAY JUST N/O MALIBU INN HOTEL
DATE: FRIDAY OCTOBER09 2015

DIRECTION: NORTHBOUND

TIME HOUR

BEGINNING 00-15 15-30 30-45 45-60 TOTALS

00:00 59 48 33 23 163

01~00 24 17 18 . 19 78

~ 17 8 16 9 50

(~~) 15 9 9 12 45

04:00 11 20 20 27 78

05:00 40 71 96 145 352

08:00 143 190 267 234 •834

07:00 296 350 306 341 1,293

08:00 325 325 346 304 1,300

09:00 322 315 355 349 1,341

10:00 315 324 348 370 1,357

11.00 332 384 377 411 1,504

12:00 418 430 438 437 1,723

13:00 449 443 429 .468 1,789

14:00 460 462 492 446 1,860

15:00 473 459 465 451 1,848

16:00 504 410 450 455 1,819

17:00 472 437 425 438 1,772

18:00 448 381 394 409 1,632

19:0. 442 402 324 241 1,409

~ 219 194 169 148 730

21:00 119 168 150 134 571

22:00 123 112 145 124 504

23:00 115 106 93 91 405

: ‘ TOTAL 24 457

AM PEAK HOUR 11:00-12:00

VOLUME. . 1,504

~ ‘ . 15:15-16:15

VOLUME . ‘ . .: : 1,879

DIRECTIO : SOUTHBOUND

liME lX~(]i3
BEGINNING ~ 15-30 30-45 ~(~) . TOTALS

~ 25 29 34 12 100

01~00 16 16 24 9 65

02.00 7 10 11 8 36

03:00 16 9 12 8 45

04:00 18 19 19 25 81

05:00 41 68 63 136 308

06:00 170 238 308 368 1,084

07:00 440 397 339 392 1,568

~ 408 381 417 351 1,557

~ 359 334 366 362 1,421

10:00 373 341 344 309 1,367

11:00 342 356 374 360 1,432

12:00 407- 397 393 412 1,609

~ 387 453 477 438 1,755

14:00 390 440 426 407 1,663

15:00 382 463 474 480 1,799

16:00 499 483 473 461 1,916

17:00 425 471 450 482 1,828

18:00 468 441 414 389 1,712

19:00 378 311 303 239 1,231

20:00 201 215 177 159 752

21:00 - 159 167 152 138 616

22:00 159 138 120 137 554

23:00 128 104 90 66 388
• TOTAL 24,887

~ AM PEAK LI~I~I!1L~ 07:00-08-00

VOLUME 1 568

PMPEAK1X~X~J~ 15 30-16:30

VOLUME ‘ - . 1,936

TOTAL BI-DIRECTIONAL VOLUME 49 344

DATA PROVIDED BY

THE TRAFFIC SOLUTION
329 DIAMOND STREET
ARCADIA, CALIFORNIA 91008
PH 6264487978
FAX 626 448 2877
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THE TRAFFIC SOLUTION - ADT WORKSHEET

CLIENT: HIRSCH/GREEN TRANSPORTATION CONSULTING. INC.
PROJECT: MALIBU INN HOTEL (22878 PACIFIC COAST HIGHWAY)
LOCATION: PACIFIC COAST HIGHWAY JUST N/O MALIBU INN HOTEL
DATE: SATURDAY OCTOBER 10 2015

DIRE€TION: NORTHBOUND

liME HOUR

BEGINNIN~ 00-15 1530 30-45 45-60 TOTALS

00:00 75 79 77 76 307

0100 51 38 38 29 156

02:00 37 26 15 23 101

f~W~I~J 20 16 17 18 71

. 04~00 25 12 22 27 86

05:00 25 39 74 98 236

~ 90 138 166 183 577

07:00 194 216 228 426 1,064

~J~I~J 344 260 283 321 1,208

09:00 312 352 353 364 1381

10:00 364 395 419 439 1,617

11:00 407 321 360 367 1 455

12:00 350 384 381 359 1,474

13:00 343 453 446 436 1,678

1:00 336 417 500 4d4 1,657

15:00 407 372 377 447 1603

16:00 359 354 427 369 1,509

1 :00 320 359 376 307 1,362

18:00 288 288 273 231 1,080

19:00 224 210 191 195 820

20:00 165 159 146 140 610

21:00 143 132 147 146 568

22:00 141 140 121 133 535

23:00 152. 114 122 102 490

TOTAL 21,645

AMPEAKHOUR 10:15-11:15

VOLUME 1,660

PMPEAKO~!j1~ 14:15-15:15

VOLUME 1,728

DIRECTION: SOUTHBOUND

ME HOUR

BEGINNING 00-15 15-30 30-45 4~) TOTALS

00:00 52 52 58 41 203

01’OO 31 39 26 19 115

02:00 29 25 28 25 107

03:00 19 15 27 15 76

04:00 14 15 17 16 62

05:00 25 23 24 51 123

06:00 41 49 71 97 258

. 07:00 100 113 134 128 475

~ 162 166 205 206 739

09:00 198 226 272 236 932

10:00 289 296 285 335 1,205

11:00 338 339 372 382 1,431

12:00 373 364 418 384 1,539

13:00 393 371 231 378 1,373

14:00 456 383 430 422 1,691

15:00 405 425 446 459 1 735

16:00 479 451 487 448 1,865

17:00 431 307 388 475 1,601

18:00 386 426 428 443 1,683

19:00 443 429 326 314 1,512

20:00 255 233 216 231 935

21:00 181 193 202 205 781

22:00 183 165 172 133 653

23:00 121 108 136 92 457

TOTAL 21,551

AM PEAKQ~J~jJ~ 11:00-12:00

VOLUME 1,431

PM PEAK HOUR - 15:45-16:45

VOLUME - 1,876

TOTAL BI-DIRECTIONAL VOLUME 43,196

DATA PROVIDED BY

THE TRAFFIC SOLUTION
329 DIAMOND STREET
ARCADIA, CALIFORNIA 91008
PH 6264487978
FAX 6264482877
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THE TRAFFIC SOLUTION - ADT WORKSHEET

CLIENT: HIRSCH/GREEN TRANSPORTATION CONSULTING. INC.

PROJECT: MALIBU INN HOTEL (22878 PACIFIC COAST HIGHWAY)

LOCATION: PACIFIC COAST HIGHWAY JUST N/O MALIBU INN HOTEL

DATE: SUNDAYOCTOBER11 2015

DIRECTION: NORTHBOUND

TIME HOUR

BEGINNING 00-15 15-30 30-45 45-60

00:08 78 88 86 37 289

0100 43 46 34 14 137

02:00 30 20 19 24 93

€~~I~) 12 14 11 14 51

04.00 19 16 13 13 61

05:00 10 15 24 34 83

06:00 37 43 44 63 187

07:00 62 85 87 102 336

08:00 122 136 160 200 618

~ 186 235 249 285 955

10:00 239 279 318 325 1,161

11:00 381 376 354 371 1,482

12:00 395 411 388 389 1,583

13:00 384 407 450 433 1,674

14:00 378 440 436 442 1,696

15:00 473 392 423 485 1,773

16:00 419 449 447 462 1,777

17:00 421 412 437 439 1,709

18:00 456 413 406 419 1,694

19:00 500 504 338 296 1,638

20:00 253 240 204 178 875

21S~ 205 160 143 135 643

22:00 123 111 107 84 425

23:00 90 83 81 74 328

• . TOTAL 21 268

AM pEAxE~j~.i111~ 11:00-12:00

VOLUME 1,482

PM PEAK DD~VJJ~ 18:30-1 9:30

VOLUME . . 1,829

DIREC ON: SOUTHBOUND

TIME V HOUR

BEGINNING 00-15 15-30 30-45 4I~I~) it~5i~W~)
~~i5J 96 95 72 64 327

01 00 42 . 48 . 55 33 178

~ 42 26 16 20 104

03:00 20 15 16 15 66

~X 17 12 20 21 70

05:00 21 36 47 70 174

06:00 . 82 99 108 156 445

07:00 144 139 160 219 662

~i!~jI~ 204 225 238 262 929

~j~J 266 257 308 370 1,201

10:00 371 333 482 351 1,537

11:00 V 448 376 414 440 1 678

12:00 445 400 419 446 1,710

13:00 416 452 472 471 1,811

14:00 398 433 385 461 1,677

15:00 403 380 V 421 474 1,678

16:00 V 353 446 399 . 327 1,525

17:00 V397 309 303 282 1,291

18:00 301 239 288 236 1,064

19:00 183 174 176 160 693

~ 161 150 146 152 609

21g~I~ 129 132 135 118 514

22:00 115 90 84 99 388

23:00 80 67 48 62 V 257
• V TOTAL 20 588

AM PEAK HØUR 11:00-12:00

VØLUME . 1,678

PM PEAK’ HOUR~ 13:00-1 4.00

VØLUME .‘• 1,811

DATA PROVIDED BY

THE TRAFFIC SOLUTION
329 DIAMOND STREET
ARCADIA, CALIFORNIA 91008
PH 6264487978
FAX 6264482877

TOTAL BI-DIRECTIONAL VOLUME 41 856
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Pacific Coast Highway Gap Study Data
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Northbound Pacific Coast Highway
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Traffic Gap Study for Malibu Beach Inn - Pacific Coast Highway at Southern Hertz Rent-a-Car Driveway

Analysis for INBOUND Driveway Traffic (Mid-day Peak Period)

Northboun~ I: to Vehic es -n e n He DrIvr ay
V Wednes..ylO 0 5 I. .ayP:rlod(1 :00 - :30P

Gap Duration Numbe of Ga .~ ~ ring •ur Periods
(S.øc.onds) I i:oo~-~xD1~II 11:i51~~~Ij~ IL~~~~II ç~~J~i:ooP IL~ II c~c I

V 3.0-7.5

7.5-11.0

14.5- 18~0
18.0 -21.5

21.5 -25.0~’

No.o V04 cbs I I1~J I .1W4 _________

No.~of Gaps 1.

Analysis for INBOUND Driveway Traffic (PM Peak Period)

Nö ‘bou d ps for Vêfii~Ies Eñt~iing HWrtz Dilvo ay
o • nesda 017120 5 M - oak Pë~ñöd (‘ ~30 P - 7:30 PM)

N m~e ofG~.psD ring Ho Periods
I_~L~~fP_II II~ II ~EP-~P ii ~I~P I

9 8 6 7 10 9 8

I~~

N eofVeicosp Gp
a Du ion Ve Ides
3.0-7.5 0
7.5-11.0 1
11.0-14.5 2
14.5-18.0 3
18.0-21.5 4

21.5-25.0+ 5+

1~45 - 157 1’58. 163 I.~

L~

Gap Duration
(Se.conds)
3.0-7.5

7.5w 11:0
1~DJ~-~
14.5~- 18.0
18.0~21.5

-~ +

o.of e ides I . . I
I’ 1I~-—[i

~rag~j

150

verage

029~2 •V 1 . 95 . 97 . 1~5 I I 109. 132
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dorthbound Gaps for Vehicles Entering Hertz Driveway
Vednesday 10/7/2015 Mid-day Period (11:00AM - 1:30 PM)

N of Cars
20

N of Gaps
1

11:00~11:14AM
Duration

_________ of~Gap
Time iSeconds)

11:00AM • :12
11:02’AM .11
11:04AM 9
1:05AM 7
11:od’ZM . 10
[1:07AM 9
11:08AM •11’
11:09 AM•
113.1 AM. 11.
[1:12AM .: 9
11:13AM
rlrlaAM- 11
11:14AM 14
11:14AM 12

N of Cars
ai

N of Gaps
0

4

11:45 - 11:59 AM
Duration

________ of Gap
Time (Seconds)

11:46AM 9
11:47 AM 8
11:49AM 9
11:49 AM 11
11:51 AM 26
11:52 AM 21
11:53AM 8
11:54AM 26
11:55AM 11
11:55 AM 14
11:57 AM 20
11:58 AM 15
11:59 AM 10
11:59AM 12
11:59 AM 16

11:15 - 11:29 AM
Duration

_________ of Gap
Time (Seconds)

11115 AM 36
i1~i6AM 7
11:16AM ‘22
1i:171AM 40
11:18AM : 10-
11:19AM. 8

li’1:20AM 12
11:21AM 1S
11:22 At~i 7
11:22AM 8
al:2OAM 9
11:27AM 23
11:28AM 25
11:29AM 8
11:29AM 13

11:30 - 11:44 AM
Duration

_______ ofGap
Time (Seconds)

11:30 AM 13
11:32AM 7
11:33 AM 9
11:34AM 22
11:35 AM 13
11:36AM 16
11:36AM 9
11:37 AM 15
11:38 AM 20
11:38 AM 9
11:39AM 10
11:40AM 31
11:41AM 9
11:42AM 8
11:42AM 18
11:43AM 7
11:44AM 8

NofCaro NofCars NofCars

__________ ~NofGaps~ ~NofGaps~ _____

12:OGP1-12:14PM 12:IS-12:29PM 12:30-12:44PM 12:4S-12:S9pM
Duration Duration Duration Diiratióñi

_______ ofGap _______ ofGap _______ ofGap _______ ofGap
Time (Seconds) Time (Seconds) Time (Seconds) Time (Seconds)

12:00 PM 7 12:15 PM 25 1230PM 26 12:45 PM 11
12:01 PM 14 12:16 PM 8 12:31 PM 29 12:46 PM 9
12:02 PM 7 12:16 PM 11 12:33 PM 12 12:46 PM 11
12:03 PM 8 12:17 PM 13 12:34 PM 15 12:47 PM 14
12:03 PM 14 12:17 PM 7 12:35 PM 9 12:48 PM 5
12:04 PM 14 12:17 PM 8 12:35 PM 11 12:49 PM 10
12:05 PM 38 12:16 PM 8 12:36 PM 9 12:49 PM 10
12:06 PM 26 12:19 PM 10 12:36 PM 13 12:50 PM 23
12:07 PM 11 12:20 PM 16 12:37 PM 8 12:51 PM 22
12:08 PM 9 12:20 PM 13 12:38 PM 9 12:52 PM 12
12:08 PM 11 12:22 PM 9 12:38 PM 14 12:53 PM 8
12:10 PM 22 12:22 PM 15 12:39 PM 7 12:54 PM 19
12:11 PM 7 12:23 PM 7 12:39 PM 16 12:55 PM 7
12:11 PM 9 12:24 PM 11 12:40 PM 30 12:SS PM 16
12:12 PM 9 12:24 PM 17 12:41 PM 11 12:S6 PM 8
12:13 PM 14 12:26 PM 29 12:42 PM 31 12:57 PM 17
12:14 PM 13 12:27 PM 14 12:43 PM 11 12:57 PM 14
12 14 PM 11 12:28 PM 11 12:43 PM 9 12:58 PM 9

12:29 PM 11 12:44 PM 20 12:59 PM 8

IN of Cars Nif~CiiiI
40 27

I(flf1G~i1 (Nif.Giii)
10 3
I ~‘i 7
I ~ 6
12 1
Ii 0

__ 1

j~oo - 1:14 PM 1:15 - 1:29 PM
Duration Duration

_______ ofoap _______ ofGap
rime (Seconds) Time (Seconds)

1:00 PM 14 1:13PM 7
1:01 PM 15 1:16 PM 13
1:02 PM 14 1:16 PM 7
1:03 PM 26 1:17 PM 8
1:04 PM 25 1:18 PM 16
1:05 PM 14 1:19 PM 10
1:06 PM 10 1:20 PM 9
1:07 PM 9 1:20 PM 11
1:09 PM 34 1:21 PM 10
1:10 PM 12 1:22 PM 8
1:11 PM 14 1:23 PM 11
1:11 PM 8 1:24 PM 13
1:12 PM 18 1:25 PM 7
1:13 PM 9 1:26 PM 26
1:14 PM 15 1:27 PM 11
1:14 PM 9 1:28 PM 8

1:29PM 8
1:29 PM 14
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~Jorthbound Gaps for Vehicles Entering Hertz Driveway
Nednesday 10/7/2015 PM Peak Period (4:30 PM - 7:30 PM)

* of Cars

~t~i
4:30 - 4:44 PM 4:45 - 4:59 PM

Duration Duration

________ of Gap _________ of Gap
Time (Seconds) Time (Seconds)

430PM 9 4:45PM 8
4:31 PM 10 4 45 PM 30
4:32 PM 28 4 46 PM 10
4:34PM 9 448PM 22
4:37PM 8 449PM 7
4:38PM 7 451PM 7
4:38PM 16 452PM 9
4:41 PM 10 4 53 PM 17
4:42 PM 11 4 54 PM 33
4:43PM 7 455PM 7
4:44PM 8 456PM 16

456PM 8
457PM 19

N of Cars N3f:Cars U of Cars N of Cars #~f Cars N of Cars if of Cars I N of Cars
28 I 17 27 30 23 25 El) I 34

#of Gaps )Uf~Gi~i]I #of Gaps if of Gaps if of Gaps Nof Gaps #ofGi~i] )f~~) NolGaps
3 2 2 1 2 5 1 1
4 5 6 4 3 6 5 3
2 3 3 4 5 4 2 2
2 0 0 0 1 0 2 0
1 0 0 0 1 1 0 3
2 2 1 3 2 1 2 3

5OO-5:14PM I 515-5:29PM 530-S44PM I 545-5:59PM 6O0-6~14PM I 6:15-6:29PM 6:30-6:44PM I 6:45~6:59PM I 7:0O-7:S4PM
Duration Duration Duration Duration Duration Duration Duration ‘Duratioñ Duration
of Gap of Gap of Gap of Gap ofGap ofGap of Gap of Gap of Gap

rime (Seconds) Time (Seconds) rime (Seconds) Time (Seconds) Time (Seconds) Time (Seconds) Time (Seconds) Time )Secosdu) Time (Seconds)
5:00 PM 14 5:15 PM 9 5 30 PM 12 545 PM 12 6:02 PM 7 6:15 PM 33 6:30 PM 10 6:46 PM 14 7:00 PM 18
5:01 PM 17 5:16 PM 13 5:32 PM 7 5:46 PM 24 6:03 PM 8 6:17 PM 13 6:31 PM 15 6:47 PM 12 7:01 PM 43
5:03 PM 29 5:16 PM 9 5:34 AM 29 5:47 PM 6 6:05 PM 14 6:17 PM 9 6:32 PM 31 6:49 PM 25 7:02 PM 36
5:04 PM 8 5:18 PM 24 5:35 PM 9 5:49 PM 12 6:05 PM 12 6:18 PM 8 6:33 PM 28 6:51 PM 17 7:04 PM 18
5:05 PM 7 5:20 PM 11 5:37 PM 10 5:50 PM 7 6:06 PM 37 6:19 PM 8 6:33 PM 10 6:53 PM 10 7:05 PM 7

~ 5:07 PM 8 5:22 PM 35 5:38 PM 9 5:50 PM 11 6:07 PM 9 6:20 PM 10 6:35 PM 15 6:54 PM 37 7:06 PM 10
5:09 PM 31 5:23 PM 9 5:38 PM 9 5:53 PM 26 6:08 PM 11 6:20 PM 11 6:36 PM 7 6:5S PM 24 7:07 PM 12
5:10 PM 19 5:25 PM 8 5:39 PM 12 5:54 PM 5 6:08 PM 12 6:21 PM 9 6:36 PM 9 6:56 PM 10 7:09 PM 8
5:11 PM 9 5:26 PM 7 5:39 PM 10 5:S5 PM 9 6:09 PM 17 6:23 PM 18 6:37 PM 12 6:57 PM 8 7:10 PM 19
5 11 PM 7 5:27 PM 12 5:40 PM 10 5:55 PM 38 6:09 PM 8 6:25 PM 14 6:37 PM 7 6:58 PM 7 7:12 PM 9
5 12 PM 8 5:29 PM 9 5:42 PM 13 5:56 PM 10 6:30 PM 19 6:26 PM 12 6:38 PM 13 6:59 PM 11 7:13 PM 12
5 13 PM 12 5:44 PM 7 5:58 PM 9 6:12 PM 14 6:27 PM 7 6:39 PM 7 7:14 PM 22
5 14 PM 15 5:59 PM 11 6:14 PM 33 6:28 PM 6 6:40 PM 9

14 PM 7 6:29 PM 8 6:40 PM 7

6:42 PM 9
6:44 PM 7

U of Cam
46

#ofoaps
1
4
2
3

5

7:15 - 7:30 PM
Duration

________ of Gap
Time (Seconds)

7:15PM 7
7:16 PM 39
7:17PM 15
7:17PM 9
7:18 PM 28
7:20 PM 29
7:21PM 18
7:22 PM 37
7:23 PM 17
7:23PM 16
7:24 PM 10
7:25 PM 32
7:26 PM 11
7:27PM 9
7:28PM 11
7:29 PM 10
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Traffic Gap Study for Malibu Beach Inn - Pacific Coast Highway at Southern Hertz Rent-a-Car Driveway

Analysis for INBOUND Driveway Traffic (Mid-day Peak Period)

o. of ehic as •1~30 1~5 128. 1’12 102 104 . 95
No. of Gaps 52 52 49 46 44 44 42

Analysis for INBOUND Driveway Traffic (PM Peak Period)

NoitIib&in’d Gao. for Vehic as Entering ö1tz D ivewa,

_______________ Fri a ay 019 20 5 P Pëäk Pöiiöd (4~30 PM - 7:30 P )
(~Ij) [2~!T~1U~]i] N be of G - D ring Hour Pa od -

L~ (r~~I) I H ~LPo5:45IP II ~IEJP-~iX~JIP II II ~IP.~i~J~P ii ~P~IP IL 6:OOP~?~P II
.~3~0-7.5 8
L 7~-~J~

I ~
18.0-21.5

21.5-25.0+

No.o V Ices 1~0• _________

Average

115
47

Nüi~i er of Vehi
G p Duratlo

3.0-7.5
7.5- 11.0
11.0- 14.5
14.5 - 18.0
18.0 -21.5

21.5 -25.0 +

as pa Gap
V hides

0
I
2
3
4
5+

Gap Duration
(Seconds)
3!0-7.5

I ~/~- aIJ~L~

L ~

18.0~21.5
21.5 - 25.0 ~

ort • ound G •- r Vehicles En ering Hertz Drive a
F day 019120 5 Id •ay erio. (1 :00 AM- : OP

N mber of Gaps Dun g Hour Periods
I ~-1L°~~P IL~D~X~P II II II 1F~ a’1~~ 12:30

1~8 13;I
I Average

129 . - I ~1~J .1 141 148 - ~. f55 153 141
~ 62
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Northbound Gaps for Vehicles Entering Hertz Driveway
Friday 10/9/2015 Mid-day Period (11:00 AM - 1:30 PM)

if of cars
22

#of Gaps
2
6
3
0
0
2

11:00 - 11:14 AM
Duration

________ of Gap
Time (Seconds)

11:01AM 9
11:03 AM 25
11:05 AM 9
11:06 AM 13
11:07AM 7
11:08AM 12
11:08AM 8
11:10AM 10
11:10AM 38
1112AM 13
1113AM 9
1113AM 10
1114AM 7

11:30 - 11:44AM
Duration

________ of Gap
Time (Seconds)

1130AM 8
11:30 AM 30
11:31 AM 13
11:32AM 31
11:33AM 22
11:35AM 23
11:36AM 7
11:36AM 14
11:37 AM 13
11:38 AM 12
11:40 AM 11
11:41 AM 34
11:43 AM 10
11:44 AM 16

6 of Cars
33

#of Gaps
3
4
3
3
1
2

11:45 - 11:59 AM
Duration

________ of Gap
Time (Seconds)

11:45 AM 14
11:46AM 7
11:47 AM 16
11:48 AM 9
11:48 AM 7
11:50AM 18
11:52AM 8
11:52 AM 10
11:53 AM 16
11:54 AM 22
11:55 AM 8
11:55 AM 15
11:56AM 32
11:57 AM 11
11:59AM 13
11:59 AM 7

I 11:15 - 11:29 AM
Duration

_________ of Gap
Time (Seconds)

1115AM 9
11:16AM 21
11:17AM 24
11:19AM 11
11:19AM 8
11:20AM 20
11:21AM 7
11:22AM 10
11:23 AM 14
11:23 AM 11
11:24AM 7
11:24AM 9
11:25 AM 10
11:26AM 8
11:27AM 12
11:28AM 26
11:29 AM 15

#oftars ) l#ofCsrs I i#ofCars I ‘g~f Cars I of Cars I

)#ofGaps) l#ofGapn I~l I#ofGapsl I(#of~G~jl I6ofGaps1
IzI I 9 Iii Ia! 121
I 5 I 1 3 3 1 6 I I. 3~I i

1271 IH I~I 1231 1291 1j91

Ill 4 121 131 131
121 3 0 111 121 I1~
Ill 12 2 101 I~l 101
121 lo 1 121 121 II

I 12:OON-12:14PM I I 12:15-12:29PM I 12:30-12:44PM I 12:45-12:S9PM I 1:OO-1:14PM I I 1:15-1:29PM I
I Duration I I Duration I Duration I I Duration I Duration I I Duration
I of Gap I I of Gap I of Gap I of Gap I I of Gap I I of Gap

~ Time I (Seconds) I Time I (Seconds) Time I (Seconds) I I rime I (Seconds) I Time I (Seconds I I Time I (Seconds)
~ 12:00 PM 10 I 12:17 PM 18 12:31 PM 9 I I 12:45 PM 8 I i 1:00 PM 15 I I 1:15 PM 9
~ 12:01 PM 7 I 12:18 PM 17 12:33 PM 19 I I 12:45 PM 7 I 1:01 PM 8 I I 1:15 PM 11
~ 12:01 PM 13 I 12:20 PM 20 12:34 PM 14 I I 12:46 PM 9 I I 1:02 PM 23 I I 1:16 PM 8
~ 12:03 PM 9 I 12:21 PM 9 12:35 PM 13 I I 12:47 PM 9 I I 1:02 AM 22 I I 1:17 PM 7
~ 12:05 PM 20 I 12:21 PM 10 12:37 PM 21 I I 12:48 PM 11 I I 1:03 PM 16 I I 1:19 PM 10
~ 12:07 PM 26 I 12:22 PM 13 12:38 PM 9 I I 12:50 PM 15 I I 1:05 PM 8 I I 1:22 PM 7
~ 12:09 PM 23 I 12:23 PM 11 12:40 PM 22 I I 12:S2 PM 10 I I 1:07 PM 21 I I 1:23 PM 11

12:10 PM 10 I 12:24 PM 8 12:42 PM s I I 12:53 PM 23 I I 1:08 PM 14 I I 1:24 PM 9
‘ 12:11 PM 9 I 12:25 PM 7 12:43 PM 13 I I 12:SS PM 11 I 1:10 PM 12 I I 1:26 PM 41

12:12 PM 8 12 25 PM 15 12:44 PM 13 I I 12:SS PM 10 I I 1:12 PM 13 I I 1:27 PM 11
12:13 PM 16 I 12 26 PM 7 I I 12:57 PM 23 I I 1:14 PM 9 I I 1:28 PM 9
12:14 PM iS 12 27 PM 11 12:59 PM 8 1:29 PM 16

1228PM 16
1229PM 11
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)orthbound Gaps for Vehicles Entering Hertz Driveway
riday 10/9/2015 PM Peak Period (4:30 PM - 7:30 PM)

St of Cars
30

St of Gaps

0

2

4:30- 4:44 PM
Duration

_______ of Gap
Time (Seconds)

431PM 12
4:32PM 7
4:32PM 8
4:33 PM 9
4:34PM 11
4:34 PM 21
4:36 PM 18
4:39 PM 38
4:40 PM 13
441 PM 41
444PM 20

~~~-5~4PM
Duration

________ of Gap
Time (Seconds)

5:00 PM
5:01 PM 29
5:03 PM
5:04 PM 18
5:05 PM 16
5:06 PM 2
5:06PM 7
5:07 PM 8
5:07 PM 21
5:09 PM 21
5:09PM 7
5:09 PM 11
5:13 PM 12
5:13 PM 9

[ 4:45 - 4:59 PM
Duration

________ of Gap
Time (Seconds)

4:45 PM 9
445PM 19
447PM 16
448PM 17
449PM 43
450PM 10
451PM 11
451PM 45
453PM 16
454 PM 10
456PM 14
456PM 20
457PM 11
458PM 13
459PM 9

_______ N of Cars
30 36

NofGaps #ofGaps
a ___________

6 6
3 3
1 4
0 1
3 2

515 - 5:29 PM S30 - ~:44PM
Duration Duration

_______ ofGap _______ ofGap
Time (Seconds) Time (Seconds)

516PM 8 5:31PM 15
5:17 PM 5:32 PM 7
5 19 PM 10 5:33 PM 16
520PM 8 5:34PM 24
520PM 16 5:35PM 8
520PM 7 5:36PM 17

11PM 11 5:37 PM 11
5 22 PM 34 5:39 PM 27
524PM 10 5:40PM 8
5:24 PM 8 5:40 PM 19
5:25 PM 9 5:41 PM 10
5:25 PM 11 5:41 PM 9
5:26 PM 39 5:42 PM 13
5:28 PM 11 5:43 PM 8
5:29 PM 29 5:44 PM 15

5:44 PM 12
5:44 PM 10

St of Cars
26

Stof Gaps

4
4

6:00 - 6:14 PM
Duration

_______ of Gap
Time )Seconds)

6:03 PM 12
6:04 PM 10
6:06 PM 13
6:08 PM 19
6:09 PM 9
6:09 PM 13
6:09PM 7
6:11PM 18
6:11 PM 10
6:12 PM 12
6:13PM 8
6:14PM 15
6:14PM 17

U of Cars
35

UofGaps

5:45 - 5:59 PM
Duration

_______ of Gap
Time (Seconds)

5:46 PM 8
5:47PM 7
5:47 PM 14
5:47PM 8
5:48 PM 16
5:49 PM 15
5:49 PM 15
5:49 PM 25
5:51 PM 10
5:51PM 7
5:52 PM 15
5:52 PM 14
5:53 PM 8
5:54PM 8
5:54PM 11
5:56 PM 12
5:58 PM 12
559PM 17

______ N of Curs N of Cars N of Cars I I# of Cars
42 38 42 i~~I I 40

(#ofGaps NolGaps #ofGaps NofGaps #ofGaps
0 ____ 2 2 I 3
5 7 6 8 j 6
10 5 8 4
0 4 2 4 I 3
3 1 1 0 _________

1 1 2 1 1

I 6:15-6:29PM I~30-6:44PM 6:45-6:59PM ~OO-714PM 7:15-7:3OPM
Duration Duration Duration Duration Duration

~j ofGap _______ of Gap ofGap _______ ofGap ofGap
Time )Seconds) Time (Seconds) Time (Seconds) Time (Seconds) Time (Seconds)

6:15 PM 11 6:30 PM 15 6:45 PM 7 7:00 PM 8 7:15 PM 10
6:16 PM 8 6:31 PM 13 6:45 PM 18 7:00 PM 22 7:16 PM 15
6:17 PM 11 6:32 PM 9 6:46 PM 10 7:01 PM 13 7:16 PM 8
6:17 PM 18 6:33 PM 10 6:47 PM 11 7:02 PM 15 7:17 PM 20
6:18 PM 33 6:33 PM 21 6:48 PM 9 7:03 PM 7 7:18 PM 13
6:18 PM 9 6:34 PM 16 6:48 PM 14 7:04 PM 11 7:19 PM 11
6:18 PM 12 6:35 PM 13 6:49 PM 26 7:05 PM 9 7:19 PM 24
6:19 PM 12 6:35 PM 8 6:50 PM 15 7:06 PM 8 7:20 PM 14
6:21 PM 14 6:36 PM 11 6:S1 PM 9 7:06 PM 16 7:21 PM 7
6:22 PM 14 6:37 PM 17 6:S1 PM 13 7:06 PM 8 7:21 PM 7
6:23 PM 19 6:38 PM 12 6:S2 PM 16 7:08 PM 10 7:22 PM 11
6:24 PM 9 6:39 PM 7 6:S3 PM 10 7:09 PM 9 7:23 PM 15
6:24 PM 21 6:39 PM 22 6:54 PM 11 7:10 PM 10 7:24 PM 8
6:25 PM 12 6:40 PM 10 6:54 PM 8 7:10 PM 7 7:24 PM 12
6:25 PM 13 6:40 PM 10 6:SS PM 9 7:11 PM 12 7:25 PM 10
6:26 PM 10 6:41 PM 14 6:55 PM 14 7:11 PM 17 7:26 PM 21
6:27 PM 13 6:42 PM 9 6:S6 PM 13 7:12 PM 12 7:27 PM 8
6:28 PM 8 6:43 PM 8 6:57 PM 25 7:13 PM 9 7:28 PM 16
6:29 PM 11 6:44 PM 15 6:S8 PM 13 7:14 PM 15 7:28 PM 9

6:59 PM 7 7:29 PM 11
6:59 PM 11 7:30 PM 7

Indicates Driveway Blocked Due to Traffic Congestion on Pacific Coast Highway
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Traffic Gap Study for Malibu Beach Inn - Pacific Coast Highway at Southern Hertz Rent-a-Car Driveway

Analysis for INBOUND Driveway Traffic (Mid-day Peak Period)
N~fthbound r ‘a or VehI~Ies Entering Hë~tz Drivew:

STtUiday 101 r ‘120 5 Mid -‘ ay Pö~iod (1 :00 A - 1:30 M)
Number o Gaps During I Hou Periods

I~ Ij I~/i\c12:151P II 11:301à-12:30LP II~ II 12:OOL-~j~M~ ii c pDç)~rp cE~~XP-~jDI? I
I. .1 9 12 11 11 •I1

urn er of Vehic
ap D ration
3.0-7.5
7.5- 11.0
11.0-14.5
14.5- 18.0
18.0 -21.5

21.5-25.0 ÷

erG p
~hicles

0
I
2
3
4
5+

Gap Duration
(Se~onds)
3.0-7.5

1~ik 14.5
4.5 - ‘D8.0

18.0~2I.5
21.5-25.0÷

o. of o es 136 140 129 iI~20 115 ,. 11i~ 1.14
No. of Gaps 57 57 53 50 48 49 47

Gap Duration
(Seconds)
3.0-7.

L ‘~i1J~-~
14.5.18.0
18.0 t,21 .5

21 .5 25.0 +

Analysis for INBOUND Driveway Traffic (PM Peak Period)

N~ftIib~und Ga.~ for VóIii~les Eiit~Ing H~Ftz D~1ve ay
aturday 10! 0 0 PM P~ãk P~Ib~l (‘ ~30 PM - 7:3’ M

Nu ber of Gaps During Ho - eriods
H ~P~~1I ~P~DW1I ~P-c~DIP IL~DPoc~JLP II II ~jX~JPo7:OO~ ii i~PII ~EEPc.’T:3OEP

verage

I
5

9 8 8 7 5 6 5 4 6

o.of ehi lea I -. c~ .1
No.ofGaps

122: 426 137. . 1~49 . 158 . -. 170 . .160 . . 163

~ve ge

45
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lorthbound Gaps for Vehicles Entering Hertz Driveway
aturday 10/10/2015 Mid-day Period (11:00 AM - 1:30 PM)

* of Cars
31

N of Gaps
2
4
5

1
2

11:00 - 11:14 AM
Duration

_______ of Gap
Time (Seconds)

100AM 9
1:01 AM 12
1:03 AM 23
1:05AM 7
1:06AM 12
1:08AM 11
1:10AM 18
1:11 AM 10
1:11AM 9
1:12AM 7
1:12AM 24
1:13 AM 10
1:13 AM 11
1:14AM 13
1:14AM 16

I 11:15 - 11:29 AM
Duration

_________ of Gap
Time (Seconds)

1115AM S
11:17AM 22
11:18AM 7
11:18AM 10
11:19AM 9
11:19 AM 12
11:20AM 10
11:21 AM 14
11:22AM 9
11:23 AM 11
11:24AM 17
11:25AM 8
11:25 AM 9
11:26AM 11
11:26 AM 33
11:27 AM 14
11:28AM 29
1129 AM 8

I 11:30 - 11:44 AM
Duration

________ of Gap
Time (Seconds)

11:30 AM 12
11:30AM 8
11:31 AM 10
11:32AM 31
11:35 AM 11
11:35AM 8
11:36AM 39
11:37AM 21
11:38 AM 19
11:40AM 13
11:41 AM 7
11:42 AM 27
11:42 AM 10
11:43 AM 7
11:44AM 11

l#ofCars I I#IfCars I ‘#ofCars I lW~fCars 1 I9’~fCi~iII IflofCars I ‘N~fCart I
1341 1351 Ij~~l 1261 1291 1311 I~l
I #of Gaps I lie f~Gi~i1I I #of Gaps I Ii!.~f~Gi~i]I I1o~1~]I I #of Gaps I I[~if~Gi~]l
121 131 IsI I I I~1
I 6 I F 1 I 3 I 4 I I s~.i 1131 111 ~51 141 141 15)1 141

~0I 121 121 101 101 111 Ill
31 131 111 101 131 121 I~l
21 121 lol 131 Iii Iii 121

31:45 - 11:59 AM I 12:00 N - 12:14 PM L 12:15 - 12:29 PM I 12:30 - 12:44 PM I 12:45 - 12:59 PM 1:00 1:14PM I 1:15 - 1:29 PM
I Duration I Duration I Duration I Duration I Duration IbDu~ti01~’ Duratlon
I Gap of Gap of Gap I of Gap I ofGap i of Gap of Gap

Time (Seconds) Time i (Seconds) Time I (Seconds) Time I (Seconds) Time I (Seconds) - Time I,(Seconds( I - Time I~(Seco~ds)
11:45 AM 10 12:00 PM 27 12:15 PM 10 12 31 PM 37 12:46 PM 11 1 00 PM 15 I 1:15 PM 13
11:46 AM 7 12:02 PM 8 12:15 PM 11 12:32 PM 7 12~47 PM 25 1:00 PM 12 I 1:15 PM 23
11:46 AM 8 12:02 PM 10 12:16 PM 11 12:34 PM 7 12:49 PM 10 1:01PM 13 I 1:16 PM 9
11:47 AM 7 12:03 PM 7 12:16 PM 10 12:34 PM 26 12:50 PM . 20 1:02 PM 9 I 1:17 PM 11
11:47 AM 13 12:04 PM 7 12:17 PM 7 12:35 PM 13 12:51 PM 8 1:02 PM 7 I 1:18 PM 14
11:48 AM 8 12:05 PM 18 12:18 PM 11 12:36 PM 7 12:52 PM 12 1:03 PM 18 1:20 PM 10
11:49 AM 14 12:06 PM 8 12:19 PM 8 12:37 PM 11 12:54 PM 20 1:04 PM 8 I 1:21 PM 27
11:49 AM 8 12:06 PM 17 12:21 PM 11 12:38 PM 25 12:55 PM 18 1:05 PM 9 I 1:23 PM 11
11:50 AM 13 12:07 PM 8 12:22 PM 15 12:39 PM 7 12:56 PM 8 1:06 PM 10 I 1:26 PM 7
11:52 AM 27 12:08 PM 10 12:23 PM 10 12:40 PM 10 12:56 PM 9 1:06 PM 28 I 1:26 PM 7
11:53 AM 26 12:09 PM 23 12:24 PM 21 12:40 PM 12 12:57 PM 7 1:07 PM 18 I 1:27 PM 19
11:54 AM 10 12:10 PM 20 12:25 PM 12 12:41 PM 7 12:59 PM 11 1:09 PM 7 1:29 PM 17
11:55 AM 21 12:10 PM 7 12:26 PM 9 12:42 PM 9 12:59 PM .14 1:10 PM 11 I 1:29 PM 10
11:56AM 20 12:12 PM 12 12:27 PM 7 12:43 PM 8 1:10PM 13 I
11:58 AM 9 12:13 PM 16 12:28 PM 15 12:44 PM 11 1:11 PM 7 I
11:59 AM 18 12:14 PM 21 1:13 PM 12 I

1:14PM 10
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orthbound Gaps for Vehicles Entering Hertz Driveway
aturday 10/10/2015 PM Peak Period (4:30 PM - 7:30 PM)

Nof Cars
28

N of Gaps
3.
3
3

4:30- 4:44 PM I 4:45 - 4:59 PM
Duration Duration

_______ of Gap _________ of Gap
Time (Seconds) Time (Seconds)

131PM 17 445PM 7
532PM 11 447PM 20
132PM 7 448PM 10
133PM 21 449PM 18
134PM 10 451PM 10
536PM 14 452PM 12
138PM 42 453PM 46
539PM 15 454PM 9
140PM 21 455PM 17
541PM * 457PM 7
142PM 8 458PM 12
143PM 8 458PM 9
544PM 13 459PM 10

459PM 13

I S:OO-5:14PM
Duration

________ of Gap
Time (Seconds)

5:00 PM 40
5:01PM 7
5:03 PM 9
5:03 PM 11
5:04 PM 7
5:04PM 9
5:05 PM 11
5:06 PM 10
5:08 PM 9
5:09 PM 18
5:10 PM 28
5:11 PM 43
5:12 PM 12
5:13PM 8
5:14 PM 25

N~f,Ca3~1 #of Cars UofCars C~K~Tfl I#ofCars #ofCars Nof Cars Nof Cars #~1 Cars
30 30 31 L~ I 39 43 36 43

#01 Gaps lof Gaps #of Gaps #ofGapu Not Gaps #of Gaps Cal Gaps tot Gaps
0 2 1. [2 1 1 0 4

2 5 6 2 3 4 8 4
~ 2 5 2 3 5
1 1 2 2 4 3 1 2
3 1 2 0 1 4 1 0
1 2 1 2 j~6 2 2 3 5

515-5:29PM 5~30-S44PM I 5:45-5:59PM I 6:006:14PM I 6:15-6:29PM I 6:30-6:44PM I 6:45-6:59PM I 7:O0-714PM 7:15-7:3OPM
Duration Duration Duration Duration Duration Duration Duration Duration Duration
ofGap of Gap ofGap ofGap of Gap ofGap ofGap of Gap ofGap

Time (Seconds) Time (Seconds) Time (Seconds) Time (Seconds) Time (Seconds) Time (Seconds) Time (Seconds) Time (Seconds) Time (Seconds)
5:15 PM 12 5:30 PM 14 5:45 PM 31 6:00 PM 11 6:15 PM 39 6:30 PM 17 6:45 PM 15 7:00 PM 9 7:15 PM 26
5:16 PM 21 5:31 PM 33 5:47 PM 8 6:01 PM 12 6:16 PM 15 6:31 PM 12 6:46 PM 13 7:01 PM 24 7:15 PM 9
5:17 PM 8 5:34 PM 13 5:48 PM 21 6:02 PM 21 6:17 PM 7 6:32 PM 12 6:47 PM 7 7:02 PM 15 7:16 PM 33
5:18 PM 21 5:36 PM 12 5:49 PM 7 6:03 PM 27 6:18 PM 7 6:32 PM 18 6:48 PM 19 7:03 PM 9 7:16 PM 13
5:20 PM 22 5:38 PM 17 S:S0 PM 19 6:04 PM 16 6:19 PM 10 6:34 PM 15 6:49 PM 17 7:04 PM 8 7:17 PM 9
5:21 PM 13 5:38 PM 9 5:52 PM 10 6:05 PM 11 6:20 PM 12 6:35 PM 8 6:50 PM 18 7:OS PM 9 7:18 PM 11
5:22 PM 7 5:39 PM 10 5:52 PM 10 6:07 PM 12 6:22 PM 27 6:35 PM 15 6:50 PM 9 7:06 PM 10 7:19 PM 7
5:24 PM 17 5:39 PM 8 5:53 PM 11 6:07 PM 7 6:23 PM 25 6:36 PM 10 6:51 PM 12 7:07 PM 32 7:20 PM 10
5:25 PM 7 5:40 PM 8 5:54 PM 16 6:08 PM 13 6:24 PM 12 6:37 PM 12 6:51 PM 9 7:08 PM 18 7:20 PM 7
5:25 PM 14 5:41 PM 21 5:54 PM 13 6:08 PM 15 6:25 PM 33 6:39 PM 9 6:51 PM 19 7:09 PM 9 7:21 PM 37
5:26 PM 7 5:43 PM 12 5:55 PM 8 6:09 PM 22 6:26 PM 28 6:39 PM 12 6:53 PM 46 7:10 PM 37 7:22 PM 7
5:27 PM 20 5:44 PM 10 5:56 PM 9 6:10 PM 13 6:27 PM 16 6:39 PM 13 6:54 PM 18 7:11 PM 8 7:23 PM 12
5:27 PM 9 5:45 PM 26 5:57 PM 15 6:11 PM 9 6:28 PM 8 6:40 PM 16 6:55 PM 59 7:12 PM 12 7:24 PM 7
5:28 PM 7 5:58 PM 8 6:11 PM 20 6:29 PM 22 6:41 PM 7 6:56 PM 10 7:12 PM 12 7:2S PM 12
5:29 PM 11 5:S8 PM 7 6:12 PM 11 6:42 PM 48 6:58 PM 8 7:13 PM 8 7:25 PM 30

5:59 PM 11 6:13 PM 18 6:43 PM 57 6:59 PM 16 7:14 PM 11 7:26 PM 16
6:14 PM 15 7:27 PM 16

7:28 PM 9
7:29 PM 13
7:30 PM 35
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Traffic Gap Study for Malibu Beach Inn - Pacific Coast Highway at Southern Hertz Rent-a-Car Driveway

Analysis for INBOUND Driveway Traffic (Mid-day Peak Period)
Northbo nd a.: or Vöhi~Ies EiitThng H~Ftz DNvewa
Sunday 0! !2015M[. .ayPWo~t(. 1:eOAM- :3’ PM

N m~rofG.,.: 0 ring Hou Period
II II 11:45tào~P1I ~X~N.’~.5!~) II II 12:3O~c~E~P j

~ 7 8 7 8 9 8 6

Gap Duration
(Seconds)
3O-75

7.5.~11.0
11:0~ 14.5
14.5.. 18.0
IJUJJ~

~J~’~L~) +

o o Vehcles
No. of Gaps

NiTñiJ~óro Vehicles rG p
G pD ratio Vehicle

3.0-7.5 0
7.5-11.0 1
11.0-14.5 2
14.5-18.0 3
18.0-21.5 4

21.5-25.0+ 5+

Gap Duration
(Seconds)
3.0-7.5

11.0:14.5

F ~
18.0-21.5

21.5=25.0 +

No. of Vehici - 87 -~ 91 . 95. 88 . 93 92 95
~ No. of Gaps 40 38 38 36 38 40 41

4 4 4

E~
~

I Average
92
39

-J~
~

3 3

Analysis for INBOUND Driveway Traffic (PM Peak Period)

Northbound Gaps for V~tiI~ es Eiit~iing H~’ftz D veway
Sunday 10 /2015 • P Pë~ P~Ho 4~30 P -7:30 P )

Numbe of Gaps During Hour Periods
I_~X~IP~X~IP_II II_~DP~I~IP_ii_~B1P-c~JIP_II_~‘~i~HP_IL__Z~6~45P_IL~~o~~ II. II I

I
I
I
I __________

__________ ‘VOrag~j

___________ __________ 186 I,. iJ~ I 168
3

169 170 1157 . 1~5i I ~ 1 - 173 I I
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Northbound Gaps for Vehicles Entering Hertz Driveway
Sunday 10/11/2015 Mid-day Period (11:00 AM - 1:30 PM)

#ofC~rs
22

flof Gaps
a
4
4
0
0

11:00- 11:14AM
Duration

_______ of Gap
Time (Seconds)!

11:00AM 7
11:01 AM 13
11:03AM 12
11:05 AM 9
11:06 AM 33
11:08 AM 11
11:09AM 10
11:10 AM 7
11:11 AM 8
11:13AM 11
11:14AM 9
11:14AM 24

lof Cars #of Cars #ifCaps 1!~!f Cars #of Cars
25 26 20 17 30

U of Gaps U of Gaps ~#~f~Gi~] U of Gaps 6 of Gaps
3. 3 2 _________ 2
2 1 4 4 4
4 3 4 3 1
0 0 1. 1 3
0 1 0 1 0
3 3 1 0 3

11:15 - 11:29 AM
Duration

________ of Gap
Time (Seconds)

11:15AM 9
11:17AM 7
11:19AM 18
11:21AM 13
11:23 AM 7
11:24AM 9
11:25 AM 8
11:26AM 13
11:26AM 9
11:27AM 7
11:28 AM 8
11:29AM 50
11:29AM 12

I 11:30 - 11:44 AM
Duration

________ of Gap
Time (Seconds)

11:31AM 8
11:33 AM 52
11:34 AM 11
11:35AM 18
11:38 AM 14
11:39AM 9
11:39AM 7
11:40 AM 18
11:40AM 11
11:41 AM 10
11:42AM 8
11:44 AM 9

I 11:45 - 11:59 AM
Duration

________ of Gap
Time (Seconds)

11:45AM 25
11:47 AM 8
11:50AM 7
11:50 AM 14
11:52AM 14
11:53AM 11
11:54AM 23
11:56 AM 27
11:57 AM 10
11:59AM 12

I 12:00 N - 12:14 PM
Duration

________ of Gap
Time (Seconds)

12:01 PM 7
12:01 PM 13
12:02 PM 7
12:03 PM 8
12:05 PM 13
12:06 PM 7
12:08 PM 24
12:10 PM 18
12:11 PM 12
12:12 PM 22
12:14PM 23

12:15 - 12:29 PM
Duration

________ of Gap
Time (Seconds)

12:15 PM 16
12:16 PM 12
12:17 PM 38
12:18 PM 11
12:20 PM 9
12:21 PM 8
12:24 PM 13
12:25 PM 9
12:25 PM 7
12:27 PM 7
12:27 PM 10
12:29 PM 13

U of Cars
25

#ofGaps
2
3
3
0
4
0

1:00 - 1:14 PM
Duration

________ of Gap
Time (Seconds

1:00 PM 19
1:03 PM 7
1:04 PM 19
1:05 PM 21
1:07 PM 13
1:09 PM 50
1:10PM 7
1:10PM 9
1:11 PM 19
1:11 PM 10
1:13 PM 14
5:54PM 11

12:30 - 12:44PM
Duration

________ of Gap
Time )Seconds)

12:31 PM 13
12:31 PM 7
12:33 PM 15
12:34 PM 8
12:36 PM 11
12:38 PM 7
12:39 PM 19
12:40 PM 10
12:41 PM 13
12:42 PM 10
12:44 PM 9

N of Cars
23

NofGaps
0
5

1:15 - 1:29 PM
Duration

________ of Gap
Time (Seconds)

1:16 PM 11
1:18 PM 12
1:19PM 20
1:20 PM 10
1:22 PM 12
1:24PM 8
1:2S PM 30
1:27 PM 15
1:27 PM 10
1:29PM 8
1:30PM 8

- 12:59 PM
Duration

________ of Gap
Time (Seconds)

12:45 PM 29
12:46 PM 7
12:47 PM 34
12:48PM 10
12:50 PM iS
12:51 PM 9
12:52 PM 7
12:53 PM 8
12:54 PM 31
12:55 PM 11
12:57 PM 15
12:S8 PM 9
12:59 PM 16
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~1orthbound Gaps for Vehicles Entering Hertz Driveway
~riday4OI9~O4 PM Peak Period (4:30 PM - 7:30 PM)
)unday 10/11/2015

#of Cars
29

flof Gaps
2.
1
2
2
2
2

4:30 - 4:44 PM L 4:45 -4:59 PM
Duration Duration

________ of Gap _________ of Gap
Time (Seconds) Time (Seconds)

4:32 PM 43 4 46 PM 10
4:34PM 7 446PM 17
4:36 PM 31 4 47 PM 11
4:36 PM 15 4 48 PM 14
4:38PM 21 448PM 9
4:38PM 14 449PM 7
4:40 PM 21 4 50 PM 28
4:42 PM 16 4 51 PM 12
4:43PM 9 452PM 15
4:44 PM 14 4:52 PM 9

4:53 PM 15
4:55 PM 10
4:55 PM 19
4:56 PM 12
4:56PM 14
4:58 PM 25
4:58 PM 21
459 PM 11
459PM 9

#of cars
54

#of Gaps

5~5 - 5:29 PM
Duration

________ of 0ap
Time (Seconds)

515PM 21
5:15PM 8
5:16PM 20
5:17PM 18
5:17 PM 11
5:18 PM 19
5:19 PM 27
5:19PM 34
5:20PM 7
5:22 PM 19
5:23 PM 29
5:24 PM 10
5:24 PM 33
5:26 PM 39
5:28 PM 30

S~O0 - 5:14 PM
Duration

________ of Gap
Time (Seconds)

5:00 PM 13
5:01 PM 11
5:01 PM 37
5:03 PM 9
5:03 PM 16
5:04 PM 20
5:05 PM 21
5:05PM 7
5:06 PM 19
5:07 PM 19
5:08 PM 12
5:09 PM 10
5:09 PM 14
5:09 PM 10
5:10 PM 12
5:10PM 8
5:12 PM 16
513PM 8

)#~f~ci~I) I#~fc~ I I#ofCars I I#öfcars I l#’~,cara I #ofcars I NofCars I ilofCars I
1301 311 1361 1541 1521 1431 1371 1371
( #ô1~Gi~ijI #afGaps I I #ofGaps I[#öf~G~~]I (~fG~I I lofGaps I I ifof Gapsl I UofGaps
‘~I Iii lii lol Iii 111 lii lol1 6 I I s I r s I I 6 I s’I I I I 2 I I
141 161 141 hI (61 141 131 131
Ill III 131 Ill 121 141 141 131

21 101 Iii 171 111 131 121
‘I hI 121 131 IsI 131 Ill 21

~~0-544PM I S45-559PM I 6:00-6:14PM I 6:15-6:29PM 6:30-6:44PM I 6:45-6:59PM I 700-7:14PM I 7:15-7:3OPM

~ Duration I Duration I Duration I Duration I Duration I Duration I Duration I DurationI of Gap I of Gap I of Gap I of Gap I of Gap I of Gap of Gap I Gap
Time I (Seconds) Time I (Seconds) Time I (Seconds) Time I )Seconds) Time I (Seconds) Time I (Seconds) Time 1 (Seconds) Time I (Seconds)

5:30 PM 16 545 PM 9 6:01 PM 15 6:15 PM 19 6:30 PM 27 6:45 PM 16 7:00 PM 14 7:15 PM 15
5:31 PM 12 5:45 PM 17 6:01 PM 12 6:16 PM 16 6:31 PM 13 6:45 PM 9 7:01 PM 18 7:16 PM 16
5:33 PM 8 5:46 PM 10 6:02 PM 7 6:17 PM 9 6:32 PM 8 6:46 PM 13 7:02 PM 15 7:18 PM 21
5:33 PM 9 5:47 PM 15 6:03 PM 11 6:18 PM 9 6:33 PM 40 6:47 PM 32 7:04 PM 12 7:18 PM 10
5:34 PM 24 5:49 PM 23 6:05 PM 13 6:18 PM 36 6:34 PM 13 6:48 PM 12 7:05 PM 14 7:19 PM 15
5:35 PM 13 5:50 PM 8 6:06 PM 10 6:20 PM 18 6:34 PM 17 6:49 PM 37 7:06 PM 7 7:21 PM 8
5:37 PM 10 5:50 PM 11 6:06 PM 8 6:21 PM 8 6:34 PM 24 6:49 PM 8 7:06 PM 18 7:21 PM 10
5:38 PM 7 5:51 PM 10 6:07 PM 9 6:21 PM 18 6:35 PM 9 6:50 PM 28 7:07 PM 26 7:23 PM 11
5:39 PM 10 5:52 PM 14 6:08 PM 27 6:22 PM 21 6:36 PM 32 6:51 PM 15 7:08 PM 15 7:24 PM 41
5:40 PM 13 5:53 PM 16 6:10 PM 15 6:23 PM 11 6:38 PM 20 6:51 PM 11 7:09 PM 8 7:26 PM 30
5:40 PM 20 5:55 PM 12 6:10 PM 16 6:24 PM 28 6:38 PM 11 6:53 PM 18 7:10 PM 10 7:27 PM 18
5:42 PM 19 5:55 PM 11 6:11 PM 12 6:24 PM 10 6:39 PM 34 6:53 PM 9 7:11 PM 21 7:28 PM 8
5:43 PM 11 5:56 PM 7 6:12 PM 8 6:25 PM 18 6:39 PM 12 6:54 PM 10 7:12 PM 17 7:29 PM 14
5:44 PM 8 5:57 PM 8 6:13 PM 9 6:26 PM 9 6:40 PM 17 6:56 PM 12 7:14 PM 16 7:30 PM 13
5:44 PM 9 5:58 PM 11 6:14 PM 28 6:26 PM 21 6:40 PM 13 6:57 PM 17

5:59 PM 13 6:14 PM 18 6:27 PM 18 6:41 PM 8 6:59 PM 16
6:28 PM 22 6:42 PM 12 6:59 PM 7
6:29 PM 8 6:43 PM 10

6:43 PM 8
6:44 PM 7
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Southbound Pacific Coast Highway
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Traffic Gap Study for Malibu Beach Inn - Pacific Coast Highway at Northern Hotel Driveway

Analysis for INBOUND Driveway Traffic (Mid-day Peak Period)
So thbou d Gaps for VöIii~Ies Eiit~iing H~töI Dilve ay

Wêdnes.ay 1017120 5Mid eayPöH~d(1 ~O0A :30
Number of Gaps During Hour Period

L (~x~DI~IE~) I ii:OO1~-~Fg!~II~ II~ IL1i:45AocF~P II ~~-~LP II c~c~P -c~P II ~~EIP I
3.0-.5 . 4 4 4 5

I ~1t1I~ I
~ I

14.5 ~18~0
18.0~21.5

21.5 ~ 25.00

No. of e cies 202 192 196 .. - 179 .. 172 173 - 167
No. of Gaps 60 58 58 54 50 52 52

83

I
I

I ~ ii
18.O~21.5 j

21.5-25:0+ ~

Analysis for INBOUND Driveway Traffic (PM Peak Period)

S~iithbound Gaps or V~Iii~I :5 Eli Th g Hötäl D?lveway
ed esday 1017120 5 P Pë’~k P~?I~d (4~30 P - 7:3 • PM)

Nu ber of G ps During I Hou Periods
L ~Ii~P~IDP IL ~t8Z~1P-~IP II ~iXD1Po~!1~1P II II II ~~~P7I ~ I[ ~f~a~fj3 II ~Jj~Po7:3OP I

No.of ehices 166
No. of Gaps

Number ot Vehicles per G p
Ga uration Voh des

30-7.5 0
7.5-11.0 1
11.0-14.5 2
14.5-18.0 3
18.0-21.5 4

21.5-25.0+ 5+

GapDuration
(Seconds)
3.0-7.5
7.5~11.0
11.0- 14.5

2

~Vora~

184 . . ç~ ~ 187 . 200 . 206.

I

I
I _______

___~~___j Ii.:N~I
I II - ~X~) 1 224 99

54
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outhbound Gaps for Vehicles Entering Hotel Driveway
llednesday 10/7/2015 Mid-day Period (11:00 AM - 1:30 PM)

N of Cars 63f Cars 8 of Cars
51 ~5 41L~ N ~f~Gi~j

11:00 - 11:14 AM I~:1S - 11:29 AM ~ - 11:59 AM 12:00 N - 12:14 PM
Duration Duration Duration Duration
of Gap of Gap of Gap of Gap

Time~ (Seconds) Time (Seconds) Time (Seconds) Time (Seconds)
1:01 AM 24 11 16 AM 25 11:45 AM 17 12:01 PM 31
1:02AM 8 11:17AM 24 11:46AM 9 12:03 PM 9
1:02 AM 16 11:18 AM 9 11:47 AM 18 12:04 PM 43
1:04AM 11 11:18AM 19 11:48AM 14 12:06 PM 34
1:05AM 25~ 11:20AM 8 11:48AM 10 12:08 PM 13
1:07AM 24 11:20 AM 21 11:49 AM 13 12:09 PM 36
1:07’AM- 7 11:21AM 18 11:49AM 26 12:11PM 28
1:08 AM 21 11:22 AM 15 11:50 AM 9 12:12 PM 11
1:10AM. 14 11:23 AM 42 11:51 AM 11 12:12 PM 8
1:10 AM 21 11:23 AM 37 11:52 AM 45 12 13 PM 30
1:11 AM - 48 11:24 AM 7 11:54 AM 19 12 14 PM 33
1:13AM 22 11:25AM 41 11:55AM 17 1214 PM 7

~1:14AM 32 11:26AM 11 11:57AM 34
1:14AM 32 11:27AM 10 11:58AM 12

11:28 AM 21 11:59 AM 27

11:30 - 11:44 AM
Duration

________ of Gap
Time (Seconds)

1130AM 14
11:30 AM 11
11:31AM 11
11:31AM 8
11:32AM 17
11:32AM 23
11:33 AM 14
11:33 AM 7
11:34 AM 29
1135AM 18
1135AM 15
1136AM 13
1136AM 36
1138AM 7
1139AM 37
1140AM 12
1141AM 14
1141AM 32
1142AM 12
1144AM 34

N of Cars
38

NofGaps
I
1
3

2
4

12:45 - 12:59 PM
Duration

_______ of Gap
Time (Seconds)

12:45 PM 14
12:47 PM 27
12:48 PM 7
12:49 F~M 16
12:50 PM 18
12:51 PM 9
12:52 PM 22
12:53 PM 12
12:54 PM 41
12:56 PM 40
12:58 PM 14
12:59 PM 18

ii of Cars
53

U of Gaps
I
1
3

2
7

12:15 - 12:29 PM
Duration

_______ of Gap
Time (Seconds)

12:16PM 20
12:17 PM 38
12:19 PM 14
12:20 PM 30
12:22 PM 24
12:23PM 10
12:23 PM 22
12:24 PM 35
12:25 PM 7
12:26 PM 15
12:26 PM 36
12:28 PM 18
12:28 PM 12
12:29 PM 13
12:29 PM 51

N of Cars
40

NafGaps
2
3
5
1
1
4

I 12:30 - 12:44PM
Duration

_______ of Gap
Time (Seconds)

12:30 PM 14
12:32 PM 22
12:33 PM 12
12:33 PM 7
12:34 PM 21
12:35 PM 12
12:37 PM 28
12:37 PM 10
12:38 PM 10
12:39 PM 7
12:39 PM 33
12:40 PM 11
12:41 PM 11
12:42 PM 27
12:42 PM 10
12:44 PM 16

N of Cars
42

U of Gaps

1:00 - 1:14 PM
Duration

________ of Gap
Time (Seconds)
1:01 PM 13
1:01PM 9
1:02 PM 34
1:03 PM 16
1:04PM 8
1:06 PM 22
1:07PM 29
1:08 PM 11
1:09 PM 16
1:09 PM 19
1:11 PM 47
1:12PM 8
1:13 PM 30
1:14PM 7

U of Cars
47

NofGaps
0
2
3
3
0
6

1:15 - 1:29 PM
Duration

________ of Gap
Time (Seconds)
1:16PM 14
1:17PM 23
1:19PM 38
1:20PM 26
1:21PM 8
1:21 PM 26
1:24 PM 33
1:25 PM 9
1:26PM 13
1:27 PM 15
1:28 PM 17
1:28 PM 13
1:29PM 16
1:29 PM 32
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)Llthbound Gaps for Vehicles Entering Hotel Driveway
lednesday 10/7/2015 PM Peak Period (4:30 PM - 7:30 PM)

eof Cars
38

Not Gaps
1
1
3
1
2
4

5:00 - 5:14 PM
Duration

_________ of Gap
Time (Seconds)
5:00 PM 12
5:01 PM 33
5:01 PM 30
5:02 PM 12
5:03 PM 21
5:04 PM 10
5:05 PM 21
5:07PM 12
5:08 PM 46
5:08PM 7
5:11 PM 18
5:13 PM 34

Nof Cars
34

#ofeaps
0
1

0

4:30 4:44 PM 4:45 - 4:S9 PM
Duration Duratien
of Gap _________ of Gap

Time I (Seconds) Time (Seconds)
4 30 PM 35 4:45 PM 23
432PM 45 447PM 29
434PM 42 448PM 36
436PM 18 449PM 34
438PM 33 450PM 7
440PM 12 451PM 13
441PM 8 452PM 28
442PM 39 453PM 10
444PM 13 454PM 41

455PM 18
456PM 20
457PM 44
458PM 9
459PM 32

Nof Cars
42

eof Gaps
0
0
S
4
0
4

5:15 - S:29 PM
Duration

_________ of Gap
Time (Seconds)
5:16 PM 13
5:17 PM 16
5:17 PM 14
5:18 PM 15
5:19 PM 42
5:20 PM 13
5:21 PM 12
5:22 PM 25
5:23 PM 16
5:24 PM 37
5:26 PM 13
5:27 PM 17
5:29 PM 53

Nof Cars
52

Not Gaps
a

0

S:30 - 5:44 PM
Duration

_________ of Gap
Time (Seconds)
5:31 PM 14
5:31PM 9
5:32 PM 46
5:34 PM 31
5:35 PM 14
5:35 PM 22
5:36 PM 34
5:38PM 7
5:39 PM 20
5:40 PM 24
5:41PM 36
5:42 PM 40
5:43PM 21
5:44 PM 20
5:44 PM 7

N of Cars
48

#of Gaps

I~:!- S:S9 PM
Duration

_________ of Gap
Time (Seconds)
5:46 PM 16
547 PM 17
5:47 PM 21
5:48 PM 21
5:49 PM 16
5:51 PM 28
5:52 PM 46
5:54 PM 33
5:56PM 9
5:56 PM 38
5:58 PM 13
5:50 PM 7
5:59 PM 16
5:59 PM 30

N of Cars
45

N of Gaps
0

4
0

6:00 6:14 PM
Duration

_________ of Gap
Time (Seconds)
601PM 13
6:02 PM 17
6:02 PM 12
6:03 PM 54
6:05 PM 28
6:07 PM 12
6:07 PM 15
6:09 PM 22
6:10PM 9
6:11 PM 32
6:12 PM 16
6:13 PM 38
6:14 PM 15
6:14PM 8

NofCaru OofCars N5fCsrs
55 58 58

NofGaps Nof Gaps (flP~Giji~
0 1 0
1 1 2
4 1 2
1 1 5
2 3 3
7 8 5

6:IS!6:29 PM 6:30 - 6:44 PM 6:45 6:59 PM
DüratlóW Duration Duration
o~.5&p of Gap of Gap

Time (Secon’ds( Time (Seconds) Time (Seconds)
6~15 PM 19 6:30 PM 24 6:46 PM 20
6:16PM’ 35 6:31 PM 36 6:47 PM 28
6:17 PM 42 6:32 PM 11 6:48 PM 15
6:19 PM 37 6:33 PM 36 6:49 PM 25
6:20 PM 20 6:35 PM 19 6:50 PM 18
6:21 PM 16 6:36 PM 21 6:51 PM 15
6:21 PM 28 6:37 PM 32 6:51 PM 24
6:23 PM 10 6:38 PM 20 6:52 PM 15
6:24 PM 11 6:39 PM 9 6:53 PM 16
6:24 PM 12 6:39 PM 44 6:53 PM 23
6:25 PM 32 6:40 PM 23 6:54 PM 9
6:26 PM 12 6:41 PM 7 6:55 PM 33
6:26 PM 14 6:42 PM 15 6:56 PM 15
6:27 PM 41 6:43 PM 28 6:57 PM 8
6:29 PM 32 6:44 PM 27 6:58 PM 14

6:58 PM 18
6:S9 PM 14

WiLCars
S9

IflLGIi~
I
1
0
2
3
8

7OG-7:14PM
Duration

_________ of Gap
Time (Seconds)
7:00 PM 19
7:02PM 9
7:02 PM 52
7:03 PM 34
7:04 PM 20
7:05 PM 51
7:06 PM 16
7:07 PM 15
7:08 PM 35
7:09 PM 31
7:10 PM 22
7:11 PM 18
7:13PM 28
7:14 PM 24
7:14PM 7

Not Cars
49

Nof Gaps
0
0
4
4

5

7:19 - 7:30 PM
Duration

________ of Gap
Time (Seconds)
7:15 PM 33
7:18 PM 20
7:19PM 11
7:20 PM 12
7:21 PM 26
7:21 PM 15
7:23 PM 17
7:25 PM 26
7:26 PM 28
7:26 PM iS
7:27 PM 12
7:27 PM 17
7:28 PM 11
7:29 PM 37
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Traffic Gap Study for Malibu Beach Inn - Pacific Coast Highway at Northern Hotel Driveway

Analysis for INBOUND Driveway Traffic (Mid-day Peak Period)
outhbo nd Gaps for Vehicles EntöHng Hotel Dnvewa
Fri. y 10191 015 Mid .ay Period (11.00 AM - 1:30 PM)

Gap Duration N mber of Gaps 0 ring 1 o Pe ode
(Seconds) I 11:ooL~12:oo~JII ~ 12~-12:151P IL~~A-~ELP ~ i1:45~i~F~ II ~XD~c1:OO~P7I ~f~P ~~LP7I ~~IP~V~DlP1

.0-7.5 2 2 2 2 2
7.5. 11.0

I ~J~J~Y~rh1 II
14.5~.18.0
18.O~21.5

21 .5 ~25:O +

No.o VoW las 182 170 . l~59 . 162 151 •. .. 154 f67
No. of Gaps 49 47 46 45 45 46 48

164

Gap Duration
(Seconds)
3.0-7.5

21.5-25.00

No. of ehicles

Analysis for INBOUND Driveway Traffic (PM Peak Period)

outhbound ape o Vöhi~ esEñt~hng H~t~l DHveway
Frlda 019 0 5 .MPeakPW~d(4~30. - :30 P

mbe o G:ps During ou Periods
I .DP~i~P II I ~j~c6:OOP II ~PP ii ~IP~~P II 5:45~c~~1I ~~7:OOI~ II II ~EP~I~P I

.3 4 4 4 4~ 3 4 3

I
I
I
I

- I verage
153 1’57 158 H. I 155 1r51 •j~57:~ 157~ ~ 1 57

Number f VelliSles
0 tlon

3.0-7.5
7.5-11.0
11.0-14.5
14.5-18.0
18.0-21.5

21.5 -25.0 +

or Ga
ehicl S

0
1
2
3
4
5+

Lt/.5-~J~
11.Oail4.5

Average
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outhbound Gaps for Vehicles Entering Hotel Driveway
riday 10/9/2015 Mid-day Period (11:00 AM - 1:30 PM)

#of Cars
49

8 of Gaps
I

2
7

11:00 - 11:14 AM
Duration

_______ of Gap
Time (Seconds)

11:01 AM 14
11:02AM 37
11:03AM 38
11:05AM 37
11:06AM 39
11:07AM 7
11:08AM 44
11:09AM 19
11:10AM 15
11.11 AM 10
11:11 AM 20
11:12 AM 38
11:14 AM 30

I 11:15 - 11:29 AM
Duration

________ of Gap
Time (Seconds)

11:16AM 37
11:16AM 23
11:17AM 19
11:19 AM 58
11:23 AM 34
11:24AM 13
11:24 AM 22
11.25 AM 17
1127 AM 18
11:28AM 11
11:29AM 27
11:29AM 7

I 11:30 - 11:44 AM
Duration

________ of Gap
Time (Seconds)

11:30AM 42
11:30 AM 15
11:32 AM 11
11:33 AM 38
11:35AM 14
11:36AM 10
11:37 AM 12
11:37AM 15
11:38 AM 19
11:39AM 28
11:41 AM 10
11:42 AM 23
11:44AM 13

#of Cars if of Cars lot Cars lof Cars Uof Care W~fCars lot Cars
48 37 34 43 37 40 47

I of Gaps I of Gaps I of Gaps I of Gaps I of Gaps [IôfGi~iJ I of Gaps
0 1 0 0 1 0
1 1 2 1 4 2 1
3 3 1 3 3 0 2
1 0 2 1 1 3 1
2 0 1 2 1 1 1
6 6 4 5 4 5 7

11:45 - 11:59 AM 12:00 N - 12:14 PM 12:15 - 12:29 PM 12:30 - 12:44 PM I 12:45 - 12:59 PM I 1:00 - 1:14 PM I 1:15 - 1:29 PM
Duration Duration Duration Duration Duration Duration Duration
of Gap of Gap of Gap of Gap of Gap of Gap of Gap

Time (Seconds) Time (Seconds) Time (Seconds) Time (Seconds) Time (Seconds) Time (Seconds) Time (Seconds)
11:46 AM 18 12:00 PM 14 12:16 PM 49 12 31 PM 28 12:46 PM 13 1:00 PM 57 1:15 PM 30
11:47 AM 27 12:01 PM 37 12:18 PM 10 12:33 PM 18 12:47 PM 28 1:02 PM 10 1:17 PM 13
11:48 AM 12 12:03 PM 11 12:19 PM 16 12:34 PM 38 12:48 PM 10 1:03 PM 16 1:18 PM 15
11:49 AM 48 12:04 PM 29 12:20 PM 18 12:35 PM 12 12:48 PM 16 1:04 PM 35 1:19 PM 11
11:51 AM 26 12:06 PM 34 12:21 PM 30 12:36 PM 37 12:49 PM 37 1:05 PM 16 1:19 PM 30
11:53 AM 13 12:08 PM 8 12:23 PM 12 12:38 PM 9 12:51 PM 14 1:06 PM 10 1:22 PM 37
11:54 AM 43 12:09 PM 13 12:23 PM 44 12:39 PM 35 12:51 PM 38 1:06 PM 38 1:23 PM 18
11:55 AM 22 12:11 PM 49 12:25 PM 8 12:40 PM 16 12:54 PM 50 1:08 PM 15 1:24 PM 22
11:56 AM 12 12:12 PM 33 12:26 PM 45 12:41 PM 42 12:56 PM 9 1:09 PM 20 1:26 PM 40
11:57 AM 20 12:13 PM 7 12:28 PM 16 12:43 PM 19 12:57 PM 11 1:09 PM 37 1:28 PM 32
11:57 AM 16 12:14 PM 38 12:29 PM 7 12:43 PM 11 12:57 PM 18 1:11 PM 7 1:29 PM 32
11:59 AM 32 12:44 PM 13 12:59 PM 8 1:14 PM 57 1:29 AM 8
11:59 AM 10 12:59 PM 9
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outhbound Gaps for Vehicles Entering Hotel Driveway
riday 10/9/2015 PM Peak Period (4:30 PM - 7:30 PM)

8 of Cars
39

N of Gaps
S

4

4:30 - 4:44 PM
Duration

______~J of Gap
Time (Seconds)
430PM 16
432PM 27
434PM 26
435PM 13
436PM 34
439PM 20
441PM 31
442PM 7
443PM 14
443PM 16
444PM 20
444PM 10

4:45 - 4:59 PM
Duration

_________ of Gap
Time (Seconds)
445PM 33
4:46 PM 10
4:48 PM 7
4:49 PM 21
4:50 PM 13
4:52 PM 31
4:52 PM 15
4:53 PM 10
4:54 PM 25
456PM 12
457PM 16
459PM 26

L 5:00-5:14PM
Durution

________ of Gap
Time (Seconds)
5:00 PM 18
5:02 PM 33
5:04 PM 42
5:04PM 10
5:06 PM 26
5:07 PM 44
5:08 PM 35
5:10PM 8
5:11 PM 25
5:12 PM 16
5:14PM 30

ItofCam I I9öf~cj3jII NofCars I INofC~ps I INofcars I #ofCars I INifrCi~j~I UofCars I
I I i I II 43 I I 37 I I I I

#ofGapsl I[l~f~Gi~i]I I#ofGapsl ~ #ofGapsl I9ofGapsl l#ofGapsl I #ofGap~I I#ofGapsl
101 I~ I I II i~ 2’I I ii ~‘ 1°’I 1 I I .o1 I 2 I [1j 12 I Iii lol Ill~ 61 121 121 141 2 I 131 121 I~ IIii 121 121 101 111 131 101 121

121 121 101 l~ I III 121 ~ I 2

171 131121 151 sI 4 I i~ I 131
I~5-S:29PM I 5:30-5:44PM 5:45-S:S9PM 6:00-6:S4PM I 6:1S-6:29PM 6:30-6:44PM 6:45-6:S9PM 7O0-7:14PM I

Duration I Duration Duration I Duration Duration Duration I Duration I Duration I
of Gap I of Gap I of Gap of Gap I of Gap I of Gap I of Gap I of Gap I

Time (Seconds) Time (Seconds) Time I (Seconds( Time I (Seconds) Time I (Seconds) Time I (Seconds) Time I (Seconds) Time I (Seconds) I
5:16 PM 30 5:31 PM 35 5:45 PM 12 6:00 PM 12 6:15 PM 33 6:33 PM 35 6:45 PM 27 7:02 PM 32 I
5:18 PM 11 5:31 PM 28 5:46 PM 39 6:01 PM 32 6:17 PM 27 6:34 PM 16 6:47 PM 20 7:04 PM 10 I
5:19 PM 20 5:33 PM 12 5:48 PM 9 6:03 PM 14 6:18 PM 7 6:35 PM 9 6:47 PM 29 7:04 PM 15 I
5:21 PM 11 5:34 PM 47 5:49 PM 35 6:04 PM 21 6:19 PM 38 6:36 PM 18 6:49 PM 22 7:05 PM 20 I
5:22 PM 13 5:36 PM 20 5:52 PM 15 6:05 PM 28 6:20 PM 17 6:37 PM 11 6:51 PM 31 7:06 PM 14
5:22 PM 12 5:38 PM 7 5:52 PM 12 6:09 PM 46 6:22 PM 12 6:38 PM 12 6:53 PM 27 7:08 PM 15
5:23 PM 16 5:38 PM 12 5:54 PM 39 6:10 PM 13 6:22 PM 13 6:39 PM 53 6:53 PM 12 7:09 PM 36
5:24 PM 10 5:39 PM 34 5:55 PM 16 6:11 PM 37 6:23 PM 37 6:40 PM 7 6:55 PM 7 7:10 PM 18
5:24 PM 12 5:40 PM 19 5:56 PM 7 6:13 PM 39 6:24 PM 10 6:41 PM 14 6:55 PM 7 7:11 PM 12
5:27 PM 7 5:41 PM 19 5:57 PM 38 6:13 PM 14 6:25 PM 21 6:42 PM 20 6:55 PM 33 7:12 PM 10
5:27 PM 20 5:41 PM 35 5:58 PM 35 6:14 PM 9 6:27 PM 36 6:42 PM 15 6:58 PM 12 7:13 PM 24
5:28 PM 14 5:44 PM 38 5:59 PM 8 6:29 PM 8 6:43 PM 40 6:59 PM 34 7:14 PM 12
5:29 PM 33 5:44 PM 7 6:44 PM 16

8 of Cars
59

#ofGapu
0
2
1
2
2
8

7:15 - 7:30 PM
Duration

________ of Gap
Time (Seconds)
7:15 PM 21
7:16PM 28
7:17PM 22
7:18 PM 16
7:19 PM 30
7:21PM 23
7:22PM 23
7:23PM 31
7:24 PM 17
7:24 PM 10
7:25 PM 28
7:26 PM 18
7:27 PM 12
7:29 PM 2S
9:29 PM 10
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Traffic Gap Study for Malibu Beach Inn - Pacific Coast Highway at Northern Hotel Driveway

Gap Duration
(Seconds)

,3 a- 7.5
~ 1H1~

11.0~’14.5
14.5- 18:0

21.5 - 25.0 ~‘

No. of Vs
No. of Gaps

outhbo nd a for V&ii~Ies ñt~hng H~t~I Di~ive ay
aturday 10! 0 2015 PM Peak Pói1o ‘ ~30 PM - ~30 )

umbe of Gaps During Hou Periods
II II ~~I~XP I I ~ ]~ - 6:45 P II D~c~IDtP II ~ ii Pc~IP I

I .2 2 2 2 2 3 2 2

Number fVehlce
Gap raf0

3.0-7.5
7.5-11.0
11.0-14.5
14.5-18.0
18.0-21.5

21.5 -25.0 +

erG p
Vehicles

0
1
2
3
4

5+

Analysis for INBOUND Driveway Traffic (Mid-day Peak Period)
Sout bound G: ,8 for Vehicles Ent~Hng Hotel Drive ay
Saturda 0! 0120 5 Mid~day Period ( :00 M - :30 PM)

N m~ r o G. • s D ring Hour Periods
[‘IL~X~1i~~12:i5PII cD~P1I~1a-c~LP1I c~i-cjgi~itp II~ ii

~ 2 1 2 1

~;

j~3 187 :L ~ H . 175 ~ 173 1~9O 187
~: .~ .F .~ 1:

Analysis for INBOUND Driveway Traffic (PM Peak Period)

Gap Duration
(Seconds)

3 0-7.5
7.5~11.0
11.0- 14.5

~ 18.0~21.5~
~iJ~-~1~9)+

Verag~j

8

No. of Verncl: 1~56: . lEt •. 163

I
I
I
I __________

- ________I Averag~J
171. 1 ~.ciw .1~. 164. . 1~3 . 1’54.~ I.

42 41 [i
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outhbound Gaps for Vehicles Entering Hotel Driveway
aturday 10/10/2015 Mid-day Period (11:00 AM - 1:30 PM)

#01 Cars
46

* of Gaps
0
1

2
3
S

11:00 - 11:14 AM
Duration

_______ of Gap
Time (Seconds)

[101AM 30
[1:03 AM 21
[1:05AM 43
[1:06AM 15
[1:07AM 20
[1:09 AM 58
[1:10AM 11
[1:12 AM 19
[1:12AM 37
[1:13 AM 32
[1:13AM 9
11:14AM 16

I 1115 - 11:29 AM
Duration

_________ of Gap
Time (Seconds)

11:15AM 27
11:16AM 24
11:17AM 25
11:19AM 11
11:19AM 30
11:20 AM 37
11:22 AM 51
11:24 AM 7
11:24 AM 38
1125AM 21
1125AM 45
1127AM 8
1128AM 35
1129AM 11

I 11:30 - 11:44 AM
Duration

________ of Gap
Time (Seconds)

1130AM 15
11:31 AM 21
11:32 AM 42
11:33 AM 43
11:34 AM 32
11:35 AM 46
11:37 AM 43
11:38AM 14
11:39 AM 47
11:42AM 48
11:43 AM 14
11:44 AM 10

U’~fC~I 801 Cars #01 Cars #01 Cars Ei~P]7~ 1 6 of Cars #~fCi~I
46 40 42 47 { 57 39

j#~GI~i) #ofGaps NolGaps NolGaps #ofGaps NofGapu
a i 0 0 0 o
1 0 2 1 2
0 0 2 1 1 0 V 2
1 2 1 2 2 2 1
3 1 2 2 1. 4 0
6 6 5 6 6 7 6

11:45-11:59AM I 12:OON-12:14PM 12:15-12:29PM I 12:30-12:44PM 12:45~12:59PM - 1:00-1~14PMF 1:15-1:29PM
Duration Duration Duration Duration Duration Duratloiji Duratio&
of Gap of Gap of Gap of Gap V of Gap ofGap of Gap

Time (Seconds) Time (Seconds) Time (Seconds) Time (Seconds) Time t.~ (Seconas) - Tlme - (Seconds) Time (Seconds)
11:46 AM 19 12 00 PM 32 12:15 PM 22 12:30 PM 27 12:46 PM 26 1~0O PM 28 1:15 PM 9
11:47 AM 36 12:02 PM 20 12:16 PM 47 12:32 PM 18 12:47PM 45 1~02PM 23 1:16 PM 28
11:48 AM 19 12:04 PM 26 12:17 PM 19 12:33 PM 7 12:48 PM 9 1:03 PM 16 1:18 PM 44
11:49 AM 8 12:07 PM 45 12:18 PM 16 12:34 PM 17 12:S0 PM 43 1:03 PM 18 1:20 PM 36
11:49 AM 48 12:08 PM 17 12:19 PM 34 12:34 PM 32 12:52 PM 80 1:05 PM 36 1:21 PM 31
11:52 AM 38 12:09 PM 37 12:20 PM 42 12:35 PM 16 12:S4 PM• 16 1:07 PM 26 1:24 PM 16
11:53 AM 20 12:11 PM 44 12:20 PM 10 12:36 PM 38 12:S5 PM 31 1:08 PM 19 1:2S PM 22
11:SS AM 28 12:11 PM 47 12:22 PM 11 12:38 PM 28 12:S6 PM 11 1:08 PM 38 1:26 PM 13
11:57 AM 30 12:12 PM 16 12:23 PM 44 12:39 PM 8 12:57 PM 15 1:09 PM 21 1:27 PM 33
11:S8 AM 48 12 14 PM 7 12:26 PM 18 12:42 PM 43 12:57 PM 37 1:09 PM 17 1:28 PM 8
11:59 AM 15 12:27 PM 9 12:43 PM 12 12:58 PM 18 1:10 PM 35 1:29 PM 11

12:28 PM 11 12:43 PM 32 12:59 PM 10 1:12 PM 18
12:44 PM 21 1:14 PM 31
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uthbound Gaps for Vehicles Entering Hotel Driveway
sturday 10/10/2015 PM Peak Period (4:30 PM - 7:30 PM)

W~f~Cars

Lii
4:30 - 4:44 PM ‘~4S - 4:59 PM

Duration Duration
of Gap _________ of Gap

Time (Seconds) Time (Seconds)
432PM 32 445PM 20
434PM 16 446PM 13
435PM 30 448PM 34
436PM 19 449PM 18
438PM 30 450PM 43
439PM 26 452PM 31
440PM 11 453PM 29
442PM 42 455PM 8
443PM 12 458PM 41
444PM 8 4:58PM 17

5:00 - 5:14 PM
Duration

________ of Gap
Time (Seconds)
5:01 PM 40
5:03 PM 44
5:04PM 7
5:05 PM 35
5:07 PM 24
5:09 PM 13
5:09 PM 42
5:11 PM 12
5:12 PM 28
5:14PM 34

U of Cars 6~f~Ci~I Wöf Cars U of Cars
41 42 41. 47

U of Gaps I~G~ I~f~i’~
0 0 1
1 0 1 0
0 2 2 1
1 1 ..1 2
3 0 2 1
5 7 5 7

) 5:1S-S:29PM I~3o-5:44PM 545~S:S9PM I 6:00-6:S4PM
Duration Duration Duration Duration
of Gap of Gap of Gap sofGap

Time (Seconds) Time (Seconds) Time ~Seconds) Time (Seconds)
5:15 PM 43 5 31 PM 34 5:46 PM 40 6:00 PM 31
5:17 PM 24 5:32 PM 24 5:47 PM 16 6:02 PM 25
5:18 PM 36 5:33 PM 11 5:48 PM 29 6:03 PM 22
5:20 PM 18 5:35 PM 43 5:S0 PM 20 6:04 PM 16
5:23 PM 42 5:37 PM 32 5:51 PM 11 6:06 PM 30
5:25 PM 21 5:38 PM 27 5:52 ~M 42 6:07 PM 39
5:27 PM 22 5:39 PM 16 5:53 PM 19 - 6:09 PM 43
5:28 PM 18 5:40 PM 27 5:55 PM 33 6:~10 PM 15
5:29 PM 17 5:42 PM 7 5:57 PM 14 6:11 PM 21
5:29 PM 9 5:43 PM 39 5:58 PM 32 6:13 PM 35

5:44 PM 11 5:59 PM 10 6:14 PM 12
6:14PM 7

37

-_

1

0 •‘

6

- 6:30-6:44PM, --

‘DiiiitionF

_________ of.Gap
Time (Seconds)
6:30PM .37’
6:32PM
6:34PM 22
6:36 PM ‘10
6:37PM ~2U
6:39 PM •32
6:41 PM 28 1
6:43 ~M- - 14
6:43PM - 7
6:44 PM 20

N of Cars
40

Nof Gaps
I

5

6:45 - 6:59 PM
Duration

________ of Gap
Time (Seconds)
6:45 PM 37’
6:47 PM 49
6:49 PM 13
6:51 PM 15
6:52 PM 39
6:54 PM 12
6:55 PM 21
6:57 PM 32
6:58 PM 16
6:59PM 9
6:59 PM 22
6:59PM 7

6:15~6:29I~M
Duratioñ

_________ of Gap
Time~ (Seconds)
6:16PM 32
6:17 PM’ .16

• 6:19PM 2,1
.6:21 PM ~33
6:23 PM 17
6:24PM 42
6:25 PM 11
6:27 PM 14
6:28 PM: 26
6:29 PM 19
6:29PM 9

U of Cars
38

U of Gaps
0
0
3

.1
1
5

j~0fi~7:14 PM
Dw’ation’

________ of Gap
Time (Seconds)
7:01PM ‘22
7:03 PM 32
7:04 PM 11
7:05 PM 11
7:06 PM 32
7~08 PM 18
7:09 PM 24
7:11 PM 15
7:12PM 25
7:14 PM 13

U of Cars
39

U of Gaps
0

2
5

7:15 ‘7:30PM
Duration

________ of Gap
Time (Seconds)
7:1S PM 28
7:17 PM 19
7:19 PM 14
7:20 PM 22
7:21 PM 10
7:23 PM 23
7:24 PM 16
7:25 PM 28
7:27 PM 30
7:28 PM 19
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Traffic Gap Study for Malibu Beach Inn - Pacific Coast Highway at Northern Hotel Driveway

Analysis for INBOUND Driveway Traffic (Mid-day Peak Period)
S~iithbond aps for Vehicles Entering Hotel Drivewa

unday 1011’’ 0 5 d’; ay P~iib~ 1:10 A - :30 P
Number a Gaps During Hour Pe o . s

ii II II~ P I~10c~,T,ii) ii ~c~i o1:15~J II

I Average
152

I

~liT~

3.0-7.5
L ~~liLL~ II

l.0ô14.5 ~
~ II

I ~ ii
21.5.~25~0+ ~

Analysis for INBOUND Driveway Traffic (PM Peak Period)

N ofVeh
Gap u 10

3.0-7.5
7.5-11.0
11.0- 14.5
14.5 - 18.0
18.0 -21.5

21.5 -25.0 +

Gap
ehicles

0
I
2
3
4
5+

Gap~Duration
(Seconds) - ., —-

30-7.5 1 1 2 3
7.5.11.0

14.5- 18.0
18.0 ~21.5

21.5 25.0 *

No. o ehic i~59 - 1~6o . 153 - . 1~5i . l~9 1~15 . 150
No.of Gaps 42 41 39 40 40 40 .43

öLlthbound Ga or VêhI~:. EiTtThng Hötël D?lv way
SundaylO 1)2015 ~ . P Pêá ~d(4~3’ -7: OPM)

1 umber of Ga • s During 1 Hour Periods
JI ~~o5:3O~J II DEP~P II ~IP~IP II II IL II II I

2 2 3 2 2 1 1

No. o eh des I I . 150
I .!~

lea

- I’58 154 161 . . 170 [ ~ I .. 169 163 160
43 .~ 4,
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,uthbound Gaps for Vehicles Entering Hotel Driveway
inday 10/11/2015 Mid-day Period (11:00AM - 1:30 PM)

#of Cars
41

#of Gaps
0

‘.1

-i

5

11:00 - 11:14AM —

Duration

__~___J of Gap
,Tlme, i(Seconds)
1 02’AM 27
1:02AM 12
1:02AM~
1~04AM 27
~q6AM 25
~l~7AM 33
1:08AM 19
1:10AM 16
~11AM 9
113AM 23
114AM 20

11:15~11:29AM
Duration

_________ ofGap
Time (5ec~nds)

11 15AM -18
11:17AM’
11:18AM
11:209M - 19
11:22AM • 21
11:23AM 15

.~11:24 AM 32
11:25AM 8
11:26 AM’ 22

~11:27.~I~M 23
11:29AM 13

I 11:30 - 11:44AM
Duration

________ of Gap
Time ‘ (Seconds)

11:30AM 29
11:32AM 17
11:33AM 32
11:36AM 40
11:37AM 31
11:39AM 11
11:40 AM’ 20

.11:42 AM 12
11:42 AM 22
11:44AM 7

8 of Cars I~ of Cars 9 of Cars 9 of Cars N of Cats U of Cars #‘OfCi~iI
~ 42 36 34 37 38 41-

U of Gaps [!~Gaps I of Gaps I of Gaps 8 of Gaps U of Gaps
0 0 1 1 0 0
1 1 1 2 2 0 2
3 0 1 1 3 2 2
1 1 0 2 0 2 2
1 2 2 1 1 2 1
5 6 5 4 5 4 5

11:45~11:S9AM I 12:00N~12:14PM I 12:15-’12:29PM I 12:30~12~44PM - 12:45-12:S9PM I 1:00-1:14PM I 1:15-1:29PM
Duration Duration , Düratlón, Duration Duration Duration Duration
of Gap of Gap of Gap of G~p of Gap of Gap of Gap

Time .(Secondi) - rTlme (Secon~ds) Time’ (Seconds) Time (Seconds) Time (Seconds) Time (Seconds) Time (Seconds)
11 45’AM 40. 12:00 PM~ 24 1215 PM 28 12:30 PM 14 12:45 PM 12 1:01 PM 22 1:15 PM 32
11:46’AM~ 35 12:02PM 20 12:16PM .,9 12~32PM 24 12:46 PM 50 1:03 PM 21 1:17 PM 13

, 11:48 AM ‘13 12:03 PM 16 12:17 PM 27 12:35 PM 29 12:47 PM 11 1:05 PM 19 1:18 PM 31
11:49 AM 22 ‘ 12:05 PM 19 12:19 PM 30 12:36 PM 10 12:49 PM 24 1:07 PM 33 1:20 PM 37
11:50 AM 10 . 12:06 PM 33 12:21 PM 34 12:37 PM 16 12:50 PM 46 1:09 PM 25 1:21 PM 8

•11:51AM 14 -12:07 PM 10 12:23 PM 20 12:37 PM 30 12:52 PM 9 1:10 PM 16 1:22 PM 32
~ 11:52 AM 19 - 12:08 PM 30 12:25 PM 7 12:38 PM 7 12:53 PM 28 1:10 PM 32 1:24 PM 12
-1’1:54 AM 33 12:10 PM 26 12:26 PM 21 12:39 PM 17 12:55 PM 29 1:12 PM 11 1:25 PM 27
11:56AM 25 12:11 PM 34 12:29 PM 33 12:41 PM 8 12:56 PM 10 1:13 PM 17 1:27 PM 15
11:57 AM 11 12 13 PM 30 12:29 PM 12 12:42 PM 42 12:57 PM 14 1:14 PM 13 1:28 PM 21
11:58 AM 17 12:44 PM 18 12:58 PM 7 1:29 PM 9

12:59 PM 20 1:29 PM 17
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uthbound Gaps for Vehicles Entering Hotel Driveway
day 10/~/2015 PM Peak Period (4:30 PM - 7:30 PM)
iday 10111/2015

U of Cars
40

U of Gaps
0

4

4:30~4:~ PM

IDu,Itfon
of Gap

rime [(Seconds)
:30 I~M~ 28.

1:31PM 16
1:32 PM
1:34PM iV
~!3SPM. ~
1:36 PM 15
1:37 PM 22
1:39 PM 22
:41 PM 18

142PM 13
144PM 19

4:45 - 4:59 PM
Duration

_________ of Gap
rime (Seconds)

4:45 PM 10
446PM 34
447PM 25
449PM 13
450PM 28
452PM 26
454PM 9
455PM 24
457PM 16
4:58 PM 20

5:00 - 5:14 PM
Duration

________ of Gap
Time (Seconds)
5:00 PM 14
5:01 PM 28
5:02 PM 18
5:03 PM 23
5:05 PM 32
5:07 PM 33
5:09 PM 30
5:11 PM 16
5:12PM 14
5:14 PM 10
5:14 PM 17
5:14 PM 7

5:15 - 5:29 PM
Duration

________ of Gap
Time (Seconds)
516PM 26
5:17 PM 15
5:18 PM 31
5:19PM 8
5:20 PM 21
5:22 PM 11
5:23 PM 14
5:24 PM 42
5:26PM 9
5:27 PM 28
5:59PM 17

of Cars N of Cars U of Cars E~~]~]) U of Cars fliIX?tn 1 U~fCi~I W~f Cars
36 44 36 I (~i 1 47 I 39 37

4~f~~Gi~ 19 of Gaps N of Gaps N of Gaps (~~~JJ N of Gaps )(~~QJ [#~f~G~] U of Gaps
0 i 0 1 5 0 0 0 1
2 2 1 1 1 1 0
2 0 1 0 1 0 1 1
2 1 1 2 2 1 2
1 2 2 .1 2 2 1
4 5 6 5 6 6 5 5

~ 5:30-S:44PM . 5:45-3:59l~M I 6:00-6:14PM 6:15-6:29PM 6:30-6:44PM I 6:45-6:59PM I 7:00-7:14PM I 7:15-7:3OPM
Duration Duration :Duration ~Düiatlón Duration Duration Duration Duration

~ ofGap ofGap of~5ap~ ofGap ofGap ofGap ofGap ofGap
Time (Seconds) Timi (Seconds) lime (Seconds) Time (Seconds) Tirdi (Seconds Time (Seconds) Time (Seconds) Time (Seconds)
5:31 PM -. 30 ~5:45PM. 26 6:02 PM 34 . 6:16 PM 23 6:30PM’ 30 6:46 PM 38 7:00PM 22 7:15 PM 16
5:33 PM 16 S:47PM 17 6:03 PM 17 • 6:16PM 12 6:3?PM 17 6:47PM 17 7:01PM 14 7:16PM 7
5:34 PM 32 5:48 PM 27 . . 6:05 PM 22 6:17 PM . 22 .6:33 PM 16 6:48PM 23 7:02 PM 36 7:18 PM 46
5:36 PM .27 5:50 PM 33 6:08 PM 32 6:18 PM 33 6:33 PM 21 6:49 PM 43 7:03 PM 28 7:20 PM 27
5:38 PM. 32 5~52 PM 40 6:09 PM 22 6:20 PM 7 6:34 PM 37 6:51 PM 21 7:06 PM 16 7:22 PM 17
S:39PM 19 5:54PM 10 6~11’PM 7 6:20 PM 37 6:36 PM 19 6:52 PM 40 7:08 PM 19 7:23 PM 30
5:40 PM 20 5:55 PM 21. 6:12 PM 17 6:21 PM 19 6:37 PM 32 6:54 PM 10 7:09 PM 31 7:25 PM 20
5:41 PM 7 5:56PM 33. ~6:13 PM 10 6:23 PM 27 6:39 PM 22 6:55 PM 22 7:11 PM 20 7:27 PM 26
5:42 PM 10 5:57 PM 18 6:14 PM, 23 6:24 PM 16 6:40 PM 25 6:56 PM 9 7:14 PM 8 7:29 PM 27
543PM 22 5:59 PM 34 6:14 PM 18 6:25 PM 11 6:41 PM 10 6:57 PM 34 7:14 PM 43 7:29 PM 12
S44 PM 9 S:S9 PM 12 6:27 PM 28 6:42 PM 13 6:59 PM 9

6:29 PM 12 6:44 PM 32
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DRIVE TIME - ROUTE SUMMARY

CLIENT: HIRSCH/GREEN TRANSPORTATION CONSULTING, INC.

PROJECT: MALIBU INN HOTEL (22878 PACIFIC COAST HIGHWAY)

DATE: WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 07 2015

PERIOD: 11:00 AM TO 01:30 PM

04:30 PM TO 07:30 PM

. DRIVE I P(~I!~Jj[~3c(MIN /SEC)

FROM HOTEL TO HERTZ HERTZ CIRCULAR FROM HERTZ TO HOTEL ROUNDTRIP

• TIME: DURATION TIME: ] DURATION: TIME: j DURATION: TIME: DURATION:

11:03 2:38 11:06 0~33 11:07 1:30 11:10 1:45

11:18 0:37 11:20 0:29 11:21 0:51 11:24 1:37

11:48 1:05 11:50 0:32 11:51 1:08 11:56 2:16

12:07 0:12 12:08 0:32 12:09 0:55 12:13 2:08

12:15 0:33 12:17 0:29 12:19 1:00 12:22 1:49

12:32 0:16 12:33 0:33 12:34 0:26 12:37 1:55

12:45 0:21 12:47 0:34 12:48 0:19 12:51 1:44

1:04 0:30 1:06 0:29 1:08 0:41 1:11 1:36

1:13 0:25 1:14 0:29 1:15 0:31 1:17 1:24

1:22 0:19 1:24 0:30 1:26 0:40 1:28 2:00

4:33 2:45 4:36 0:31 4:37 2:05 4:41 2:35

4:48 1:12 4:49 0:28 4:51 1:49 4:55 2:02

5:01 0:55 5:03 0:30 5:05 1:26 5:08 1:55

5:16 0:49 5:18 0:31 5:19 . 0:44 5:21 3:33

5:25 0:40 5:26 0:27 5:27 1:01 5:29 1:57

5:39 0:42 5:41 0:30 5:42 0:59 5:44 2:05

6:00 1:15 CLOSED 6:03 0:35 6:05 1:38

6:14 0:55 CLOSED 6:15 0:33 6:17 1:49

6:37 0:25 CLOSED 6:38 0:28 6:40 1:25

7:02 1:17 CLOSED 7:04 V 0:33 7:06 2:22

7:16 0:34 CLOSED 7:17 0:19 7:18 1:33

7:25 0:18 CLOSED 7:26 0:16 7:27 0:58

DATA PROVIDED BY:

THE TRAFFIC SOLUTION
329 DIAMOND STREET
ARCADIA, CALIFORNIA 910DB
PH: 626.446.7978
FAX: 626.448.2877 338



DRIVE TIME - ROUTE SUMMARY

CLIENT: HIRSCH/GREEN TRANSPORTATION CONSULTING, INC.

PROJECT: MALIBU INN HOTEL (22878 PACIFIC COAST HIGHWAY)

DATE: FRIDAY, OCTOBER 09, 2015

PERIOD: 11:00 AM TO 01:30 PM

04:30 PM TO 07:30 PM

~ilE~Z~1iME (~I~I[~(MiN /SEC)

FROM HOTEL TO HERTZ HERTZ CIRCULAR FROM”HERTZTO HOTEL ROUNDTRIP.
V.—. - ~ ;‘~- V.

TIME: DURATION: TIME: DURATION: TIME: DURATION: TIME: DURATION:

11:05 0:37 11:06 0:29 11:07 1:23 11:09 2:18

11:20 0:27 11:21 0:22 11:22 0:51 11:24 1:03

11:34 0:34 11:35 0:27 11:37 0:49 11:39 1:08

11:50 0:18 11:51 0:34 11:51 1:09 11:53 2:43

12:06 0:32 12:07 0:27 12:08 0:55 12:10 1:55

12:20 0:58 12:21 0:20 12:22 0:58 12:24 1:19

12:43 0:30 12:44 0:30 12:45 1:13 12:47 1:43

12:59 0:25 1:01 0:28 1:01 2:15 1:04 3:04

1:07 0:27 1:08 0:24 1:09 0:57 1:11 2:09

1:20 0:56 1:22 0:22 1:23 3:07 1:27 3:57

4:06 0:35 4:07 0:30 4:08 1:11 4:09 1:42

4:19 0:33 4:20 0:28 4:21 1:00 4:23 1:50

4:40 0:42 4:41 0:24 4:42 1:03 4:44 1:37

4:53 0:34 4:54 0:31 4:55 0:59 4:55 1:22

5:10 0:29 5:11 0:30 5:12 1:03 5:15 1:16

5:26 0:33 5:27 0:27 5:28 1:22 5:30 2:02

5:31 0:16 5:31 0:27 5:32 0:32 5:34 0:56

5:44 0:25 5:46 0:26 5:31 0:32 5 32 0:49

5:58 1:58 6:01 0:33 6:02 2:00 V 6:05 2:05

6:06 0:45 CLOSED 6:08 1:11 6:10 2:01

V 6:16 0:33 CLOSED 6:17 1:17 6:19 2:30
• 6:37 0:18 CLOSED 6:38 1:06 6:40 1:18

6:52 0:28 CLOSED 6:53 1:00 6:54 1:18

7:10 0:38 CLOSED 7:11 1:08 7:13 1:27

7:22 0:51 CLOSED 7:24 1:17 7:26 1:33

DATA PROVIDED BY

THE TRAFFIC SOLUTION
329 DIAMOND STREET
ARCADIA, CALIFORNIA 91DD6
PH: 626.446.7978
FAX: 626.448.2877 339



DRIVE TIME - ROUTE SUMMARY

CLIENT: HIRSCH/GREEN TRANSPORTATION CONSULTING, INC.

PROJECT: MALIBU INN HOTEL (22878 PACIFIC COAST HIGHWAY)

DATE: SATURDAY, OCTOBER 10, 2015

PERIOD: 11:00AM TO 01:30 PM

04:30 PM TO 07:30 PM

~T~i~iIME ROUTESo(MIN/SEC)

• FROM HOTEL TO HERTZ HERTZ CIRCULAR FROM HERTZ TO HOTEL ROUNDTRIP

• TIME: DURA11ON: TIME: DURATION: TIME: ‘• DURATION: TIME: DURA11ON:

11:04 0:36 CLOSED 11:05 1:04 11:07 1:45

11:20 0:50 CLOSED 11:22 0:53 11:24 1:23

11:35 0:37 CLOSED 11:35 0:50 11:37 1:20

11:54 2:00 CLOSED 11:57 1:30 11:59 2:05

12:04 1:19 CLOSED 12:05 1:25 12:07 1:35

12:17 1:17 CLOSED 12:18 0:49 12:19 1:01

12:36 2:22 CLOSED 12:39 0:46 12:41 1:00

12:56 0:35 CLOSED 12:57 0:40 12:59 0:55

1:16 1:00 CLOSED 1:17 0:45 1:18 0:51

1:27 0:47 CLOSED 1:28 0:48 1:29 1:01

4:34 0:53 CLOSED 4:35 0:S6 4:36 1:09

4:53 0:31 CLOSED 4:53 1:06 4:55 1:19

5:12 0:35 CLOSED 5:13 0:40 5:15 0:49

5:26 1:4~ CLOSED 5:28 1:00 5:29 1:15

5:42 1:10 CLOSED 5:44 0:31 5:46 0:40

5:55 0:50 CLOSED 5:56 0:40 5:58 0:53

6:10 0:55 CLOSED 6:11 0:48 6:12 0:59

6:28 0:42 CLOSED 6:30 0:58 6:31 1:09

6:40 0:57 CLOSED 6:41 0:51 6:42 1:06

6:51 0:52 CLOSED 6:52 0:48 6:54 0:59

7:08 1:01 CLOSED 7:10 1:04 7:12 1:31

7:15 0:51 CLOSED 7:17 0:48 7 19 0:58

DATA PROVIDED BY:

THE TRAFFIC SOLUTION
329 DIAMOND STREET
ARCADIA, CALIFORNIA 91006
PH: 62E.446.7978
FAX: 626.448.2877 340



DRIVE TIME - ROUTE SUMMARY

CLIENT: HIRSCH/GREEN TRANSPORTATION CONSULTING, INC.

PROJECT: MALIBU INN HOTEL (22878 PACIFIC COAST HIGHWAY)

DATE: SUNDAY, OCTOBER 11, 2015

PERIOD: 11:00AM TO 01:30 PM

04:30 PM TO 07:30 PM

DRIVE~U~j~ ROUTES c(MIN /SEC)

FROM HOTEL TO HERTZ HERTZ CIRCULAR FROM HERTZ TO HOTEL ROUNDTRIP

firvi~: - DURATION: TIME: DURATION: TIME: DURA11ON: TIME: DURATION:

11:02 1:03 CLOSED 11:04 0:32 11:05 0:56

11:15 0:53 CLOSED 11:16 0:48 11:17 0:59

11:28 0:47 CLOSED 11:29 0:45 11:30 0:56

11:50 0:51 CLOSED 11:51 0:31 11:52 1:21

12:12 0:47 CLOSED 12:13 0:25 12:14 1:18

12:25 0:57 CLOSED 12:27 0:46 12:29 0:59

12:41 1:01 CLOSED 12:43 0:35 12:45 0:43

12:56 0:39 CLOSED 12:57 0:58 12:59 1:16

1:16 0:48 CLOSED 1:17 0:44 1:19 0:54

1:28 0:50 CLOSED 1:29 0:44 1:30 0:58

4:34 1:02 CLOSED 4:36 0:58 4:38 1:20

4:42 1:06 CLOSED 4:44 0:54 4:46 1:12

5:08 1:00 CLOSED 5:10 0:50 5:12 1:18

5:24 0:54 CLOSED 5:25 1:02 5:27 1:27

5:33 1:11 CLOSED 5:35 0:40 5:36 0:58

5:46 0:43 CLOSED 5:47 3:03 5:51 3:23

6:08 0:56 CLOSED 6:09 0:43 6:11 0:56

6:19 1:03 CLOSED 6:21 0:33 6:23 0:51

6:45 1:41 CLOSED 6:46 0:30 6:47 0:39

6:57 0:59 CLOSED 6:58 0:41 7:00 0:57

7:11 1:35 CLOSED 7:13 1:10 7:15 1:29

7:21 1:50 CLOSED 7:24 0:45 7:26 0:58

DATA PROVIDED BY

THE TRAFFIC SOLUTION
329 DIAMOND STREET
ARCADIA, CALIFORNIA 91006
PH: 626.446.7978
FAX: 626.448.2877 341
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City Of Malibu
23825 Stuart Ranch Road

~ ,1 Malibu, CA 90265
Phone (310) 456-2489

PLANNING DEPARTMENT
I NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING I

\_

% . 4-

I NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING I
The Malibu Planning Commission will hold a public hearing on Tuesday, January 22, 2019, at 6:30 pin in the Counci Chambers Maib
City Hall 23825 Stuart Ranch Road Malibu CA, for the project identified below

COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT NO. 17-092. JOINT USE PARKING AGREEMENT NO. 17-001, CONDITIONAL USE
PERMIT AMENDMENT NO. 15-004. LOT TIE NO. 17-001. CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. 17-012. AND VARIANCE
NOS.15-041 AND 17-037 - An application to continue operation of the existing hotel with restaurant use, and to construct a new
sw mming poo and poo deck with dining service remodel and convert approx mately 268 square feet of office and storage room into
bathroom faci t es and equipment room relocate the onsite wastewater treatment system amend Planning Commission Resolution No. 06-
46 Conditiona Use Permit No. 06-001 by chang ng Standard Condition No 2 to approve after-the-fact expansion of the hotel restaurant
din ng area from 563 square feet to 1387 square feet of din ng area on the ex St ng outdoor observation deck, and to allow dining service
for hote guests any on the proposed 5,174 square foot poo deck and remove Specal Condition No 15 which restricts the use of
restaurant dining area to guests of the hotel and their nvitees only and approve after-the-fact the opening of the restaurant to the general
pub c inc uding a var ance to relocate the required onsite parking beyond the 300 feet Imitation for offsite parking as measured along a
safe pedestnan access a variance to provide less than the required number of parking spaces for the hotel with restaurant use a joint use
parking agreement to a low required onsite parking offsite at 22853 Pacific Coast Highway (PCH) and Lot Tie No 17-002 to covenant and
hold 22878 PCH and 22853 PCH as one ot with no landscaping proposed

LOCATION I APN I ZONING: 22878 Pacific Coast Hwy, A 14452-005-031! CV-2
APPLICANT! OWNER(S Burdge and Associates Architects, Inc. 1 Mani MBI(DE LLC
APPEALABLE TO C ty Council and California Coastal Commission
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW Categorical Exemption CEQA Guidelines Section 15301
APPLICATION FILED August 6 2015
CASE PLANNER Richard Mol ca, Senior P anner, rmol ica@ma ibucity.org

(310) 456-2489, ext. 346

REPORTING — A written staff report will be available at or before the hearing for the project. Related documents are available for review at
City Hall dunng regular business hours. You will have an opportunity to testify at the public hearing~ written comments wh ch shall be
cons dered pub c record, may be submitted any time prior to the beginning of the public hearing. If the City’s action is cha lenged n court
testimony may be m ted to issues raised before or at the public hearing

LOCAL APPEAL - A decision of the Planning Commission may be appealed to the City Council by an aggrieved person by written
statement sett ng forth the grounds for appeal An appeal shall be filed w th the City Clerk within ten days following the date of act on wh ch
the appeal is made and shall be accompanied by an appeal form and filing fee, as specified by the City Council Appea forms may be found
online at www.rnalibucityorgfplanningforms or in person at City Hall or by calling (310)456-2489 extension 245

COASTAL COMMISSION APPEAL - An aggrieved person may appeal the Planning Commissions approval d rect y to the Coastal
Commission within 10 working days of the ssuance of the C ty s Notice of Final Action More informal on may be found on me at
~w coastal ca gov or by calling 805-585-1800
BONNIE BLUE Planning Director Date December27 2018

Attachment 7
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Supplemental
Commission Agenda Report

Chair Uhring and Members of the Planning Commission

Prepared by: Richard Mollica, Senior Planner jZi’r

Approved by: Bonnie Blue, Planning Director

Date prepared: April 10, 2019 Meeting Date: April 15, 2019

Subject: Coastal Development Permit No. 17-092, Conditional Use Permit No.
17-012, Joint Use Parking Agreement No. 17-001, and Lot Tie No. 17-
001 — An application to permit the continued operation of an existing,
legal nonconforming hotel use, construct accessory hotel facilities,
remove ‘guest only’ condition for existing restaurant and expand the
use, relocate required onsite parking offsite to and tie the lot with 22853
Pacific Coast Highway (Continued from March 4, 2019)

Location: 22878 Pacific Coast Highway, within the appealable
coastal zone

APNs: 4452-005-029, -030, and -031
Owner: Mani MBI (DE), LLC
Tenant: Malibu Beach Inn

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

1) Adopt Planning Commission Resolution No. 19-16 (Attachment 1) determining the
project is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act, and approving
Conditional Use Permit (CUP) No. 17-012, to permit the continued operation of the legal
nonconforming hotel and restaurant located in the Commercial Visitor Serving-Two (CV-
2) zoning district at 22878 Pacific Coast Highway (PCH) (Mani MBI (DE), LLC); and

2) Adopt Planning Commission Resolution No. 19-17 (Attachment 2) denying Coastal
Development Permit (CDP) No. 17-092, an application for the Malibu Beach Inn to
construct a new swimming pool and pool deck with dining service in the location of
required parking; Joint Use Parking Agreement (JUPA) No. 17-001 to allow a portion of
the property’s required parking to be located at 22853 PCH (Hertz Rental Car); and Lot
Tie No. 17-001 to hold 22878 PCH and 22853 PCH as one lot located in the CV-2 zoning
district at 22878 PCH (Mani MBI (DE), LLC).

To:

Planning Commission
Meeting
04-15-19

Item
3.A.2.

Page 1 of 2 Agenda Item 3.A.2.
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DISCUSSION: At the March 4, 2019 Planning Commission meeting, a public hearing was
held on the subject application. At that hearing, the Planning Commission directed staff to
return with a resolution approving a CUP to permit the continued operation of the Malibu
Beach Inn and as-built restaurant and a resolution denying the development of the
proposed swimming pool, deck, lot tie, and joint use parking agreement. Attached hereto
are the resolutions for the Commission’s consideration.

ATTACHMENTS:

1. Planning Commission Resolution No. 19-16 (CUP Approval)
2. P~~lanning Commission Resolution No. 19-17 (CDP and JUPA)

Page 2 of 2 Agenda Item 3.A.2.
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CITY OF MALIBU PLANNING COMMISSION
RESOLUTION NO. 19-16

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF
MALIBU DETERMINING THE PROJECT IS EXEMPT FROM THE
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT AND APPROVING
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. 17-012, TO PERMIT THE CONTINUED
OPERATION OF THE LEGAL NONCONFORMING HOTEL AND HOTEL
RESTAURANT LOCATED IN THE COMMERCIAL VISITOR SERVING-
TWO ZONING DISTRICT AT 22878 PCH (MANI MBI (DE), LLC)

The Planning Commission of the City of Malibu does hereby find, order and resolve as follows:

SECTION 1. Recitals.

A. On October 15, 1987, the California Coastal Commission (CCC) issued Coastal
Development Permit (CDP) No. 05-87-576 for the construction of a 3 story, 32-foot in height, 47-
room hotel, along with a viewing deck and seawall, with 52 parking spaces (including tandem)
with valet parking and vertical public beach accesses at 22878 Pacific Coast Highway (PCH).

B. On June 19, 2006, the Planning Commission adopted Resolution No. 06-46
approving CDP No. 06-0 1 1 and Conditional Use Permit (CUP) No. 06-00 1 permitting the
construction of the porte-cochere, interior remodel of the hotel to accommodate an ancillary
restaurant with a 196 square foot kitchen and 42 seats within a total of approximately 563 square
feet of dining area, including indoor and outdoor seating on the western portion of the existing
patio, and installation of a new wastewater treatment system (OWTS) to replace a failed OWTS
in the western parking lot. The restaurant was conditioned to serve hotel guests and invitees only.

C. On August 6, 2015, an application for Administrative Plan Review (APR) No. 15-
065 and Conditional Use Permit Amendment (CUPA) No. 15-004 was submitted to the Planning
Department by the applicant, Burdge and Associates Architects, Inc., on behalf of property owner,
Mani MBI(DE), LLC. The application was routed to the City Biologist, City Coastal Engineer,
Environmental Health Administrator, City Geotechnical staff, City Public Works Department, and
Los Angeles County Fire Department (LACFD) for review.

D. Staff determined that, after the submittal of project revisions, the project scope was
no longer exempt from a CDP. As a result, on October 4, 2017 2, 2017, an application for CDP
No. 17-092 was submitted to the Planning Department by the applicant, Burdge and Associates
Architects, Inc., on behalf of property owner, Mani MBI (DE), LLC. The applicant also submitted
Variance (VAR) No. 15-041, VAR No. 17-037, Lot Tie (LT) No. 17-001, and a Joint Use Parking
Agreement (JUPA) No. 17-001. The application was routed to the City Biologist, City Coastal~
Engineer, Environmental Health Administrator, City Geotechnical staff, City Public Works
Department, and LACFD for review.

E. On October 12, 2017, a Notice of Planning Commission Public Hearing was
published in a newspaper of general circulation within the City of Malibu and was mailed to all
property owners and occupants within a 500-foot radius of the subject property.

F. On November 2, 2017, the applicant submitted CUP No. 17-012 to address the
amortization provisions of Malibu Municipal Code (MMC) Section 17.60.040(C)(4).

ATTACHMENT 1
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Resolution No 19-16
Page 2 of 10

G. On November 6, 2017, the Planning Commission continued the item to a date
uncertain.

H. On November 9, 2017, a Notice of Planning Commission Public Hearing was
published in a newspaper of general circulation within the City of Malibu and was mailed to all
property owners and occupants within a 500-foot radius of the subject property.

I. On November 9, 2017, the applicant submitted revised project plans for approval.

J. On December 1, 2017, the applicant submitted a revised Sheet A-0.1, A-0.2, and
A-0.7 illustrating the proposed indoor restaurant seating.

K. On December 4, 2017, the Planning Commission continued the item to the
December 18, 2017, Regular Planning Commission hearing.

L. On December 18, 2017, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public
hearing on the subject application, reviewed and considered the staff report, reviewed and
considered written reports, public testimony, and other information in the record. At that meeting
the item was continued to a date uncertain to allow the applicant time to address the issues raised
at that hearing.

M. On January 31, 2018, the applicant submitted revised materials to the City
specialists.

N. On July 12, 2018, a Notice of Planning Commission Public Hearing was published
in a newspaper of general circulation within the City of Malibu and was mailed to all property
owners and occupants within a 500-foot radius of the subject property.

0. On August 6, 2018, the Planning Commission continued the item to the August 20,
2017, Regular Planning Commission hearing.

P. On August 20, 2018, the Planning Commission continued the item to the November
5, 2018, Regular Planning Commission hearing.

Q. On November 5, 2018, the Planning Commission continued the item to the
November 19, 2018, Regular Planning Commission hearing.

R. On November 15, 2018, the November 19, 2018 Regular Planning Commission
meeting was cancelled due to the Woolsey Fire.

S. On December 27, 2018, a Notice of Planning Commission Public Hearing was
published in a newspaper of general circulation within the City of Malibu and was mailed to all
property owners and occupants within a 500-foot radius of the subject property and all interested
parties.

T. On January 16, 2019, the applicant submitted a revised parking plan that eliminated
the need for the requested variance at the Hertz site.

DRAFT
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Resolution No 19-16
Page 3 of 10

U. On January 22, 2019, the Planning Commission continued the item to the March 4,
2019 Regular Planning Commission hearing.

V. On March 4, 2019, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing on
the subject application, reviewed and considered the staff report, reviewed and considered written
reports, public testimony, and other information in the record. At that meeting the Planning
Commission directed staff to return with a resolution approving the CUP application for the
continued operation of the hotel and restaurant and separate resolutions denying the construction
of the pooi, pool deck, and associated development as well as the JUPA.

W. On April 15, 2019, revised Planning Commission Resolution No. 19-16 was
presented to the Planning Commission as a consent item.

SECTION 2. Environmental Review.

Pursuant to the authority and criteria contained in CEQA, the Planning Commission has analyzed
the proposed project. The Planning Commission found that the project proposed in CUP No. 17-
012 is listed among the classes of projects that have been determined not to have a significant
adverse effect on the environment. Therefore, the project is categorically exempt from the
provisions of CEQA pursuant to Section 15301(a) — Existing Facilities. The Planning Commission
has further determined that none of the six exceptions to the use of a categorical exemption apply
to this project (CEQA Guidelines Section 15300.2).

SECTION 3. Conditional Use Permit Findings.

The proposed CUP allows for the continued operation of the existing 47-room hotel and ancillary
onsite restaurant use with 1,377 square feet of dining area open to the public (657 square feet of
interior dining area (36 seats) and 720 square feet of exterior dining area (42 seats) for a total of
78 seats, plus a 196 square foot kitchen, in-room spa and food services, and valet-only onsite
parking consisting of 58 spaces. Based on evidence in the record, including all written and oral
testimony and pursuant to Malibu Municipal Code (MMC) Section 17.66.080, the Planning
Commission hereby makes the following findings of fact for approval of CUP No. 17-012 which
replaces CUP 06-00 1 and its associated conditions.

1. The existing hotel use is the primary use of the site. Per MMC Section
17.28.030(B), the CV-2 zone allows a hotel use as a conditionally permitted use, and a hotel is
allowed to have an onsite restaurant. Currently there is a City issued CUP for the existing
restaurant; this approval will authorize the restaurant to expand to its as-built dimensions and serve
the public. Specifically, CUP No. 17-0 12 will allow for 657 square feet Qf interior service area
and 720 square feet of exterior service area and a total of 78 seats. Therefore, the proposed uses
are allowed in the subject zone and the application has been conditioned to comply with all
applicable provisions of the MMC.

2. The hotel use with public restaurant is compatible and permitted in the zone, and
maintaining the existing use as approved would not impair the integrity and character of the zoning
district in which it is located. Furthermore, the hotel use is compatible with the existing land uses
on the site and surrounding neighborhood, as demonstrated by its ongoing operation since prior to
City incorporation. Neither the hotel, nor the restaurant which opened in 2006 and its subsequent
expansion and service of the public, have generated complaints. The hotel, including the ancillary
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Resolution No 19-16
Page4oflO

restaurant use, will occupy the existing structure on the site that has historically been a hotel. The
proposed use has been conditioned to ensure that special onsite events, noise, and lighting do not
disrupt the adjacent Open Space (to the west) and Single-Family Medium Density (to the east)
zoned parcels. Therefore, the integrity and character of the applicable zoning district will not be
impaired.

3. The subject site is physically suitable for supporting the existing hotel and the as-
built restaurant which has been in operation for the past 12 years in that the existing operation has
not resulted in parking, noise, or traffic impacts to the surrounding uses. Furthermore, it is
adequately served by utilities. Furthermore, it has been demonstrated that the existing onsite
wastewater system can accommodate the proposed restaurant and existing hotel. Therefore, the
site is physically suitable for the existing use, as permitted and approved by the CCC and Planning
Commission Resolution No. 06-46, including the expanded service area and service to the public.

4. The subject site is currently developed with a hotel and hotel restaurant whose
associated parking does not conform to the current parking requirements. The existing hotel use
has been in operation prior to Cityhood. The existing hotel use has not impaired the zoning or
land uses in the surrounding neighborhood, and has further been conditioned to ensure that noise,
and lighting do not disrupt the surrounding neighborhood. Live entertainment, amplified sound,
and outdoor speakers are prohibited, except pursuant a temporary use permit approved by the City.
Therefore, the proposed CUP is compatible with the land uses presently on the subject property
and those in the surrounding neighborhood.

5. The proposed project is compatible with existing and future land uses within the
zoning district and the general area. Existing land uses in the area consist of multi-family
development, commercial, and public open space. The proposed hotel and restaurant uses are not
expected to affect coastal resource amenities or surrounding land uses in the area.

6. The proposed use will be served by existing utilities and it has been demonstrated
that those utilities can accommodate the proposed expansion. The Malibu Beach Inn is located in
the Civic Center Phase III Prohibition Area. Properties within the Phase III Prohibition Area are
allowed to remodel as long as there is no increase in wastewater flow beyond the capacity of the
existing OWTS as determined by the City’s Environmental Health Administrator. The project’s
wastewater designer has demonstrated that the expansion is within the capacity of the existing
OWTS. In addition, flow limitations from the Regional Water Board have been placed on the
subject property and the proposed project does not exceed those limits. The City Environmental
Health Administrator has reviewed the proposal and determined that the existing OWTS can
accommodate the existing hotel and restaurant use including the additional service area without
upgrade or modification, subject to the conditions capping the number of restaurant seats at 78.
Since no physical changes are proposed, the project will not create shade or shadow impacts that
would impede solar access, and will not adversely impact existing public and private views.

7. To address the parking needs of the current and proposed operation, the hotel and
restaurant uses have been utilizing an onsite valet parking operation effectively. Staff is not aware
of any issues stemming from the current operation, Therefore, adequate provisions for public
access to serve the subject hotel and restaurant use have been available.
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8. The use is a conditionally permitted commercial use in the CV-2 zoning district,
and, as conditioned, is consistent with specific development standards in the MMC. The Land Use
Element of the General Plan states that the “CV designation provides for visitor serving uses which
serve visitors and residents such as hotels and restaurants which respect the rural character and
natural environmental setting. Hotels are only permitted in CV-2 designations, the highest density
designation.” The subject CUP will allow for continuation of the existing use, subject to
conditions, and will be consistent with goals, objectives and policies of the General Plan.

9. The proposed project will comply with all applicable requirements of state and local
law and is conditioned to comply with any relevant approvals, permits, and licenses from the City
of Malibu and other related agencies.

10. A hotel with a public restaurant is a conditionally permitted use in the CV-2 zoning
district. As conditioned to manage noise, lighting, and special events, the proposed use will not
be detrimental to the public interest, health, safety, convenience, or welfare.

11. The project will not be at risk from earth movement and flood hazards since the
conditional use permit only involves maintaining an existing as-built use on an existing, developed
property. The building footprint and envelope will not change. Therefore, there is no new impact
related to earth movement, flooding, or liquefaction.

SECTION 4. Planning Commission Action.

Based on the foregoing findings and evidence contained within the record, the Planning
Commission hereby approves CUP No. 17-0 12 superseding and replacing CUP No. 06-00 1.

SECTION 5. Conditions of Approval.

1. The property owners, and their successors in interest, shall indemnify and defend the City
of Malibu and its officers, employees and agents from and against all liability and costs
relating to the City’s actions concerning this project, including (without limitation) any
award of litigation expenses in favor of any person or entity who seeks to challenge the
validity of any of the City’s actions or decisions in connection with this project. The City
shall have the sole right to choose its counsel and property owners shall reimburse the
City’s expenses incurred in its defense of any lawsuit challenging the City’s actions
concerning this project.

2. This approval is for the continued operation of the existing 47-room hotel, as the primary
use, and ancillary onsite restaurant use with 1,377 square feet of dining area open to the
public (consisting of 657 square feet of interior dining area (36 seats) and 720 square feet
of exterior dining area (42 seats) for a total of no more than 78 seats, plus a 196 square foot
kitchen, in-room dining and spa services and valet-only onsite parking consisting of 58
spaces.

3. No new development or demolition, or interior structural modifications are permitted under
this application.
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4. This conditional use permit shall not be effective until the property owner, applicant and
the business operator execute the Affidavit of the Acceptance of Conditions. Said
documents shall be recorded with the Los Angeles County Recorder and a certified copy
of said recordation shall be filed with the Planning Department within 10 days of the
effective date of the approval.

5. Within 30 days from the date of adoption of this resolution and prior to this CUP becoming
effective, a revised site and restaurant plan shall be submitted which documents the as-built
site conditions. Subsequent submittals for this project shall be in substantial compliance
with plans on-file with the Planning Department that are submitted in response to this
condition of approval. In the event the project plans conflict with any condition of
approval, the condition shall take precedence.

6. Any questions of intent or interpretation of any condition of approval will be resolved by
the Planning Director upon written request of such interpretation.

7. The Planning Director is authorized to make minor changes to the approved plans or the
conditions of approval, provided such changes achieve substantially the same results and
the project is still in compliance with the MMC. Revised plans reflecting minor changes
and additional fees shall be required.

Operations

8. A review of the proposed use and compliance with the conditions of approval shall be
conducted by Planning Department staff and reported to the Planning Commission within
one year of approval of this CUP, and again within five years from the date of the first
conformance review. Staff will report whether the use is operating in compliance with the
Planning Commission’s findings and all approved conditions, and whether it recommends
initiating proceedings to modify or revoke the permit.

9. No live musical entertainment or amplified sound is permitted on the property except in
compliance with an approved temporary use permit. Acoustic and ambient music shall be
in compliance with MMC Chapter 8.24 (Noise Ordinance).

10. Noise emanating from the premises shall not be audible at a distance of five feet of any
residential unit between the hours of 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.rn., as required by MMC Section
8.24.050(L).

11. It is prohibited to advertise that the spa services are available for use by the general public.

12. Spa services must be charged to the guest’s room and spa services are for hotel guests only.

13. A temporary use permit shall be required for events meeting the requirements of MMC
Chapter 17.68, or which would exceed the onsite parking capacity or onsite wastewater
treatment system (OWTS) operating limits.

14. Portable toilets shall be provided for any events determined to require them by the City
Environmental Health Administrator upon review of a temporary use permit application.
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15. Any changes to dining/service area floor plan that is associated with this approval, number
of employees or the number of restaurant seats requires evaluation by the Planning Director
and the City Environmental Health Administrator to determine if amendment to this CUP
or modifications or upgrade to the OWTS are required.

16. The applicant shall maintain suitable kitchen facilities and operate and maintain the
restaurant premises as a bona fide eating place. Full food service shall be provided during
all hours of restaurant operation. The hotel restaurant shall function as a restaurant, not a
bar.

17. No restaurant, food packager, retail food vendor, vendor or nonprofit food provider shall
provide prepared food to its customers in any food packaging that utilizes expanded
polystyrene. “Expanded polystyrene” means and includes blown polystyrene and
expanded and extruded foams (sometimes incorrectly called Styrofoam, a Dow Chemical
Company trademarked form of polystyrene foam insulation) which are thermoplastic
petrochemical materials utilizing a styrene monomer and processed by any number of
techniques including, but not limited to, fusion of polymer spheres (expandable bead
polystyrene), injection molding, foam moldihg, and extrusion-blow molding (extruded
foam polystyrene). Expanded polystyrene is generally used to make cups, bowls, plates,
trays, clamshell containers, meat trays and egg cartons.

18. The property owner/tenant shall comply with the requirements set forth in MMC Chapter
9.28 (Plastic Bag Ban). No retail establishment, restaurant, vendor or nonprofit vendor
shall provide plastic bags or compostable bags to customers. This requirement applies to
plastic or compostable bags provided at the point of sale for the purpose of carrying away
goods.

19. The proposed project will comply with all applicable requirements of State and local law
and is conditioned to comply with any relevant approvals, permits and licenses from the
City of Malibu and other related agencies such as the ABC. Modification or expansion of
the ABC license is not permitted under this application.

20. The use or distribution of plastic/bioplastic straws, stirrers, and cutlery is prohibited. The
restaurant shall not use, sell, or distribute plastic/bioplastic straws, stirrers, or cutlery. Non
plastic alternatives such as paper, sugar cane, or bamboo are allowed for straws, stirrers,
and cutlery. Applicant shall comply with MMC Chapter 9.24.

Landscaping

21. No new landscaping is proposed with this project. Therefore, none is approved. Should
the applicant intend to plant any new vegetation, a detailed landscape plan shall be
submitted for review and approval prior to any planting.
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Lighting

22. Exterior and interior lighting shall be minimized and restricted to low intensity features,
shielded, and concealed so that no light source is directly visible from public viewing areas.

Lighting shall conform to the following standards and the City’s Dark Sky Ordinance
MMC Chapter 17.41:
a. Lighting for walkways shall be limited to fixtures that do not exceed two feet in

height that are directed downward, and use bulbs that do not exceed 60 watts or the
equivalent.

b. Security lighting controlled by motion detectors may be attached to the residence
provided it is directed downward and is limited to 60 watts or the equivalent.

c. Driveway lighting shall be limited to the minimum lighting necessary for safe
vehicular use. The lighting shall be limited to 60 watts or the equivalent.

d. Lights at entrances in accordance with Building Codes shall be permitted provided
that such lighting does not exceed 60 watts or the equivalent

g. Site perimeter lighting and lighting of the shore is prohibited.
h. Outdoor decorative lighting for aesthetic purposes is prohibited.
i. Night lighting for sports courts or other private recreational facilities shall be

prohibited.

23. No permanently installed lighting shall blink, flash, or be of unusually high intensity or
brightness. Lighting levels on any nearby property from artificial light sources on the
subject properties shall not produce an illumination level greater than one footcandle.

24. Lighting of the shoreline is prohibited.

Environmental Health

25. All final project plans shall be submitted for Environmental Health review and approval.
These plans must be approved by the Building Safety Division prior to receiving
Environmental Health final approval.

California Coastal Commission

26. The property must adhere with the conditions of approval for CDP No. 5-87-576, including
the view corridor and public access. Subject to approval of a sign permit, the property
owner must install pubic shoreline access signage. All view obstructions, not consistent
with CDP No. 5-87-5 76, must be removed at the westernmost side (approximately 56.1
feet wide) of the property. In addition

Signs

27. No new signage is proposed or approved under this application. A sign permit application
shall be submitted and approved by the Planning Department prior to installation of any
new sign.
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Valet Operations

28. Valet shall make every attempt to minimize the vehicular queuing along Pacific Coast
Highway or “Spiliback” from the hotel site when guests are arriving.

29. Valet shall not utilize existing on-street parking or red-curb “no parking” areas for idling
to assist on-site hotel queue demand or other hotel related operations.

30. At no time shall any valet vehicles block any of the through lanes on Pacific Coast Highway
to make right or left turns.

31. To prevent queuing in unforeseen events, valet attendants will proactively go to the
entrance of the hotel and provide clear, easy-to-follow directions for visitors to the valet
area.

32. Valet staging area if needed shall be evaluated by the City’s Public Works Department
during peak periods to be determined if the area should be relocated further within the site
to accommodate additional queuing demand.

33. Valet attendants must wear high visibility reflective safety gear per City of
Malibu Ordinance No. 407 establishing MMC Chapter 9.38 requiring valet parking
attendants working on public rights-of-way in Malibu to wear high-visibility reflective
safety apparel at all times (day or night).

34. The use of traffic control devices within the public right-of-way is prohibited. All traffic
control devices must be maintained within private property and must be placed in a manner
that does not impede traffic or safety on Pacific Coast Highway and the surrounding areas.

35. Per California Vehicle Code Section 21955 all pedestrians, including valet attendants, shall
not cross the roadway at any place except in a crosswalk. Pedestrians and valet attendants
shall cross Pacific Coast Highway only at the installed crosswalk at the Hotel.

36. Hotel shall ensure employees park on-site. Employee carpools and transit passes are
strongly encouraged and Hotel shall make all efforts to inform employees of these available
commuting options.

37. A minimum of 58 onsite valet parking spaces are required onsite for the hotel/restaurant
use.

38. The total indoor and outdoor restaurant service area is limited to 1,377 square feet which
consists on both interior and exterior service area. Exterior service area is limited to the
existing decks on the ocean facing portion of the building. The operating hours of the
restaurant/ dining area shall be limited from 6 a.m. to 11 p.m. daily.

Fixed Conditions

39. The conditions under which this conditional use permit was approved may be modified by
the City without the consent of the property owner, tenant or operator if the Planning
Commission finds that the use is creating a nuisance.
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40. A conditional use permit that is valid and in effect, and was granted pursuant to the
provisions of the MMC, shall run with the land and continue to be valid upon change of
ownership of the land or lawfully existing structure.

41. If it has cause to believe that grounds for revocation or modification may exist, the Planning
Commission shall hold a public hearing upon the question ofmodification or revocation of
this conditional use permit pursuant to MMC Section 17.66.100(C). The conditional use
permit may be revoked if the Planning Commission finds that one or more of the following
conditions exists:

a. The conditional use permit was obtained in a fraudulent manner.
b. The use for which the conditional use permit was granted has ceased or was

suspended for at least six successive calendar months.
c. One or more of the conditions found ~‘ithin this resolution have not been

substantially met.

SECTION 6. The Planning Commission shall certify the adoption of this Resolution.

PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED this 15th day of April 2019.

STEVE UHRING, Planning Commission Chair

ATTEST:

KATHLEEN STECKO, Recording Secretary

LOCAL APPEAL - A decision of the Planning Commission may be appealed to the City Council
by an aggrieved person by written statement setting forth the grounds for appeal. An appeal shall
be filed with the City Clerk within 10 days and shall be accompanied by an appeal form and proper
appeal fee. The appellant shall pay fees as specified in the Council adopted fee resolution in effect
at the time of the appeal. Appeal forms may be found online at ~r.malibucity.org, in person at
City Hall or by calling (310) 456-2489 extension 245.

I CERTIFY THAT THE FOREGOING RESOLUTION NO. 19-16 was passed and adopted by the
Planning Commission of the City of Malibu at the regular meeting held on the 1 5th day of April
2019 by the following vote:

AYES:
NOES:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:

KATHLEEN STECKO, Recording Secretary
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CITY OF MALIBU PLANNING COMMISSION
RESOLUTION NO. 19-17

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF
MALIBU DENYING COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT NO. 17-092, AN
APPLICATION FOR THE MALIBU BEACH INN TO CONSTRUCT A NEW
SWIMMING POOL AND POOL DECK WITH DINING SERVICE IN THE
LOCATION OF REQUIRED PARKING; JOINT USE PARKiNG
AGREEMENT NO. 17-00 1 TO ALLOW A PORTION OF THE PROPERTY’S
REQUIRED PARKING TO BE LOCATED AT 22853 PCH (HERTZ RENTAL
CAR); AND LOT TIE NO. 17-00 1 TO HOLD 22878 PCH AND 22853 PCH AS
ONE LOT LOCATED IN THE COMMERCIAL VISITOR SERVING-TWO
ZONING DISTRICT AT 22878 PCH (MANI MBI (DE), LLC)

The Planning Commission of the City of Malibu does hereby find, order and resolve as follows:

SECTION 1. Recitals.

A. On October 15, 1987, the California Coastal Commission (CCC) issued Coastal
Development Permit (CDP) No. 05-87-576 for the construction of a 3 story, 32-foot in height, 47-
room hotel, along with a viewing deck and seawall, with 52 parking spaces (including tandem)
with valet parking at 22878 Pacific Coast Highway (PCH).

B. On June 19, 2006, the Planning Commission adopted Resolution No. 06-46
approving CDP No. 06-0 11 and Conditional Use Permit (CUP) No. 06-00 1 permitting the
construction of the porte-cochere, interior remodel of the hotel to accommodate an ancillary
restaurant with a 196 square foot kitchen and 42 seats within a total of approximately 563 square
feet of dining area, including indoor and outdoor seating on the western portion of the existing
patio, and installation of a new wastewater treatment system (OWTS) to replace a failed OWTS
in the western parking lot. The restaurant was conditioned to serve hotel guests and invitees only.

C. On August 6, 2015, an application for Administrative Plan Review (APR) No. 15-
065 and Conditional Use Permit Amendment (CUPA) No. 15-004 was submitted to the Planning
Department by the applicant, Burdge and Associates Architects, Inc., on behalf ofproperty owner,
Mani MBI(DE), LLC. The application was routed to the City Biologist, City Coastal Engineer,
Environmental Health Administrator, City Geotechnical staff, City Public Works Department, and
Los Angeles County Fire Department (LACFD) for review.

D. Staff determined that, afier the submittal of project revisions, the project scope was
no longer exempt from a CDP. As a result, on October 4, 2017, an application for CDP No. 17-
092 was submitted to the Planning Department by the applicant, Burdge and Associates Architects,
Inc., on behalf of property owner, Mani MBI (DE), LLC. The applicant also submitted Variance
(VAR) No. 15-041, VAR No. 17-037, Lot Tie (LT) No. 17-001, and a Joint Use Parking
Agreement (JUPA) No. 17-001. The application was routed to the City Biologist, City Coastal
Engineer, Environmental Health Administrator, City Geotechnical staff, City Public Works
Department, and LACFD for review.

E. On October 12, 2017, a Notice of Planning Commission Public Hearing was
published in a newspaper of general circulation within the City of Malibu and was mailed to all
property owners and occupants within a 500-foot radius of the subject property.

ATTACHMENT 2
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F. On November 2, 2017, the applicant submitted CUP No. 17-012 to address the
amortization provisions of Malibu Municipal Code (MMC) Section 17.60.040(C)(4).

G. On November 6, 2017, the Planning Commission continued the item to a date
uncertain.

H. On November 9, 2017, a Notice of Planning Commission Public Hearing was
published in a newspaper of general circulation within the City of Malibu and was mailed to all
property owners and occupants within a 500-foot radius of the subject property.

I. On November 9, 2017, the applicant submitted revised project plans for approval.

J. On December 1, 2017, the applicant submitted a revised Sheet A-0.1, A-0.2, and
A-0.7 illustrating the proposed indoor restaurant seating.

K. On December 4, 2017, the Planning Commission continued the item to the
December 18, 2017, Regular Planning Commission hearing.

L. On December 18, 2017, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public
hearing on the subject application, reviewed and considered the staff report, reviewed and
considered written reports, public testimony, and other information in the record. At that meeting
the item was continued to a date uncertain to allow the applicant time to address the issues raised
at that hearing.

M. On January 31, 2018, the Applicant submitted revised materials to the City
specialists.

N. On July 12, 2018, a Notice of Planning Commission Public Hearing was published
in a newspaper of general circulation within the City of Malibu and was mailed to all property
owners and occupants within a 500-foot radius of the subject property.

0. On August 6, 2018, the Planning Commission continued the item to the August 20,
2017, Regular Planning Commission hearing.

P. On August 20, 2018, the Planning Commission continued the item to the November
5, 2018, Regular Planning Commission hearing.

Q. On November 5, 2018, the Planning Commission continued the item to the
November 19, 2018, Regular Planning Commission hearing.

R. On November 15, 2018, the November 19, 2018 Regular Planning Commission
meeting was cancelled due to the Woolsey Fire.

S. On December 27, 2018, a Notice of Planning Commission Public Hearing was
published in a newspaper of general circulation within the City of Malibu and was mailed to all
property owners and occupants within a 500-foot radius of the subject property and all interested
parties.
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T. On January 22, 2019, the Planning Commission continued the item to the March 4,
2019, Regular Planning Commission hearing.

U. On March 4, 2019, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing on
the subject application, reviewed and considered the staff report, reviewed and considered written
reports, public testimony, and other information in the record. At that meeting the Planning
Commission directed staff to return with a resolution approving the CUP application for the
continued operation of the hotel and restaurant and separate resolution denying the construction of
the pool, pooi deck, and associated development as well as the JUPA.

V. On April 15, 2019, revised Planning Commission Resolution No. 19-17 was
presented to the Planning Commission as a consent item

SECTION 2. Environmental Review.

Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15270, CEQA
does not apply to projects which a public agency rejects or disapproves.

SECTION 3. Findings for Denial.

Based on substantial evidence contained within the record and pursuant to LIP Sections 13.7(B)
and 13.9, the Planning Commission adopts the analysis in the agenda report and the findings of
fact below, and denies CDP No. 17-092, an application for the Malibu Beach Inn to construct a
new swimming pooi and pool deck with dining service in the location of required parking, remodel
and conversion of approximately 268 square feet of office and storage room into bathroom
facilities and equipment room, relocate the existing OWTS; JUPA No. 17-00 1 to allow a portion
of the property’s required onsite parking to be located offsite at 22853 PCH (Hertz Rental Car);
and Lot Tie No. 17-001 to hold 22878 PCH and 22853 PCH as one lot.

The project, as proposed, is not consistent with the applicable LCP and Malibu Municipal Code
(MMC), codes, standards, goals, and policies. In addition, the findings required for these
entitlements cannot be made based on the information presented, and less environmentally
impactful alternatives exist. The revised plan submitted October 12, 2018 for the construction of
the pool and deck will displace 16 onsite parking spaces that would be relocated offsite to 22853
PCH (Hertz site). In addition, , the valet circulation plan involving valets crossing Pacific Coast
Highway in cars and on foot which could have an impact on PCH traffic in the vicinity of the
project. The reasons for denial for each entitlement are provided in more detail as follows:

A. General Coastal Development Permit (LIP Chapter 13)

1. The proposed expansion of the hotel operation does not comply with the LCP as it does
not satisfy the parking requirements of LIP Section 3.14.3 (Specific Parking Requirements). The
applicant proposes to accommodate the displaced parking by parking cars on the Hertz site through
the use of a JUPA. The Planning Commission has determined that the required “legal and safe
pedestrian path” between the parking space and the nearest entrance of the building or use for
which the parking is required is in excess of 300 feet, and that the proposed vehicular path of travel
is not consistent with the requirements of the California Vehicle Code including sections 21658,
22107, and 22108 and will pose a safety hazard given the existing traffic conditions. The area in
which the project is located also frequently experiences heavy amounts of traffic that results in a
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continuous flow making lane changes and turns against opposing traffic difficult and dangerous
and likely to aggravate traffic conditions. Based on the PCH safety study it was found that between
2014 and 2018 there were approximately 28 collisions within the project area. The potential causes
for these accidents are failure to yield right of way, improper turning, unsafe speed and unsafe lane
changes. For all of these reasons, the project does not conform to the LCP or MMC.

2. In addition, while the project cannot meet the requirements of the LIP, LIP section
3.14.1(A) also states that the parking regulations of Chapter 3.14 are the minimum required to
preserve the public health, safety and welfare; it also envisions that “more extensive provisions
may be warranted in particular circumstances.” As described above, the proposed project poses
significant public health, safety and welfare problems that must be addressed, and have not been
addressed by the proposed project. Even if the project complied with the other requirements of
the LIP, the project could not be approved without addressing the significant public health, safety
and welfare problems that have been identified by staff and the public.

3. The project is not the least environmentally damaging alternative. While the project will
not alter the existing building footprint, and the relocation of the OWTS has been reviewed and
approved by the City Environmental Health Administrator for the additional service area and seats
for the restaurant and pool deck, the project will lead to an increase in pedestrian and vehicular
traffic and congestion within the immediate area and on PCH. This is because of the offsite parking
plan which proposes to locate required parking at the Hertz site which requires vehicles to cross
PCH and pedestrian traffic to utilize the new crosswalk1. The installation of the proposed pool
and deck also requires the relocation of existing legal non-conforming parking, thus worsening the
non-conformity. Compared to what would be required if the hotel was approved today and subject
to current parking requirements for the existing hotel, the property is currently under parked by 42
spaces which also would need to be accessed by proper circulation lanes instead of organized
through a tandem valet layout. Removing some of these spaces offsite worsens a nonconformity
that is already significant. The project is not the least enviromnentally damaging alternative
because an alternative project that does not propose the elimination of onsite parking would not
impact traffic on PCH within the vicinity of the project.

B. Hazards (LIP Chapter 9)

1. As described in Finding Al, the project is not the least environmentally damaging
alternative as required by LIP section 9.3(A)(3).

C. Shoreline and Bluff Development (LIP Chapter 10)

1. As described in Finding Al, the project is not the least environmentally damaging
alternative as required by LIP section 1 0.3(A)(3).

I To address past CDP violations, the current property owner entered into a Consent Agreement with the California
Coastal Commission and as part of that agreement, the applicant was required to construct a crosswalk to improve
public access to coastal resources.
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B. Joint Use and Common Parking Facilities (LIP Section 3.14.4)

1 .The applicant has requested a Joint Use and Common Parking Facilities Agreement
(JUPA) to allow the hotel/restaurant use (Malibu Beach Inn) at 22878 PCH to locate displaced
required parking offsite on the subject lot. The Planning Commission determined that the
proposed parking plan resulted in parking that was not consistent with LIP Section 3.14.5(A)(1)
because the distance between the parking space and the nearest entrance of the building or use for
which the parking is required along the proposed pedestrian path exceeded 300 feet. Further, the
Commission determined the proposed vehicular path of travel was unsafe and not consistent with
the California Vehicle Code because the distance between the sites is not adequate to allow for
the lane changes necessary to be completed in a safe, lawful manner. For these reasons, the
Planning Commission denies the JUPA.

SECTION 4. Planning Commission Action.

The Planning Commission shall certify the adoption of this Resolution.

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 151h day of April 2019.

STEVE URHING, Planning Commission Chair

ATTEST:

KATHLEEN STECKO, Recording Secretary

LOCAL APPEAL - Pursuant to Malibu Municipal Code Section 17.04.220 (Appeal of Action), a
decision of the Planning Commission may be appealed to the City Council by an aggrieved person
by written statement setting forth the grounds for appeal. An appeal shall be filed with the City
Clerk within 10 days and shall be accompanied by an appeal form and proper appeal fee. The
appellant shall pay fees as specified in the Council adopted fee resolution in effect at the time of
the appeal. Appeal forms and fee schedule may be found online at www.malibucity.org, in person
at City Hall, or by calling (310) 456-2489, extension 245.

I CERTIFY THAT THE FOREGOING RESOLUTION NO. 19-17 was passed and adopted by the
Planning Commission of the City of Malibu at the regular meeting thereof held on the this 15th day
of April 2019, by the following vote:

AYES:
NOES:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:

KATHLEEN STECKO, Recording Secretary
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Supplemental
Commission Agenda Report

Chair Uhring and Members of the Planning Commission

Prepared by: Richard Mollica, Senior Planne~~

Approved by: Bonnie Blue, Planning Director6~.~{.

Date prepared: February 25, 2019 Meeting Date: March 4, 2019

Subject: Coastal Develorment Permit No. 17-091, Extension of Amortization
No. 17-001, Joint Use Parking Agreement No. 17-001, and Lot Tie No.
17-001 — An aj~lication to allow for offsite rarking on a site currently
occuDied by a legal nonconforming car rental business, to
accommodate required Darkinci for the offsite hotel/restaurant use at
22878 Pacific Coast Highway (Continued from January 22, 2019)

Location: 22853 Pacific Coast Highway, within the appealable
coastal zone

APN: 4452-005-031
Owner: MB North Lot (DE), LLC
Tenant: Hertz Rental Car

RECOMMENDED ACTION: Adopt Planning Commission Resolution No. 19-17
(Attachment 1) determining the project is exempt from the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA), and approving Extension of Amortization Schedule (EAS) No. 17-
001 to allow time for the applicant to process the necessary applications to authorize the
legal nonconforming car rental use or to replace it with a permitted use; Coastal
Development Permit (CDP) No. 17-091 which includes Joint Use Parking Agreement
(JUPA) No. 17-001 to allow the Malibu Beach Inn to locate required parking on the Hertz
site; and Lot Tie (LT) No. 17-001 to hold 22878 Pacific Coast Highway (PCH) and 22853
PCH as one lot, located in the Community Commercial (CC) zoning district at 22853 PCH
(MB North Lot (DE), LLC).

PROJECT SUMMARY: This project was most recently calendared for the January 22,
2019 Planning Commission meeting and agenda packets for both the MBI and Hertz site
were distributed. However, prior to the meeting, the applicant submitted a redesigned
parking layout to address concerns raised by the Planning Commission at a previous
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meeting regarding the variances that were requested at the time. As such, the item was
continued to the March 4, 2019 meeting to allow staff to review the revised plans.

A complete chronology of the project is provided in Resolution No. 19-17 attached hereto.
All reports are available in OnBase at http://www.malibucity.org/onbase.The following
provides a summary of recent actions on the project:

• At its August 20, 2018 meeting1, the Commission held a public hearing on this
application and the Malibu Beach Inn application (CDP No. 17-092), and continued
both items to November 5, 2018 to allow time for the applicant to evaluate possible
redesigns.

• On November 5, 20182, the Commission continued the item again to November 19,
2018 to allow for review of the revised traffic study and valet plan3.

• The November 19, 2018 meeting was cancelled due to the 2018 Woolsey Fire.
• The project was re-noticed for the January 22, 2019 Planning Commission

meeting4. As stated, prior to the meeting, the applicant redesigned the parking
layout. As such, at the January 22, 2019 meeting, the Commission continued the
item to the March 4, 2019 meeting.

The subject property is located on the landside of PCH and is developed with a 906-square
foot commercial structure and parking area, with 13 striped parking stalls. The site has
been used as a rental car business since the City’s incorporation, and is currently occupied
by Hertz Rental Car (Hertz site). The Hertz site has more onsite parking spaces than the
existing car rental use requires under the zoning code (four parking spaces are required).

The Malibu Beach Inn, a hotel/restaurant use at 22878 PCH, is located approximately 135
feet west of the Hertz site. The Malibu Beach Inn property is built out, but the property
owner wants to construct an at-grade swimming pool and deck within an existing parking
lot which will result in the displacement of 22 required parking spaces. The Hertz site was
purchased with the intention of accommodating the required parking spaces that would be
displaced by the construction of the proposed pool.5 The intent is for the Hertz site to
continue to maintain a small rental car operation, and that the remainder of the site be
utilized by the Malibu Beach Inn for parking.

‘August 20, 2018 Planning Commission Agenda Report Item 4B
2 November 5, 2018 Planning Commission Agenda Report Item 4B
~ Valet Parking Program and Analysis, dated November 2018
“January 22, 2019 Planning Commission Agenda Report Item 5C
~ The Hertz property and the Malibu Beach Inn property are owned by the same property owner, but under different
LLCs.
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Figure 1 — Aerial Vicinity Photo
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The properly owner for the Malibu Beach Inn is also seeking to expand the restaurant use.
To accommodate the additional parking demand generated by this expansion, the number
of available parking spaces on the Hertz site is being increased by using valet parking.
Previously, the application proposed the installation of parking lifts, a screening wall to
camouflage the lift structures, and variances to allow for the use of compact spaces in
excess of the code allowance. The size of the pool and pooi deck proposed at the Malibu
Beach Inn has been reduced and as a result less offsite spaces are needed at the offsite
Hertz location.

The parking at the Hertz site is being increased from 13 to 27 spaces through re-striping,
making 23 spaces available for other uses, such as the hotel if the JUPA is approved. The
Hertz site and the Malibu Beach Inn properties would be subject to a lot tie to ensure they
are permanently held together as one to maintain the parking arrangement.

Staff is also recommending approval of the extension of amortization schedule6 to allow
the continued operation of the existing, legal nonconforming car rental while the applicant
processes a zoning text amendment and Local Coastal Program (LCP) amendment, or
otherwise changes the use to a use allowed in the zone.

6The outcome of the subject application may affect the application that will be made for the zone text amendment
and local coastal program amendments that will be needed for the continued operation of the Hertz establishment.
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DISCUSSION:

Existing Development

Pursuant to LCP Local Implementation Plan (LIP) Section 13.5(A), the car rental use and
structure are legal nonconforming because they existed lawfully prior to City incorporation,
but do not conform to City codes and requirements.

Nonconforming Structures: The site, as currently developed, is nonconforming because
the building and parking are located in the front yard setback, and the commercial
landscaping and open space requirements are not met. LIP Section 13.5 and MMC
Section 17.60.020 regulate additions and/or improvements to nonconforming structures,
and require that all new additions and/or improvements must comply with current policies
and standards of the MMC and LOP. No change to the existing building or operation is
proposed. Previously, the project proposed the installation of parking lifts to accommodate
a larger number of vehicles. However, the proposed pool and pool deck for the Malibu
Beach Inn were reduced in size to reduce the amount of onsite parking that was displaced
as part of that project.

Nonconforming Use: Oar rental is not a use identified in the LOP or MMO and thus is not
a permitted use in the City. Pursuant to LIP Sections 13.5(B) and (0), nonconforming
structures may be repaired and maintained, but legal nonconforming uses are not allowed
to be intensified, or expanded into additional locatiàns or structures. The project would
create additional parking capacity for the offsite hotel use through the use of tandem valet
parking as part of a joint use parking agreement and a lot tie. The car rental use will
continue to operate out of the same existing structure, with a total of four non-valet
dedicated surface lot spaces to meet minimum code requirements.7 This is a reduction in
the existing 13-space capacity for the car rental use by dedicating the area occupied by
the nine remaining parking spaces to the hotel use and valets.

Proposed Project Description

EAS No. 17-001 (Land Use / Extension of Amortization)
As a legal nonconforming use, the rental car use falls under the provisions of MMC Section
1 7.60.040(C)(4), which call for the use to be amortized over 20 years from March 26, 1993,
at the end of which time it must be terminated, discontinued and removed from the site,
unless a conditional use permit is obtained. The end of the amortization period was March
26, 2013. In this circumstance, the existing car rental use cannot be issued a use permit
because the use is not listed as a permitted use in the subject property’s CC zoning district
(See Title 17 Zoning Appendix 1, Permitted Uses Table).

~ Although car rentals are not listed in the zoning code as permitted use, LIP Section 3.14.3 provides a parking
standard for this use: 1 space per 500 square feet of gross floor area plus 1 space for each 1,000 square feet of
outdoor sales, display or service area.
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MMC Section 17.60.040(E) sets forth provisions by which a property owner may request
an extension of the amortization schedule to allow time for the applicant to process a
zoning text amendment and an LCP amendment to allow the car rental use in the CC
zoning district and process an application for a conditional use permit for the car rental
use, or submit for an alternate use that is already allowed in the zone. While replacing the
use would make it possible to remove the existing building and reconfigure the site in a
manner that complies with the City’s commercial and parking lot development standards,
the applicant has stated the desire to maintain the nonconforming car rental use, rather
than replace it with a permitted use.

CDP No. 17-091
Increase the onsite parking from 13 parking spaces to 27 parking spaces.
o One ADA space;
o 21, 9 foot by 20 foot spaces;
o 5, 8 foot by 15 foot, 6 inch spaces;
Construct new landscape planters and garden walls on the front property line along
PCH, not to exceed 42 inches in height; and
Construct new 6-foot high view permeable fence (vegetated or solid below 42
inches) and vehicle and pedestrian access gates on the front property line along
PCH.

Lot Tie No. 17-001
As part of the proposed project, the property owner is offering to tie 22878 PCH
(Malibu Beach Inn) and 22853 PCH (Hertz) by recording a covenant to hold the two
lots as one, since the required parking for 22878 PCH will be offsite at the subject
property.

The applicant is proposing to tie the Hertz site property and the Malibu Beach Inn
properties together to ensure permanent availability of the offsite Hertz site property for
parking. A lot tie is a recorded covenant and agreement to hold property as one parcel
and ensures that the owner does not sell a parcel that is part of an inter-reliant
development. To terminate the lot tie, the Malibu Beach Inn would need to accommodate
the required parking for the hotel/restaurant use in another way, such as demolishing the
pool and deck area or making other acceptable arrangements for offsite parking.

Additional Discretionary Reciuests

• JUPA No. 17-001 to allow 23 of the required parking spaces for the Malibu Beach
Inn to be located offsite at the Hertz site.

Project plans are included as Attachment 2.
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Valet Parking Program and Analysis

All hotel parking, both onsite and offsite at the Hertz property, would be valet-operated
only. Valet attendants will travel between the properties through the use of an existing
sidewalk and recently approved crosswalk. Vehicles would be shuttled to and from the
Hertz site from the hotel by valet parking attendants only. The applicant’s traffic engineer
has reviewed the valet’s proposed path of travel as well as the traffic patterns in the area
and made recommendations to minimize traffic impacts. Based on the submitted traffic
reports, the project is not expected to negatively affect traffic on PCH.

To further prevent impacts to traffic on PCH, the applicant has indicated that cars can be
stored on the Malibu Beach Inn lot until night hours and then moved to the Hertz site. In
addition, cars could be moved at off-peak hours by requiring guests to request to have
their car brought back to the site in advance of their check out time. Lastly, the applicant
has provided information to the City that a large number of hotel and restaurant visitors
use ride sharing services such as Uber and never park onsite.

The applicant submitted a revised valet parking program and analysis prepared by
Hirsch/Green Transportation Consulting (dated November 2018) that demonstrates that
with the inclusion of the proposed “Keep Clear” striping on PCH, the valet operation is
expected to function effectively. Figure 2 (below) illustrates the proposed path of travel for
the valet operation. Figure 3 illustrates the proposed “Keep Clear” striping.
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Fi ure 3 — Keep Clear Striping
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Project Setting and Surrounding Land Uses

The Hertz site property is located at the western edge of a dense and busy commercial
and residential corridor along PCH. The property is bounded on the south by PCH, on the
north by a very steep, vacant CC-zoned property, on the east by a two-story commercial
complex, on the west by a private driveway and further west by properties owned by
Mountains Restoration Trust (MRT). Properties in the immediate area are developed with
recreational (Malibu Pier, Surfrider Beach), residential and commercial uses. The project
vicinity is depicted in Figure 1.

The project site is within the Appeal Jurisdiction as depicted on the Post-LCP Certification
Permit and Appeal Jurisdiction Map. It does not contain Environmentally Sensitive Habitat
Area (ES HA) as shown on LCP ESHA and Marine Resources Map, nor trails on or adjacent
to it according to the LCP Park Lands Map. The MRT property located immediately west
of the subject property contains ESHA and a stream. The ESHA boundary is contiguous
to the subject property’s western property line. The proposed scope of work will not
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expand or modify the existing fuel modification areas, and thus, the City Biologist
determined there would be no new impacts to ESHA.

Table 1 provides a summary of the lot dimensions and lot area of the subject lot.

Table 1 — Prolect Setting
Lot Depth 83’-7”
Lot Width 1 54’-3”
Gross Lot Area 12,757 square feet

LCP and MMC Analysis

The LCP consists of the Land Use Plan (LUP) and the LIP. The LUP contains programs
and policies implementing the Coastal Act in Malibu. The LIP contains provisions to carry
out the policies of the LUP to which every project requiring a coastal development permit
must adhere.

There are 14 LIP chapters that potentially apply depending on the nature and location of
the proposed project. Of these, five are for conformance review only and contain no
findings: 1) Zoning, 2) Grading, 3) Archaeological/Cultural Resources, 4) Water Quality,
and 5) OWTS. These chapters are discussed in the LIP Conformance Analysis section.

The nine remaining LIP chapters contain required findings: 1) Coastal Development
Permit; 2) ESHA; 3) Native Tree Protection; 4) Scenic, Visual and Hillside Resource
Protection; 5) Transfer of Development Credits; 6) Hazards; 7) Shoreline and Bluff
Development; 8) Public Access; and 9) Land Division. For the reasons described in this
report, including the project site, the scope of work and substantial evidence in the record,
only the following chapters and associated findings are applicable to the project: Coastal
Development Permit; and Land Division (lot merger analysis is provided for the lot tie).8
These chapters are discussed in the LIP Findings.

Previously, staff had reviewed the project for conformance with LIP Chapter 9 (Hazards)
and those determinations were contained in the Agenda Packet. With the elimination of
the proposed lifts, the findings required by LIP Chapter 9 are no longer applicable.

Additionally, MMC Section 17.60.040(E) requires specific findings for the extension of
amortization for the legal nonconforming car rental use. LIP Section 3.14.4 requires
specific findings to approve a joint use parking agreement. These findings are discussed
after the LCP findings.

8 The ESHA, Native Tree Protection, Scenic, Visual and Hillside Resource Protection, Hazards, Transfer of
Development Credits, Shoreline and Bluff Development, Public Access findings are neither applicable nor required
for the proposed project.
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L IP Conformance Analysis

The proposed project has been reviewed by the Planning Department, City Biologist, City
Environmental Health Administrator, City Public Works Department, City geotechnical
staff, and the Los Angeles County Fire Department (LACED). (Attachment 3— Department
Review Sheets). All of the required findings necessary to approve the application are
supported by the evidence in the record, as provided in Planning Commission Resolution
No. 19-17, and as summarized below.

Zoninci (LIP Chapter 3)

The only development proposed as part of this application is new fencing and landscaping
along the front and side property lines. The fencing proposed is no taller than six feet and
the fencing and gate in the front yard is proposed to be view permeable above the 42 inch
level which is consistent with both the LIP and MMC. Furthermore, the new landscaping
that is proposed in the front yard will consist of planters with vegetation that does not
exceed 42 inches in height.

Parking Requirements:

LIP Section 3.14.3 provides the following parking requirement (emphasis added):

Business and Commercial Uses.

Automobile, truck, boat, trailer or similar vehicle shops, One space for each one hundred (500) square feet of gross floor area,9 except

motor vehicle sales or rental establishment floor area used exclusively for storage or loading, plus one space for each

one thousand (1,000) square feet of outdoor sales, display or service area.

The property complies with the car rental parking standard as follows:
906 sq. ft. of gross floor area I 500 = 1.82

2,000 sci. ft. of outdoor service area I 1~000 = 2.00
= 3.82 spaces = 4 spaces required

• Four separate, dedicated on-grade spaces will be provided for the car rental use,
without the use of a valet. These parking spaces will be kept separate from any
valet spaces to avoid intensification of the legal non-conforming use.

~ Per LIP Section 2.1, gross floor area is the sum of the gross horizontal areas of the several floors of a building
measured from the interior face of exterior walls, or from the centerline of a wall separating two buildings, but not
including interior parking spaces, loading space for motor vehicles, vehicular maneuvering areas, or any space where
the floor-to-ceiling height is less than six feet. Therefore, gross floor area does not include outdoor areas.
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Parking Lot Development Standards

The existing parking lot was developed prior to cityhood and is nonconforming as to the
parking lot development standards of LIP Section 3.14.5. With the exception of the
fencing, no new structures are proposed, though the applicant is proposing to modify the
parking layout of the lot to accommodate a larger number of cars. Since the only changes
to the site are planters and fencing and not the removal or reconstruction of the parking
lot, the development standards of LIP Section 3.14.5 are not applicable. The proposed
parking plan will utilize a valet parking service to park cars in an arrangement to maximize
the use of the lot. With the implementation of a valet parking service the applicant has
demonstrated to the City’s Public Works Department that the additional parking needs can
be accommodated and the lot is expected to function as proposed. The applicant has
requested a JUPA to allow for the use of a valet parking operation.

Grading (LIP Charter 8)

The project complies with LIP Section 8.3 as no grading is proposed. Minor excavation
will take place to allow for installation of the proposed fence and gates.

Archaeological I Cultural Resources (LIP Charter 11)

LIP Chapter 11 requires that certain procedures be followed to determine potential impacts
on archaeological resources. The City’s Cultural Resources Map indicates that the project
site has a low potential to contain cultural resources. The proposed work is within the
existing development envelope in previously disturbed areas; therefore, no further
evaluation is required at this time.

Nevertheless, a condition of approval is included in the resolution which states that in the
event that potentially important cultural resources are found in the course of geologic
testing or during construction, work shall immediately cease until a qualified archaeologist
can provide an evaluation of the nature and significance of the resources, and until the
Planning Director can review this information.

Water Quality (LIP Charter 17)

The City Public Works Department reviewed and approved the project for conformance to
LIP Chapter 17 requirements for water quality protection. Standard conditions of approval
are required to be implemented prior to and during construction. These conditions require
the preparation and approval Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (ESCP). With the
implementation of these conditions, the project conforms to the Water Quality Protection
standards of LIP Chapter 17.

Page 11 of 18 Agenda Item 4.B.

373



Wastewater Treatment System Standards (LIP Charter 18)

LIP Chapter 18 addresses OWTS. LIP Section 18.7 includes specific siting, design, and
performance requirements. No changes to the existing OWTS are proposed or required.
The project has been reviewed by the City Environmental Health Administrator and found
to meet the minimum requirements of the MMC and the LCP.

LIP Findings

A. Coastal Development Permit (LIP Chapter 13)

LIP Section 13.9 requires that the following four findings be made for all coastal
development permits.

Finding Al. That the project as described in the application and accompanying materials,
as modified by any conditions of approval, conforms with the certified City of Malibu Local
Coastal. Program.

The applicant proposes to accommodate the loss of parking at the MBI site by parking
cars on the Hertz site through the use of a JUPA. The proposed project has been reviewed
for conformance with the LCP by the Planning Department, City Biologist, City
Environmental Health Administrator, City Public Works Department, City geotechnical
staff, and the LACFD. As discussed herein, based on submitted reports, project plans,
visual analysis and site investigation, the proposed project, as conditioned, conforms to
the LCP in that it meets all applicable commercial development standards, inclusive of the
requested joint use parking agreement.

Finding A2. If the project is located between the first public road and the sea, that the
project is in conformity to the public access and recreation policies of Chapter 3 of the
Coastal Act of 1976 (commencing with Sections 30200 of the Public Resources Code).

The project is not located between the first public road and the sea, and it will not impact
public access or recreation because the lot has no trails on or adjacent to it according to
the LCP Park Land Maps, and the project does not impede existing public access.
Therefore, this finding does not apply.

Finding A3. The project is the least environmentally damaging alternative.

The project proposes an intensification of the commercial use on the property by
accommodating parking from the Malibu Beach Inn that is being displaced by the proposed
pool and pool deck. The project scope has been revised to reduce the pool and pool deck
in an effort to reduce the number of parking spaces that will be displaced. Furthermore,
the applicant has eliminated the need for the installation of parking lifts, a screening wall,
and variances for parking lot development standards. As proposed, the only new
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development on the site will be the installation of additional landscaping and the
replacement of existing site fencing. Furthermore, the proposed project with its lower
number of cars on the Hertz site eliminates the parking lifts and excessive use of compact
spaces. The proposed project as conditioned will comply with all applicable requirements
of State and local law. The proposed project has been determined not to result in adverse
biological, scenic or visual resource impacts, and is the least environmentally damaging
feasible alternative.

Finding A4. If the project is located in or adjacent to an environmentally sensitive habitat
area pursuant to Chapter 4 of the Malibu LIP (ESHA Overlay), that the project conforms
with the recommendations of the Environmental Review Board, or if it does not conform
with the recommendations, findings explaining why it is not feasible to take the
recommended action.

The subject property is not located in a designated ESHA or ESHA buffer as shown on the
LCP ESHA and Marine Resources Map. No new fuel modification or environmental
impacts to the stream and designated ESHA located immediately adjacent to the
property’s western property line. Therefore, Environmental Review Board review was not
required and this finding does not apply.

B. Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area Overlay (LIP Chapter 4)

The subject property is not in a designated ESHA, or ESHA buffer, as shown on the LCP
ESHA and Marine Resources Map. Therefore, the findings of LIP Section 4.7.6 do not
apply.

C. Native Tree Protection (LIP Chapter 5)

There are no native trees on or adjacent to the subject lot. Therefore, the findings of LIP
Chapter 5 do not apply.

D. Scenic, Visual and Hillside Resource Protection (LIP Chapter 6)

The Scenic, Visual, and Hillside Resource Protection Chapter governs those coastal
development permit applications concerning any lot that is located along, within, provides
views to or is visible from any scenic area, scenic road or public viewing area. While PCH
is a scenic highway LUP Policy 6.4 states that scenic areas do not include inland areas
that are largely developed or built out such as along PCH east of Malibu Canyon Road.
However, with the exception of the proposed front yard fences, gates, and planters no new
above ground construction is proposed; therefore, no impacts to designated scenic views
are anticipated and no findings are required.
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E. Transfer of Development Credit (LIP Chapter 7)

The proposed project does not include a land division or multi-family development.
Therefore, the findings of LIP Chapter 7 do not apply.

F. Hazards (LIP Chapter 9)

The design as proposed eliminates the vehicle lifts that were part of the original project
submittal. The only new development that is proposed consists on new fencing, gates,
and planter boxes. Given the redesigned scope of work, the hazard findings contained in
Chapter 9 are not applicable to the project.

G. Shoreline and Bluff Development (LIP Chapter 10)

The Shoreline and Bluff Development Chapter governs those coastal development permit
applications that include development on a lot located on a bluff or along the shoreline as
defined by the LCP. Any original bluff face that may have existed along this property has
been heavily disturbed and developed with permitted grading and terracing, brush
clearance and highway development. Therefore, in accordance with LIP Section 10.2, the
requirements of LIP Chapter 10 are not applicable to the project.

H. Public Access (LIP Chapter 12)

LIP Section 12.4 requires public access for lateral, bluff-top, and vertical access near the
ocean, trails, and recreational access for the following cases:

A. New development on any parcel or location specifically identified in the Land Use
Plan or in the LCP zoning districts as appropriate for or containing a historically used
or suitable public access trail or pathway.

B. New development between the nearest public roadway and the sea.
C. New development on any site where there is substantial evidence of a public right

of access to or along the sea or public tidelands, a blufftop trail or an inland trail
acquired through use or a public right of access through legislative authorization.

D. New development on any site where a trail, bluff top access or other recreational
access is necessary to mitigate impacts of the development on public access where
there is no feasible, less environmentally damaging, project alternative that would
avoid impacts to public access.

As described herein, the subject property and the proposed project do not meet any of
these criteria in that no trails are identified on the LCP Park Lands Map on or adjacent to
the property, and the property is not located between the first public road and the sea, or
on a bluff or near a recreational area. The requirement for public access of LIP Section
12.4 does not apply and further findings are not required.
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I. Land Division (LIP Chapter 15)

This project does not include a land division. Therefore, the findings of LIP Chapter 15
do not apply.

However, the applicant is proposing to enter into a covenant and agreement to hold the
subject properties identified as 22878 PCH (MBI) and 22853 PCH (Hertz site) as one
parcel to guarantee that no portion shall be sold separately. The lot tie would is a condition
of approval to assure that parking would be provided for the life of the project. Both
properties are under shared ownership pursuant to two separate LLCs. The agreement
would be executed for the purpose of creating a legally unified building site for the
proposed project. The agreement would run with the land and be binding and continue in
effect until released by the City.

The proposed lot tie would be processed according to the requirements of LIP Section
15.4 (Merger of Parcels). The requirements for a voluntary merger (applicant requested)
are:

A. Contiguous parcels under common ownership may be voluntarily merged if:

1. Either a merger or lot tie is authorized or required pursuant to a term or condition
of a coastal development permit; or

2. The City determines that the merger is not inconsistent with any policy or standard
of the LCP that protects environmentally sensitive habitat areas and/or visual
resources of the coastal zone.

The parcels are under common ownership and the CDP application includes a request to
tie the lots. The lot tie is not inconsistent with any policy or standard of the LCP that
protects environmentally sensitive habitat or visual resources of the coastal zone.

B. An instrument evidencing the lot tie shall be recorded. The recorded instrument shall
contain a legal description of the contiguous parcels prior to the merger, and the new
parcel that results after the lot tie. The instrument must be reviewed and approved
by the City prior to recording. A copy of the recorded instrument shall be provided to
the Los Angeles County Assessor’s Office.

The lot tie is a condition of the project and will be required.
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J. Joint Use and Common Parking Facilities (LIP Section 3.14.4)

The Planning Commission may permit the joint use of parking facilities to meet the
standards for certain commercial, office, or mixed uses if the project is in conformance
with the LCP. Approval of the JUPA will allow for 22 of the required parking spaces to be
located at the Hertz site. Approval of the JUPA is dependent upon making the following
findings:

Finding Ji. Up to one-half of the parking facilities required for a primarily daytime use
may be used to meet the requirements of a primarily nighttime use and up to one-half of
the parking facilities required for a primarily nighttime use may be used to meet the
requirements of a primarily daytime use; provided, that such reciprocal parking
arrangement shall comply with subsection C of this section.

The applicant has requested a Joint Use and Common Parking Facilities Agreement to
allow the subject hotel/restaurant use at 22878 PCH (MBI) to locate required parking
offsite at the property identified as 22853 PCH (Hertz site). Currently, the parking required
by the MBI is contained onsite, however, a portion of that parking is proposed to be
removed to allow for the construction of a new pool and pool deck.

The property at 22853 PCH is currently occupied by a car rental use (Hertz). The property
is proposed to contain 27 parking spaces and the car rental use requires four parking
spaces. The Hertz operations and required parking are not affected by the proposed
JUPA because they currently have 23 extra parking spaces. Since the Hertz site has more
parking than necessary, it is not anticipated that the relocation of the 23 spaces will impact
the operation of the Hertz site.

Finding J2. The Planning Commission may reduce parking requirements for common
parking facilities by up to twenty-five percent in shopping centers or other commercial
areas where a parking lot with common access and joint use is provided.

This project does not involve a shopping center or other commercial area where a parking
lot with common access is provided.

Finding J3. The parties concerned shall show that there is no substantial conflict in the
principal operating hours of the building or uses for which the joint use is proposed and
shall evidence agreement for such use by a proper legal instrument, to which the city is a
party.

There is no substantial conflict in the principal hours of operation or uses at the properties
because the Hertz spaces will be conditioned to be available for the exclusive use of the
Hertz operation without a valet. A recorded legal agreement between the City and the
applicant is required as a condition of approval of this CDP and CUP.
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Finding J4. Parking facilities for new development of general office or commercial use,
which may cumulatively impact public access and recreation, shall be designed to serve
not only the development during ordinary working hours, but also public beach parking
during weekends and holidays, in conjunction with public transit or shuttle buses serving
beach recreation areas.

The parking associated with the project does not offer alternative working hours to serve
as additional beach parking.

Finding J5. A program to utilize existing parking facilities for office and commercial
development located near beaches for public access parking during periods of normal
beach use when such development is not open for business should be developed. As
feasible, new non-visitor serving office or commercial development shall be required to
provide publlc parking for beach access during weekends and holidays.

The project, as proposed, provides the minimum number of required parking spaces
consistent with the existing restaurant CUP, and cannot accommodate additional parking
requirements. Both the operation of a hotel and rental car business are visitor serving
uses. In addition, the subject property is directly adjacent to a public parking lot that
provides beach and pier parking.

K Extension of Amortization Schedule Findings (MMC Section 17.60.40 (E)(4))

Finding Ki. That to require cessation of such use would impair the property rights of any
person to such an extent as to be an unconstitutional taking of property.

The car rental use was lawfully established prior to March 26, 1993 and has been
continuously used as a car rental operation since that time. The applicant has invested in
the property by purchasing the property in July 2015 to continue the existing use.

Finding K2. That such use does not now and will not during the extension period
requested: (I) Adversely affect the health, peace or welfare ofpersons residing or working
in the surrounding area, (II) Be materially detrimental to the use, enjoyment and valuation
of the property of other persons located in the vicinity of the site, and (iii.) Jeopardize,
endanger or otherwise constitute a menace to the public health, safety or general welfare.

The project site has been improved with an approximately 900 square foot building and a
paved parking lot and has been operated as a car rental lot since prior to Cityhood. The
property is situated in a commercial district along PCH, and has continuously been in use
as a rental car business. The car rental use will not be intensified, will not adversely affect
the health, peace or welfare of persons residing or working in the surrounding area, be
materially detrimental to the use, enjoyment and valuation of the property of other persons
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located in the vicinity of the site, and will not jeopardize, endanger or otherwise constitute
a menace to the public health, safety or general welfare.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW: Pursuant to the authority and criteria contained in CEQA,
the Planning Department has analyzed the proposed project. The Planning Department
found that the project proposed in CDP No. 17-091, EAS No. 17-001, and JUPA 17-001
is listed among the classes of projects that have been determined not to have a significant
adverse effect on the environment. Therefore, the project is categorically exempt from the
provisions of CEQA pursuant to Sections 15303(e) - New Construction. The Planning
Department has further determined that none of the six exceptions to the use of a
categorical exemption apply to this project (CEQA Guidelines Section 15300.2).

CORRESPONDENCE: Staff received comments from the neighbor to the east of the site
requesting additional privacy screening. The applicant has worked with the neighbor to
develop a design that addresses the neighbor’s needs. Because the subject application
and the CDP No. 17-092 are interrelated, all correspondence is attached to the agenda
report for CDP No. 17-092 (March 4, 2019, Agenda Item 4.A.).

PUBLIC NOTICE: On December 27, 2018, staff published a Notice of Public Hearing in
a newspaper of general circulation within the City of Malibu and mailed the notice to all
property owners and occupants within a 500-foot radius of the subject property for the
January 22, 2019 Planning Commission meeting.

SUMMARY: The required findings can be made that the proposed project complies with
the LCP and MMC. Further, the Planning Department’s findings of fact are supported by
substantial evidence in the record. Based on the analysis contained in this report and the
accompanying resolution, staff recommends approval of this project, subject to the
conditions of approval contained in Section 5 (Conditions of Approval) of Planning
Commission Resolution No. 19-17. The proposed project has been reviewed and
conditionally approved for conformance with the LCP by Planning Department staff and
appropriate City and County departments.

ATTACHMENTS:

1. Planning Commission Resolution No. 19-17
2. Project Plans
3. Department Review Sheets
4. Radius Map
5. Public Hearing Notice
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CITY OF MALIBU PLANNING COMMISSION
RESOLUTION NO. 19-17

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF
MALIBU DETERMINING THE PROJECT IS EXEMPT FROM THE
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT AND APPROVING
EXTENSION OF AMORTIZATION SCHEDULE NO. 17-00 1 TO ALLOW
TIME FOR THE APPLICANT TO PROCESS THE NECESSARY
APPLICATIONS TO AUTHORIZE THE LEGAL NONCONFORMING
CAR RENTAL USE OR TO REPLACE IT WITH A PERMITTED USE;
COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT NO. 17-09 1 WHICH INCLUDES
JOINT USE PARKING AGREEMENT NO. 17-00 1 TO ALLOW THE
MALIBU BEACH INN TO LOCATE REQUIRED PARKING ON THE
HERTZ SITE; AND LOT TIE NO. 17-00 1 TO HOLD 22878 PCH AND
22853 PCH AS ONE LOT, LOCATED IN THE COMMUNITY
COMMERCIAL ZONING DISTRICT AT 22853 PCH (MB NORTH LOT
(DE), LLC)

The Planning Commission of the City of Malibu does hereby find, order and resolve as follows:

SECTION 1. Recitals.

A. On September 21, 2017, an application for Extension of Amortization (EAS) No.
17-00 1 was submitted to the Planning Department by the applicant, Burdge and Associates
Architects, Inc., on behalf of property owner, MB North Lot (DE), LLC. The applicant also
submitted Coastal Development Permit (CDP) No. 17-091, Variance (VAR) No. 17-038 and Joint
Use Parking Agreement (JUPA) No. 17-001. On October 9, 2017 and November 2, 2017 the
applicant subsequently submitted Lot Tie (LT) No. 17-001, VAR No. 17-043, Minor Modification
(MM) No. 17-018 and Extension of Amortization (EAS) No. 17-00 1. The application was routed
to the City Biologist, Environmental Health Administrator, City Geotechnical staff, City Public
Works Department and Los Angeles County Fire Department (LACFD) for review.

B. On October 12, 2017, a Notice of Planning Commission Public Hearing was
published in a newspaper of general circulation within the City of Malibu and was mailed to all
property owners and occupants within a 500-foot radius of the subject property.

C. On November 6, 2017, the Planning Commission continued the item to a date
uncertain.

D. On November 9, 2017, a Notice of Planning Commission Public Hearing was
published in a newspaper of general circulation within the City of Malibu and was mailed to all
property owners and occupants within a 500-foot radius of the subject property.

E. On November 9, 2017, the applicant submitted revised project plans for approval.

F. On December 4, 2017, the Planning Commission continued the item to the
December 18, 2017 Regular Planning Commission hearing.

ATTACHMENT 1
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G. On December 18, 2017, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public
hearing on the subject application, reviewed and considered the staff report, reviewed and
considered written reports, public testimony, and other information in the record. At that meeting
the item was continued to March 5, 2018 Regular Planning Commission meeting to allow the
applicant time to address the issues raised at that hearing.

H. On January 31, 2018, the applicant submitted revised materials to the City.

I. On March 5, 2018, the Planning Commission continued the item to a date uncertain.

J. On July 12, 2018, a Notice of Planning Commission Public Hearing was published
in a newspaper of general circulation within the City of Malibu and was mailed to all property
owners and occupants within a 500-foot radius of the subject property.

K. On August 6, 2018, the Planning Commission continued the item to the August 20,
2018 Regular Planning Commission hearing.

L. On August 20, 2018, the Planning Commission continued the item to the November
5, 2018 Regular Planning Commission hearing.

M. On November 5, 2018, the Planning Commission continued the item to the
November 19, 2018 Regular Planning Commission hearing.

N. On November 15, 2018, the November 19, 2018 Regular Planning Commission
meeting was cancelled.

0. On December 27, 2018, a Notice of Planning Commission Public Hearing was
published in a newspaper of general circulation within the City of Malibu and was mailed to all
property owners and occupants within a 500-foot radius of the subject property and all interested
parties.

P. On January 16, 2019, the applicant submitted a revised parking plan that eliminated
the need for the requested variance.

Q. On January 22, 2019, the Planning Commission continued the item to the March 4,
2019 Regular Planning Commission hearing.

R. On March 4, 2019, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing on
the subject application, reviewed and considered the staff report, reviewed and considered written
reports, public testimony, and other information in the record.

SECTION 2. Environmental Review.

Pursuant to the authority and criteria contained in CEQA, the Planning Commission has analyzed
the proposed project. The Planning Commission found that the project proposed in CDP No. 17-
091, EAS No. 17-001, and JUPA 17-001 is listed among the classes of projects that have been
determined not to have a significant adverse effect on the environment. Therefore, the project is
categorically exempt from the provisions of CEQA pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15301
— Existing Facilities. The Planning Commission has further determined that none of the six
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exceptions to the use of a categorical exemption apply to this project (CEQA Guidelines section
15300.2).

SECTION 3. Coastal Development Permit Findings.

Based on substantial evidence contained within the record and pursuant to LIP including Sections
13.7(B) and 13.9, the Planning Commission adopts the analysis in the agenda report, incorporated
herein, the findings of fact below, and approves CDP No. 17-09 1 which includes JUPA No. 17-
001 to allow the Malibu Beach Inn to locate required parking on the Hertz site, and LT No. 17-
001 to hold 22878 Pacific Coast Highway (PCH) and 22853 PCH as one lot, located in the
Community Commercial (CC) zoning district at 22853 PCH (MB North Lot (DE), LLC).

The project is consistent with the LCP’s zoning, grading, cultural resources, water quality, and
wastewater treatment system standards requirements. The project, as conditioned, has been
determined to be consistent with all applicable LCP codes, standards, goals, and policies. The
required findings are made herein.

A. General Coastal Development Permit (LIP Chapter 13)

1. The proposed project is located in the CC commercial zoning district, an area
designated for commercial uses. The proposed project has been reviewed for conformance with
the LCP by the Planning Department, City Biologist, City Environmental Health Administrator,
City Public Works Department, City geotechnical staff, and the LACFD. As discussed herein,
based on submitted reports, project plans, visual analysis and site investigation, the proposed
project, as conditioned, conforms to the LCP in that it meets all applicable commercial
development standards, inclusive of the requested joint use parking agreement.

2. The project is not located between the first public road and the sea; however, the
subject property does not contain any mapped trails as depicted on the LCP Park Lands Map. The
project complies with the coastal act and will not affect public access.

3. Evidence in the record demonstrates that as conditioned, the project will not result
in adverse biological, scenic, or visual impacts and has been redesigned to minimize its impact on
traffic. There is no evidence that an alternative project would substantially lessen any potential
significant adverse impacts of the development on the environment. The proposed project is the
least damaging environmental alternative.

B. Joint Use and Common Parking Facilities (LIP Section 3.14.4)

1. The applicant has requested a Joint Use and Common Parking Facilities Agreement
to allow the subject hotel/restaurant use (Malibu Beach Inn) at 22878 PCH to locate required
parking offsite at the property identified as 22853 PCH (Hertz site). Currently the parking
required by the Malibu Beach Inn is contained onsite, however, a portion of that parking is
proposed to be removed to allow for the construction of a new pool and pooi deck. The property
at 22853 PCH is currently occupied by a car rental use (Hertz). The car rental use requires four
parking spaces, all of which are provided onsite. The Hertz operations and required parking are
not affected by the proposed JUPA as the Hertz site contains nine spaces over the required amount
for its existing operation.

DRAFT

383



Resolution No 19-17
Page4oflo

2. This project does not involve a shopping center or other commercial area where a
parking lot with common access is provided.

3. There is no substantial conflict in the principal hours of operation or uses at the
properties because the Hertz spaces will be conditioned to be available for the exclusive use of
the Hertz operation without a valet. A recorded legal agreement between the City and the
applicant is required as a condition of approval of this CDP.

4. The parking associated with the project does not offer alternative working hours to
serve as additional beach parking.

5. The project, as proposed, provides the minimum number of required parking spaces
consistent with the use, and can accommodate additional parking requirement for the neighboring
hotel which is a visitor-serving use. In addition, the subject property is located near a public
parking lot that provides beach and pier parking.

SECTION 4. Approval of Extension of Amortization Schedule.

Pursuant to Malibu Municipal Code (MMC) Section 17.60.040(E), an extension of the
amortization schedule for the car rental use on the subject property may be granted if the
Commission finds that the applicant has established the elements set forth in subsection (E)(4) to
its satisfaction. The Planning Commission hereby approves EAS No. 17-00 1 based on the
following findings of fact:

1. That the car rental use was lawfully established prior to March 26, 1993 and has
been continuously used as a car rental operation since that time. The property owner cannot
comply with the requirement to obtain a conditional use permit because the LCP and MMC do not
recognize this use.

2. The applicant has invested in the property by purchasing the property in July 2015
to continue the existing use that has operated since prior to cityhood. No evidence has been
presented that the existing car rental use as operated has adversely affected the health, peace or
welfare of persons residing or working in the surrounding area, and if not intensified (and the
extension has been conditioned to prohibit intensification of the use), the use is not expected to
cause such adverse impacts.

3. No evidence has been presented that the existing car rental use as operated has been
materially detrimental to the use, enjoyment and valuation of the property of other persons located
in the vicinity of the site. The site is nonconforming as to parking lot development standards, but
much of the surrounding properties are also non-conforming.

4. There is no evidence that continuation of the existing use would jeopardize,
endanger or otherwise constitute a menace to the public health, safety or general welfare, or that it
has done so now. The property is situated in a commercial district along PCH, and has
continuously been use as a car rental business for many years, and supports the visitor-serving uses
in the surrounding area.

To ensure that the property owner will diligently pursue the necessary zoning text amendment and
LCP amendment, or otherwise change the use to a permitted use in the existing Community
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Commercial (CC) zone, the amortization schedule has been extended by five years from the date
of this resolution. If the property owner is not successful within this timeframe, the applicant could
seek an additional extension of the amortization period. Furthermore, a condition of approval has
been included which prohibits any intensification of the car rental use.

SECTION 5. Planning Commission Action.

Based on the foregoing findings and evidence contained within the record, the Planning
Commission hereby approves CDP No. 17-09 1, EAS No. 17-001, JUPA No. 17-001 and LT No.
17-001, subject to the following conditions.

SECTION 6. Conditions of Approval.

1. The property owners, and their successors in interest, shall indemnify and defend the City
of Malibu and its officers, employees and agents from and against all liability and costs
relating to the City’s actions concerning this project, including (without limitation) any
award of litigation expenses in favor of any person or entity who seeks to challenge the
validity of any of the City’s actions or decisions in connection with this project. The City
shall have the sole right to choose its counsel and property owners shall reimburse the
City’s expenses incurred in its defense of any lawsuit challenging the City’s actions
concerning this project.

2. This approval allows for the following:

a. Increase the onsite parking from 13 parking spaces to 27 parking spaces.
b. One ADA space;
c. 21, 9 foot by 20 foot spaces;
d. 5, 8 foot by 15 foot, 6 inch spaces;
e. Construct new landscape planters and garden walls on the front property line along

PCH, not to exceed 42 inches in height; and
f. Construct new 6-foot high view permeable fence (vegetated or solid below 42

inches) and vehicle and pedestrian access gates on the front property line along PCH.
g. Lot Tie No. 17-00 1 between 22878 PCH (Malibu Beach Inn) and 22853 PCH (Hertz)

by recording a covenant to hold the two lots as one, since the required parking for
22878 PCH will be offsite at the subject property.

h. JUPA No. 17-00 1 to allow 23 existing onsite spaces and one new space generated
by the employee for the pool area to be located offsite at 22853 PCH. With the
exception of the parking associated with the Hertz operation, all parking will be
operated by a valet service.

i. EAS No. 17-001 to extends the amortization schedule for the car rental use for five
years from the date of this resolution adoption to allow time for the property owner
to process a zoning text amendment and LCP amendment to allow the use and apply
for a conditional use permit, or to change the use to a use permitted in the CC zone.

3. Subsequent submittals for this project shall be in substantial compliance with plans on-file
with the Planning Department, date-stamped February 19, 2019. In the event the project
plans conflict with any condition of approval, the condition shall take precedence.
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4. Pursuant to LIP Section 13.18.2, this permit and rights conferred in this approval shall not
be effective until the property owner signs and returns the Acceptance of conditions
Affidavit accepting the conditions set forth herein. The applicant shall file this form with
the Planning Department within 10 days of this decision and/or prior to issuance of any
development permits.

5. The applicant shall submit three (3) complete sets of plans to the Planning Department for
consistency review and approval prior to plan check and again prior to the issuance of any
building or development permits.

6. This resolution, signed Acceptance of Conditions Affidavit and all Department Review
Sheets attached to the March 4, 2019, Planning Commission agenda report for this project
shall be copied in their entirety and placed directly onto a separate plan sheet behind the
cover sheet of the development plans submitted to the City of Malibu Environmental
Sustainability Department for plan check.

7. This CDP shall expire if the project has not commenced within three (3) years after
issuance of the permit. Extension of the permit may be granted by the approving authority
for due cause. Extensions shall be requested in writing by the applicant or authorized agent
prior to expiration of the three-year period and shall set forth the reasons for the request.
In the event of an appeal, the CDP shall expire if the project has not commenced within
three years from the date the appeal is decided by the decision-making body or withdrawn
by the appellant.

8. Any questions of intent or interpretation of any condition of approval will be resolved by
the Planning Director upon written request of such interpretation.

9. All development shall conform to requirements of the City of Malibu Environmental
Sustainability Department, City Biologist, City Public Works Department, and LACFD, as
applicable. Notwithstanding this review, all required permits shall be secured.
Notwithstanding this review, all required permits shall be secured.

10. Minor changes to the approved plans or the conditions of approval may be approved by the
Planning Director, provided such changes achieve substantially the same results and the
project is still in compliance with the MMC and the LCP. Revised plans reflecting the
minor changes and additional fees shall be required.

Extension ofAmortization

11. The legal nonconforming car rental use shall not be intensified or expanded, unless
authorized pursuant to the necessary approvals (for example, zoning text amendment).

12. The conditions under which this extension of this use amortization period was approved
may be modified by the City without the consent of the property owner or operator if the
Planning Commission finds that the use is creating a nuisance.

13. An extension of the amortization period that is valid and in effect, and was granted pursuant
to the provisions of the MMC, shall run with the land and continue to be valid upon change
of ownership of the land or any lawfully existing building or structure on the land.
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14. This extension of the use amortization schedule shall expire upon demolition of the
building or the discontinuation of the use for a period of six months or more.

15. Violation of any of the conditions contained in this approval shall be cause for revocation
of the approval and termination of all rights contained therein.

Valet Operations

16. A minimum of 23 onsite valet parking spaces are required for the hotel use.

17. The applicant shall install a signalized crosswalk to the off-site parking site located at
22853 Pacific Coast Highway from the Malibu Beach Inn, per Caltrans’ design standards.
The new signalized crosswalk shall be compatible with the Pacific Coast Highway Signal
Systems Improvement project. Prior to the issuance of any Grading and Building permits,
the applicant shall obtain Caltrans approval and a Caltrans Encroachment permit for the
construction of the new signalized crosswalk. The new signalized crosswalk shall be
installed prior to utilization of the offsite parking.

18. The following conditions shall apply to the valet:
a. Valet shall make every attempt to minimize the vehicular queuing along Pacific

Coast Highway or “Spiliback” from the hotel site when guests are arriving.
b. Valet shall not utilize existing on-street parking or red-curb “no parking” areas for

idling to assist on-site hotel queue demand or other hotel related operations.
c. At no time shall any valet vehicles block any of the through lanes on Pacific Coast

Highway to make right or left turns.
d. To prevent queuing in unforeseen events, valet attendants will proactively go to the

entrance of the ~hotel, and provide clear, easy-to-follow directions for visitors to the
valet area.

e. Valet area shall be evaluated during peak periods to be determined if the area should
be relocated further within the site to accommodate additional queuing demand.

f. If the Hotel is consistently exceeding parking supply during peak periods, Valet
will move long-term parked vehicles to the off-site parking that is available.

g. Valet attendants must wear high visibility reflective safety gear per City of
Malibu Ordinance No. 407 establishing MMC Chapter 9.38 requiring valet parking
attendants working on public rights-of-way in Malibu to wear high-visibility
reflective safety apparel at all times (day or night).

a. The use of traffic control devices within the public right-of-way is prohibited. All
traffic control devices must be maintained within private property and must be
placed in a manner that does not impede traffic or safety on Pacific Coast Highway
and the surrounding areas.

b. Per California Vehicle Code § 21955 all pedestrians, including valet attendants,
shall not cross the roadway at any place except in a crosswalk. Pedestrians and valet
attendants shall cross Pacific Coast Highway only at the installed crosswalk at the
Hotel.

c. Self-parking by hotel and restaurant guests on or off-site at Hertz shall be
prohibited.
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d. Hotel shall require employees to park on-site. Employee carpools and transit passes
are strongly encouraged and Hotel shall make all efforts to inform employees of
these available commuting options.

Landscaping

19. Prior to installation of any landscaping, the applicant shall obtain plumbing permit for the
proposed irrigation system from the Building Safety Division.

20. Prior to or at the time of a Planning final inspection, the property owner/applicant shall
submit to the case planner a copy of the plumbing permit for the irrigation system
installation that has been signed off by the Building Safety Division.

21. Prior to Final Plan Check Approval, the applicant shall provide a landscape water use
approval from the Los Angeles County Waterworks District No. 29.

22. Vegetation forming a view impermeable condition (hedge), serving the same function as a
fence or wall, occurring within the side or rear yard setback shall be maintained at or below
six (6) feet in height. View impermeable hedges occurring within the front yard setback
serving the same function as a fence or wall shall be maintained at or below 42 inches in
height.

23. Invasive plant species, as determined by the City of Malibu, are prohibited.

24. Vegetation shall be situated on the property so as not to obstruct the primary view from
private property at any given time (given consideration of its future growth).

25. The landscape plan shall prohibit the use of building materials treated with toxic
compounds such as creosote and copper arsenate.

Lighting

23. Exterior and interior lighting shall be minimized and restricted to low intensity features,
shielded, and concealed so that no light source is directly visible from public viewing areas.

Lighting shall conform to the following standards and the City’s Dark Sky Ordinance
MMC Chapter 17.41:
a. Lighting for walkways shall be limited to fixtures that do not exceed two feet in

height that are directed downward, and use bulbs that do not exceed 60 watts or the
equivalent.

b. Security lighting controlled by motion detectors may be attached to the residence
provided it is directed downward and is limited to 60 watts or the equivalent.

c. Driveway lighting shall be limited to the minimum lighting necessary for safe
vehicular use. The lighting shall be limited to 60 watts or the equivalent.

d. Lights at entrances in accordance with Building Codes shall be permitted provided
that such lighting does not exceed 60 watts or the equivalent

g. Site perimeter lighting and lighting of the shore is prohibited.
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h. Outdoor decorative lighting for aesthetic purposes is prohibited. V

i. Night lighting for sports courts or other private recreational facilities shall be
prohibited.

26. No permanently installed lighting shall blink, flash, or be of unusually high intensity or
brightness. Lighting levels on any nearby property from artificial light sources on the
subject properties shall not produce an illumination level greater than one footcandle.

Deed Restriction

27. The property owner is required to execute and record a covenant and agreement to hold the
subject properties identified as 22878 PCH and the Hertz site (22853 PCH) as one parcel
to guarantee that no portion shall be sold separately. The recorded instrument shall contain
a legal description of the contiguous parcels prior to the merger, and the new parcel that
results after the lot tie. The instrument must be reviewed and approved by the City prior to
recording. A copy of the recorded instrument shall be provided to the Los Angeles County
Assessor’s Office.

Prior to Final Sign-Off

28. Prior to final approval, the City Biologist shall inspect the project site and determine that all
planning conditions have been implemented to protect natural resources in compliance with
approved plans and this resolution.

29. The applicant shall request a final Planning Department inspection prior to final inspection
by the City of Malibu Environmental Sustainability Department. A final approval shall
not be issued until the Planning Department has determined that the project complies with
this CDP.

Fixed Conditions

30. This coastal development permit shall run with the land and bind all future owners of the
property.

31. Violation of any of the conditions of this approval may be cause for revocation of this
permit and termination of all rights granted there under.DRAFT

389



Resolution No 19-17
Page 10 of 10

SECTION 6. The Planning Commission shall certify the adoption of this Resolution.

PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED this 4th day of March, 2019.

STEVE UHRING, Planning Commission Chair

ATTEST:

KATHLEEN STECKO, Recording Secretary

LOCAL APPEAL - A decision of the Planning Commission may be appealed to the City Council
by an aggrieved person by written statement setting forth the grounds for appeal. An appeal shall
be filed with the City Clerk within 10 days and shall be accompanied by an appeal form and proper
appeal fee. The appellant shall pay fees as specified in the Council adopted fee resolution in effect
at the time of the appeal. Appeal forms may be found online at www.malibucity.org, in person at
City Hall or by calling (310) 456-2489 extension 245.

I CERTIFY THAT THE FOREGOING RESOLUTION NO. 19-17 was passed and adopted by the
Planning Commission of the City of Malibu at the Regular meeting held on the 4th day of March,
2019 by the following vote:

AYES:
NOES:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:

KATHLEEN STECKO, Recording SecretaryDRAFT
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PROJECT NUMBER:
JOB ADDRESS:
APPLICANT I CONTACT:
APPLICANT ADDRESS:

APPLICANT PHONE #:
APPLICANT FAX#:
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

0 €ity ofM6Iibu
23825 Stuart Ranch Rd., Malibu, California CA 90265-4804

(310) 456-2489 FAX (310) 456-7650

FIRE. DEPARTMENT REVIEW
REFERRAL SHEET

CDP 17-091
22853 PACIFIC COAST HWY
Joseph Lezama, Burdge and ssociates Architect
24911 Pacific Coast Highway
Malibu, CA~
(~4~~Q5

JUPA, parking lifts, site walls, reconfigure parking

Required Fire Department vehicular access (including width and grade %)
as shown from the public streetto the proposed project.

ehicularT round
Required 5foot wide Fire Department Walking Access (including grade 00

TO: Los Angeles County Fire Department
FROM: City of Malibu Planning Department

RECEIVED

OCT O~2U17~

PLANNING DEPt

DATE: 912112017

TO:
FROM:

Malibu Planning Department andlor Applicant
Fire Prevention Engineering Assistant

Compliance with the conditions checked below is required prior to Fire Department approval.

The project DOES require Fire Department Plan Review and Developer Fee payment
The project DOES NOT require Fire Department Plan Review
The required fire flow for this project is gallons per minute at 20 pounds per
square inch for a 2 hour duration. (Provide flow information from the water dept.)
The project is required to have an interior automatic fire sprinkler system.
Final Fuel Modification Plan Approval is required priorto Fire Department Approval

ditions below marked “not approved” shall be corrected on the site plan and resubmitted
fQr Fire Department apiroval.

App’d N/app’d

*County of Los Angeles Fire Department Approval Expires with City Planning permits expiration,
revisions to the County of Los Angeles Fire Code or revisions to Fire Department regulations and standards.

~Minor changes may be approved by Fire Prevention Engineering, provided such changes
achieve substantially the same results and the project maintains compliance with the County of Los
Angeles Fire Code valid at the time revised plans are submitted. Applicable review fees shall be required.

SIGNATURE . DATE / /
Additional requirements/conditions may be imposed upon review of complete architecturoal~

The PYre Prevent/an Eng/neethgmay/,e cantactedbyphone at (818) 880-OS4larat the F/re Dep
26600 Agoura Road, Suite 110, Calabasas, CA 91 302;~ Hours: Monday — Thursday between 7:00

Attachment 3
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//

HIDDEN HILLS

tJ WESTLAKE VILLAGE

fl
COUNTY OF Los ANGELEs~

FIRE DEPARTMENT
FIRE PREvENTIoN DIVISION CALABAsAS

26600 Agoura Rd., Calabasas, CA 91302 (818) 880-0341

INSPECTION REFERRAL FORM

New Construction / Tenant Improvement / Remodel
Residential I Commercial Date of Inspection: __________________

Inspector Rob Carson has reviewed the following property;

ADDRESS: 2~ ~ UNIT #:_____________

~ AGOURA HILLS ~~ALIBU

~ CALABASAS ~ UNINCORPORATED

INSPECTION TYPE
• FIRE SPRINKLER SYSTEM ROUGH I FINAL

COMMENTS SIGNED________________

• FINAL FIRE INSPECTION I CERTIFICATE OF OCCUPANCY

COMMENTS SIGNED

• FIRE ALARM SYSTEM

COMMENTS SIGNED

• FIRE DEPARTMENT WATER AND ACCESS

COMMENTS SIGNED

• HOOD EXTINGUISHING SYSTEM

COMMENTS SIGNED

• POOL DRAFT HYDRANT

COMMENTS___________________________________________

o BUSINESS LICENSE INSPECTiON

COMMENTS______________________________________

INSPECTION

COMMENTS )~j4&J ,~j~//~iJ
~~~

SIGNED

SIGNED

SIGN
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City ofMalibu
23825 Stuart Ranch Rd., Malibu, California CA 9O265~4861
(310) 456-2489 FAX (310) 317-1950 www.xnaIibucity.org

ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH REVIEW
REFERRAL SHEET

TO: City of MalIbu Environmental Health Administrator DATE: 9/21/2017

FROM~ City of ‘Malibu Planning Department

PROJECT NUMBER: CDP 17-091 —

JOB ADDRESS: 22853 PACIFIC COAST HWY ___________

APPLICANT I CONTACT: Joseph Lezama, Burdge and Associates Architects

APPLICANT ADDRESS: 24911 Pacific Coast Highway
Malibu, CA 90265 ____

APPLICANT PHONE #: (310) 456-5905

APPLICANT FAX#: ____
APPLICANT EMAIL: jo~çj~h~uaia.com

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: JUPA, parking lifts, site walls, reconfigure parking

TO: Malibu Planning Department anWor Applicant’

FROM: City of Malibu Environmental Health Reviewer

Conformance Review Complete for project submittals reviewed with respect to the
Cityof Malibu Local Coastal Plan/Local Implementation Plan (LCP/LIP) and Malibu
Plumbing Code (MPC). The Conditions of Planning conformance review and plan
check review comments listed on the attached review sheet(s) (or else handwritten
below) shall be addressed frior to plan check approval.

Conformance Review Incomplete for the City of Malibu LCP/LIP and MPC; The
Planning stage review comments listed on the City of Malibu Environmental Health
review sheet(s) shall be addressed prior to conformance review completion.

OWTS Plot Plan: NOT REQUIRED V

LI REQUIRED (attached hereto) Li REQUIRED (not attachecfl

~‘ m~Mc~ Z~. Z~/ 7
Signature V

The applicant must submit to the City of Malibu Environmental Health Speàialist to determine whether or not an
onsite wastewater treatment system (OWTS) Plot Plan approval is required.

The Environmental Health Specialist may be contacted Tuesday and Thursdayfrom 8:00 am to 11:00 am, or by
calling (310) 456-2489, extension 364.

“V

Date

Rev 141008
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City ofMalibu
Environmental Health. Environmental Sustainability Department

23825 StuartRanêh Road Malibu, California 90265-4861
Phone (310) 456-2489 Fax (310) 317-1950 wwwjnal ibucity.onz

ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH REVIEW SHEET

PROJECT INFORMATION

J Applicant: Joseph Lezama, Burdge & Associates
j (name and email joseph~buaia.com
f address)

Project Address: 22853 Pacific Coast Highway (Offsite Parking for Malibu Beach Inn)
Malibu, CA 90265

L Planning Case No.: CDP 17-091
L_P~gj~~~scnption: Joint Use Parking Agreement, par~~gg lifts, site walls, reconflgurep~dng____________

Date of Review. Octobêr2, 2017
Reviewer: ~j~tt Janousek ~ •1

Contact Information: Phone: (310) 456-2489 x 307 Email: mjanousek~rnalibucjty.or~

. SUBMITTAL INFORMATION

Architectural Plans: Burdge & Associates: Plans dated 9-20-2017 (submitted to Planning 9-21-2017)
Grading Plans:

OWTS Plan:
OWTS Report: —_________________

Geälo~y~pp~ -~

Miscellaneous:
Previous Reviews: EH conformance revi~ws for a new swimming pool & Spa, bathroom facilities and

equipment room at 22878 PCH, and VAR to relocate onsite parking to offsite parking
area to 22853 PCH; and a CUPA to allow the existing restaurant at 22878 PCH to be
open to the public dated 8-18-2015, 11-30-2015, and 7-12-2Ol7under CUPA 15-004,
APR 1 5-065.

REVIEW FINDINGS
Planning Stage: IXJ CONFORMANCE REViEW COMPLETE for the City of Malibu Local Coastal

Program/Local Implementation Plan (LIP) and Malibu Plumbing Code (MPC).
The listed conditions of Planning stage conformance review and plan check

._,~pp~n~entsshallbe address~ riorto I check approval.
U CONFORMANcE REVIEW INCOMPLETE for the City of Malibu LIP and MPC.

The listed Planning stage review comments shall be addressed prior to
. conformance review completion.

OWTS Plot Plan: j~J NOT REQUIRED

f~- REQUIRED ca~ched heretoj ~ REQ~RED (not attached)

Environmental Health conformance review has been• completed for the development proposal
described in the project description provided by the Planning Department and the project plans and
reports submitted to this office. Please distribute this review sheet to all of the project consultants and,
prior to final approval, provide a coordinated submittal addressing all conditions for final approval and
plan check items.

Page 1 of 2

[ T:~nv ~lih R~ew~ ~je~ R~~\P~c~fic C~ 2~5~ I~I~CDP I?~ \I7lOO2_2~S3 PCH_CDP R~cyck~ P~p~
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n)
City of Malibu Environmental Health Re~’tew Sheet

CDP17-091
22853 Pacific Coast Highway

October 2, 2017

The conditional conformance findings hereby transmitted complete the Planning stage Environmental
Health review of the project. in order to obtain Environmental Health final approval of th~ project
construction drawing~ (during Building Safety plan check), all conditions and plan check items listed
below must be addressed through subniittals to the Environmental Health office.

Conditions of Planning Conformance Review for.Buildin~ Plan Check Approval

1) Protection of OWTS: The existing OWTS at 22853 Pacific Coast Highway (Hertz) shall be
protected: i~, place ~t all times during and after construction of improvements to the parking lot, which
will serve as offsite parking for restaurant patrons at 22878 Pacific Coast Highway (Malibu Beach
Inn).

2) Environmental Health Final Review Fee: Afee in accordance with the adopted fee schedule at
the time of final approval shall be paid to the City of Malibu for Environmental Health Building Plan
Check review.

- -oGo

If you have any questions regarding the above requirements, please contact the Environmental Health
office at your earliest convenience,

cc: Environmental Health file ,

Planning Department

Page2of2
R~t~o~J’i~ect Re ~H~2S53 PCFf~CDP ~7~~9I\17~CO2 228~31’Cii CEP 7~I_confltrCRC4o~ Recy~IeJ P~pet
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__ City “ofMaithu23825 Stuart Ranch Road • Malibu, California 90265-486]”
“(3 10) 456-2489 • Fax (310) 317-] 950 • www.malibucity.org

GEOTECHNICAL REVIEW SHEET

Project Information
Date: October 6, 2017 Review Log #: 4071
Site Address: 22853 Pacific Coast Highway
Lot/Tract/PM #: Planning #: CDP 17-091
Applicant/Contact: Joseph Lçzama, ioseph@buaja.com BPC/GPC #:
Contact Phone #: 310-456-5905 Fax #: Planner: Stephanie Hawner

I Project Type~ Joint Use Parking Agreement (JUPA) with 22878 PCH, parking lifts, site walls

Submittal Information

Consultant(s) J Report None
“Date(s):
tt’urrent submittalft) ~n BokL) Building Plans prepared by Burdge & AssociatesArchitects

dated September 20, 2017.

Pr~’ious Reviews: ““““None; Ref: Env~men~al Heaffh Review She~t dated i~-21~“-“““

Review Findings
Coastal Development Permit Review

The p~opos~”development project is APPROVED from a geotechnical perspective.

LI The proposed development project is NOT APPROVED from a geotechnical perspective. The
listed ‘Review Comments’ shall be addressed prior tO approval.

Building Plan-Check Stage Review

1~.I Awaiting Building plan check submittal. Please respond to the listed ‘Building Plan-Check Stage
Review Comments’ AND review and incorporate the attached ‘Geotechnical Not~s fo~ Building
Plan Check’ into the plans.

LI APPROVED from a geotechnical perspective. Please review the ahached ‘Geotechnical Notes f~r
Building Plan Check’ and inc.orporat”e into Building Plan-Check submittals.

~ NOT APPROVED from a geotechnical perspective. The listed ‘Building Plan-Cheek Stage•
“Review Comments’ shall be addressed priàr to Building Plan-Check Stage approval.

Remarks

The referenced building plans were reviewed by the City from a geotechnical “perspective. The project
comprises.incr~asing the amount of parking on-site to 50 total stalls with 21 new 2-car parking lifts, new
12’ tall parking lift screening, planters, garden walls, and vehicular and pedestrian access gates. The
increased parking withbe used by 22878 PCH through a Joint Use Parking Agreement (JUPA).
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City of Malibu Geotechnical Review Sheet

Building PIanCheck Stage Review Comments:

1. One s.ets offinal wall and car lift parking plans shall be submitted to City geotechnical staff for review
over the counter at City Hall. Appointments for final review and approval of the plans may be
made by calling or emailing City Geotechnical staff.

Please direct questions regarding this review sheet td City Geotechnical staff listed below.

EninëeHn~ Geo1o~ Review by: Chris~r bean, C.E.G. #1 75i~ Ex~.9-30-18 .

Engineering Geology Reviewer (310-456.2489, x306)
V Email: cdean~m~ibucity.org

This review sheet was prepared by representatives of Cotton; Shires and Associates. Inc. and GeoDynamics, lnc~, contracted
through Cotton, Shires and Associates, Inc~, as an agent of the City of Malibu.

..-~.--...-. .- d1~fiI GéóUynäriik% Inc
‘III .

CoTToN, SE1REs M~D AssociATEs, INC. .

CONSULtING ENGfl4EE~S ~o caotoc~srs

(MAL25467) — 2 —
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City of Malibu
23825 Stuart Randi Rd., Malibu, California CA 902~5-4804 RECEIVED

(310) 456-2489 :F4X (310) 4S64~50

BIOLOGY REVIEW
REFERRAL SHEET

City of Malibu Contract B1oIQ.gical Staff DATE~~

City of Malibu Planning Department

CDP17-O91

228.~3 PACIFIC COAST HWY —____________

Joseph Lezama, Burdge and. Associates Architect

24911 Pacific Coast Highway
Malibu, CA 90265 ______

(310) 456-5905

joseph@buaja.com —______

Stephanie Hawner

Install stacked parking Iifts.and construct site
walls; serve as offsite parking receiver.site for
22878 PCH; reconfigure existing parking and
drive aisle; and a lot tie with 22878 PCI-I.

PLANNING DEPt.

TO:

FROM:

PROJECT NUMBER:

JOB ADDRESS.::

APPLICANT I CONTACT:

APPLICANT ADDRESS:

APPLICANT PHONE#:

APPLICANT FAX#:

APPLICANT EMAIL:

PLANNER:

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

TO: M~Iibu Planning Department andlor Applicant

FROM: City Contract Biologist ~

_______ The project review. package is INCOMPLETE and; CANNOT pr6ceed through
Final Planning Review until corrections and conditions from Biological Review
are incorporated Into the oroposed protect design
(See Attached),

The prpjet~t is APPROVED, consistent with City Goals & Policies associated
with the protection of biological resources and ~ proceed through the
Planning process.

The project may have the potential to significantly impact the following
resources, either Individually or cumulatively: Sensitive Species or Habitat,
Watersheds, andlor Shoreline Resources and therefore Requires Review by
the Environmental Review Board (ERB).

Date

Additional requirements/conditions may be imposed upon review of plan revision

Contact Information:

Rev 1.10816
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City ofMalibu
Biology • Planning Department

23825 Stuart Ranch Road Malibu, California 90265-4861
Phone (310) 456-2489 Fax (310) 317-1950 www.ma1ibucity,or~

BiOLOGY REVIEW SHEET

PROJECT INFORMATION

SUBMiTTAL INFORMATION

22853 Pacific Coast Highway

Applicant Joseph Lezama
(name and email Joseph~buaia.com
address)

Project Address:
Malibu, CA 90265

Planning Case No~: CDP 17-091
Project Description: JUPA, parking lifts, sitewalls, reconfigure parking

Date of Review:
Reviewer:

Contact Information:

11121117

Dave Crawford Signature: ~ ~
Phone: (310) 456-2489 ext 307 Email: &rawford~rn~ibudfrv.org~

Site Plans: 9/21/17
Site Survey: 9/21/17

Gradin9 Plans:
OWrS Plan:

Planting Plan 11/20/17
Hydrozone,Water

Budget Calculations
Bio Assessment:’

Bia Inventory:
Native Tree Survey~

Native Tree Protection
Plan

Miscellaneous: Lift plans 9/21/17
J Previous Reviews:

REVIEW FINDINGS
‘ Review Status: ~ iNCOMPLETE: Additional information and/or a response to the listed review comments

is required.

f~J ~MPLETE:, Afl requIred infbnnation has been received and a confonnance review shall
be completed within the next 30 days,

Environmental Review ~ E~: This project has the potential to impact ESHA and may require review by the
~ Bn~onmentai Review Boa~ pursuant to L~ Section 4A.4

APPROVED: The project has been appro~ied with regards to biological impacts.

~ NOT APPROVED: Theproposedprojeetdoesnot confonnto the requirements oftheMMC
and/or LCP.

Page 1 of 3
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City of Maflbu~ Biology Review Sheet

CDP 17-091
22853 Pacific Coast Highway

November21 2017

DISCUSSION:

1. The Maximum Applied Water Allowance (M.AWA) for this project totals 1,668 gallons per year. The
Estimated Applied Water Use (EAWEJ) totals 1,503 gpy, thus meeting the Landscape Water
Conservation Ordinance Requirements.

RBCOMMENDATh)NS:

1. The revised project is recommended for APPROVAL with conditions. This review is only for the
revised landscapingplans. All previously identified conditions ofapproval remain in effect. In the event
ofconflicting conditions, the more restrictive shall apply.

A. Prior to installation ofany landscaping, the applicant shall obtain plumbing permit for the proposed
irrigation system from the Building Safety Division.

B. Prior to or at the time of a Planning final inspection, the property owner/applicant shall submit to
the case planner a copy of the plumbing permit for the irrigation system installation that has been
signed offby the Building Safety Division.

C. Prior to Final Plan Check Approval, if your property is serviced by the Los Angeles County
Waterworks District No. 29, please provide landscape water use approval from that departhient.
For approval contact:

NimaParsa
Address: 23533 West Civic Center Way, Malibu, CA 90265.4804
Email: Nparsa(~DPW.LACOUNTy.GOy (preferred)
Phone: (310)317-1389

Please note this action may require several weeks~ As such., the applicant should submit their
approved landscape plans to DPW as soon as feasible in order to avoid a delay at plan check.

D. Vegetation forming a view impermeable condition (hedge), serving the same function as a fence
or wall, occurring within the side or rear yard setback shall be maintained at or below six (6) feet
in height. View impermeable hedges occurring within the frànt yard setback serving the same
function as a fence or wall shall be maintained at or below 42 inches in height.

B. Invasive plant speOies, as determined bS’ the City ofMalibu, are prohibited.

F, Vegetation shall be situated on the property so as not to obstruct the primary view from private
property at any given time (given consideration of its future growth).

G. The landscape plan shall prohibit the use ofbuilding materials treated with toxic compounds such
as creosote and copper arsenate.

Page 2 of3
R~p~
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City of Mailbu Biology Review Sheet

CDPI7-091
22853 Pacific Coast Highway

November21, 2017

2. UPON COMPLETION OF ALL PLANTtNG, the City Biologist shall inspect the project site and
determine that all planning conditions to protect natural resources are in compliance with the approved
plans.

• If you have any questions regarding the above requirements, please contact the City Biologist office at
your earliest convenience.

cc: Planning Project file
• Planning Dep~rtment

Pages of3
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City ofMalibu
23825 Stuart Ranch Rd., Malibu, California CA 90265-4861

(310) 456-2489 FAX (310) 456-7650

PUBLIC WORKS REVIEW
REFERRAL SHEET

TO: Public Works Department

FROM: City of Malibu Planning Department

DATE: 912112017

PROJECT NUMBER:

JOB ADDRESS:

APPLICANT I CONTACT:

APPLICANT ADDRESS:

APPLICANT PHONE #:

APPLICANT FAX #:

APPLICANT EMAIL:

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

CDP 17-091

22853 PACIFIC COAST HWY

Joseph Lezama, Burdge and Associates Architects

24911 Pacific Coast Highway
Malibu, CA 90265

joseph@buaia.com ___________________

Install stacked parking lifts and construct site
walls; serve as offsite parking receiver site for
22878 PCH; reconfigure existing parking and drive
aisle; and a lot tie with 22878PCH.

Malibu Planning Department and/or Applicant

Public Works Department

_____ The following items described on the attached memorandum shall be
addressed and resubmitted.

The project was reviewed and found to be in conformance with the City’s
Public Works and LCP policies and CAN proceed through the Planning
process.

DATE ~ /9/jg

TO:

FROM:

-kSIGN~ATUR

Rev 120910
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\ r/ /

To: Planning Department

City of Malibu
MEMoRANDuM

From: Public Works Department
Adam Chase, Assistant Public Works Director ~ &r ~4{~-

Date: Novëmber8, 2018

Re: Proposed Conditions of Approval for 22853 Pacific Coast Highway CDP 17-091

The Public Works Department has reviewed the plans submitted for thé.~ above referenced project.
Based on this review sufficient information has been submitted to confirm ‘that conformance with
the Malibu Local Coastal Plan (LOP) and the Malibu Municipal Code (MMC) can be attained. Prior
to the issuance of building and grading permits, the applicant shall comply with the following
conditions.

STORMWATER

1. A Local Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan shall be provided prior to the issuance of the
Grading/Building permits for the project. This plan shall include an Erosionand Sediment
Control Plan (ESCP) that includes, but not limited to:

Erosion Controls Scheduling
Preservation of Existing
Vegetation

Sediment Controls Silt Fence
Sand Bag Barrier
Stabilized Construction Entrance

Non-Storm Water Water Conservation Practices
Management Dewatering Operations
Waste Management Material Delivery and Storage

Stockpile Management
Spill Prevention and Control
Solid Waste Management
Concrete Waste Management
Sanitary/Septic Waste

. Management

1
W;~Land DeveIopment~PojecIs\Pac~ft Coast H~hwayl22878 ParigeCoast Highway - Malibu Beach tnn122853 Pacific Coast Highway CDP 17-091 COA (Partcing) Rewsed 11.8 i8docx

Recycled Paper
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All Best Management Practices (BMP) shall be in accordance to the latest version of the
California Stormwater Quality Association (CASQA) BMP Handbook. Designated areas
for the storage of construction materials, solid waste management, and portable toilets

• must not disrupt drainage patterns or subject the material to erosion by site runoff.

MISCELLANOUS

2. The developer’s consulting engineer shall sign the final plans prior to the issuance of permits.

3. The applicant shall install a signalized crosswalk to the off-site parking site located at 22853
Pacific Coast Highway from the Malibu Beach Inn, per Caltrans’ design standards. The new
signalized crosswalk shall be compatible with the Pacific Coast Highway Signal Systems
Improvement project. Prior to the issuance of any Grading and Building permits,, the
applicant shall obtain Qaltrans approval and a Caltrans Encroachment permit for the
construction of the new signalized crosswalk. The new signalized crosswalk shall be
installed prior to final inspection or occupancy.

4. The applicant shall install KEEP CLEAR pavement markings at the eastern driveway of
22853 Pacific Coast Highway, per Caltrans’ design standards. Prior to the issuance of any
Grading and Building permits, the applicant shall obtain Caltrans approval and a Caltrans
Encroachment permit for installation of V the pavement markings. The new pavement
markings shall be installed prior to final inspection or occupancy.

5. The applicant shall submit to the Public Works Department, for review and approval, a
Construction Management Plan prior to the approval of any permits. ‘The Construction
Management Plan shall clearly identify working areas on the property and location of
construction staging area, including parking. If applicant is obtaining offsite parking for
construction, the applicant shall submit a letter of approval from the property owner suppling
the area for parking, V

6. The applicant shall notify the Public Works Department at least one week prior to any
Caltrans related work, including installation of the crosswalk and pavement markings on
Pacific Coast Highway.

Valet ingresslegress along Pacific Coast Highway and site operations shall comply with the
following:

1. Valet shall make every attempt to minimize the vehicular queuing along Pacific Coast
Highway or “Spillback” from the hotel site when guests are arriving. V

2. Valet shall not utilize existing on-street parking or red-curb “no parking” areas for idling to
assist on-site hotel queue demand or other hotel related operations.

2
W:\Land Development~Projects\Pacific Coast Highway~22878 Pacific Coast Highway - Malibu Beach lnr~\22853 Pacific Coast Highway CDP 17-091

OA (Parking) Revised 11.8.1 8.docx V Recycled Paper
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3. At no time shall any valet vehicles block any of the through lanes on Pacific Coast Highway
to make right or left turns.

4. To prevent queuing in unforeseen events, valet attendants will proactively go to the
entrance of the hotel and provide clear, easy-to-follow directions for visitors to the valet
area.

5. Valet area shall be evaluated during peak periods to be determined if the area shOuld be
relocated further within the site to accommodate additional queuing demand.

6. If the Hotel is consistently exceeding parking supply during peak periods, Valet will move
long-term parked vehicles to the off-site parking that is available.

7. Valet attendants must wear high visibility reflective safety, gear per City of
Malibu Ordinance No. 407 establishing MMC Chapter 9.38 requiring valet parking
attendants working on public rights-of-way in Malibu to wear high-visibility reflective safety
apparel at all times (day or night).

8. The use of traffic control devices within the public right-of-way is prohibited. All traffic control
devices must be maintained within private property and must be placed in a manner that
does not impede traffic or safety on Pacific Coast Highway and the surrounding areas.

9. Per California Vehicle Code § 21955 all pedestrians, including valet attendants, shall not
cross the roadway at any place except in a crosswalk. Pedestrians and valet attendants
shall cross Pacific Coast Highway only at the installed crosswalk at the Hotel.

10. Self-parking by hotel and restaurant guests on or off-site at Hertz shall be prohibited,

11. Hotel shall require employees to park on-site. Employee carpools and transit passes are
strongly encouraged and Hotel shall make all efforts to inform employees of these available
commuting options.

.3
W:\Land Development\Projects\Pacific Coast Highway~22878 Pacific Coast Highway - Malibu Beach lnn\22853 Pacific Coast Highway CDP 17-091
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O City Of Malibu

~

23825 Stuart Ranch Road
Malibu, CA 90265
Phone (310) 456-2489

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

I NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING I

- II

~
A

I NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING I
The Malibu Planning Commission will hold a public hearing on Tuesday, January 22, 2019, at 6:30 p.m in the Council
Chambers Malibu City Hall 23825 Stuart Ranch Road Malibu CA, for the project identified below

COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT NO. 17-091. JOINT USE PARKING AGREEMENT NO. 17-001. EXTENSION OF
AMORTIZfi~TION SCHEDULE NO. 17-001. LOT TIE NO. 17-001, VARIANCE NOS.17-038 AND 17-043. AND MINOR
MODIFICATION NO. 17-018 - An application to install 21 two-car stacked/tandem parking lifts on a site currently occupied by
a legal non-conforming rental car use (Hertz Rental Car), to accommodate required parking for the offsite hotel/restaurant use
at 22878 Pacific Coast Highway (PCH) (Malibu Beach Inn), reconfigure existing onsite parking and drive aisle to accommodate
the parking lifts, and construct site walls; a variance from parking lot development standards, including valet and tandem
parking to maximize parking area; a variance from landscape and open space commercial development standards; a minor
modification to reduce the required rear yard setback; a joint use parking agreement to allow Malibu Beach Inn to locate its
required onsite parking offsite at 22835 PCH; a lot tie to hold 22878 PCH and 22853 PCH as one lot: and an extension of
amortization to allow time for the applicant to process an application to continue operation of the non-conforming car rental use

LOCATION I APN I ZONING: 22853 Pacific Coast Hwy I 4452-020-031 ICC
APPLICANT! OWNER(S): Burdge and Associates Architects, Inc. /MB North Lot (DE), LLC
APPEALABLE TO: City Council and California Coastal Commission
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW: Categorical Exemption CEQA Guidelines Section(s) 15303 (a) and (e
APPLICATION FILED: September 21, 2017
CASE PLANNER: Richard Mollica, Senior Planner, rmoltica~malibucity.org

(310) 456-2489, ext. 346

REPORTiNG — A written staff report will be available at or before the hearing for the project. Related documents are ava labte for review
at City Hail during regular business hours You will have an opportunity to testify at the public hearing written comments which shai be
considered public record may be subm tIed any time prior to the beginning of the public hearing If the C ty s action is cha lenged n
court testimony may be mited to issues ra sed before or at the public hearing.

LOCAL APPEAL - A dec son of the P ann ng Commission may be appealed to the City Counc by an aggr eyed person by written
statement setting forth the grounds for appeal An appea shall be filed with the City Clerk wlhin ten days fol owing the date of acton
which the appeal is made and shal be accompan ad by an appeal form and filing fee as specified by the C ty Council Appeal forms may
be found on ne at www mel bucity org planningforms or in person at City Hall or by calling (310 456-2489 extension 245

COASTAL COMMISSION APPEAL - An aggrieved person may appeai the Planning Comm ss on s approva directly to the Coastal
Comm ssion w th n 10 work ng days of the ssuance of the C ty s Not ce of F nai Act on More nformat on may be found on ne at
w’~w coasta ca gov or by calling 805-585-1800

BONNIE BLUE Planning Director Date December27 2018

ATTACHMENT 5
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Supplemental
Commission Agenda Report

Chair Uhring and Members of the Planning Commission

Prepared by: Richard Mollica, Senior Planner7ZA’t—~

Approved by: Bonnie Blue, Planning Director

Date prepared: April 10, 2019 Meeting Date: April 15, 2019

Subject: Coastal Development Permit No. 17-091, Variance No. 17-038, Joint
Use Parking Agreement No. 17-001, Extension of Amortization No. 17-
001, and Lot Tie No. 17-001 — An application to allow for offsite parking
on a site currently occupied by a legal nonconforming car rental
business, to accommodate required parking for the offsite
hotel/restaurant use at 22878 Pacific Coast Highway (Continued from
March 4, 2019)

Location: 22853 Pacific Coast Highway, within the appealable
coastal zone

APN: 4452-005-031
Owner: MB North Lot (DE), LLC
Tenant: Hertz Rental Car

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

1) Adopt Planning Commission Resolution No. 19-18 (Attachment 1) determining the
project is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act, and approving Extension
of Amortization Schedule No. 17-001 for the nonconforming car rental use located in the
Community Commercial zoning district at 22853 Pacific Coast Highway (PCH) (MBI North
Lot (DE), LLC); and

2) Adopt Planning Commission Resolution No. 19-19 (Attachment 2) denying Coastal
Development Permit (CDP) No. 17-091 consisting of an application to allow valet parking
of vehicles from an offsite hotel/restaurant use located at 22878 PCH, construction of
new perimeter fences and gates with planter boxes, including Joint Use Parking
Agreement No. 17-001 and Lot Tie No. 17-001 to hold 22878 and 22853 PCH together,
located in the Community Commercial zoning district at 22853 PCH (MB North Lot (DE),
LLC)

To:

Planning Commission
Meeting
04-15-19

Item
3.A.1.

Page 1 of 2 Agenda Item 3.A.1.
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DISCUSSION: At the March 4, 2019 Planning Commission meeting, a public hearing was
held on the subject application. At that hearing, the Planning Commission directed staff to
return with a resolution approving the EAS to permit the continued operation of the existing
rental car operation and a resolution denying the proposed site improvements, proposed
lot tie, and joint use parking agreement. Attached hereto are the resolutions for the
Commission’s consideration.

ATTACHMENTS:

1. Planning Commission Resolution No. 19-18
2. Planning Commission Resolution No. 19-19

Page 2 of 2 Agenda Item 3.A.1.
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CITY OF MALIBU PLANNING COMMISSION
RESOLUTION NO. 19-18

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF
MALIBU DETERMINING THE PROJECT IS EXEMPT FROM THE
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT AND APPROVING
EXTENSION OF AMORTIZATION SCHEDULE NO. 17-001 FOR THE
NONCONFORMING CAR RENTAL USE LOCATED IN THE COMMUNITY
COMMERCIAL ZONING DISTRICT AT 22853 PACIFIC COAST HIGHWAY
(MBI NORTH LOT (DE), LLC)

The Planning Commission of the City of Malibu does hereby find, order and resolve as follows:

SECTION 1. Recitals.

A. A car rental use has been in operation on the subject property since prior to
incorporation of the City. The subject property’s current zone of Community Commercial (CC)
does not include car rental as a permitted or conditionally permitted use. As such, the current car
rental use is legal nonconforming.

B. On September 21, 2017, the applicant, Burdge and Associates Architects, Inc., on
behalf ofproperty owner, MB North Lot (DE), LLC submitted Coastal Development Permit (CDP)
No. 17-091, Variance (VAR) No. 17-038 and Joint Use Parking Agreement (JUPA) No. 17-001
for the subject property. The applicant subsequently submitted Lot Tie (LT) No. 17-001, VAR
No. 17-043, Minor Modification (MM) No. 17-018 and Extension of Amortization (EAS) No. 17-
001. The subject property was proposed to accommodate displaced required parking from the
Malibu Beach Inn at 22878 Pacific Coast Highway that would result from the proposed
development under CDP No. 17-092, which was being processed concurrently. The application
was routed to the City Biologist, Environmental Health Administrator, City Geotechnical staff,
City Public Works Department and Los Angeles County Fire Department (LACFD) for review.

C. On October 12, 2017, a Notice of Planning Commission Public Hearing was
published in a newspaper of general circulation within the City of Malibu and was mailed to all
property owners and occupants within a 500-foot radius of the subject property.

D. On November 6, 2017, the Planning Commission continued the items to a date
uncertain.

F. On November 9, 2017, a Notice of Planning Commission Public Hearing was
published in a newspaper of general circulation within the City of Malibu and was mailed to all
property owners and occupants within a 500-foot radius of the subject property.

F. On November 9, 2017, the applicant submitted revised project plans for approval.

G. On December 4, 2017, the Planning Commission continued the items to the
December 18, 2017, Regular Planning Commission hearing.

ATTACHMENT 1
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Resolution No 19-18
Page 2 of 5

H. On December 18, 2017, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public
hearing on both applications, reviewed and considered the staff reports, reviewed and considered
written reports, public testimony, and other information in the record. At that meeting the items
were continued to the March 5, 2018, Regular Planning Commission meeting to allow the
applicant time to address the issues raised at that hearing.

I. On January 31, 2018, the applicant submitted revised materials to the City.

J. On March 5, 2018, the Planning Commission continued the items to a date
uncertain.

K. On July 12, 2018, a Notice of Planning Commission Public Hearing was published
in a newspaper of general circulation within the City of Malibu and was mailed to all property
owners and occupants within a 500-foot radius of the subject property.

L. On August 6, 2018, the Planning Commission continued the items to the August
20, 2018, Regular Planning Commission hearing.

M. On August 20, 2018, the Planning Commission continued the items to the
November 5, 2018, Regular Planning Commission hearing.

N. On November 5, 2018, the Planning Commission continued the items to the
November 19, 2018, Regular Planning Commission hearing.

0. On November 15, 2018, the November 19, 2018 Regular Planning Commission
meeting was cancelled due to the Woolsey Fire.

P. On December 27, 2018, a Notice of Planning Commission Public Hearing was
published in a newspaper of general circulation within the City of Malibu and was mailed to all
property owners and occupants within a 500-foot radius of the subject property and all interested
parties.

Q. On January 16, 2019, the applicant submitted a revised parking plan that eliminated
the need for the requested variance.

R. On January 22, 2019, the Planning Commission continued the items to the March
4, 2019, Regular Planning Commission hearing.

S. On March 4, 2019, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing on
both applications, reviewed and considered the staff reports, reviewed and considered written
reports, public testimony, and other information in the record. At that meeting the Planning
Commission directed staff to return with a resolution approving the extension of amortization for
the nonconforming car rental use and denying the proposed CDP and JUPA for the subject
property.

T. On April 15, 2019, Planning Commission Resolution No. 19-18 was presented to
the Planning Commission as a consent item.

DRAFT
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Resolution No 19-18
Page 3 of 5

SECTION 2. Environmental Review.

Pursuant to the authority and criteria contained in the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA), the Planning Commission has analyzed the proposed project. The Planning Commission
found that the project proposed in EAS No. 17-00 1 is listed among the classes ofprojects that have
been determined not to have a significant adverse effect on the environment. Therefore, the project
is categorically exempt from the provisions of CEQA pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15301
— Existing Facilities. The Planning Commission has further determined that none of the six
exceptions to the use of a categorical exemption apply to this project (CEQA Guidelines section
15300.2).

SECTION 3. Approval of Extension of Amortization Schedule.

Pursuant to Malibu Municipal Code (MMC) section 17.60.040(E) an extension of the amortization
schedule for the legal nonconforming car rental use on the subject property may be granted if the
Commission finds that the applicant has established the elements set forth in subsection (E)(4) to
its satisfaction. The Planning Commission hereby approves EAS No. 17-00 1 based on the
following findings of fact:

1. The car rental use was lawfully established prior to March 26, 1993, and has been
continuously used as a car rental operation since that time. The property owner cannot comply
with the requirement to obtain a conditional use permit because the Malibu Local Coastal Program
(LCP) and Malibu Municipal Code (MMC) do not recognize or authorize this use in the CC zone.

2. The applicant has invested in the property by purchasing the property in July 2015
to continue the existing use that has operated since prior to cityhood. No evidence has been
presented that the existing car rental use as operated has adversely affected the health, peace or
welfare of persons residing or working in the surrounding area, and if not intensified (the subject
extension has been conditioned to prohibit intensification of the use), the use is not expected to
cause such adverse impacts during the extension period.

3. No evidence has been presented that the existing car rental use as operated has been
materially detrimental to the use, enjoyment and valuation of the property of other persons located
in the vicinity of the site or will during the extension period. The site is nonconforming as to
parking lot development standards relative to the configuration of the parking lot and sizes of the
spaces, but the use has a surplus number of spaces and many of the surrounding properties are also
nonconforming as to configuration of their parking lots and parking space sizes.

4. There is no evidence that continuation of the existing use during the extension
period would jeopardize, endanger or otherwise constitute a menace to the public health, safety or
general welfare, or that it has done so up until now. The property is situated in a commercial
district along Pacific Coast Highway, and has continuously been in use as a car rental business for
many years, and supports the visitor-serving uses in the surrounding area.
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Resolution No 19-18
Page 4 of 5

To ensure that the property owner will diligently pursue the necessary zoning text amendment and
LCP amendment, or otherwise change the use to a permitted use in the existing CC zone, the
amortization schedule for the use has been extended by five years from the date of adoption of this
resolution. If the property owner is not successful within this timeframe, the applicant could seek
an additional extension of the amortization period. Furthermore, a condition of approval has been
included which prohibits any intensification of the car rental use.

SECTION 4. Planning Commission Action.

Based on the foregoing findings and evidence contained within the record, the Planning
Commission hereby approves EAS No. 17-001.

SECTION 5. Conditions of Approval.

1. The property owners, and their successors in interest, shall indemnify and defend the City
of Malibu and its officers, employees and agents from and against all liability and costs
relating to the City’s actions concerning this project, including (without limitation) any
award of litigation expenses in favor of any person or entity who seeks to challenge the
validity of any of the City’s actions or decisions in connection with this project. The City
shall have the sole right to choose its counsel and property owners shall reimburse the
City’s expenses incurred in its defense of any lawsuit challenging the City’s actions
concerning this project.

2. This approval extends the amortization schedule for the car rental use for five years from
the date of adoption of this resolution to allow time for the property owner to process a
zoning text amendment and LCP amendment to allow the use in the CC zone and apply for
a conditional use permit, or to change the use to a use permitted in the CC zone.

3. Any questions of intent or interpretation of any condition of approval will be resolved by
the Planning Director upon written request of such interpretation.

4. Minor changes to the conditions of approval may be approved by the Planning Director,
provided such changes achieve substantially the same results and the use is still in
compliance with the MMC and LCP. An application reflecting the minor changes and
additional fees shall be required.

5. The legal nonconforming car rental use shall not be intensified or expanded, unless
authorized pursuant to the necessary approvals (for example, zoning text amendment).

6. The conditions under which this extension of use amortization period was approved may
be modified by the City without the consent of the property owi~er or operator if the
Planning Commission finds that the use is creating a nuisance.

7. An extension of the amortization period that is valid and in effect, and was granted pursuant
to the provisions of the MMC, shall run with the land and continue to be valid upon change
of ownership of the land or any lawfully existing building or structure on the land.
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Resolution No 19-18
Page 5 of 5

8. This extension of the use amortization schedule shall expire upon demolition of the
building or the discontinuation of the legal nonconforming use for a period of six months
or more.

9. Violation of any of the conditions contained in this approval shall be cause for revocation
of the approval and termination of all rights contained therein.

SECTION 6. The Planning Commission shall certify the adoption of this Resolution.

PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED this 15th day of April, 2019.

STEVE UHRING, Planning Commission Chair

ATTEST:

KATHLEEN STECKO, Recording Secretary

LOCAL APPEAL - A decision of the Planning Commission may be appealed to the City Council
by an aggrieved person by written statement setting forth the grounds for appeal. An appeal shall
be filed with the City Clerk within 10 days and shall be accompanied by an appeal form and proper
appeal fee. The appellant shall pay fees as specified in the Council adopted fee resolution in effect
at the time of the appeal. Appeal forms may be found online at w~.malibucity.org, in person at
City Hall or by calling (310) 456-2489 extension 245.

I CERTIFY THAT THE FOREGOING RESOLUTION NO. 19-18 was passed and adopted by the
Planning Commission of the City of Malibu at the regular meeting held on the 1 51h day of April,
2019 by the following vote:

AYES:
NOES:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:

KATHLEEN STECKO, Recording Secretary
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CITY OF MALIBU PLANNING COMMISSION
RESOLUTION NO. 19-19

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF
MALIBU DENYING COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT NO. 17-091
CONSISTING OF AN APPLICATION TO ALLOW VALET PARKING OF
VEHICLES FROM AN OFFSITE HOTEL/RESTAURANT USE LOCATED AT
22878 PACIFIC COAST HIGHWAY, CONSTRUCTION OF NEW
PERIMETER FENCES AND GATES WITH PLANTER BOXES, INCLUDING
JOINT USE PARKING AGREEMENT NO. 17-001 AND LOT TIE NO. 17-001
TO HOLD 22878 AND 22853 PACIFIC COAST HIGHWAY TOGETHER,
LOCATED IN THE COMMUNITY COMMERCIAL ZONING DISTRICT AT
22853 PACIFIC COAST HIGHWAY (MB NORTH LOT (DE), LLC)

The Planning Commission of the City of Malibu does hereby find, order and resolve as follows:

SECTION 1. Recitals.

A. A car rental use has been in operation on the subject property since prior to the
incorporation of the City. The subject property’s current zone of Community Commercial (CC)
does not include car rental operations as a permitted or conditionally permitted use, so the current
car rental use is nonconforming. The use has a surplus supply of parking according to the parking
standards of the Malibu Local Coastal Program (LCP) and Malibu Municipal Code (MMC)
parking standards.

B. On September 21, 2017, the applicant, Burdge and Associates Architects, Inc., on
behalf of property owner, MB North Lot (DE), LLC, submitted Coastal Development Permit
(CDP) No. 17-091, Variance (VAR) No. 17-038 and Joint Use Parking Agreement (JUPA) No.
17-001. The applicant subsequently submitted Lot Tie (LT) No. 17-001, VAR No. 17-043, Minor
Modification (MM) No. 17-018 and Extension of Amortization (EAS) No. 17-001. The subject
property was proposed to accommodate displaced required parking from the Malibu Beach Inn at
22878 Pacific Coast Highway that would result from the proposed development under CDP No.
17-092, which was being processed concurrently. The application was routed to the City Biologist,
Environmental Health Administrator, City Geotechnical staff, City Public Works Department and
Los Angeles County Fire Department (LACFD) for review.

C. On October 12, 2017, a Notice of Planning Commission Public Hearing was
published in a newspaper of general circulation within the City of Malibu and was mailed to all
property owners and occupants within a 500-foot radius of the subject property.

D. On November 6, 2017, the Planning Commission continued the items to a date
uncertain.

E. On November 9, 2017, a Notice of Planning Commission Public Hearing was
published in a newspaper of general circulation within the City of Malibu and was mailed to all
property owners and occupants within a 500-foot radius of the subject property.

F. On November 9, 2017, the applicant submitted revised project plans for approval.

G. On December 4, 2017, the Planning Commission continued the items to the
December 18, 2017 Regular Planning Commission hearing.
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Resolution No 19-19
Page 2 of 5

H. On December 18, 2017, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public
hearing on both applications, reviewed and considered the staff reports, reviewed and considered
written reports, public testimony, and other information in the record. At that meeting the items
were continued to March 5, 2018 Regular Planning Commission meeting to allow the applicant
time to address the issues raised at that hearing.

I. On January 31, 2018, the applicant submitted revised materials to the City.

J. On March 5, 2018, the Planning Commission continued the items to a date
uncertain.

K. On July 12, 2018, a Notice of Planning Commission Public Hearing was published
in a newspaper of general circulation within the City of Malibu and was mailed to all property
owners and occupants within a 500-foot radius of the subject property.

L. On August 6, 2018, the Planning Commission continued the items to the August
20, 2018 Regular Planning Commission hearing.

M. On August 20, 2018, the Planning Commission continued the items to the
November 5, 2018 Regular Planning Commission hearing.

N. On November 5, 2018, the Planning Commission continued the items to the
November 19, 2018, Regular Planning Commission hearing.

0. On November 15, 2018, the November 19, 2018 Regular Planning Commission
meeting was cancelled due to the Woolsey Fire.

P. On December 27, 2018, a Notice of Planning Commission Public Hearing was
published in a newspaper of general circulation within the City of Malibu and was mailed to all
property owners and occupants within a 500-foot radius of the subject property and all interested
parties.

Q. On January 16, 2019, the applicant submitted a revised parking plan that eliminated
the need for the requested variance.

R. On January 22, 2019, the Planning Commission continued the item to the March 4,
2019, Regular Planning Commission hearing.

S. On March 4, 2019, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing on
both applications, reviewed and considered the staff reports, reviewed and considered written
reports, public testimony, and other information in the record. At that meeting the Planning
Commission directed staff to return with a resolution approving the extension of amortization for
the nonconforming car rental use and a separate resolution denying the proposed CDP and JUPA
for the subject property.

T. On April 15, 2019, Planning Commission Resolution No. 19-19 denying the
proposed project was presented to the Planning Commission as a consent item.
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Resolution No 19-19
Page 3 of 5

SECTION 2. Environmental Review.

Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15270, CEQA
does not apply to projects which a public agency rejects or disapproves.

SECTION 3. Findings for Denial.

Based on substantial evidence contained within the record and pursuant to LIP sections 13.7(B)
and 13.9, the Planning Commission adopts the analysis in the agenda report and the findings of
fact below, and denies CDP No. 17-09 1 consisting of an application to allow for tandem on-grade
parking to be operated by valet on a site currently occupied by a legal nonconforming car rental
use (Hertz) in order to accommodate displaced required parking for an offsite hotel/restaurant use
(Malibu Beach Inn at 22878 Pacific Coast Highway (PCH)), and construct new perimeter fences
and gates with planter boxes, including JUPA No. 17-001 to allow the Malibu Beach Inn to locate
required parking on the Hertz site; and LT No. 17-001 to hold 22878 PCH and 22853 PCH
together.

The project, as proposed, is not consistent with the applicable LCP and MMC codes, standards,
goals, and policies. In addition, the findings required for these entitlements cannot be made based
on the information presented, and less environmentally impactful alternatives exist. The reasons
for denial for each entitlement are provided in more detail as follows:

A. General Coastal Development Permit (LIP Chapter 13)

1. The proposed project to accommodate required parking from offsite will restripe
and intensify use of the nonconforming parking lot, The project is inconsistent with the LCP as it
does not comply with all commercial development standards and all parking development
standards. The Planning Commission has determined that the required “legal and safe pedestrian
path” between the parking space and the nearest entrance of the building or use for which the
parking is required is in excess of the 300 foot standard, and that the proposed vehicular path of
travel is not consistent with the requirements of the California Vehicle Code including sections
21658, 22107, and 22108 and will pose a safety hazard given the existing traffic conditions. The
area in which the project is located also frequently experiences heavy amounts oftraffic that results
in a continuous flow making lane changes and turns against opposing traffic difficult and
dangerous and likely to aggravate traffic conditions. Based on the PCH safety study it was found
that between 2014 and 2018 there were approximately 28 collisions within the project area. The
potential causes for these accidents are failure to yield right of way, improper turning, unsafe speed
and unsafe lane changes. For all of these reasons, the project does not conform to the LCP or
MMC

2. In addition, while the project cannot meet the requirements of the LIP, LIP section
3.14.1(A) also states that the parking regulations of Chapter 3.14 are the minimum required to
preserve the public health, safety and welfare; it also envisions that “more extensive provisions
may be warranted in particular circumstances.” As described above, the proposed project poses
significant public health, safety and welfare problems that must be addressed, and have not been
addressed by the proposed project. Even if the project complied with the other requirements of
the LIP, the project could not be approved without addressing the significant public health, safety
and welfare problems that have been identified by staff and the public.
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Resolution No 19-19
Page 4 of 5

3. As discussed in Finding A3, of the March 4, 2019 Agenda Report for CDP No. 17-
092, the project scope has been revised to reduce the pooi and pooi deck proposed for the Malibu
Beach Inn site in an effort to reduce the number of required parking spaces that will be displaced.
However, the installation of the pooi and pool deck still requires the relocation of the hotel’s
existing legal nonconforming parking, thus worsening the nonconformity, and also intensifying
parking on the subject site and adding dangerous valet traffic maneuvers in one of the City’s most
congested visitor areas. The project is not the least environmentally damaging alternative because
an alternative project that does not propose the elimination of onsite parking would not impact
traffic on PCH within the vicinity of the project.

B. Joint Use and Common Parking Facilities (LIP Section 3.14.4)

1. The applicant has requested a Joint Use and Common Parking Facilities Agreement
(JUPA) to allow the hotel/restaurant use (Malibu Beach Inn) at 22878 PCH to locate displaced
required parking offsite on the subject lot. The Planning Commission determined that the
proposed parking plan resulted in parking that was not consistent with LIP Section 3.14.5(A)(1)
because the distance between the parking space and the nearest entrance of the building or use for
which the parking is required along the proposed pedestrian path exceeded 300 feet. Further, the
Commission determined the proposed vehicular path of travel was unsafe and not consistent with
the California Vehicle Code because the distance between the sites is not adequate to allow for
the lane changes necessary to be completed in a safe, lawful manner. For these reasons, the
Planning Commission denies the JUPA.

SECTION 4. The Planning Commission shall certify the adoption of this Resolution.

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 15th day of April 2019.

STEVE UHRING, Planning Commission Chair

ATTEST:

KATHLEEN STECKO, Recording Secretary

LOCAL APPEAL - Pursuant to Malibu Municipal Code Section 17.04.220 (Appeal of Action), a
decision of the Planning Commission may be appealed to the City Council by an aggrieved person
by written statement setting forth the grounds for appeal. An appeal shall be filed with the City
Clerk within 10 days and shall be accompanied by an appeal form and proper appeal fee. The
appellant shall pay fees as specified in the Council adopted fee resolution in effect at the time of
the appeal. Appeal forms and fee schedule may be found online at www.malibucity.org, in person
at City Hall, or by calling (310) 456-2489, extension 245.
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Resolution No 19-19
Page 5 of 5

I CERTIFY THAT THE FOREGOING RESOLUTION NO. 19-19 was passed and adopted by the
Planning Commission of the City of Malibu at the regular meeting thereof held on the this 15th day
of April 2019, by the following vote:

AYES:
NOES:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:

KATHLEEN STECKO, Recording Secretary
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From: Richard Mollica
To: B. Wadkins
Cc: Marina Sek
Subject: RE: Malibu Beach Inn
Date: Friday, March 1, 2019 2:54:20 PM

Good Afternoon,

Yes the 1987 CDP is in Onbase. 

But in the staff report we do discuss the public access, this is from page 21:

"Onsite vertical and lateral access exist on the subject parcel.  The CCC-issued CDP No. 5-87-576 required an
irrevocable offer-to-dedicate (OTD) a lateral public access along the shoreline.  The OTD was recorded as
Document No. 87-1830624 on November 17, 1987.  On September 1, 2006, the OTD was accepted and recorded on
November 1, 2006 as Document No. 06-2430430.  Additionally, the CCC-issued CDP approval included vertical
pedestrian access across the property to the onsite stairs that lead from the deck to the beach, and the construction
of steps over rip rap at the state beach parking lot directly to the west of the development.  Neither access is affected
by the project nor are findings required."

The vertical stairs that were required on the hotel property are located at the restaurant deck.  The second set of
stairs are to be located on top of the rock rip rap adjacent to the state parking lot.  No stairs were required in the
area of the proposed pool deck.    You are correct, the crosswalk was not part of the 1987 permit.  The crosswalk
was the result of a consent agreement between the current owner and the State of California.  That agreement was
drafted to resolve the access issues between the previous property owner and the State.  The crosswalk will
facilitate access to the stairs that will be located in the State parking lot.

Richard

Richard Mollica / Senior Planner / City of Malibu
23825 Stuart Ranch Road, Malibu CA, 90265
Phone: 310.456.2489 ext. 346
Fax: 310.456.7650

Connect with the City of Malibu!
    

-----Original Message-----
From: B. Wadkins 
Sent: Friday, March 1, 2019 2:21 PM
To: Richard Mollica <rmollica@malibucity.org>
Subject: Malibu Beach Inn

Hello Richard,

Is it possible to obtain the original approval for the Malibu Beach Inn through the City’s OnBase system? I have
just learned that the original Coastal Commission approval for the hotel clearly stated that the public was to be
allowed to access the beach through their hotel.
As I understood it, the Caltrans crosswalk was supposedly engineered to meet the Coastal Commission’s original
mandates for approving the hotel, but as it turns out, the crosswalk was never part of that approval.
Now that the Mani Brothers are requesting a private pool plus a deck above it, the original mandate from Coastal
will never be met.
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Can you guide me to that initial coastal commission approval?
Regards,
B Wadkins
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Kathleen Stecko

Subject: Malibu Beach Inn
Attachments: Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines_2012.pdf

From: Richard Mollica  
Sent: Monday, March 4, 2019 2:40 PM 
To: B. Wadkins 
Cc: Kathleen Stecko 
Subject: FW: Malibu Beach Inn 
 
Good afternoon, 
 
I had our engineers answer your questions, please see below. 
 
Richard Mollica / Senior Planner / City of Malibu 
23825 Stuart Ranch Road, Malibu CA, 90265 
Phone: 310.456.2489 ext. 346 
Fax: 310.456.7650 
 
Connect with the City of Malibu! 

     
 

From: Adam Chase  
Sent: Monday, March 4, 2019 1:15 PM 
To: Richard Mollica <rmollica@malibucity.org> 
Cc: Nicole Farnoush <nfarnoush@schmitzandassociates.net>; Rob Duboux <rduboux@malibucity.org> 
Subject: RE: Malibu Beach Inn 
 
Hi Richard, 
 
A Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) may vary in scope and complexity depending on the type and size of the proposed development. I 
have attached the City’s guidelines for reference.  
This project was not conditioned to generate daily trips from neighboring properties, this is not typical of TIA’s.  
 
If it was shown that the project trips are using these other properties or driveways, only then would this trigger additional 
analysis to the study, but this is not the case. 
Hope this helps.  
 
Regards, 
Adam 
 
Adam Chase, P.E., T.E. 
Assistant Public Works Director / 
Assistant City Engineer 
 
City of Malibu 
23825 Stuart Ranch Road 
Malibu, CA 90265 
(310) 456‐2489 ext. 370 
Connect with the City of Malibu! 
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  P l e a s e  c o n s i d e r  t h e  e n v i r o n m e n t  b e f o r e  p r i n t i n g  t h i s  e m a i l .  
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: B. Wadkins   
Sent: Sunday, March 3, 2019 8:11 AM 
To: Richard Mollica <rmollica@malibucity.org> 
Subject: Malibu Beach Inn 
 
Good Morning Richard, 
Thanks again for all your help.  
Can you guide me to the traffic study that details the number of daily trips generated from: 
‐ the 6 residential buildings on the Santa Monica side of the hotel? 
‐ the office building, restaurant, surf shop and Surfrider hotel across the street from the Malibu Beach Inn? 
‐ the office building and V’s on the Santa Monica side of Hertz? 
 
Regards, 
B.Wadkins 
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TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS GUIDELINES 
 
Introduction 
Development  projects  that  have  the  potential  to  substantially  affect  the  City  of  Malibu’s  current 
transportation system may be required to prepare a Traffic  Impact Analysis (TIA). The goal of TIA  is to 
identify  the roadway network  improvements  that would be required  to ensure  that  the road network 
will operate efficiently upon completion of the project.  The City will consider the requirement of a TIA 
on a case‐by‐case basis as development projects are brought  forward  for consideration.   The City has 
prepared  these  guidelines  in  order  to  streamline  the  approval  process  and  provide  a  standardized 
framework for to follow when submitting studies for review. At all times, they should be complemented 
with good engineering judgment. 
 

1. Need for a Traffic Impact Analysis 
TIA is an important part of the developmental review and approval process. A TIA may be 
required for any proposed development project for which at least one of the following criteria is 
satisfied: 
 

1. The project will generate 30 or more new AM or PM peak‐hour vehicle trip‐ends*; or 
2. The project will generate 300 or more new daily vehicle trip‐ends*; or 
3. The project will substantially affect an intersection or a roadway segment already 

operating at an unacceptable level of service as identified by the General Plan or 
City staff; or 

4. The project is inconsistent with the General Plan land use, zoning designations, or 
could potentially generate substantially greater levels of traffic than contemplated 
by the General Plan; or 

5. The project may create a hazard to public safety; or 
6. The project will substantially change the off‐site transportation system or 

connections to it. 
 

*   
A vehicle trip‐end is defined as either an origin or destination of a trip. 

 

Note: The AM peak‐hour is typically defined as the peak consecutive hour during the 7‐9 AM peak period, and 
the PM peak‐hour is typically defined as the peak consecutive hour during the 4‐6 PM peak period.  Both are on 
a weekday (Tuesday‐Thursday).  Analysis of special time periods may be required. 

 

A TIA may vary in scope and complexity depending on the type and size of the proposed 

development. The following describes the general process for determining if any of the above 

criteria are satisfied: 

1. Compute the peak‐hour trip generation in a manner consistent with current Trip 
Generation (published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers) methodologies. 
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2. Compute the daily trip generation in a manner consistent with current Trip 
Generation (published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers) methodologies. 

3. Prepare the anticipated distribution pattern for the proposed project trips and 
quantify the number of trips that would be added to the surrounding intersections 
and roadway segments.  

4. Consult the City’s Planning Department for General Plan documentation and 
assumptions, and Zoning Code provisions. 

5. Consult with the City’s Planning Department and Public Works Department to 
determine if there are any existing known or anticipated public safety hazards. 

 

If none of  these  cases  apply,  a TIA may not be necessary unless  the City deems  that  special 
circumstances  require  analysis.    In  certain  cases,  the  City  may  require  a  Traffic  Technical 
Memorandum  (TTM), which might  include obtaining  traffic  counts, preparing  signal warrants, 
performing a focused or limited scope TIA, and other requirements determined by the City. 
 
Any  applicant  that  is  required  to  prepare  a  TIA  or  a  TTM  shall meet with  the  Public Works 
Department for a scoping meeting.  The purpose of the scoping meeting is to review the level of 
detail required, to confirm the scope and to determine data requirements and their availability. 
In  addition,  developments  that may  impact  the  regional  or  countywide  road  network may 
require additional  information or analysis. The applicant should contact those agencies, where 
applicable, to determine these requirements. 

 
2. TIA Update 

Due to the developmental growth within the study area, the impact assessment documented in 
original TIA may not hold ground beyond a certain time frame. Typically, a TIA has a shelf life of 
a maximum  of  three  (3)  years  or  up  to  the  opening  year  of  the  project  that was  originally 
identified  in  the  TIA.  Therefore,  where  the  timing  of  subsequent  development  approvals 
exceeds this time frame, a new TIA may be required.  
 

3. Required Scope  
 
a. Study Facilities 

As  a  rule,  the  TIA must  include  any  intersection  or  roadway  segment,  regardless  of 
jurisdictional boundaries, to which at  least 15 peak‐hour project trips or 100 daily trips 
would  be  added.    Projects  only  satisfying  the minimum  trip  threshold  (30  peak‐hour 
and/or 300 daily trips) but with fewer than 15 peak‐hour or 100 daily project trips to any 
single offsite facility, will normally only require analysis of the intersection(s) or roadway 
segment(s)  adjacent  to  the  project  site.    In  addition,  the  TIA  shall  evaluate  the 
intersections/driveways proposed  to provide access  to  the project  site.   The City may 
decide to include additional and/or alternate facilities on a case‐by‐case basis. 

 
Additionally, the TIA should include the following: 

 

 On‐Site  Circulation  –  review  and  evaluate  access  locations,  driveway  throat 
depths,  and  the  size  of  major  on‐site  circulation  facilities  with  respect  to 
operations, safety, and continuity with existing and planned facilities. 

431



 

City of Malibu – TIA Guidelines 
August 2012  Page 3 

 Off‐Site Roadways – study all locations where:  1) the project circulation system 
intersects with the existing or planned surrounding street system, and 2) project 
traffic may substantially affect the operation of a roadway or intersection. 

 Transit – discuss all bus routes that have or will have a station or stop within 1 
mile of the project. 

 Los Angeles  County  Congestion Management  Plan  (CMP)  facilities  –  study  all 
CMP  facilities  that may  be  substantially  affected  by  the  project  in  a manner 
consistent with current CMP guidelines.   

 Bicycles – identify any existing or planned facilities that will be modified by the 
project or are within 1/2 mile of the project. 

 Pedestrians – identify any significant pedestrian facilities that will be affected by 
the project. 

 Trucks  –identify  the  number  of  truck  trips  that will  be  generated  and  design 
accommodations necessary to support these trucks. 

 
b. Assessment of Proposed Project 

The latest edition of the Institute of Transportation Engineers’ (ITE) Trip Generation shall 
be used for trip generation forecasts.  In some cases, the ITE data are based on a limited 
amount of studies or do not adequately represent  the proposed  land use(s).    In  these 
cases, and with approval from the City, trip generation rates could be obtained from the 
current San Diego Traffic Generators (San Diego Association of Governments) or should 
be verified through local field observation of similar uses. 
 
Published  ITE  trip  generation  rates  represent  an  average  for  a  number  of  observed 
projects.  A particular project, however, may include specific characteristics that call for 
adjustments  to  the  rate  to  reflect  its  trip  generation  characteristics  adequately.    Trip 
generation adjustments may be justified to account for pass‐by trip reductions for retail 
uses or  trip  rate  reductions  for multi‐use  commercial  centers, where  the mix of uses 
could reasonably be expected to attract multi‐purpose trips.  Great care must be taken 
when adjusting trip generation rates.  All trips, including pass‐by trips, must be included 
in  the  analysis  of  the  Project’s  driveways.    The  analyst must  document  the  basis  for 
proposed trip rate adjustments and receive approval from the City. 
 
The  distribution  patterns  for  a  project  can  use  existing  traffic  counts,  the  regional 
transportation model, or  local  knowledge.    The  trip distribution  assumptions  shall be 
reviewed and approved by the City. 
 
Trip  assignment  assumptions  should  reflect  the  most  "probable"  travel  patterns 
expected.  They  should  consider  logical  routings,  available  and  projected  roadway 
capacities and  travel  times. Trip assignments may be estimated using a  transportation 
planning model or "hand assignment" based on knowledge of the proposed/future road 
network in the study area. 
 
The  City’s  Public Works  Department  should  be  consulted  to  determine  appropriate 
methodology and assumptions for future traffic projections.  A combination of historical 
traffic growth (for past 5 years) and Los Angeles County’s Congestion Management Plan 
(CMP) traffic projections may be analyzed to determine the ambient growth rate for the 
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proposed development. Current  development data obtained  from  the City’s  Planning 
Department  (Development  Summary)  should  also  be  used  in  projecting  future  traffic 
levels.  The land use assumptions in the vicinity of the project should be verified at the 
Traffic Analysis Zone (TAZ) level by comparing with other sources (General Plan, Specific 
Plans, etc). 

 
c. Analysis Scenarios 

TIAs should incorporate the following analysis scenarios, unless directed otherwise by 
the City: 
 

1. Existing  Conditions  –  Current  year  traffic  counts  and  level‐of‐service  (LOS) 
analysis of the study facilities 

2. Existing With  Project  Conditions  ‐  Current  year  traffic  counts  plus  proposed 
project traffic LOS analysis of the study facilities 

3. Opening Year Without Project Conditions – Projected traffic volumes (based on 
growth  factor  and  traffic  generated  by  approved/pending  developments  that 
would  be  operational  by  the  opening  year  of  project)  without  any  project 
related  traffic. Opening  year  to  be  determined  by  the  applicant.  Include  LOS 
analysis for the study facilities.  

4. Opening  Year With  Project  Conditions  ‐  Projected  traffic  volumes  (based  on 
growth  factor  and  traffic  generated  by  approved/pending  developments  that 
would be operational by the opening year of project) plus project related traffic. 
Include LOS analysis for the study facilities.  

5. Future Without Project Conditions ‐ Projected traffic volumes (based on growth 
factor and traffic generated by approved/pending developments that would be 
operational  by  the  General  Plan  build‐out  year  or  City  determined  build‐out 
year)  without  any  project  related  traffic.  Include  LOS  analysis  for  the  study 
facilities. 

6. Future With  Project  Conditions  ‐  Projected  traffic  volumes  (based  on  growth 
factor and traffic generated by approved/pending developments that would be 
operational  by  the  General  Plan  build‐out  year  or  City  determined  build‐out 
year) plus project related traffic. Include LOS analysis for the study facilities.  

 

Additional  scenarios may be  required  if  the project  is  large and  is  to be developed  in 
phases.  If there are other approved or pending developments in the vicinity, they must 
be  identified  and  included  in  the  appropriate  scenario(s).    Opening  year  conditions 
include any developments that are approved and under construction, or pending, that 
would  be  operational  by  the  opening  year  of  the  project.  Opening  year  roadway 
improvements may  include  those  that  are  consistent with  the General  Plan Mobility 
Element and are funded and are expected to occur by the opening year of the project.  
Future conditions include Opening year conditions, ambient growth, and any additional 
developments  that  either  have  an  accepted  application  on  file  at  the  City  or 
developments  that are anticipated  in  the near  future.   Future  roadway  improvements 
may  include  those that are consistent with  the General Plan Mobility Element and are 
expected  to occur by  the Future year.   All programmed/funded  capital  improvements 
that will affect traffic capacity of the study intersections and roadway segments shall be 
considered in the appropriate analysis scenario. 
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The determination of study time periods for each project shall be made in consultation 
with the City and be based upon the peaking characteristics of the project traffic and the 
surrounding  street  system.   Although most  studies will  include weekday AM, Mid‐day 
and/or  PM  peak‐hour  analyses  during  summer  months,  special  circumstances  may 
require non‐summer months or weekend analyses. 
 

d. Traffic Data Collection 
Weekday  Average  Daily  Traffic  (ADT)  and  Turning Movement  Counts  (TMC)  shall  be 
conducted  on  Tuesday, Wednesdays,  or  Thursdays  during  summer months  (typically 
excluding weeks with a holiday or during  the year‐end holiday season). Saturday mid‐
day  peak  hour  traffic  counts  may  also  be  required  to  be  collected  during  summer 
months. City  approval  is  required prior  to  collecting  traffic  counts during weeks with 
holidays or during  the year‐end holiday season.   Peak hour counts shall be conducted 
for the two hours between 7 and 9 AM for the AM peak, and between 4 and 6 PM for 
the  PM  peak.   Mid‐day, weekend,  or  other  counts may  be  considered  on  a  project‐
specific basis and should be conducted only after consultation with the City. The traffic 
counts  should  be  collected  within  the  recent  12‐month  period  and  should  include 
bicycle  and pedestrian  counts. However,  counts  collected within 12‐24 month period 
could be used for analysis after consultation with City staff. Traffic counts that are more 
than 24‐months old must be recounted to ensure that they reflect current traffic levels. 
Available traffic counts may be provided by City staff and may be used for the analysis.  
However,  it  is Consultant responsibility to verify the validity of the counts provided by 
City staff.   

 
e. Analysis Methodology, Measures of Effectiveness, & Analysis Tools 

 
Some or all of the following methodologies may be applicable based upon the scope of 
the TIA and the type of study facilities. 
 

i. Signalized Intersections 
The  Intersection  Capacity  Utilization  (ICU)  method  shall  be  applied  with 
sufficient detail  to produce a  result measured  in volume‐to‐capacity  ratio and 
level  of  service.   A  5%  loss  time  shall  be  included  in  the  volume  to  capacity 
calculations.  The  analysis  of  signalized  intersections would  be  required  in  all 
Traffic  Impact  Analysis.  The  following  assumptions  should  be  made  when 
calculating the levels of service for all intersections, unless special circumstances 
justify revision of these assumptions: 
   

Peak Hour Factor (PHF) = 1.0, unless otherwise specified by the City 
  Saturation flow rate = 1,600 vehicles per hour per lane (vphpl) 

Dual left turn lanes saturation flow rate = 2,880 vehicles per hour (vph) 
Passenger Car Equivalent (PCE) = 1.0 

  Multi‐Lane Factor (MLF) = 1.0 
Right‐Turn on Red Reduction = as justified, but no more than the 

volume of the adjacent left‐turn lane (excluding U‐turns) 
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LOS Definitions for ICU methodology 
 

Level of Service 
Volume to Capacity 

Ratio (v/c)
Definition 

A  0.000 to 0.600 
EXCELLENT. No Vehicle waits longer 
than one red light and no approach 
phase is fully used. 

B  0.601 to 0.700 

VERY GOOD. An occasional approach 
phase is fully utilized; many drivers 
begin to feel somewhat restricted 
within groups of vehicles. 

C  0.701 to 0.800 

GOOD. Occasionally drivers may have 
to wait through more than one red 
light; backups may develop behind 
turning vehicles. 

D  0.801 to 0.900 

FAIR. Delays may be substantial during 
portions of the rush hours, but enough 
lower volume periods occur to permit 
clearing of developing lines, 
preventing excessive backups

E  0.901 to 1.000 

POOR. Represents the most vehicles 
intersection approaches can 
accommodate; may be long line of 
waiting vehicles through several signal 
cycles.

F  Exceeds 1.000 

FAILURE. Backups from nearby 
locations or on cross streets may 
restrict or prevent movement of 
vehicles out of the intersection 
approaches. Tremendous delays with 
continuously increasing queue lengths

Source:  Highway Capacity Manual, Special Report 209, Transportation Research Board, 2000. 
 
 

ii. Un‐Signalized Intersections 
The  most  recent  Highway  Capacity  Manual  (HCM)  methodology  should  be 
applied.  To determine the LOS, average intersection control delay shall be used 
at all‐way stop controlled  (AWSC)  intersections, and  the worst  stop‐controlled 
approach  lane  group  control  delay  shall  be  used  at  two‐way  stop  controlled 
(TWSC)  intersections.    A  signal  warrant  analysis  shall  be  prepared  for  all 
intersections  and  scenarios  where  the  level  of  service  of  an  intersection 
movement exceeds  the City’s  acceptable  limits.   A PHF of 1.0 and PCE of 1.0 
should be used, unless special circumstances  justify otherwise. The analysis of 
unsignalized  intersections would be required only  in  limited circumstances and 
as directed by the City staff.  

iii. Roadway Segments 
Roadway  segment analysis  should be based on  the County of Los Angeles TIA 
guidelines. Additionally, a detailed operational analysis may be  required  if  the 
proposed project is in proximity to or if the proposed project is expected to add 
substantial  amount of  traffic  to  known  roadway bottlenecks on  arterials.  The 
need  and  level  of  detail  for  roadway  segment  operational  analysis  will  be 
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determined by the City on a case‐by‐case basis. All projects that have potential 
impacts  on  Pacific  Coast  Highway  (PCH)  would  require  a  roadway  segment 
analysis in consultation with the City staff. 

iv. CMP and Caltrans Facilities 
The  TIA methodologies described  in  the Congestion Management  Plan  (CMP) 
guidelines  shall be used when  analyzing CMP  facilities.    In  addition,  and with 
prior approval from the City, Caltrans facilities shall be analyzed based upon the 
methodologies  included  in  the  Caltrans’  Guide  for  the  Preparation  of  Traffic 
Impact  Studies.  This  analysis  would  be  performed  only  if  applicable  and/or 
deemed necessary by the City.  

v. Computer Models 
The use of computer models to evaluate difficult or complex traffic conditions is 
acceptable.   The method of analysis and assumptions need  to be accepted by 
the City prior to usage.  
 

f. Impacts and Mitigation 
The results of the analysis must be compared to the significance criteria as established 
by the policies of the City’s General Plan.  While the General Plan provides generalized 
thresholds, the following criteria are a definitive guide to the level of significance: 
 
A proposed project  is considered to result  in a significant  impact  if, prior to mitigation, 
the proposed project: 
 

i. Degrades operations at a signalized intersection as follows: 
 

Study Intersections 

Pre‐Project 
Increase in v/c 

LOS  v/c 

C  0.71 ‐ 0.80  0.04 or more 

D  0.81 ‐ 0.90  0.02 or more 

E/F  0.91 or more  0.01 or more 

or 
ii. Degrades  the  Level  of  Service  (LOS)  at  an  unsignalized  intersection  to  an 

unacceptable level of LOS D or worse; or  
iii. Increases delay at an unsignalized  intersection operating at an unacceptable 

level by five or more seconds; or 
iv. Results  in  satisfying  the most  recent  California Manual  on  Uniform  Traffic 

Control Devices (CAMUTCD) peak‐hour volume warrant or other warrants for 
traffic signal installation at the intersection; or 

v. Increases the volume‐to‐capacity (v/c) ratio on a roadway segment operating 
at an unacceptable level (LOS D, E or F) by 0.05 or more; or 

 

Mitigation measures are required in all cases where the results of the TIA indicate that 
the  proposed  project  would  either  create  a  significant  impact  by  itself,  or  would 
contribute  to a  significant  impact under  the various  scenarios analyzed, as defined  in 
Section 2(c).  Levels of service at the study intersections and roadway segments must be 
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calculated with and without  the proposed mitigation measures.   Mitigation measures 
must be feasible given physical, environmental, and other constraints, and shall mitigate 
the project specific impacts to pre‐development conditions.  When a project is expected 
to result in significant traffic impacts, the applicant should meet with City staff to discuss 
potential  transportation mitigation measures  before  submitting  a  TIA  or  TTM.    The 
adequacy and feasibility of the proposed mitigation measure(s) shall be determined to 
the satisfaction of the Public Works Department.   
 
In  cases  where  the  development  would  contribute  to  an  impact,  the  project’s 
percentage contribution to that impact must be identified in the TIA as described below.   
 
The Project may be subject to implementation of direct Project mitigation requirements 
(100%  responsibility)  and/or  contributions  toward  larger,  longer  range,  improvement 
projects (“Fair Share”). The percentage of fair‐share for the project shall be calculated at 
each  impacted  location  using  the  total  trips  generated  by  the  project  divided  by  the 
total “new” traffic, which is the net increase in traffic volume from all proposed projects 
(Other Projects plus Project) and growth. The cost of mitigation shall be estimated using 
verifiable cost estimates from reliable and recognized sources and shall be approved by 
City  staff.  Fair‐share  cost  of  mitigation  shall  be  calculated  using  the  fair‐share 
percentage of  the project volumes multiplied by  total estimated  cost of mitigation.  It 
should be noted  that Fair Share  improvement measures must be developed based on 
the  proposed  mitigation/roadway  improvement  needs  as  applicable  to  the  analysis 
scenario. 
 
The project’s fair share responsibility should be calculated using the following formula: 
 
P = T/(TB – TE) where, 
 
 P = Fair share for the project’s traffic impact 
 T = The vehicle trips generated by the project during the peak hour of adjacent 

intersection/roadway facility in vehicles per hour (vph). 
 TB = The forecasted traffic volume on an impacted intersection/roadway facility 

for the analysis scenario (vph). 
 TE = The traffic volume existing on the impacted roadway facility (vph). 

 
Under circumstances where a group of development projects are expected to occur 
within a similar timeframe and may result in significant impacts to the same set of 
intersections and/or roadway segments, the City may develop and implement a 
mitigation funding mechanism through a fair share process to mitigate the impacts 
created by this group of development projects.   
 

4. TIA Processing & Format Requirements 

Initial  scoping meeting  should  occur with  the  City  to  confirm  key  aspects  of  the  TIA.    These 
critical  items  include  facilities  to be studied, approved/pending projects  (cumulative projects), 
analysis methodologies, etc.   The TIA shall be submitted as part of an application for approval 
for a project or permit. 
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The TIA and the TTM must include, at a minimum, maps and tables with the following 
information unless specified otherwise in the scoping meeting: 

a. Project map showing the proposed development location, location of the related project 
based upon the cumulative project list 

b. A table indicating location and trip generation for each related project 
c. Map showing “existing” traffic volumes for the a.m. and p.m. peak hours at the study 

intersections and the ADT on any analyzed street segment. 
d. Map showing “existing” traffic volumes with the project conditions. 
e. Map showing “opening year” without project conditions.  Future traffic volumes are 

calculated by growth factors determined in scoping meeting. The map should specify 
the future year.  This year shall be determined during the scoping meeting.  This 
methodology shall remain consistent with other maps described below. 

f. Map showing “opening year” with project conditions. 
g. Map showing “future year” without project conditions.  The future year shall be shown 

on the map and shall be determined in the scoping meeting. 
h. Tables indicating the LOS at all study facilities for all scenarios. 

 

The TIA shall fully document the approach, methodology, and assumptions of the analysis.  The 
TIA must  clearly  explain  the  reasons  for  any  adjustments  to  the  trip  generation  rates  and 
assumptions used for trip distribution and assignment.  Figures are to be used to help illustrate 
these assumptions.  The report must summarize the results of the LOS calculations in table form, 
and  include  figures  showing  the  traffic  volumes  for  the  project  alone  and  for  each  analysis 
scenario.  Signal warrant worksheets and LOS calculation sheets must be included as appendices 
to the report. 
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Kathleen Stecko

Subject: Malibu Beach Inn

From: Richard Mollica  
Sent: Monday, March 4, 2019 3:37 PM 
To: B. Wadkins 
Cc: Kathleen Stecko 
Subject: FW: Malibu Beach Inn 

 
Good Afternoon, 
 
I hope that what is below helps clarify that the neighboring properties were taken into consideration when the traffic study was 
completed.  The traffic study looked at the existing movements of cars in the area; those existing movements are what is 
currently being generated by the surrounding properties.  In addition, left‐hand turns were studied and evaluated, those results 
lead to the elimination of the consideration of a new left hand turn pocket. 
 
Richard 
 
Richard Mollica / Senior Planner / City of Malibu 
23825 Stuart Ranch Road, Malibu CA, 90265 
Phone: 310.456.2489 ext. 346 
Fax: 310.456.7650 
 
Connect with the City of Malibu! 

     
 

From: Adam Chase  
Sent: Monday, March 4, 2019 3:28 PM 
To: Richard Mollica <rmollica@malibucity.org> 
Subject: RE: Malibu Beach Inn 

 
Hi Richard, 
 
I believe using emails there is a miscommunication happening, the applicant did analyze the number of trips being generated 
from the project within the a two‐way left‐turn lane (TWLTL) and the study of the existing movements.  
The applicant also provided a gap study to discuss the amount of traffic, acceptable gaps, proposed paths of valet operations, 
“one‐stage” vs “two‐stage” movements, etc. 
The gap study has analyzed existing conditions and future build out which would have included existing vehicles (from all 
neighboring properties) using the TWLTL, considering all movements. 
The study included site observations on traffic patterns.  
 
Regards, 
Adam 
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From: Richard Mollica  
Sent: Monday, March 4, 2019 14:58 
To: Adam Chase <achase@malibucity.org> 
Subject: FW: Malibu Beach Inn 

 
Hi Adam, 
 
This was sent in reply to our email about the traffic report.  I know that when the report was conducted they did look at 
neighboring properties and that is why the left hand turn pocket was eliminated. 
 
Richard 
 
Richard Mollica / Senior Planner / City of Malibu 
23825 Stuart Ranch Road, Malibu CA, 90265 
Phone: 310.456.2489 ext. 346 
Fax: 310.456.7650 
 
Connect with the City of Malibu! 

     
 

From: B. Wadkins  
Sent: Monday, March 4, 2019 2:58 PM 
To: Richard Mollica <rmollica@malibucity.org> 
Subject: Re: Malibu Beach Inn 

 
I don’t understand "This project was not conditioned to generate daily trips from neighboring properties.” 
The issue is that the driveways of the three residential building directly on the Santa Monica side of the 
MBI are directly in the proposed path of the valet. On the opposite side of the street, Sweetwater 
Canyon residents and the office building across from MBI are also directly in the proposed path. The 
valet will need to use the center lane for all left turns into the Herz parking lot and on the return trip, 
into the MBI.  
In this highly congested area of just these few buildings and residences, how many trips are generated 
daily? How many are turns that require safe access to the center lane?  
And how many trips does the MBI expect to generate daily to the Herz lot?  
Surely this was studied?  Because people living and working in this path are deeply concerned about the 
safety issues the will arise from additional trips by MBI valet if this project is approved.  
Regards, 
B. Wadkins 

On Mar 4, 2019, at 2:39 PM, Richard Mollica <rmollica@malibucity.org> wrote: 
 
Good afternoon, 
  
I had our engineers answer your questions, please see below. 
  
Richard Mollica / Senior Planner / City of Malibu 
23825 Stuart Ranch Road, Malibu CA, 90265 
Phone: 310.456.2489 ext. 346 
Fax: 310.456.7650 
  
Connect with the City of Malibu! 
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From: Adam Chase  
Sent: Monday, March 4, 2019 1:15 PM 
To: Richard Mollica <rmollica@malibucity.org> 
Cc: Nicole Farnoush <nfarnoush@schmitzandassociates.net>; Rob Duboux <rduboux@malibucity.org> 
Subject: RE: Malibu Beach Inn 
  
Hi Richard, 
  
A Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) may vary in scope and complexity depending on the type and size of the proposed 
development. I have attached the City’s guidelines for reference. 
This project was not conditioned to generate daily trips from neighboring properties, this is not typical of TIA’s. 
  
If it was shown that the project trips are using these other properties or driveways, only then would this trigger 
additional analysis to the study, but this is not the case. 
Hope this helps.  
  
Regards, 
Adam 
  
Adam Chase, P.E., T.E. 
Assistant Public Works Director / 
Assistant City Engineer 
  
City of Malibu 
23825 Stuart Ranch Road 
Malibu, CA 90265 
(310) 456‐2489 ext. 370 
Connect with the City of Malibu! 

  P l e a s e  c o n s i d e r  t h e  e n v i r o n m e n t  b e f o r e  p r i n t i n g  t h i s  e m a i l .  

  
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: B. Wadkins 
Sent: Sunday, March 3, 2019 8:11 AM 
To: Richard Mollica <rmollica@malibucity.org> 
Subject: Malibu Beach Inn 
  
Good Morning Richard, 
Thanks again for all your help.  
Can you guide me to the traffic study that details the number of daily trips generated from: 
‐ the 6 residential buildings on the Santa Monica side of the hotel? 
‐ the office building, restaurant, surf shop and Surfrider hotel across the street from the Malibu Beach Inn? 
‐ the office building and V’s on the Santa Monica side of Hertz? 
  
Regards, 
B.Wadkins 

<Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines_2012.pdf> 
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Kathleen Stecko

Subject: CORRECTED! New Ballot Initiative -

From: John Mazza  
Sent: Saturday, March 2, 2019 10:37 AM 
To: Kathleen Stecko 
Subject: Fwd: CORRECTED! New Ballot Initiative ‐ 

 
I received this today  
 
John Mazza 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Dru Ann Jacobson  
To: Jae Flo  
Cc: Ann Doneen; John Mazza; Steve Uhring; Charlotte Frieze; Carla Mccloskey; Frank Angel; A.Michele A.Reiner; Candace and 
Jay; Mikke Pierson; Jefferson Wagner  
Sent: Sat, Mar 2, 2019 7:08 am 
Subject: Re: CORRECTED! New Ballot Initiative - 
I’m just downright disgusted!!!  
If this goes thru...we’re doomed...no one will be able to get too and from at that point on highway during summer... 
It’s totally SELFISH on all parts! Not one care for the people of Malibu or our visitors. 
Sent from my iPhone 
 
On Mar 1, 2019, at 8:29 PM, Jae Flo wrote: 
Who lives here?  Bonnie Blue doesn’t.  
 
Craig Hill is new.  He’s great. 
 

On Mar 1, 2019, at 8:19 PM, Ann Salisbury Doneen wrote: 
 

Oh, BROTHER.  What a travesty.  This is totally ridiculous.  She is NOT SUPPOSED TO TELL 
THEM WHAT TO DO.  The process is backwards.  She is such a nit-wit.  What does she know 
about this city? What does she care about this city?  Where does she live? Covina? 

Seriously. 
Even if she does live here, that is really awful.  That hotel does not need a pool.  Plus, guests 
will complain of gulping car exhaust if they dare to swim there.  Why do you go to the beach?  If 
you want a pool, you can stay in Beverly Hills.  People come here for the beach, not pools. 
If they have to have one, they should put the frikken pool on the ROOF and re-model the top 
floor of the building!  Geez!   
What idiots!  I hope the Planning Commission has the balls to tell her to go shove it.   
Who else is on there besides Mazza?  Is Uhring still on there? Mikke?  Who is new on there? 
 
 
On 2/28/19 12:43 PM, Jae Flo wrote: 
This is the proper link  
https://www.radiomalibu.net/city-supports-traffic-light-scheme/?fbclid=IwAR0JM-5Mt-
7p92spXA6E5k8WcnaGYzIKR0Wv7jD7pgUo4ouuzWd0_tFrZOM 
 
The wildlife crossing is another conversation.  
 
My own research has begun on a new ballot.  Let’s get this going. 
 
Best, Jae 
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Malibu’s city planner has found enough loopholes for the Malibu Beach Inn to move its 
parking lot across P C H … linked by a traffic light … in downtown Malibu.

In a staff report unveiled yesterday … the city planning director is recommending that 
the Planning Commission approve the controversial proposal 

Under the plan … the hotel will get to build a traffic light on PCH … within a few 
hundred feet of the existing traffic light at Malibu Pier. 

Then … it can build its coveted swimming pool in its parking lot.

A valet service will ferry cars back and forth between between the two parcels … with 
the valets stopping traffic on PCH at the new traffic light in front of the hotel.

R \ G f V X

MALIBU CALIFORNIA

CITY PLANNER SUPPORTS HOTEL TRAFFIC 
LIGHT AND PARKING LOT ON INLAND SIDE 

OF ROAD 

WRITTEN BY 991KBU ON FEBRUARY 28, 2019 
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Drivers be ordered by painted “keep clear” signs to stay out of the way for the valets. … 
to provide the necessary breaks in traffic to allow the valet a safe opportunity to enter 
and exit the parking lot down the street.

The conversion of the existing median two-way left turn lane into an exclusive left-turn 
pocket for the hotel would eliminate the existing access to several of the properties 
located along the ocean side of PCH … so that part of the plan has been cancelled.

City planner Bonnie Blue tells the Planning Commission that the hotel plan complies 
with the Coastal Commission-approved Local Coastal Program and the Malibu 
Municipal Code. 

And … she says the Planning Department made this recommendation based on 
substantial evidence in the record. 

The city planner thus recommends approval. 

But the decision on whether that evidence has been interpreted correctly is not the 
city staff’s to make.

It is the Planning Commission… and ultimately the city council who will make the call.

And attorneys for the hotel have already asserted in public that they have a property 
right to install the signal on PCH and move their hotel parking lot across the road … 
and  pan to go to court if the city says no.

YOU MAY ALSO LIKE

MALIBU CALIFORNIA 0 0 
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From: Richard Mollica
To: Lester Tobias
Cc: Kathleen Stecko
Subject: RE: Malibu Beach Inn
Date: Thursday, February 28, 2019 4:23:17 PM
Attachments: image001.png

image003.png

Hi Lester,
 
We measured the path of travel from one property to another, through the proposed crosswalk.  I
verified that your exhibit is attached to the report as part of the correspondence.  The way we
measured the path of travel is consistent with what we did for the Trancas Country Market where
we measured from the corner of the parking lot to the corner of the shopping center.  However, the
Planning Commission will analyze all the materials provided in order to make a decision.
 
Richard
 
 
Richard Mollica / Senior Planner / City of Malibu
23825 Stuart Ranch Road, Malibu CA, 90265
Phone: 310.456.2489 ext. 346
Fax: 310.456.7650
 
Connect with the City of Malibu!

    
 
 
From: Lester Tobias [mailto:lester@tobiasarchitecture.com] 
Sent: Thursday, February 28, 2019 3:56 PM
To: Richard Mollica <rmollica@malibucity.org>
Subject: Malibu Beach Inn
 
Are you refuting my distance issue with the safe path of travel?
 
LT
 
--
Lester Tobias, Principal
Tobias Architecture, Incorporated
22221 Pacific Coast Highway
Malibu, California  90265
(310) 317-0507
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Kathleen Stecko

Subject: Malibu Beach Inn

From: Steve Uhring  
Sent: Monday, March 4, 2019 11:27 AM 
To: Kathleen Stecko 
Subject: Fw: Malibu Beach Inn 

 
Received this correspondence. 
 
steveu  
 
----- Forwarded Message ----- 
From: Lester Tobias <lester@tobiasarchitecture.com> 
To: Steve Uhring <steveuhring@yahoo.com>; John Mazza <Res02igz@gte.net> 
Sent: Thursday, February 28, 2019, 6:10:34 PM PST 
Subject: Fwd: Malibu Beach Inn 
 
---------- Forwarded message --------- 
From: Lester Tobias <lester@tobiasarchitecture.com> 
Date: Thu, Feb 28, 2019 at 5:58 PM 
Subject: Re: Malibu Beach Inn 
To: Richard Mollica <rmollica@malibucity.org> 
 
Oh.  So you violated the very clear LIP 3.14.5.A for Trancas, so that makes it okay to violate here.  Got it. 
 
However, the big difference is that Trancas (unless I am mistaken) is not valet.  That is huge difference, and should make you 
want to adhere to the rules even more strictly. 
 
Just out of curiosity, do you guys break the rules a lot, or is Trancas a special circumstance? 
 
If it's typical, I love to know how to get in on that action. 
 
LT 
 
On Thu, Feb 28, 2019 at 4:23 PM Richard Mollica <rmollica@malibucity.org> wrote: 

 
Hi Lester, 
 
We measured the path of travel from one property to another, through the proposed crosswalk.  I verified that your exhibit is 
attached to the report as part of the correspondence.  The way we measured the path of travel is consistent with what we did 
for the Trancas Country Market where we measured from the corner of the parking lot to the corner of the shopping 
center.  However, the Planning Commission will analyze all the materials provided in order to make a decision. 
 
 Richard 
 Richard Mollica / Senior Planner / City of Malibu 
23825 Stuart Ranch Road, Malibu CA, 90265 
Phone: 310.456.2489 ext. 346 
Fax: 310.456.7650 
Connect with the City of Malibu! 
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From: Lester Tobias [mailto:lester@tobiasarchitecture.com]  
Sent: Thursday, February 28, 2019 3:56 PM 
To: Richard Mollica <rmollica@malibucity.org> 
Subject: Malibu Beach Inn 
 
Are you refuting my distance issue with the safe path of travel? 
  
LT 
  
--  
Lester Tobias, Principal 
Tobias Architecture, Incorporated 
22221 Pacific Coast Highway 
Malibu, California  90265 
(310) 317-0507 
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From: Richard Mollica
To: B. Wadkins
Cc: Marina Sek
Subject: RE: Malibu Beach Inn
Date: Friday, March 1, 2019 2:54:20 PM

Good Afternoon,

Yes the 1987 CDP is in Onbase. 

But in the staff report we do discuss the public access, this is from page 21:

"Onsite vertical and lateral access exist on the subject parcel.  The CCC-issued CDP No. 5-87-576 required an
irrevocable offer-to-dedicate (OTD) a lateral public access along the shoreline.  The OTD was recorded as
Document No. 87-1830624 on November 17, 1987.  On September 1, 2006, the OTD was accepted and recorded on
November 1, 2006 as Document No. 06-2430430.  Additionally, the CCC-issued CDP approval included vertical
pedestrian access across the property to the onsite stairs that lead from the deck to the beach, and the construction
of steps over rip rap at the state beach parking lot directly to the west of the development.  Neither access is affected
by the project nor are findings required."

The vertical stairs that were required on the hotel property are located at the restaurant deck.  The second set of
stairs are to be located on top of the rock rip rap adjacent to the state parking lot.  No stairs were required in the
area of the proposed pool deck.    You are correct, the crosswalk was not part of the 1987 permit.  The crosswalk
was the result of a consent agreement between the current owner and the State of California.  That agreement was
drafted to resolve the access issues between the previous property owner and the State.  The crosswalk will
facilitate access to the stairs that will be located in the State parking lot.

Richard

Richard Mollica / Senior Planner / City of Malibu
23825 Stuart Ranch Road, Malibu CA, 90265
Phone: 310.456.2489 ext. 346
Fax: 310.456.7650

Connect with the City of Malibu!
    

-----Original Message-----
From: B. Wadkins 
Sent: Friday, March 1, 2019 2:21 PM
To: Richard Mollica <rmollica@malibucity.org>
Subject: Malibu Beach Inn

Hello Richard,

Is it possible to obtain the original approval for the Malibu Beach Inn through the City’s OnBase system? I have
just learned that the original Coastal Commission approval for the hotel clearly stated that the public was to be
allowed to access the beach through their hotel.
As I understood it, the Caltrans crosswalk was supposedly engineered to meet the Coastal Commission’s original
mandates for approving the hotel, but as it turns out, the crosswalk was never part of that approval.
Now that the Mani Brothers are requesting a private pool plus a deck above it, the original mandate from Coastal
will never be met.
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Can you guide me to that initial coastal commission approval?
Regards,
B Wadkins
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EXHIBIT L 

Correspondence -  Appellant
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Richard Mollica

From: JOSHUA GOTTHEIM <joshuagl@msn.com>
Sent: Friday, November 8, 2019 1:30 PM
To: Richard Mollica
Cc: tony.canzoneri@icloud.com; Daniel Mani; Bonnie Blue
Subject: FW: Malibu Beach Inn Pool and Offsite Parking - URGENT
Attachments: KEEP CLEAR Exhibit (no turn pocket) 10-10-18.pdf

Importance: High

Richard -- I just spoke to Daniel Mani who is out at the hotel right now — could you and/or Bonnie meet him there to go
over the measurement? He just measured 293’ by tape and wheeled roller. In case you don’t have it handy, here’s the
aerial view from our engineer (DC Engineering) report showing 202’ from the corner of the Hertz lot to the crosswalk
and 92’ across the street to the hotel, for a total pedestrian path of 294’. This is the same measurement and diagram
that was sent to the City multiple times and was used in presentations to Planning Commission, etc. Thanks — Josh

Joshua C. Gottheim
CANZONERI GOTTHEIM LAW LLP
Strategic Solutions for Business and Government

(626) 224-6128

Privilege and confidentiality Statement This email and any files transmitted with it may contain privileged, confidential and/or trade secret information. It is
intended solely for the use of the intended addressee. If you are not the intended addressee, or a person responsible for delivering it to that person, you are hereby
notified that any disclosure, copying, dissemination, distribution, or use of any of the information contained in or attached to this transmission is STRICTLY
PROHIBITED. If you are not the intended addressee, please notify the sender by replying to this message and then delete it from your system. Thank you.

From: JOSHUA GOTTH ElM
Sent: Thursday, January 10, 2019 9:53 AM
To: ‘Richard Mollica’ <rmollica@malibucity.org>
Cc: tony.canzoneri@icloud.com
Subject: FW: Malibu Beach Inn Pool and Offsite Parking

Richard — Just to make sure you have everything you need, since you said you’ve lost access to some of your e-mails, I’m
re-sending these attachments from last October. These include proposed findings re “least environmentally damaging
alternative” (last attachment). Thanks. —Josh

Joshua C. Gottheim
CANZONERI GOTTHEIM LAW LLP
Strategic Solutions for Business and Government

(626) 224-6128

Privilege and Confidentiality Statement This email and any files transmitted with it may contain privileged, confidential and/or trade secret information. It is
intended solely for the use of the intended addressee. If you are not the intended addressee, or a person responsible for delivering it to that person, you are hereby
notified that any disclosure, copying, dissemination, distribution, or use of any of the information contained in or attached to this transmission is STRICTLY
PROH IBITED. If you are not the intended addressee, please notify the sender by replying to this message and then delete it from your system. Thank you.
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From: JOSHUA GOTTHEIM
Sent: Wednesday, October 10, 2018 5:54 PM
To: Richard Mollica <rmollica~malibucity.org>
Cc: ‘Rob Duboux’ <rduboux@malibucity.org>; tony.canzoneri@icloud.com; ‘Joseph Lezama’ <ioserh@buaia.com
Subject: Malibu Beach Inn Pool and Offsite Parking

Hello Richard,

Attached are the additional submittals you requested at our meeting last week:

1. Revised hotel parking plan (36 spaces).
2. Hertz parking plan (31 spaces).
3. Valet maneuvering exhibit (east end of hotel lot).
4. Aerial view of KEEP CLEAR striping in front of Hertz (with no left turn pocket).
5. Proposed draft findings for variance from parking lot development standards, open space and landscaping.
6. CDP infeasibility findings for “least environmentally damaging alternative”.

Please let us know how many full-sized and reduced-size hard copy prints you need of each of the plans (Items 1-4
above), and we can drop them off for you tomorrow.

Finally, per Rob’s suggestion, Joseph is preparing additional maneuvering exhibits for Hertz and the rest of the hotel lot
that we should have ready tomorrow.

Anything else we can provide or assist with, let us know. Thanks. —Josh

Joshua C. Gottheim
CANZONERI GOTTHEIM LAW LLP
Strategic Solutions for Business and Government

(626) 224-6128

Privilege and Confidentiality Statement This email and any files transmitted with it may contain privileged, confidential and/or trade secret information, It is
intended solely for the use of the intended addressee. If you are not the intended addressee, or a person responsible for delivering it to that person, you are hereby
notified that any disclosure, copying, dissemination, distribution, or use of any of the information contained in or attached to this transmission is STRICTLY
PROHIBITED. If you are not the intended addressee, please notify the sender by replying to this message and then delete it from your system. Thank you.
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Richard Mollica

From: JOSHUA GOTTHEIM <joshuagl @msn.com>
Sent: Tuesday, November 5, 2019 4:59 PM
To: Richard Mollica
Cc: tony.canzoneri@icloud.com
Subject: Malibu Beach Inn Appeal - Vehicle Code Issue
Attachments: Attachment 1 to Appeal to City Council (Hotel) final 4-23.pdf; Attachment 1 to Appeal

to City Council (Hertz) final 4-23.pdf

Hello Richard —

In case you find it useful, here is the discussion from our appeal citing the vehicle code sections pertaining to lane
changes:

“With due respect to Commissioner Hill, the route of travel between the hotel and the offsite lot has been
the subject of intense scrutiny over last three years by numerous traffic engineers including the City’s in
house engineering staff, the City’s consulting engineers (Kimley-Horn), our two traffic consultant firms
(Hirsch-Green and DC Engineering) and several engineers at Caltrans. The reason none of the dozen or
more traffic engineers who have reviewed the project raised any concern about the Vehicle Code
compliance is that there is no valid question of code compliance.
The Vehicle Code provisions cited by Commissioner Hill are as follows:
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21658(a). A vehicle shall be driven as nearly as practical entirely within a single lane and shall not be moved
from the lane until such movement can be made with reasonable safety.

22107. No person shall turn a vehicle from a direct course or move right or left upon a roadway until such
movement can be made with reasonable safety and then only after the giving of an appropriate signal in
the manner provided in this chapter in the event any other vehicle may be affected by the movement.

22108. Any signal of intention to turn right or left shall be given continuously during the last 100 feet
traveled by the vehicle before turning.
It is plain to see from the language of the Vehicle Code that -- at most -- 200 feet of travel is needed to
lawfully transition from the right lane of the highway to the center refuge lane two lanes over. Upon
entering the outside lane of the highway (#2 lane) our drivers will activate their left turn signal indicating
the intent to transition into the #1 lane. They will leave the left turn blinker activated as they enter the #1
lane and then move from there into the center refuge lane. All this can lawfully be accomplished in 200’
feet, in the event any other vehicle may be affected by the movement. Based on our gap analysis there
would be ample opportunity to make the movements at times when no other vehicle is affected.

In any event the vehicular path of travel between the hotel and the Hertz lot extends more than 230’ in
linear distance along PCH, more than enough to meet the requirement of 100’ of signaling per lane. For this
reason, none of the numerous traffic experts who reviewed the plans had any concern with Vehicle Code
compliance, and this is no valid basis to deny the project. The point about the Vehicle Code is a red herring
introduced by the newly-appointed Commissioner Kraig Hill at the last hearing on March 4th. With due
respect to Commissioner Hill, the route of travel between the hotel and the offsite lot has been the subject
of intense scrutiny over last three years by numerous traffic engineers including the City’s in-house
engineering staff, the City’s consulting engineers (Kimley-Horn), our two traffic consultant firms (Hirsch-
Green and DC Engineering) and several engineers at Caltrans. The reason none of the dozen or more traffic
engineers who have reviewed the project raised any concern about the Vehicle Code compliance is that
there is no valid question of code compliance.”

I know you have them already, but attached for your convenience are extra copies of the arguments we submitted
back in April in support of the appeal.

Let me know if you need anything further for the hearing.

Thanks. --Josh

Joshua C. Gottheim
CANZONERI GOTTHEIM LAW LLP
Strategic Solutions for Business and Government

(626) 224-6128

Privilege and Confidentiality Statement This email and any files transmitted with it may contain privileged, confidential and/or trade secret information. It is
intended solely for the use of the intended addressee. If you are not the intended addressee, or a person responsible for delivering it to that person, you are hereby
notified that any disclosure, copying, dissemination, distribution, or use of any of the information contained in or attached to this transmission is STRICTLY
PROHIBITED. If you are not the intended addressee, please notify the sender by replying to this message and then delete it from your system. Thank you.
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ATTACHMENT 1
DETAILED STATEMENT FOR APPEAL TO CITY COUNCIL

22878 PCH (MALIBU BEACH INN)

Applicant/appellant/property owner Mani MBI (DE), LLC hereby submits the following points in
support of this appeal to City Council from denial of the applications for the swimming pool,
offsite parking, and related approvals denied by Planning Commission Resolution No. 19~17.1

As documented in the Agenda Reports prepared by your staff for the March 4, 2019
Planning Commission meeting, every staff department including Planning and Public Works — as
well as the City’s outside traffic consultants — has thoroughly reviewed the project and
unanimously recommended approval.

This unanimous recommendation by your staff and consultants was not easily obtained.
It reflects four years of hard work, careful study, numerous public hearings and — most
importantly — a listening and learning process for us whereby we have made a series of
significant changes and refinements to the project to address concerns raised by members of
the City Council, Planning Commission and City of Malibu residents. As a result of these
changes, we finally won a unanimous staff recommendation to the Planning Commission for
the project as currently proposed.

1. Through years of careful study and refinement, this project earned unanimous staff
recommendation for approval.

A brief history of how our application evolved will illustrate our diligent and successful
efforts to address and incorporate feedback from the City.

a. We fully cooperated with the City for years to find the best entitlement path
for this project.

When we first proposed the project in 2015, we pointed out that the 300’ safe
pedestrian path of travel prescribed for offsite parking lots should not apply to an offsite valet
storage lot. No code amendment or variance should be needed, since we would provide a valet
shuttle vehicle and no hotel guests or valet attendants would be crossing PCH on foot. We still
think that is sound reasoning and could be the basis for an approval today if we restore a valet
shuttle vehicle to the project. As an alternative path to entitlement, we also gave your Planning
staff in 2015 detailed findings that would support a variance from the 300’ pedestrian path
requirement based on the unique disadvantage faced by our parcel as compared to other
nearby CV-2 zoned parcels in the vicinity. The other parcels already lie adjacent to existing

1 We are appealing from the following denials included in Resolution 19-17: (1) CDP 17-092 for the new swimming

pool and pool deck with food and beverage service (for hotel guests only), remodel and conversion of 268 s.f. of
office and storage into bathroom and equipment room, and relocation of the existing OWTS; (2) JUPA 17-001 to
allow a portion of the parking to be moved offsite; and (3) Lot Tie No. 17-001.

1
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crosswalks and could therefore take advantage of offsite parking whereas we could not. Those
proposed variance findings remain valid and could be a basis for approval of the project today.

After considering these two alternatives, Planning staff in late 2015 recommended a
third approach which was to create an exception to the 300’ pedestrian path requirement by
way of a zoning text amendment (ZTA). We then consumed more than a year pursuing the ZTA
through ZORACES, Planning Commission and City Council, only to have the ZTA die off at the
last moment in April 2107 for lack of a second reading by Council.

b. The new crosswalk emerged as a win-win solution.

As the ZTA was winding its way through ZORACES and Planning Commission in 2016, we
were negotiating with Coastal Commission a Consent Agreement for the offsite beach stairs
which had never been installed by the previous owners of the hotel. The concept of a new
crosswalk came up in the negotiations as a potential win-win solution. The crosswalk allows us
to meet the 300’ pedestrian path requirement of the code, and also helps remedy what the
Coastal Commission viewed as an historic lack of public beach access in this vicinity. The
crosswalk ended up being incorporated as a potential project under the final Consent
Agreement approved in December 2016. Caltrans approved the crosswalk and issued an
encroachment permit a year later, in December 2017.

Although the new crosswalk is fully within Caltrans’ jurisdiction and the City of Malibu
had no approval jurisdiction, we met several times with City of Malibu staff and obtained their
endorsement of the crosswalk location before we applied for the Caltrans approval. Caltrans
subsequently consulted with city staff and confirmed that the City had no objections to the
permit. And in the course of hearings before both the Planning Commission and City Council,
the pendency of the crosswalk was acknowledged by Planning Commissioners and City Council
members to be an effective solution to eliminating the City’s concern about needing to use a
variance and/or a van to shuttle valets back and forth.

At all times in our discussions with City staff, we made clear that our main objective for
the crosswalk was to meet the requirements for a “safe pedestrian path” of less than 300’ from
our hotel to the proposed offsite parking lot at Hertz. City staff agreed that the final approved
crosswalk location would meet the 300’ requirement in the Malibu Code and LIP. When a local
resident questioned the 300’ calculation at the at the August 2018 Planning Commission
meeting, Bonnie Blue correctly responded that the distance from the offsite parking to the
“building or use” served by the parking was less than 300’ when calculated in accordance with
the City’s historic and reasonable interpretation of the code. More recently, staff’s Agenda
Report for the March 4, 2019 Planning Commission meeting states (p. 8 of 28): “The distance
that has to be traveled by the valet attendant between sites is just under 300 feet.”
Accordingly, staff recommended approval of the offsite parking based on compliance with the
code without a variance.

c. Concerns regarding PCH traffic and safety were studied and fully resolved.

461



This project has been one of the most carefully studied from a traffic standpoint in the
history of the City. After years of exhaustive study and several key improvements and additions
to the project design, the project won unanimous support from the City’s staff and consulting
traffic engineers.

The original project that came before Planning Commission for the first time in
December 2017 would have moved offsite 30 of the existing 58 onsite spaces. Based on
projected parking demand with 100% occupancy of the hotel and restaurant, this would result
in 15-16 valet crossings per hour in each direction to and from the offsite lot during the
weekend peak. And that calculation did not include the operational plan now proposed which
would move cars from the onsite lot to the Hertz lot at non-peak times. Staff recommended
denial of this proposal, and the Planning Commission voted to continue the hearing.

When our applications returned to Planning Commission in August 2018, the record
included substantial new traffic data. Using protocols and assumptions obtained from the
City’s own traffic consultant (Kimley-Horn), a specialized third party expert performed a Syncro
computer modeling of the PCH crossings which validated the previous empirical “gap study”
and confirmed there would be enough gaps in traffic to safely and efficiently accommodate the
estimated volume of crossings in the peak hour. We also supplied additional data validating
that the October 2015 empirical study performed by our traffic consultant had in fact been
conducted during one of the hottest and busiest time periods reflecting traffic volumes
comparable to or exceeding peak summer traffic volumes along PCH. Significantly, we further
updated our valet operations plan to require that overnight, guest vehicles be moved over at
off-peak times to the Hertz lot, so that nearly all the 28 (now 36 based on the plan last
considered by the Planning Commission) onsite spaces proposed to remain at the hotel would
be available for short-term use. This would nearly eliminate all peak hour valet crossings. Staff
nevertheless once again recommended denial of the application, and the Planning Commission
voted once again to continue the hearing.

Finally, by the time we came back to Planning Commission for a third hearing on March
4, 2019, the project had been revised to reduce the size of the pool deck and thereby increase
the number of spaces proposed to be retained onsite to 36 — a 29 percent increase. As shown
on Table 10 of the Hirsch-Green traffic and parking study, 36 onsite spaces are sufficient to
accommodate our entire guest parking demand at nearly all days and times except for three
cars during the 7:30 p.m. peak dinner hour on Friday and up to 15 cars during the Saturday
peak. These few peak-hour crossings, moreover, do not yet account for the further reductions
(and in fact total elimination of all peak hour crossings) we can achieve through our
operations plan by moving overnight guest vehicles across at off-peak hours. Based on the
increase in onsite parking along with other key changes subsequent to the prior hearing --

including adding “Keep Clear” striping on PCH in front of the Hertz driveway, eliminating
mechanical car lifts, and providing 80% full-sized spaces at Hertz — staff unanimously
recommended approval of the applications. Consistent with staff’s recommendation, the
agenda packet for the March 4th meeting included proposed approval resolutions with detailed

3
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findings supporting every aspect of the project which are attached and incorporated herein in
support of this appeal.

2. The Planning Commission’s denial lacks evidentiary support and flies in the face of
unanimous recommendations from City staff and consultants.

Despite the carefully documented recommendations and findings supporting approval
in the recent March 4~’ agenda packet and de minimis public opposition (2 or 3 speakers) at the
hearing, the Planning Commission closed the hearing and voted (by “straw vote”) to~ the
pool and offsite parking applications. The Commission directed staff to bring back resolutions
for denial. Staff complied, and the Commission formally adopted the denial resolutions
(Resolution Nos. 19-17 and 19-19) on March 15, 2019.2

The purported bases for denial are presented as findings on pages 3-5 of Reso. 19-17
and pages 3-4 of Reso. 19-19. The findings contradict staff’s recommendations, contradict the
evidence in the record of proceedings, and are without any substantial evidentiary support. In
particular:

a. First basis for denial: The required “legal and safe pedestrian path” between
the parking space and the nearest entrance of the building or use for which the parking is
required is in excess of 300 feet.

As discussed above in this Attachment 1, our primary premise for the crosswalk was to
satisfy the 300’ path requirement and thereby render a code text amendment or variance
unnecessary for our approval. This was discussed with city staff on numerous occasions, was
referred to positively by Planning Commissioners and City Council members during the initial
hearings and was an essential part of both Planning and Public Works signing off on the final
crosswalk location before it was approved by Caltrans. Bonnie Blue documented on the record
in her written response to Lester Tobias in 2018 and in again in the March 4, 2019 Agenda
Report that the crosswalk provided a pedestrian path of less than 300’ between the offsite
parking location and the entrance to the hotel use. There was no basis in fact, evidence or
sound policy for the Planning Commission to deny the offsite parking application on this
ground.

b. Second basis for denial: The crosswalk and offsite parking “will pose a safety
hazard given the existing traffic conditions.”

As documented by the DC Engineering studies including the January 29, 2018 report
included in the Planning Commission record of proceedings, the addition of the new pedestrian
crosswalk will “add significant safety benefits extending beyond guests of the Malibu Beach Inn,
including (i) improving convenience and safety for pedestrians crossing PCH; (ii) improving

2 The Commission also adopted Resolutions 19-16 legalizing the hotel and 78-seat restaurant open to the public,

and Resolution 19-18 approving an extended amortization period for rental car use of the offsite lot. We are not
appealing those approvals.

4
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safety for pedestrians, bicyclists and motorists by calming traffic and controlling vehicle speeds;
and (iii) improving access for the general public to the adjacent state parking lot, pier and
beach.” Furthermore, as documented by the Hirsch-Green traffic and parking study (November
2018) and the Synchro computer modeling overseen by the City’s consultant (Kimley-Horn),
there will be sufficient gaps under peak summer traffic volumes on PCH to handle our valet
crossings — even without our valet operations plan and our pledge not to bring any cars over to
the offsite lot during peak hours.

Furthermore, there is no substantial evidence that the few additional daily PCH
crossings we are proposing would have any impact on public safety. The Resolution cites data
in the City’s PCH safety study indicating in a recent 4-year period there were approximately 28
collisions within the project area — i.e. seven per year — under existing conditions.

A detailed review of accident data provided in the PCH Safety Study by Hirsch-Green
traffic consultants, however, identified that the most common cause of accidents along PCH is
unsafe speed (38%), and that rear-end and side-swipe accidents (including with parked cars) are
also common. Of the nearly 1,000 accidents identified in the PCH Safety Study, a total of only
about 9% were due to “improper turning”, which itself is a combination of illegal U-turns,
accidents with parked vehicles, and “uncontrolled left turns. Only about 50 accidents over the
subject three-year period, or between about 5% and 6% of the total number of accidents, were
due to left-turns made from an “uncontrolled” location. Therefore, “uncontrolled left turns”
from a designated left-turn lane (including a median two-way turn lane, such as exists adjacent
to the Hotel and off-site lot) constitute only a small fraction of the total accidents and would
not be significant given the small number of daily crossings associated with our project.
Further, installation of the fully signalized crosswalk also serves to increase safety of turns into
and out of the hotel and storage lot. The safety benefits of the new crosswalk, moreover, would
more than offset any small risk associated with the valet vehicles moving across the highway.

c. Third basis for denial: the proposed vehicular path of travel “was unsafe and
not consistent with the California Vehicle Code because the distance between the sites is not
adequate to allow for the lane changes necessary to be completed in a safe, lawful manner.”

The point about the Vehicle Code is a red herring introduced by the newly-appointed
Commissioner Kraig Hill at the last hearing on March 4th• With due respect to Commissioner
Hill, the route of travel between the hotel and the offsite lot has been the subject of intense
scrutiny over last three years by numerous traffic engineers including the City’s in-house
engineering staff, the City’s consulting engineers (Kimley-Horn), our two traffic consultant firms
(Hirsch-Green and DC Engineering) and several engineers at Caltrans. The reason none of the
dozen or more traffic engineers who have reviewed the project raised any concern about the
Vehicle Code compliance is that there is no valid question of code compliance.

The Vehicle Code provisions cited by Commissioner Hill are as follows:
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21658(a). A vehicle shall be driven as nearly as practical entirely within a single lane and
shall not be moved from the lane until such movement can be made with reasonable
safety.

22107. No person shall turn a vehicle from a direct course or move right or left upon a
roadway until such movement can be made with reasonable safety and then only after
the giving of an appropriate signal in the manner provided in this chapter in the event
any other vehicle may be affected by the movement.

22108. Any signal of intention to turn right or left shall be given continuously during
the last 100 feet traveled by the vehicle before turning.

It is plain to see from the language of the Vehicle Code that--at most-- 200 feet of
travel is needed to lawfully transition from the right lane of the highway to the center refuge
lane two lanes over. Upon entering the outside lane of the highway (#2 lane) our drivers will
activate their left turn signal indicating the intent to transition into the #1 lane. They will leave
the left turn blinker activated as they enter the #1 lane and then move from there into the
center refuge lane. All this can lawfully be accomplished in 200’ feet, in the event any other
vehicle may be affected by the movement. Based on our gap analysis there would be ample
opportunity to make the movements at times when no other vehicle is affected.

In any event the vehicular path of travel between the hotel and the Hertz lot extends
more than 230’ in linear distance along PCH, more than enough to meet the requirement of
100’ of signaling per lane. For this reason, none of the numerous traffic experts who reviewed
the plans had any concern with Vehicle Code compliance, and this is no valid basis to deny the
project.

d. Fourth basis for denial: The project is not the “least environmentally damaging
alternative” because it “worsens” the existing non-conforming parking condition.

The hotel currently provides less than the two parking spaces per room that would be
required under current code, and the denial Resolution purports to find the proposed pool will
“worsen” the existing non-conformity by moving some of the existing spaces offsite. This
finding relies on the assumption (refuted above) that moving a small number of cars to and
from the offsite lot will create a traffic and safety problem on PCH and will therefore be
“environmentally damaging”. In fact, as explained above, the addition of the crosswalk and
offsite lot will provide an overall benefit, not a detriment to PCH safety.

3. The denial violates the Mani’s civil rights and their right to equal protection of the
laws because they are treated unfairly compared to similar nearby uses that the City
has allowed to use offsite parking across PCH for years.

The City has been allowing offsite parking for other commercial uses for years (e.g.
Trancas Country Mart, Nobu, Soho House). These other uses, moreover, have been allowed to
use offsite parking — including parking across PCH -- without any of the rigorous computer
modeling and analysis that affirmed the safety and functionality of our offsite parking proposal.

6
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Our restaurant’s total area is approximately 1/10th the size of the Nobu/Soho compound and
our ratio of onsite parking spaces per restaurant seat is 50% greater, as indicated in the
following table:

Malibu Beach Inn Nobu & Soho House Combined

Restaurant Size

(Interior Area md. Kitchen) 1,400 s.f. 13,000 s.f.

Serving Area (inside and out)
1,377 s.f. 6,650 s.f. or more

Restaurant Seats 78 4443

Onsite Parking Spaces 36~ 134

Ratio of Restaurant Seats per 2.17:1 3.31:1
Onsite Parking Space (50% higher)

Soho House has stated publicly that it has been using 50 leased spaces at the
Enclave across PCH. Nobu stated at the March 18, 2019 Planning Commission hearing that they
need 200 offsite spaces to meet peak demand. By comparison, we need only 15 spaces offsite
to meet peak Saturday demand (and only three offsite spaces at most on weekdays). Under
these circumstances, it is unlawful for the City to withhold approval of our much smaller-scale
and more limited offsite parking proposal all of which are code compliant without need for a
variance.

4. Conclusion.

For all the foregoing reasons, we request that this appeal be granted and the portions of
our applications denied by the Planning Commission be approved by City Council.

Respectfully Submitted

MANI MBI (DE) LLC,

By:______________________
Manager

~ Nobu was approved for 222 seats — this assumes Soho is approximately equal to Nobu in actual seats.
~ Proposed future condition with pool (there are 58 onsite spaces currently). These spaces also serve overnight

hotel guests, but pursuant to our operations plan, overnight guest vehicles will be stored on the offsite lot, leaving
substantially all of the 36 onsite spaces available for short-term restaurant parking if they were ever needed.
Moreover, our historical usage and the small number of seats in the restaurant available for public use would
never come close to requiring 36 spaces onsite.

7
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EXHIBIT M 

Traffic Evaluation Memorandum
 dated 11/13/19
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City of Malibu 
M E M O R A N D U M 

To:  Richard Mollica, Assistant Planning Director  

From: Adam Chase, Assistant Public Works Director 

Date:  November 13, 2019 

Re: Malibu Beach Inn / Hertz Site Projects - Traffic Evaluation / Appeal Nos. 19-003 and -004 

 
I have carefully reviewed the proposed offsite parking and valet plan for the proposed project that were denied 
by the Planning Commission and appealed by the project applicants. 
 
The Planning Commission also determined that both the crosswalk and the offsite parking will pose a safety 
hazard given the existing traffic conditions.  The appellant cites both its traffic study prepared by Hirsch-Green 
traffic consultants and the City’s 2015 PCH Safety Study to support their claim that the project will not 
decrease safety in this area of PCH.  The PCH Safety Study sites that only nine percent of the wrecks in this 
area of PCH are the result of U-turns or uncontrolled turns while 38 percent of the wrecks are the result of 
rear-end and side-swipe accidents.  The appellant contends that this proves the proposed turns on PCH 
resulting from valet maneuvers between the sites will not pose a safety issue because only a small percentage 
of wrecks are related to turning movements on or off PCH.  In addition, the Hirsch-Green traffic report 
contends that through the use of the crosswalk, gaps in the flow of traffic, and dedicated turn lanes, any 
potential impacts to safety from the offsite parking would be minimal.   
 
However, based on evidence submitted and evaluations of the characteristics of traffic in the area of the subject 
property, the Commission determined that given the heavy flow of traffic, the short area in which the vehicles 
will need to cross multiple lanes of traffic, and existing recurring gridlock, the project posed an unacceptable 
increased safety risk and there would not be adequate gaps in traffic for the required turn movements to be 
made safely between the two sites.  
 
Response Statement 
In response to the above information and applicant’s appeal, I have provided the following language: 
 
The City’s Capital Improvement Signal Synchronization Project or “Smart Corridor,” as supported by 
Caltrans, is anticipated to begin construction within the year 2021. This project will create an adaptive signal 
network that will modify the crosswalk pedestrian signal timings, thus reducing available gaps. Vehicles will 
be grouped together as a larger “platoon” of traffic to reduce the amount of travel time from a point A to a 
point B within the PCH corridor. Increasing the pedestrian demand at a signalized crosswalk specifically from 
valet use interferes with the ability to achieve the goals of this project. This behavior from valets using 
alternative offsite parking on opposite sides of PCH are partially contributing to why PCH has experienced 
increased delays. Increasing the pedestrian demand naturally from increased use/growth of businesses or 
beach goers are to be expected. Increasing crosswalk activation from valet attendants may exacerbate the use 
of the crosswalk.   
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The appellant has not provided evidence showing the project will not contribute to the risk factors described 
within the PCH Safety Study. In general, when a project increases vehicles to existing traffic patterns that are 
susceptible to risk of collision, the project shall utilize methodologies to support any claims (positive or 
negative). Two documents exist to conduct a risk assessment or quantitative safety analysis utilizing the U.S. 
Department of Transportation Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) guidance on Systemic Safety and 
the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) Highway Safety 
Manual (HSM). The following is stated directly per the FHWA Systemic Safety website:  
 
Agencies design highway safety improvement projects to improve safety by minimizing or eliminating risk to 
roadway users. Rather than managing risk at certain locations, a systemic approach takes a broader view 
and evaluates risk across an entire roadway system. A system-based approach acknowledges crashes alone 
are not always sufficient to determine what countermeasures to implement, particularly on low volume local 
and rural roadways where crash densities are lower, and in many urban areas where there are conflicts 
between vehicles and vulnerable road users (pedestrians, bicyclists, and motorcyclists). [emphasis added] 
 
The HSM incorporates quantitative safety analysis including predictive methods for impacts to 
development/design and associated crash modification factors (CMFs) to estimate the potential effects of 
design alternatives or changes from base conditions.  The appellant has yet to provide information listed above 
that no net increase in safety would result from the project conditions.  
 
As part of the Planning Commission’s denial, a commissioner cited the California Vehicle Code (CVC) and 
a determination was made that based on CVC Sections 21658(a), 22107, and 22108 there was not adequate 
distance to make the necessary turn movements and safe lane changes and therefore, the proposed valet route 
was not consistent with State and Local laws.   
 
After discussions with the Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department the CVC Sections may or may not apply 
for valet maneuvers depending on the allowable gaps for each lane traveling Eastbound (or Southbound) on 
PCH. A vehicle may lawfully turn from a driveway onto the number 1 or number 2 lane1 of PCH as long as it 
is safe to do to so. A vehicle will need to wait for an allowable gap based on clear sight distance (on-street 
parking/shoulder use), use of on-coming lanes, use of median, pedestrians and bicyclists. A vehicle’s legal 
movement is important to understand the potential impacts for the project.  
  
The valet vehicle waiting on site for the number 1 lane instead of the number 2 lane may increase in delay 
resulting in onsite queues. Turning into the number 2 lane and shifting lanes per the CVC Sections above 
under the minimum distance is allowed but undesirable, hence waiting for an allowable gap for both lanes to 
clear would be suggested. As discussed previously the necessary gaps in traffic may change with traffic 
patterns and time of day and therefore, these movement may create an additional risk to the corridor.  
  

                                            
1 Lane numbers are counted from the inside (nearest the centerline) to the outside (nearest the right-of-way edge). 
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EXHIBIT N 

Appellant Request to Continue 
November 25, 2019 Scheduled Meeting
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Page 1 of 1
Agenda Item # 4.A.

Supplemental 
Council Agenda Report

To: Mayor Farrer and Honorable Members of the City Council

Prepared by: Richard Mollica, Assistant Planning Director 

Reviewed by: Bonnie Blue, Planning Director

Approved by: Reva Feldman, City Manager

Date prepared: November 19, 2019 Meeting Date: November 25, 2019

Subject: Appeal Nos. 19-004 and 19-003 - Appeals of Planning Commission 
Resolution Nos. 19-19 and 19-17 (22853 Pacific Coast Highway, 
Appellant/Property Owner; MB North Lot (DE) LLC and 22878 Pacific 
Coast Highway, Appellant/Property Owner; Mani MBI (DE), LLC)

RECOMMENDED ACTION:  Continue this item to a date uncertain. 

DISCUSSION: The applicant has requested to continue the hearing to provide additional 
materials in support of their appeal. 

ATTACHMENT: Correspondence from Applicant, dated November 18, 2019

City Council Meeting
11-25-19

Item
4.A.
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Patricia Salazar

Subject: FW: Continuance of City Council November 25, 2019 meeting Agenda Item 4A

From: Tony Canzoneri <tony.canzoneri@icloud.com> 
Date: November 18, 2019 at 4:56:09 PM PST 
To: Bonnie Blue <BBlue@malibucity.org> 
Cc: Richard Mollica <RMollica@malibucity.org>, Reva Feldman <RFeldman@malibucity.org>, Trevor Rusin 
<trevor.rusin@bbklaw.com> 
Subject: Re: Continuance of City Council November 25, 2019 meeting Agenda Item 4A 

Hi Bonnie and thank you for the continuance. We will soon submit the survey showing the foot 
path into the parking and an updated report from our traffic engineer addressing the new issues 
raised in Adam’s November 13 memo. 
 
Please let us know when u determine the new hearing date. 
 
Best regards, 

Tony Canzoneri 
 
310.283.4507 
tony.canzoneri@icloud.com 
Strategic Solutions for Business and Government 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
 
 

On Nov 18, 2019, at 4:42 PM, Bonnie Blue <BBlue@malibucity.org> wrote: 

  
Tony, 
  
We can recommend a continuance but I want to let you know the soonest I anticipate 
being able to get this back on the Council’s agenda is late February or a March meeting 
due to other items we must complete that are already scheduled. 
  
The traffic information in Adam’s memo attached to the report is not new 
information.  The PCH signal sync project has been discussed publicly many times with 
the Council and even before the Planning Commission as part of the public hearing on 
this project.  The signal sync project is a 2021 capital improvements project – there is no 
traffic data available for it yet so there is nothing to analyze. The goals of the project are 
to ensure efficient traffic flow on PCH as detailed by Adam and the project as proposed 
conflicts with that goal. There also has not been any significant change in staff’s analysis 
and recommendation. 
  
Given the history of requests for continuances on this project after noticing and staff 
report production/publishing, we will not be able to support further requests for 
continuance after this one. These continuances have created a significant drain on staff 
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resources and interfere with the staff’s ability to schedule and complete its other 
business as expected by Council.  
  
Please let me know by close of business Tuesday what your preference is.  
  
Bonnie Blue 
Planning Director 
City of Malibu 
310‐456‐2489 ext. 258 
  

From: Tony Canzoneri [mailto:tony.canzoneri@icloud.com]  
Sent: Monday, November 18, 2019 1:34 PM 
To: Richard Mollica <rmollica@malibucity.org>; Bonnie Blue <bblue@malibucity.org> 
Cc: Reva Feldman <rfeldman@malibucity.org> 
Subject: Continuance of City Council November 25, 2019 meeting Agenda Item 4A 
  
Hello Bonnie and Richard,  
  
After reading through the Agenda Report issued Friday evening, we are requesting a 
continuance of the November 25th appeal hearing to the next available City Council 
meeting. 
  
The continuance is necessary to allow time to address the following new information in 
the Report: 
  

1. New traffic information and traffic engineering responses avialable for the first 
time Friday evening in Adam Chase’s November 13, 2019 Memorandum to 
Richard Mollica which is attached to the staff report.  We need time for our 
traffic engineers to evaluate these items. 

2. New field measurement data obtained last week by City staff concerning the 
length of safe pedestrian path from the offsite parking to the use that it 
serves.  Our surveyor’s immediate measurements indicate that our traffic 
engineers 294’ measurement was correct and that the measurements you took 
last week with the roller as stated in your report are not accurate.  He will 
require time to prepare the survey report and appropriate graphics. 

3. Major changes in staff’ evaluation of the facts and findings, along with the 
change in staff recommendation ‐‐ from recommending approval on March 
4th to now recommending denial of the appeal.  For example, staff’s 
methodology for calculating the 300’ pedestrian path has changed, even though 
the field data from our surveyor has verified that the crosswalk in its as‐built 
condition provides the same 300’ length of pedestrian path that has been 
shown on every plan since City staff reviewed and signed off on the crosswalk 
location in 2017.  

  
Once we have time to evaluate the new information, we would like the opportunity to 
meet with City staff and share our findings so they can be incorporated, as applicable, in 
the final report to City Council.  As we have learned from prior meetings, it does not 
serve the decision maker well when the applicant is compelled to deliver new 
information at or shortly before the hearing.  
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We would appreciate your issuing a supplemental report and notice confirming the 
continuance as soon as possible so that we will not have to waste time having our team 
of consultants prepare for and attend the hearing.  
  
Thank you and best regards, 
  
Tony Canzoneri 
Canzoneri Gottheim Law LLP 
Strategic Solutions for Business and Government 
310.283.4507 
tony.canzoneri@icloud.com 
  
Privilege and Confidentiality Statement 
This email and any files transmitted with it may contain privileged, confidential and/or trade 
secret information . It is intended solely for the use of the intended addressee. If you are not the 
intended addressee, or a person responsible for delivering it to that person, you are hereby 
notified that any disclosure, copying, dissemination, distribution, or use of any of the information 
contained in or attached to this transmission is STRICTLY PROHIBITED. If you are not the intended 
addressee, please notify the sender by replying to this message and then delete it from your 
system. Thank you. 
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EXHIBIT O 

Path of Travel Survey
November 21, 2019
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EXHIBIT P 

Response to Traffic Evaluation Memorandum
January 27, 2020
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13333 Ventura Boulevard, Suite 204            Sherman Oaks, California  91423            Phone  818.325.0530     Fax  818.325.0534 

Hirsch/Green Transportation Consulting, Inc. 

 

IRSCH 
REEN 

 
January 27, 2020 

Mr. Rob DuBoux, Esq., P.E. 
Public Works Director/City Engineer 
City of Malibu, California 
City of Malibu City Hall 
23825 Stuart Ranch Road 
Malibu, California  90265 

 RE: Response to City of Malibu (Adam Chase) November 13, 2019 Memorandum Regarding 
Proposed Malibu Beach Inn (22878 Pacific Coast Highway) Off-Site Valet Parking Plan  

Dear Mr. DuBoux, 

This letter is provided in response to several traffic-related issues identified in the City of Malibu 
Council Agenda Report prepared for the November 25, 2019 City Council hearing, including a 
November 13, 2019 memorandum from Mr. Adam Chase, Assistant Public Works Director for 
the City of Malibu, related to the proposed off-site valet parking plan for the Malibu Beach Inn.   

Based on our review of both of the subject documents, neither the Council Agenda Report nor 
the supplemental Adam Chase memorandum raises any new issues or presents new evidence 
to support the denial of the proposed project.  Further, they do not identify any new information 
that would justify staff’s change of position from its initial recommendation for approval of the 
project at the March 4, 2019 Planning Commission hearing to the current recommendation for 
denial noted in the November 25, 2019 Council Agenda Report. 

Since staff’s current recommendation for denial of the proposed off-site valet parking plan is 
based largely on the issues discussed in Mr. Chase’s memorandum, the responses contained in 
this letter specifically focus on addressing those items, as discussed in the following pages.   

Project-Related Valet Driver Activation of New Signalized Pedestrian Crosswalk 

Far from being new information, the installation of the signalized pedestrian crosswalk has been 
a known aspect of the future traffic operations of PCH since at least October of 2018, when your 
Department recommended that the proposed off-site valet parking plan be conditioned to install 
the crosswalk, along with its inclusion in the City’s Smart Corridor signal synchronization project 
(City of Malibu Department of Public Works memorandum, Proposed Conditions of Approval for 

22853 Pacific Coast Highway, CDP-17-091, Ms. Nicole Benyamin, October 18, 2018).  As such, 
the effects of the then-proposed signalized pedestrian crosswalk on vehicular queuing and 
progression along PCH within and through the project vicinity had already been considered and 
accepted as a part of staff’s prior recommendation for approval of the off-site valet parking plan. 

478

psalazar
Received



 

 

Letter to Mr. Rob DuBoux 
January 27, 2020 
Page 2 of 3 

In his memorandum, Mr. Chase correctly describes that the Smart Corridor project will result in 
fewer “gaps” in PCH traffic flows (due to the larger vehicle platoons and adaptive signal timing), 
but fails to note that the remaining gaps will be more “useable” for vehicles making turns across 
or into PCH traffic flows by minimizing the effects of “straggler” vehicles between the platoons, 
which are often spaced such that they prevent the effective use of otherwise-acceptable gaps.  
Mr. Chase also seems to suggest that pedestrian activity related to the subject crosswalk would 
negatively affect the optimization of traffic flows along PCH by introducing a new “stop” location 
that would disrupt the efficient progression of the vehicular platoons.  However, this statement 
reflects a misinterpretation of signal coordination program operations, which are designed to 
maximize the vehicular throughput within a network of interconnected signals.  As a result, 
pedestrian crosswalk signal activations are deferred until the signal coordination protocols 
identify an appropriate time for their operation that will limit disruption of the primary traffic flows.   

Furthermore, Mr. Chase does not consider the effects of several off-site valet parking program 
operating procedures previously proposed by the project applicant that will substantially reduce 
the number of valet crossings (both vehicular and on foot) of PCH during peak traffic periods.  
First, the off-site valet parking lot will be used primarily as long-term (overnight) vehicle parking 
for hotel guests, with such vehicles moved to the off-site parking lot during off-peak traffic hours.  
The use of the off-site valet parking lot for long-term or overnight vehicle parking will “free up” 
spaces in the hotel’s on-site parking lot for restaurant patrons and short-term guests or visitors.  
Additionally, vehicle “returns” from the off-site valet parking lot back to the Malibu Beach Inn site 
will be coordinated with the hotel concierge (based on hotel guest check-out times), so that the 
transfer of such vehicles can be scheduled to minimize potential impacts to PCH traffic activity.  
Finally, many of the project’s valet crossings will involve driving one vehicle from the hotel lot to 
the off-site lot, and then driving a separate vehicle back to the hotel, thereby further reducing the 
potential number of project-related valet driver activations of the new crosswalk signal.     

It is important to note that, as detailed in our July 2017 traffic study and other analyses provided 
to the City, the proposed off-site valet parking plan will fully accommodate the peak demands of 
the Malibu Beach Inn’s operations (assuming 100 percent hotel occupancy and new public use 
of the 78-seat Carbon Beach Club restaurant) without significant adverse impacts to traffic flows 
along PCH in the immediate vicinity of the Malibu Beach Inn or off-site (Hertz Rent-a-Car) sites.  
As such, none of the valet trip-reducing operational procedures described above is necessary, 
although they were agreed to by the project applicant in order to provide additional assurances.  

Highway Safety Issues and Analyses 

Mr. Chase’s November 13, 2019 memorandum also suggests that the prior analyses prepared 
by our firm for the proposed project do not provide any evidence that it will not contribute to the 
“risk factors” identified in the City’s 2015 PCH Safety Study, particularly in regard to increases in 
the risk for collisions due to additional left-turning vehicles associated with the proposed project.
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Letter to Mr. Rob DuBoux 
January 27, 2020 
Page 3 of 3 

Mr. Chase’s discussion of this topic then suggests that additional “risk assessment” analyses 
should be conducted in order to evaluate the project’s potential impacts on “systematic safety” 
on PCH using methodologies identified by the Federal Highway Administration (“FHWA”) or the 
American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (“AASHTO”).   

In response to this issue, please see the attached memorandum prepared by DKS Associates, 
whose engineering staff has extensive experience with both the application and interpretation of 
the FHWA and AASHTO evaluations suggested in Mr. Chase’s comments.  As described in the 
DKS memorandum, neither the FHWA nor AASHTO analysis methodologies are appropriate for 
the purposes identified by Mr. Chase.  Therefore, the suggested additional evaluations are not 
applicable to the proposed project, as no new or relevant information would be obtained. 

Project Compliance with California Vehicle Code 

Mr. Chase’s memorandum concedes, based on discussions with the County of Los Angeles 
Sheriff’s Department, that the valet-related vehicular movements across PCH in either direction 
between the Malibu Beach Inn and the proposed off-site (Hertz Rent-a-Car) valet parking lot 
would be lawful and in conformity with the applicable sections of the California Vehicle Code.  
Therefore, no further evaluations in this regard are necessary. 

Sincerely, 

 
Ron Hirsch, P.E. 
Principal 

Attachments 
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City of Malibu Memorandum 
Malibu Beach Inn/Hertz Site Projects – Traffic Evaluation/Appeal Nos. 19-003 and -004 

Adam Chase, Assistant Public Works Director 
to 

Mr. Richard Mollica, Assistant Planning Director 

November 13, 2019 
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City of Malibu 
M E M O R A N D U M 

To:  Richard Mollica, Assistant Planning Director  

From: Adam Chase, Assistant Public Works Director 

Date:  November 13, 2019 

Re: Malibu Beach Inn / Hertz Site Projects - Traffic Evaluation / Appeal Nos. 19-003 and -004 

 
I have carefully reviewed the proposed offsite parking and valet plan for the proposed project that were denied 
by the Planning Commission and appealed by the project applicants. 
 
The Planning Commission also determined that both the crosswalk and the offsite parking will pose a safety 
hazard given the existing traffic conditions.  The appellant cites both its traffic study prepared by Hirsch-Green 
traffic consultants and the City’s 2015 PCH Safety Study to support their claim that the project will not 
decrease safety in this area of PCH.  The PCH Safety Study sites that only nine percent of the wrecks in this 
area of PCH are the result of U-turns or uncontrolled turns while 38 percent of the wrecks are the result of 
rear-end and side-swipe accidents.  The appellant contends that this proves the proposed turns on PCH 
resulting from valet maneuvers between the sites will not pose a safety issue because only a small percentage 
of wrecks are related to turning movements on or off PCH.  In addition, the Hirsch-Green traffic report 
contends that through the use of the crosswalk, gaps in the flow of traffic, and dedicated turn lanes, any 
potential impacts to safety from the offsite parking would be minimal.   
 
However, based on evidence submitted and evaluations of the characteristics of traffic in the area of the subject 
property, the Commission determined that given the heavy flow of traffic, the short area in which the vehicles 
will need to cross multiple lanes of traffic, and existing recurring gridlock, the project posed an unacceptable 
increased safety risk and there would not be adequate gaps in traffic for the required turn movements to be 
made safely between the two sites.  
 
Response Statement 
In response to the above information and applicant’s appeal, I have provided the following language: 
 
The City’s Capital Improvement Signal Synchronization Project or “Smart Corridor,” as supported by 
Caltrans, is anticipated to begin construction within the year 2021. This project will create an adaptive signal 
network that will modify the crosswalk pedestrian signal timings, thus reducing available gaps. Vehicles will 
be grouped together as a larger “platoon” of traffic to reduce the amount of travel time from a point A to a 
point B within the PCH corridor. Increasing the pedestrian demand at a signalized crosswalk specifically from 
valet use interferes with the ability to achieve the goals of this project. This behavior from valets using 
alternative offsite parking on opposite sides of PCH are partially contributing to why PCH has experienced 
increased delays. Increasing the pedestrian demand naturally from increased use/growth of businesses or 
beach goers are to be expected. Increasing crosswalk activation from valet attendants may exacerbate the use 
of the crosswalk.   
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The appellant has not provided evidence showing the project will not contribute to the risk factors described 
within the PCH Safety Study. In general, when a project increases vehicles to existing traffic patterns that are 
susceptible to risk of collision, the project shall utilize methodologies to support any claims (positive or 
negative). Two documents exist to conduct a risk assessment or quantitative safety analysis utilizing the U.S. 
Department of Transportation Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) guidance on Systemic Safety and 
the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) Highway Safety 
Manual (HSM). The following is stated directly per the FHWA Systemic Safety website:  
 
Agencies design highway safety improvement projects to improve safety by minimizing or eliminating risk to 
roadway users. Rather than managing risk at certain locations, a systemic approach takes a broader view 
and evaluates risk across an entire roadway system. A system-based approach acknowledges crashes alone 
are not always sufficient to determine what countermeasures to implement, particularly on low volume local 
and rural roadways where crash densities are lower, and in many urban areas where there are conflicts 
between vehicles and vulnerable road users (pedestrians, bicyclists, and motorcyclists). [emphasis added] 
 
The HSM incorporates quantitative safety analysis including predictive methods for impacts to 
development/design and associated crash modification factors (CMFs) to estimate the potential effects of 
design alternatives or changes from base conditions.  The appellant has yet to provide information listed above 
that no net increase in safety would result from the project conditions.  
 
As part of the Planning Commission’s denial, a commissioner cited the California Vehicle Code (CVC) and 
a determination was made that based on CVC Sections 21658(a), 22107, and 22108 there was not adequate 
distance to make the necessary turn movements and safe lane changes and therefore, the proposed valet route 
was not consistent with State and Local laws.   
 
After discussions with the Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department the CVC Sections may or may not apply 
for valet maneuvers depending on the allowable gaps for each lane traveling Eastbound (or Southbound) on 
PCH. A vehicle may lawfully turn from a driveway onto the number 1 or number 2 lane1 of PCH as long as it 
is safe to do to so. A vehicle will need to wait for an allowable gap based on clear sight distance (on-street 
parking/shoulder use), use of on-coming lanes, use of median, pedestrians and bicyclists. A vehicle’s legal 
movement is important to understand the potential impacts for the project.  
  
The valet vehicle waiting on site for the number 1 lane instead of the number 2 lane may increase in delay 
resulting in onsite queues. Turning into the number 2 lane and shifting lanes per the CVC Sections above 
under the minimum distance is allowed but undesirable, hence waiting for an allowable gap for both lanes to 
clear would be suggested. As discussed previously the necessary gaps in traffic may change with traffic 
patterns and time of day and therefore, these movement may create an additional risk to the corridor.  
  

                                            
1 Lane numbers are counted from the inside (nearest the centerline) to the outside (nearest the right-of-way edge). 
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Seattle, WA ꞏ Portland, OR ꞏ Salem, OR ꞏ Oakland, CA ꞏ Sacramento, CA ꞏ Anaheim, CA ꞏ Austin, TX 

MEMORANDUM 

DATE: January 15, 2020 

TO: Ron Hirsch, PE, Hirsch/Green 

Aaron Green, Hirsch/Green 

FROM: Sean Carney, EIT DKS Associates 

Joshua Pilachowski, PhD TE DKS Associates 

SUBJECT: Malibu Beach Inn Valet Service Response to Comment 

The purpose of this memorandum is to respond to City of Malibu Council Agenda Report for the 
11/25/19 meeting date and the memo from Assistant Public Works Director Adam Chase dated 
November 13, 2019 which recommended the denial of appeals to improve the Malibu Beach Inn 
property. In particular, this memorandum addresses the response to appeal items 2 and 3. DKS 
Associates has extensive experience in traffic safety having worked on safety across multiple 
states using state of the practice techniques including FHWA and HSM guidelines. Joshua 
Pilachowski is DKS’s California safety expert. He is a licensed California Traffic Engineer and 
has a PhD from UC Berkeley in Transportation Engineering. He has worked on data driven 
safety plans, evaluations, and grant applications for the past eight years. He is well versed in 
FHWA, Caltrans, and HSM methods and guidelines. 

The argument that the new signalized pedestrian crossing would interfere with planned traffic 
operations is not consistent with current conditions. The new crosswalk location is consistent 
with the existing spacing of signalized crosswalks in the vicinity of the Maibu Beach Inn, and any 
solution to incorporate existing pedestrian crossings would be adapted to include the recently 
constructed signal as well. The crossing also fills a half-mile existing gap in safe crossing 
opportunities for pedestrians. This has the benefit of increasing pedestrian safety by 
encouraging pedestrians to use the marked crossing locations where safety enhancements 
have been provided. Figure 1 shows the existing and recently installed crossing locations. 

Regarding accepted CMFs for predicting the effect of an improvement on crash rates, the 
Caltrans Local Road Safety Manual (LRSM) provides a 25% reduction in pedestrian and bicycle 
crashes1 for installation of a pedestrian or HAWK signal at midblock. While other studies have 

                                                      
1 https://dot.ca.gov/‐/media/dot‐media/programs/local‐assistance/documents/hsip/2018/ca‐lrsm‐
20180410final.pdf 
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connected effect on crash frequency to traffic volumes2, they do not provide any connection 
between pedestrian crossing volume and crash rate.  

 

Figure 1: Existing Pedestrian Crossing Locations 

Further, the Highway Safety Manual (HSM) and FHWA guidance do not specifically address the 
vehicular movement of concern. As noted in the response, the movement does not violate 
California Vehicle Code and previous studies demonstrated that sufficient gaps would exist for 
the maneuver to be completed. In reviewing the data available in the crash modification factor 
clearing house2, no existing research was found which specifically addresses increasing travel 
demand for right turns to a center turn lane. Additionally, the traffic study prepared by 
Hirsch/Green Transportation Consulting Inc. for the proposed Malibu Beach Inn off-site valet 
parking plan found that the primary delays caused by the project would be to vehicles exiting the 
site and, more specifically, vehicles turning left from the Malibu Beach Inn property, which are 
not associated with the valet service and would experience similar delays regardless of the 
project approval. 

Finally, the City’s comments suggest that the installation of the pedestrian crossing signal would 
reduce the number and duration of existing gaps in traffic flows along Pacific Coast Highway. 
The stated concern is that sufficient gaps for the operations of the valet service and other 
neighboring property driveways would no longer exist due to the effects of the signal on traffic 
flow. This is inconsistent with both the California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (CA 
MUTCD) and the Highway Capacity manual. These documents conclude that shorter signal 
spacing increases platooning on arterial roadway, not decreases it. The Highway Capacity 
Manual notes that the ratio of platooning vehicles decreases when signal spacing of full access 
signals is greater than 1,600 feet with signals greater than 3,200 feet apart being considered 
operating in isolation3.  

The installation of the pedestrian crossing signal in front of the Malibu Beach Inn reduces the 
approximately 2,400 foot gap between pedestrian crossing signals to two gaps measuring 
approximately 800 feet and 1,600 feet. We can thus conclude that the installation of an 

                                                      
2 http://www.cmfclearinghouse.org/detail.cfm?facid=8480 
3 Highway Capacity Manual 6th Edition, Transportation Research Board, 2016 
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additional pedestrian signal at this location can actually increase the platooning of vehicles 
along the Pacific Coast Highway, which would have the effect of consolidating gaps in traffic 
and reducing the number of gaps, but increasing their duration of each gap creating more 
usable gaps. 

488



EXHIBIT Q 

Malibu Beach Inn Parking Demand Study
February 25, 2021

489



Malibu Beach Inn Hotel

22878 Pacific Coast Highway

Malibu, California

Mani Brothers Real Estate Group

9200 Sunset Boulevard, Suite 555

West Hollywood, California  90069

Prepared for:

Prepared by:

IRSCH

Hirsch/Green Transportation Consulting, Inc.

REEN

13333 Ventura Boulevard, #204
Sherman Oaks, California  91423

FEBRUARY 2021

R
O

N

A

L

D

 

R
.

 

H

I

R

S

C
H

T

R

A

F
F

I

C

(818) 325-0530

PARKING DEMAND ANALYSIS

AND OFF-SITE VALET PARKING PLAN

490

AutoCAD SHX Text
I

AutoCAD SHX Text
G

AutoCAD SHX Text
E

AutoCAD SHX Text
R

AutoCAD SHX Text
N

AutoCAD SHX Text
I

AutoCAD SHX Text
R

AutoCAD SHX Text
E

AutoCAD SHX Text
E

AutoCAD SHX Text
6-30-2021

AutoCAD SHX Text
C

AutoCAD SHX Text
T

AutoCAD SHX Text
E

AutoCAD SHX Text
S

AutoCAD SHX Text
T

AutoCAD SHX Text
A

AutoCAD SHX Text
O

AutoCAD SHX Text
F

AutoCAD SHX Text
O

AutoCAD SHX Text
R

AutoCAD SHX Text
A

AutoCAD SHX Text
L

AutoCAD SHX Text
I

AutoCAD SHX Text
F

AutoCAD SHX Text
A

AutoCAD SHX Text
N

AutoCAD SHX Text
I

AutoCAD SHX Text
NO. 2318

AutoCAD SHX Text
E

AutoCAD SHX Text
R

AutoCAD SHX Text
E

AutoCAD SHX Text
T

AutoCAD SHX Text
S

AutoCAD SHX Text
D

AutoCAD SHX Text
E

AutoCAD SHX Text
P

AutoCAD SHX Text
F

AutoCAD SHX Text
O

AutoCAD SHX Text
R

AutoCAD SHX Text
N

AutoCAD SHX Text
A

AutoCAD SHX Text
O

AutoCAD SHX Text
I

AutoCAD SHX Text
S

AutoCAD SHX Text
S

AutoCAD SHX Text
E

AutoCAD SHX Text
G

AutoCAD SHX Text
N

AutoCAD SHX Text
L

jkendall
Received



  
i 

  
MALIBU BEACH INN PARKING DEMAND STUDY  HIRSCH/GREEN TRANSPORTATION CONSULTING, INC. 
FEBRUARY 2021 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This report summarizes the results of a detailed analysis of the parking demands associated with 

the Malibu Beach Inn, located at 22878 Pacific Coast Highway in the City of Malibu, California.  

The hotel currently exhibits 46 guest rooms plus the 78-seat “Carbon Beach Club” restaurant, 

and 50 striped parking spaces, although all parking is managed through valet-only operations, 

which increases the on-site parking capacity to a total of about 59 spaces, which is adequate to 

meet the City’s current 58-space parking requirement for the combined hotel and restaurant uses. 

The Malibu Beach Inn is proposing to construct a new on-site swimming pool within a portion of 

the existing hotel parking lot, which will eliminate about 23 of the existing on-site parking spaces 

(including both “striped” and valet “aisle-parked” spaces).  In order to compensate for this loss of 

on-site parking, the hotel is proposing to provide between 28 and 31 “replacement” parking at 

the former Hertz Rent-a-Car site at 22853 Pacific Coast Highway, located about 200 feet south 

of and on the opposite side of the roadway from the hotel.  The proposed off-site parking location 

no longer functions as a car rental facility, and is currently used as an office annex for the hotel.  

As with the current parking activity at the hotel site itself, all parking at the proposed off-site lot 

will be provided by the hotel’s valets, including the “transfer” of vehicles between the two sites. 

The proposed new swimming pool will be restricted for use by hotel guests only, and as a result, 

will not result in any increases in the current parking demands at the Malibu Beach Inn, although 

it is expected that the City will require the hotel to provide one additional parking space for the 

pool attendant, resulting in a future parking requirement for the Malibu Beach Inn of 59 spaces.  

Therefore, the combined total of between 64 to 67 parking spaces to be provided at the hotel 

and off-site lots will be more than adequate to meet the hotel’s anticipated parking requirement. 

The potential traffic-related impacts of the hotel’s proposed off-site parking operations have been 

thoroughly evaluated in previous analyses prepared by our firm, with the results of those studies 

concluding that no significant traffic impacts would be expected from the off-site parking activity.  

As such, the focus of this study is to provide a detailed evaluation of the hotel’s parking operations, 

including updates to the proposed off-site parking plan based on the results of the analyses. 

Due to the ongoing COVID-19 pandemic, which prohibits the collection of current empirical data, 

the parking demands at the Malibu Beach Inn were based on its recent historical operations, 

although information from other sources such as the Institute of Transportation Engineers (“ITE”) 

and the Urban Land Institute (“ULI”) was also used to supplement the historical data, based on 

the following procedures and assumptions.  First, recent (year 2019 and “pre-COVID” year 2020) 

491



  
ii 

  
MALIBU BEACH INN PARKING DEMAND STUDY  HIRSCH/GREEN TRANSPORTATION CONSULTING, INC. 
FEBRUARY 2021 

historical parking data were obtained from the Malibu Beach Inn, from which the “peak month” 

of valet activity at the site for both hotel guests and visitor/restaurant patronage was identified.  

Based on that information, it was determined that the highest overall parking demands at the site 

(total of “hotel guest” and “visitor”/restaurant-related activity) occur during the month of August.  

The number of vehicles parked at the hotel on each day of the “peak month” was then utilized to 

estimate the hourly parking demands for typical “Weekday”, “Saturday”, and “Sunday” conditions.   

The effects of the use of Uber, Lyft, and other similar travel modes on the parking demands at 

the Malibu Beach Inn were also evaluated, since such services reduce the number of hotel guest 

and/or visitor-related vehicles that would otherwise require parking.  Historically, Uber/Lyft usage 

accounts for an average of about 19.3 percent of the total vehicular activity at the site, including 

about 14.0 percent during the “peak month”.  However, it is likely that the Uber/Lyft utilization is 

more associated with hotel guest activity than restaurant patrons or other short-term site visitors, 

and therefore, the Uber/Lyft usage was identified as a percentage of the hotel guest activity only.  

This evaluation indicated that, on average, about 30 percent of the hotel guest vehicular activity at 

the Malibu Beach Inn is due to Uber/Lyft, including about 30.8 percent during the “peak month”.  

However, for the purposes of this study, it was conservatively assumed that only 15 percent of 

the hotel’s guest-related vehicular activity and related parking demands was due to Uber/Lyft use; 

no Uber/Lyft-related reductions were applied to the hotel’s “visitor”-related parking demands. 

Further, while the number of valet tickets issued at the hotel was used to identify the number of 

both hotel guest and visitor-related vehicles arriving at the site during a typical “peak month” 

weekday, Saturday, and Sunday, this data did not identify the vehicle arrival or departure times.  

As a result, the Institute of Transportation Engineers (“ITE”) Trip Generation manual was utilized 

to identify the hourly traffic characteristics of both the “hotel room” and “visitor”/restaurant uses, 

while the Urban Land Institute (“ULI”) Shared Parking publication was similarly used to estimate 

the hourly parking demands for both uses throughout a typical day during the “peak month” day.  

The hourly ITE trip percentages and ULI parking accumulation curves were compared against 

both the hotel’s room “check in” and “check out” times (4:00 PM, and 12:00 noon, respectively) 

and operating hours for the Carbon Beach Club restaurant (7:00 AM to 10:00 PM daily), and 

were determined to reasonably reflect the actual operating conditions at the Malibu Beach Inn. 

The results of these evaluations indicate that at no time would the total parking demand at the 

Malibu Beach Inn exceed either the 59 spaces expected to be required, or the 64 to 67 spaces 

proposed to be provided for the facility (following the construction of the new swimming pool), 

with maximum parking demands at the site of 47 spaces on Sundays, 46 spaces on Saturdays, 
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and 41 spaces on weekdays.  However, as a result of the reduction in on-site (hotel) parking 

from the current 58 spaces to 36 spaces due to the installation of the proposed swimming pool,  

a maximum of about 11 vehicles will need to be accommodated at the proposed off-site lot 

(during peak parking demand times at the hotel) in order to provide for sufficient on-site parking 

for the short-term “visitor” parking demands, although the number of vehicles that would need to 

be parked in the proposed off-site lot during most other times of the day would be relatively low.   

Therefore, in order to minimize number of vehicles that are transferred between the hotel site and 

the off-site parking lot, it is proposed that, to the extent feasible, this activity would occur outside 

the typical high traffic and congestion periods on Pacific Coast Highway, which will minimize any 

potential traffic-related impacts to the traffic flows or operations on that facility, while enhancing 

safety and reducing delays related to the off-site parking operations.  To achieve these goals, 

the on-site parking lot at the hotel site will be utilized first and primarily for “short-term” parking 

for both hotel guests who use their vehicle during the day, and visitor/restaurant patron vehicles, 

while the “long-term stay” hotel guest or other similar vehicles moved to the off-site parking lot. 

Based on historical trends, it is estimated that up to 20 hotel guest vehicles (about one-half of the 

maximum daily hotel guest parking demands) may be utilized throughout the day, and as such, 

should be retained at the hotel so that they do not need to be retrieved from the off-site lot during 

the mid-day periods when Pacific Coast Highway can exhibit high traffic volumes and congestion.  

The results of this study indicate that the total potential maximum “short-term” parking demands 

at the Malibu Beach Inn are about 26 vehicles on weekdays, about 37 vehicles on Saturdays, 

and about 36 vehicles on Sundays.  These “short-term” parking demands can be accommodated 

by the hotel’s on-site parking supply without having to transfer vehicles to or from the off-site lot, 

while hotel guest-related or other vehicles exhibiting more “long-term” parking demands would 

typically be moved between the two sites only upon the arrival or departure of its driver.  

Finally, as recommended by City staff, as a part of the proposed off-site valet parking program, 

the hotel will, upon approval from Caltrans, install new “KEEP CLEAR” pavement markings on 

Pacific Coast Highway adjacent to the southern driveway serving the proposed off-site parking lot 

to assure that hotel-related (valet) vehicles will have unimpeded access to this driveway during 

any vehicle transfers that may need to occur during periods of high traffic and congestion. 

The results of this parking demand analysis were used to develop the Malibu Beach Inn On-Site 

and Off-Site Valet Parking Plan, which details the parking-related protocols and other measures 

that will be used to manage both the on-site and off-site valet parking operations at the hotel. 
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Therefore, the results of this evaluation of the parking demands at the Malibu Beach Inn, including 

the operations of the proposed off-site parking lot, indicate that adequate parking will be provided 

in the hotel’s on-site and off-site parking lots to fully accommodate the maximum parking demands 

of the hotel during typical “peak month” conditions.  Additionally, with the implementation of the 

Malibu Beach Inn On-Site and Off-Site Valet Parking Plan, which includes a variety of measures 

to minimize the “transfer” of vehicles between the hotel and off-site lot during high traffic periods 

along Pacific Coast Highway in the vicinity of the hotel, no hotel-related parking shortages or 

significant impacts to the traffic operations of Pacific Coast Highway are anticipated to occur.   
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INTRODUCTION 

The Malibu Beach Inn, located along the Pacific Coast Highway in the City of Malibu, California, 

is an existing hotel containing a total of 47 rooms (45 dedicated guest rooms plus a “boardroom” 

that is converted to provide an additional guest room during the hotel’s peak activity months, 

and a “spa suite” not used as a guest room), plus the 78-seat “Carbon Beach Club” restaurant.  

The hotel currently provides 50 striped on-site parking spaces, although all site-related parking is 

managed through valet-only operations, which increases the capacity of the on-site parking lot 

to a total of approximately 59 spaces, which is sufficient to meet the City’s parking requirement 

of 58 total parking spaces as established under the City’s approval of the restaurant in 2006.  

Based on historical conditions, the existing parking demands associated with the typical “peak 

month” hotel and restaurant activities can be fully accommodated on site.   

The hotel ownership is proposing to construct a new on-site swimming pool within a portion of 

its existing parking lot, in order to provide additional amenities for its guests. The installation of 

the proposed swimming pool will eliminate a total of approximately 23 parking spaces (including 

both “striped” and “aisle-parked” spaces), and as a result, the Malibu Beach Inn is proposing to 

provide “replacement” parking at the former Hertz Rent-a-Car site, located about 200 feet south of 

and on the opposite side of the roadway from the hotel (note that this site no longer functions as 

a car rental facility, and is currently used as an office annex for the hotel’s existing employees). 

As with the current parking operations at the hotel itself, all parking at the proposed off-site lot 

will be provided via valets, including the “transferring” of vehicles between the two sites. 

The potential traffic-related impacts of the proposed off-site valet parking operations have been 

thoroughly evaluated in previous analyses prepared by our firm, with the results of those studies 

concluding that no significant traffic impacts would be expected from the off-site parking activity.  

However, City staff has requested additional information, including a more detailed analysis of 

the parking demands associated with the hotel’s operations, as well as further evaluation and 

explanation of the specific operational parameters of the proposed off-site valet parking plan.  

This report summarizes the results of the requested additional analyses, which supplements the 

information provided in the previous studies, and updates the hotel’s off-site valet parking plan. 
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Existing Malibu Beach Inn Facilities 

The Malibu Beach Inn is located at 22878 Pacific Coast Highway, on the western (ocean) side 

of the roadway approximately 800 feet south of the Malibu Pier, in the City of Malibu, California.  

The hotel contains a total of 47 rooms (including 45 dedicated guest rooms, a “boardroom” that 

is used as a guest room during the hotel’s peak activity months of June through August, and a 

“spa suite” not used as a guest room), along with the 78-seat “Carbon Beach Club” restaurant.  

The site also provides 50 on-site striped parking spaces, although all site-related parking activity 

is currently managed through valet-only operations, thereby increasing the effective capacity of 

the parking lot to a total of 59 spaces. This existing on-site parking supply is sufficient to meet the 

requirement of 58 spaces for the hotel established in 2006 as part of the City’s approval of the 

“Carbon Beach Club” restaurant, which was restricted to hotel guest use only.  In October 2019, 

the City removed that condition, and further, formally authorized the full use of the entirety of the 

restaurant’s existing (indoor and outdoor) dining areas, as had been in use since before the 

current ownership acquired the hotel in 2015.  The existing layout for the Malibu Beach Inn hotel 

and parking lot (including both the “striped” and “aisle-parked” spaces), is shown in Figure 1.  

Proposed Project 

The Malibu Beach Inn ownership is proposing to construct a new swimming pool within a portion 

of the existing parking lot, in order to upgrade and enhance the current hotel guest experience.  

The swimming pool will also include seating for poolside snack and beverage service, which like 

the swimming pool itself, will be available only to guests of the hotel, and as with the operations 

of many other hotel-related pools, will allow pool patrons to order drinks or light snacks from the 

hotel’s kitchen for consumption at the pool.  However, the poolside snack and beverage service 

is not intended as an alternative to dining in the hotel’s on-site “Carbon Beach Club” restaurant, 

as it will not include full meal service.  As such, neither the proposed new swimming pool nor its 

associated snack/beverage service would of themselves be expected to result in any increases 

in the current parking demands at the Malibu Beach Inn, although the City Planning Department 

has indicated that the hotel would be required to provide one additional parking space for the 

pool attendant, resulting in a total parking requirement for the Malibu Beach Inn of 59 spaces, 

which as noted above, is equal to the number of existing parking spaces provided at the site.   
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However, the installation of the proposed swimming pool would result in the removal of a 23 of 

the 59 on-site parking spaces, including a number of both “striped” and “aisle-parked’’ spaces.  

To address the removal of these on-site parking spaces, the Malibu Beach Inn would provide 

replacement parking at the former Hertz Rent-a-Car site located at 22853 Pacific Coast Highway, 

about 200 feet south of and on the opposite (east) side of Pacific Coast Highway from the hotel; 

the relative locations of the Malibu Beach Inn and proposed off-site lot are shown in Figure 2. 

The Malibu Beach Inn on-site parking area (with the new swimming pool) would be restriped to 

provide a minimum of 36 parking spaces, while the parking lot serving the Hertz Rent-a-Car site 

would be reconfigured to provide between 28 and 31 parking spaces (depending on the number 

of compact parking spaces that would be allowed by the City), resulting in a total parking supply 

for the Malibu Beach Inn (with the new swimming pool) of between 64 and 67 parking spaces.  

The proposed Malibu Beach Inn site layout is shown in Figure 3(a), while the two potential layouts 

for the proposed off-site parking lot are shown in Figures 3(b) and 3(c).  It should be noted that 

the Hertz Corporation, which operated the car rental business at the subject off-site lot, recently 

filed for federal Chapter 11 bankruptcy, and as a result, is no longer a tenant at the subject site.  

The existing building at this location is now used as, and will continue to be used by the hotel as 

an office annex for its employees (no new employees except the pool attendant are proposed).  

Therefore, all parking spaces that would be provided at the proposed off-site parking lot will be 

available (through the hotel’s proposed off-site valet parking program) to accommodate vehicles 

related primarily to long-term parking for the Malibu Beach Inn’s guests, visitors, and employees. 

Additionally, the City has indicated that approval of the hotel’s proposed off-site valet parking plan 

would be conditioned upon, among other things, prohibition of hotel-related pedestrian crossings 

of Pacific Coast Highway (including both hotel guests and valets) unless and until a crosswalk 

has been is installed across that roadway within the immediate vicinity of the Malibu Beach Inn.  

The California Department of Transportation (“Caltrans”), the agency that is responsible for the 

operations of Pacific Coast Highway within the subject area, issued a permit for construction of a 

new signalized pedestrian crosswalk on December 21, 2017, which as also identified in Figure 2, 

has been installed and is currently operational.  Therefore, this anticipated condition of approval 

for the proposed Malibu Beach Inn off-site valet parking plan has already been met. 

The potential traffic-related impacts of the proposed off-site valet parking plan, including the 

effects of the new signalized pedestrian crosswalk on traffic flows along Pacific Coast Highway 

in the vicinity of the hotel and off-site parking lot, have been thoroughly evaluated, as described
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FIGURE 3(a)
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FIGURE 3(b)
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FIGURE 3(c)
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in our firm’s July 2017 study as well as various subsequent and/or supplemental analyses and/or 

responses to comments received from the City Planning Commission, City staff, and the public 

(see the “Compiled Traffic and Parking Analyses, Supplemental Information and City Comments 

and Associated Responses” document submitted to City staff on June 15, 2018), all of which are 

incorporated into this report by reference.  The results of those studies collectively identified that 

no significant traffic impacts would be expected due to the proposed off-site valet parking plan.   

However, in order to provide further clarification on a number of parking-related issues, City staff 

has requested an additional evaluation to expand upon the specific operational parameters of the 

proposed off-site valet parking plan.  The following discussions provide a more detailed analysis 

of the parking demands and proposed valet operations at the Malibu Beach Inn, and as such, 

are intended to supplement, rather than revise or reiterate, the results of those prior studies.  
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MALIBU BEACH INN PARKING DEMAND ANALYSIS 

In order to prepare the requested Malibu Beach Inn parking demand study, it was first necessary 

to establish the existing parking conditions and valet-related operations at the site.  Generally, 

the preferred approach would be to directly observe and document the actual parking activity 

occurring at the hotel.  However, due to the ongoing COVID-19 pandemic and its associated 

“safer at home” mandates and other restrictions on business activities (including prohibition of 

both indoor and outdoor restaurant dining), useable empirical data on the parking characteristics 

of the hotel cannot currently be obtained.  Therefore, the parking demand analyses were based 

primarily on historical Malibu Beach Inn hotel and restaurant operations and valet parking activity, 

although information from other sources such as the Institute of Transportation Engineers (“ITE”) 

and the Urban Land Institute (“ULI”) were also used to estimate the parking demands at the site.  

The analysis methodologies and results of this evaluation are detailed in the following pages. 

Analysis Methodology and Assumptions 

Hotel Guest and Visitor (Restaurant) Valet Activity 

The recent historical monthly valet activity levels (since January of 2019) were obtained from the 

Malibu Beach Inn, and used to identify the “peak month” of valet activity throughout that period.  

That information is shown in Attachment 1, “Malibu Beach Inn Historical Valet Activity Levels”.  

For the purposes of this analysis, the “overnight” data was assumed to reflect hotel guest activity, 

while the “visitor” data was assumed to consist primarily of non-hotel restaurant patrons, although 

it also includes other non-hotel related activity, such as visitors to actual hotel guests or persons 

attending on-site meetings.  As identified in that table, the highest overall monthly valet activity 

(based on the total of the “overnight” and “visitor” parking activity) occurred in August of 2019, 

which was then used as the basis for the remaining parking demand calculations and analyses.   

Once the peak activity month (August) was identified, the number of vehicles parked on each day 

of that month was reviewed, in order to provide sufficient data to estimate the hourly traffic levels 

and associated vehicular parking demands on a day-by-day basis.  That information is provided 

in Attachment 2, “Malibu Beach Inn Historical (“Overnight” and “Visitor” Valet Parking) Activity”.   

From this data, several scenarios for specific evaluation were identified, based on a “typical day” 

(the average of the individual daily “overnight” and “visitor” parking activity over the entire month) 

for “Weekday”, “Saturday”, and “Sunday” conditions.  This “averaging” methodology was utilized 

so as to eliminate atypical or transient “spikes” or “valleys” in the normal parking activity levels 
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associated with each of the daily conditions analyzed.  The “average” valet activity for both the 

“overnight” and “visitor” categories are also shown in Attachment 2 for each analysis scenario; 

these values reflect the percentage (and number) of the total monthly valet activity for each type 

of valet ticket (totals of 985 “overnight” and 1,705 “visitor” tickets) issued throughout a typical day.  

Specifically, as identified in Attachment 2, on a typical day during the peak valet activity month, 

a total of approximately 31 hotel guest-related vehicles and 44 visitor-related vehicles arrived at 

and were subsequently parked in the hotel’s on-site parking lot.  Similarly, on a typical Saturday, 

about 33 hotel guest and 80 visitor-related vehicles were parked, while during a typical Sunday, 

the Malibu Beach Inn valets parked a total of about 35 hotel guest and 84 visitor-related vehicles.  

These values were then used to estimate the hourly parking demands for each analysis scenario. 

As an additional “check” on the estimated vehicular and parking activity levels identified from the 

data shown in Attachments 1 and 2, annual data related to the hotel room “turnover” rates, along 

with estimates of the non-hotel guest use of the hotel’s on-site restaurant were also examined.  

Although specific daily hotel room turnover rates are typically not tracked, the hotel management 

was able to provide such information on an annual basis, as shown in Attachment 3.  As identified 

in this attachment, over the course of an entire year, the hotel exhibits a room turnover rate of 

approximately 18 to 19 rooms per day (according to the Malibu Beach Inn management, the 

hotel historically exhibits a typical length of stay for hotel guests of about 2.1 days).  Assuming 

conservatively that each hotel guest “arrival” corresponds to one vehicle, these data suggest that, 

on average, about 19 hotel guest-related vehicles typically require parking at the hotel each day.  

However, the parking demands of these “arriving” vehicles are balanced by a similar number of 

“departing” hotel guest vehicles, which “free up” parking spaces for use by the incoming vehicles, 

thereby resulting in a roughly “zero” net parking accumulation for the day (for the hotel rooms).   

As a result, although the “annual average” number of daily “arriving” hotel guest vehicles based 

on the hotel room turnover data shown in Table 1 is approximately 40 to 45 percent less than 

the 31 to 35 “peak month” daily “arriving” hotel guest vehicles noted earlier (which were used to 

identify the parking demands for the hotel rooms themselves, as described later in this report), 

they confirm that the “peak month” vehicle arrival data will result in a highly conservative analysis 

of the typical hotel room-related valet activity and parking demands at the Malibu Beach Inn. 

Similarly, the number of “peak month” vehicular “visitor” arrivals to the site discussed earlier, 

which were used to estimate the parking demands related to the “public (non-hotel guest) use” 

of the hotel’s Carbon Beach Club restaurant, were also reviewed.  Although specific information 

on this activity is not tracked directly, the hotel management estimates that 15 to 20 percent of 
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the restaurant’s patronage is due to non-hotel guests.  As briefly described earlier in this report, 

the restaurant provides a total of 78 seats (both inside and on the outdoor patio), and as such, 

up to about 16 seats could be occupied by non-hotel guests at any time during a typical day.   

As discussed in detail in our firm’s “July 2017” traffic study, the typical “table turnover” rate for 

the restaurant (duration of patron occupancy of a given table) for both weekdays and weekends 

is about 90 minutes (1.5 hours) for the mid-day “lunch” period between 11:00 AM and 1:30 PM, 

and about 2.0 hours during the evening “dinner” period from 4:30 to 7:30 PM; for the purposes 

of this analysis, an overall average table turnover rate (including the morning “breakfast” period, 

which was not specifically analyzed in the “July 2017” study) of about 1.75 hours was assumed.   

The restaurant operates from 7:00 AM to 10:00 PM every day (total of 15 hours), and therefore, 

at the assumed average 1.75-hour turnover rate, each of the 16 non-hotel guest occupied seats 

could accommodate eight or nine persons per day (15 hours/1.75-hour turnover = 8.6 persons), 

or between about 128 and 144 non-hotel guest restaurant patrons per day.  Further assuming 

an average vehicle occupancy (for typical restaurants) of between about 1.75 and 2.0 persons, 

the non-hotel guest patronage of the Carbon Beach Club restaurant would generate between 

about 64 (128 patrons/2.0 persons per vehicle) and 82 (144 patrons/1.75 persons per vehicle) 

“arriving” vehicles per day (at 100-percent restaurant occupancy).  These values closely match 

the number of “arriving” restaurant-related vehicles on weekends (80 on Saturday, 84 on Sunday) 

derived from the “peak month” data.  While only 44 “arriving” restaurant-related vehicles were 

identified on weekdays (about 55 percent of the peak non-hotel guest weekend occupancy levels), 

this estimate is also considered to be reasonable for typical mid-week conditions.   

Uber/Lyft and Taxi Utilization 

The effects of the use of Uber, Lyft, and other similar travel modes on the parking demands at the 

Malibu Beach Inn were also evaluated for this study.  The Uber/Lyft/Taxi data is also shown in 

Attachment 1 (“Malibu Beach Inn Historical Valet Activity Levels”, referenced earlier in this report). 

Although this factor does not affect the actual number of “arriving” vehicles determined from the 

“peak month” data, the use of such services does reduce the overall parking demands at the site.    

As shown in Attachment 1, the historical Uber/Lyft activity accounted for an overall average of 

about 19.3 percent of the total vehicular activity at the site, including about 14.0 percent during 

the “peak month” (August).  However, since it is likely that Uber/Lyft usage is more associated 

with hotel guest activity than with patrons of the restaurant (or other short-term site “visitors”), 

the Uber/Lyft usage was identified as a percentage of only the hotel guest (“overnight”) activity.  
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As identified in Attachment 1, it is estimated that, on average, approximately 30 percent of the 

total monthly hotel guest vehicular activity at the Malibu Beach Inn is due to Uber/Lyft usage, 

including about 30.8 percent of the total hotel guest-related traffic during the “peak month”.   

The Uber/Lyft utilization information shown in Attachment 1 was also “checked” against additional 

historical data provided by the hotel management.  Attachment 4 provides further details of the 

overall number of hotel rooms occupied versus the total number of vehicles parked by the valets 

on a monthly and annual basis over the course of three previous years (2017, 2018, and 2019), 

which was used to estimate the general percentage of the historical site-related vehicular activity 

at the hotel site that was due to the use of Uber, Lyft, and taxis.  This data provides a comparison    

of the total number of rooms occupied for each month against the total number of vehicles parked 

at the site during the same period (based on the total number of valet tickets issued, including 

both hotel guest and visitor vehicles).  Note that the information in Attachment 4 contains a number 

of months that exhibited atypical hotel activity due to unique conditions occurring at the time, 

including November and December of 2018 during the Woolsey Fire event, which resulted in 

significantly reduced hotel room occupancy at the site, and the first six months of 2019, when 

the hotel was undergoing renovations, again resulting in lower-than-normal room occupancies.  

For the purposes of this evaluation, the room occupancy and vehicular parking activity for those 

periods were not utilized, in order to reflect more typical conditions related to these items. 

As shown in Attachment 4, the annual average of “parked vehicles versus occupied rooms” is 

approximately 40 percent for each of the years evaluated, with monthly averages ranging from 

about 30 percent to nearly 49 percent, and a three-year (annual) average of about 40.5 percent.  

While the data does not identify the “daily” values related to either the number of occupied rooms 

or the number of vehicles parked at the site, it does allow for a general determination that the 

typical parking demands at the hotel are substantially less than one vehicle per occupied room, 

even when including vehicles that may be used by non-hotel guests (such as restaurant patrons 

or other non-guest visitors).  Therefore, it can be concluded that the use of alternative travel modes 

like Uber, Lyft, or taxis significantly reduces the parking demands at the hotel site, and as such, 

the inclusion of parking demand reduction factors to account for this activity is appropriate. 

Hourly Parking Demand Calculation Methodology 

As discussed previously in this report, the total number of monthly valet tickets issued at the 

hotel for both hotel guests and visitors (provided in Attachment 1) was used both to identify the 

“peak month” of such activity, and to estimate the number of vehicles arriving at the site for each 
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of these uses during a typical weekday, Saturday, and Sunday during that month.  However, the 

monthly valet ticket data provided by the Malibu Beach Inn did not identify either the time of day 

when the tickets were issued (vehicle arrival time) or the time these vehicles departed the site.  

As a result, it was necessary to utilize other data and/or assumptions in order to estimate the 

hourly parking demands occurring throughout the day related to both the “overnight” (hotel guest) 

and “visitor” (restaurant) activities.  For the purposes of this evaluation, information provided in 

the Institute of Transportation Engineers (“ITE”) Trip Generation manual was used to identify the 

amount of “hourly” traffic for both the “hotel room” and “restaurant” uses as a percentage of their 

total daily traffic, while data from the Urban Land Institute (“ULI”) Shared Parking publication was 

used to develop the hourly “parking accumulation” curves for both hotel guest and site visitors.  

The hourly ITE trip percentages (of the total daily traffic) and ULI parking demand percentages 

(of the maximum daily parking demands) used for these evaluations are identified for both the 

“overnight” (hotel guest) and “visitor” (restaurant) uses at the Malibu Beach Inn are provided in 

Attachments 5(a) and 5(b) for the typical “Weekday” conditions, Attachments 5(c) and 5(d) for the 

typical “Saturday” conditions, and Attachments 5(d) and 5(e) for the typical Sunday” conditions.  

The ITE hourly trip generation percentages shown in these attachments were compared against 

the hotel’s room “check in” and “check out” times (4:00 PM, and 12:00 noon, respectively) and 

hours of operation for the Carbon Beach Club restaurant (7:00 AM to 10:00 PM daily), and were 

determined to reasonably represent the actual operating conditions at the site.  Therefore, for the 

purposes of this study, the ITE hourly trip generation data were used without modification. 

Using the average daily “overnight” and “visitor” valet ticket numbers identified in Attachment 2, 

which represent the typical number of “inbound” vehicle trips for both the individual “hotel guest” 

and “visitor” uses under each of the three analysis scenarios identified in the preceding paragraph, 

it was assumed that an equal number of “outbound” (departing) vehicles also occurred at the site, 

since all land uses exhibit a 50/50 “split” for arriving and departing traffic over 24-hour period.  

Based on the ITE hourly trip percentage data and the ULI hourly parking accumulation curves, 

the estimated hourly parking demands for each use (“overnight” and “visitor”) under each of the 

various analysis scenarios noted earlier were developed individually, which in turn allowed for 

the identification of the total hourly parking demands at the Malibu Beach Inn for each condition.   

Specifically, utilizing the ITE hourly trip percentages, the average “total” vehicle trips associated 

with the individual “overnight” and “visitor” uses at the site (shown in Attachment 2) were assigned 

as either “inbound” or “outbound” trips, as appropriate, in order to develop a preliminary estimate 

of the hourly parking accumulations for these uses under each of the three analysis scenarios 
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(for example, two “inbound” and one “outbound” trip during any particular hour would result in a 

net increase of one parking space at the site).  The preliminary parking demand estimates for 

each of the individual site uses (“overnight” and “visitor”) developed using the ITE hourly trip data 

were then compared to their associated ULI hourly parking utilization curves, and adjusted as 

necessary (by modifying the initially-assumed hourly “inbound” and “outbound” trip “splits” within 

the overall ITE hourly trip percentages summarized in Attachment 5) to best replicate that data.   

The parking demand curves themselves for each of the individual uses were developed based on 

the peak parking demand for each component using the following assumptions and procedures.  

First, the “magnitude” of the parking demands for both the hotel guest and restaurant uses were 

identified by estimating the number of vehicles related to each use that could be expected to 

remain at the site during the overnight hours (generally between about 10:00 PM and 7:00 AM).  

To evaluate the parking demands associated with the hotel guests, the initial estimates were 

based on the conservative assumption that each occupied room would exhibit one parked vehicle 

(although the empirical data suggest a substantially lower parking ratio).  This assumption resulted 

in an initial peak parking demand of 46 vehicles for the hotel guests during the overnight period 

under each of the three analysis scenarios (at 100 percent hotel room occupancy).   

This parking demand value was used for the evaluation of the Saturday and Sunday conditions, 

since as also identified in Attachment 2 (referenced earlier in this report), the hotel historically 

exhibited 100 percent room occupancy levels for both of these days throughout the peak month.  

Conversely, Attachment 2 indicates that the typical weekday room occupancy levels during the 

peak month were slightly lower, at an average of about 42 rooms (about 91 percent occupancy), 

and therefore, the peak weekday hotel guest parking demand was assumed to be 42 vehicles.  

Finally, the “overnight period” parking demand for the hotel’s Carbon Beach Club was assumed 

to be zero (0) vehicles, since the restaurant is closed between 10:00 PM and 7:00 AM daily.    

However, these initial parking demand estimates do not account for the use of Uber, Lyft, taxis, 

or other similar services, which as discussed earlier, could range from approximately 30 percent 

(of the hotel guest activity), based on the hotel’s historical valet operations (see Attachment 1), 

up to nearly 60 percent (of the total annual site-related parking demands), as suggested by a 

comparison of the Malibu Beach Inn’s historical room occupancy rates to the total number of 

vehicles parked (see Attachment 4).  The use of these “ride sharing” vehicles by hotel guests 

(and/or visitors) reduces the hotel’s overall parking demands, since such services eliminate the 

need for “personal” vehicles for their customers, and do not require any on-site parking. 
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Therefore, for the purposes of this evaluation, it was conservatively assumed that 15 percent of 

the “overnight” (hotel guest) vehicular activity was due to Uber/Lyft use (about one-half of the 

“lowest” percentage of such activity, as identified in Attachment 4).  While this assumption did not 

affect the total number of vehicles that were issued valet tickets (as identified in Attachment 1), 

it does reduce the hotel’s overall parking demand for the “overnight” users.  Specifically, for both 

Saturdays and Sundays, instead of exhibiting a peak “overnight” hotel guest parking demand of 

46 vehicles (again, conservatively assumed as one parking space per room as noted earlier), 

the “with Uber/Lyft usage” calculations resulted in a peak “overnight” parking demand of about 

39 spaces, or 15 percent (7 spaces) less than the “non-Uber/Lyft” initial demand of 46 spaces.  

Similarly, for the typical “Weekday” conditions, when the peak month hotel room occupancy rate 

was about 42 rooms, the maximum “with Uber/Lyft” usage typical “Weekday” parking demand 

was estimated to be 36 spaces.  Further, in order to provide the most conservative analysis, 

these Uber/Lyft utilization assumptions were applied only to the hotel guest parking demands; 

no reductions were assumed for the hotel’s “visitor” (restaurant-related) parking demands. 

The resulting individual site component (“hotel guest” and “visitor”) hourly parking demand curves 

reflecting the typical “peak month” activity at the Malibu Beach Inn, along with their “correlation” 

to the theoretical ULI hourly parking utilization curves assumed for each of these uses, are shown 

graphically in Attachments 6A-1 and 6A-2 “Weekday” conditions, in Attachments 6B-1 and 6B-2 

for “Saturday” conditions, and in Attachments 6C-1 and 6C-2 for “Sunday” conditions.  As shown 

in these attachments, the estimated parking demands for both the hotel guest and visitor activity 

reasonably mirror their associated ULI parking accumulation curves, although for the purposes 

of this study, when an exact match with the ULI data could not be achieved (due primarily to the 

relatively small number of daily trips generated by the individual Malibu Beach Inn uses, and the 

low hourly ITE trip percentages during the “overnight” hours), the estimated parking demands 

were modified to exhibit a higher parking demand than the “theoretical” curves (when possible).   

Finally, the individual “hotel guest” and “visitor” parking demands shown in Attachment 6 for each 

analysis scenario (‘Weekday, “Saturday”, and “Sunday”) were combined in order to identify the 

total peak month parking demands at the site, as described in the following section of this report. 
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PARKING DEMAND ANALYSIS RESULTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Based on the individual “hotel guest” and “visitor” (restaurant) hourly parking demands described 

in the preceding section of this report, the total hourly parking demands for the Malibu Beach Inn 

are presented in Attachment 7, and are shown graphically in Attachments 7A-1, 7A-2, and 7A-3 

for the typical “Weekday”, Saturday”, and “Sunday” conditions of the “peak month”, respectively.  

As shown in both this table and the related graphs, the results of these evaluations indicate that 

at no time during any of these scenarios does the total parking demand at the Malibu Beach Inn 

exceed the 58 spaces currently required (and provided); essentially, if the on-site parking supply at 

the hotel were not reduced by the installation of the proposed swimming pool, sufficient parking 

to fully accommodate its typical “peak month” parking demands is always available.  Specifically, 

the maximum total parking demand for the combined “hotel guest” (overnight) and “visitor” activity, 

including the 15 percent “hotel guest” parking demand reductions to account for Uber/Lyft usage, 

is estimated to be 47 spaces (36 “hotel guest”, 11 “visitor” spaces), at 8:00 PM on Sunday, with a 

total peak Saturday parking demand of 46 spaces (35 “hotel guest”, 11 “visitor”), also at 8:00 PM, 

and a total peak weekday parking demand of 41 spaces (35 “overnight”, 6 “visitor”) at 9:00 PM.   

While these parking demand estimates, including the conclusion that the Malibu Beach Inn can 

(and does) accommodate all current parking on-site, have been verified by the hotel management, 

a further review of the specifics of the estimated peak parking demands was conducted.  First, 

the estimated maximum “overnight” hotel guest parking demands of 39 total spaces on weekends 

(both Saturday and Sunday), and 36 total spaces on weekdays are considered to be reasonable, 

as they equate to average utilizations of between 0.85 and 0.86 parking spaces per occupied room 

(including the relatively nominal utilization of Uber/Lyft and other similar services by hotel guests).   

Further, as also shown in Attachment 7, the estimated maximum parking demand of 17 spaces 

related to the potential “non-hotel guest” patronage of the hotel’s Carbon Beach Club restaurant, 

which is expected to occur between 12:00 noon and 1:00 PM on Saturdays, would equate to a 

total of between about 30 to 34 such customers during that time (assuming typical occupancies 

of between 1.75 and 2.0 persons per vehicle, as discussed previously in this report), or between 

approximately 38 and 44 percent of the total seating capacity of the restaurant.  This level of 

“non-hotel guest” restaurant patronage is about double the historic maximum of 20 percent usage 

identified by the hotel management, and as a result, produces a highly conservative estimate of 

the potential “non-hotel guest” use and related parking demands for the restaurant.  Therefore, 

the total parking demand estimates shown in Attachment 7 are considered to be reasonable. 
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However, the construction of the proposed swimming pool on a portion of the hotel’s parking lot 

will reduce the future on-site parking supply to a total of 36 spaces (striped and aisle-parked), 

and therefore, some vehicles will need to be parked at the proposed off-site lot, which itself will 

provide between 28 and 31 parking spaces, as noted earlier in this report and shown previously 

in Figures 3(b) and 3(c), for a total hotel-related parking supply of between 64 and 67 spaces 

(five to eight spaces more than are expected to be required for the Malibu Beach Inn following 

the approval of the new swimming pool, including the additional pool attendant parking space).   

As shown in the parking demand summary table and related parking utilization graphs provided 

in Attachment 7, the reduction in on-site (hotel) parking from 58 to 36 spaces resulting from the 

installation of the proposed swimming pool will necessitate that a maximum of about 11 vehicles 

be accommodated at the proposed off-site lot (during peak parking demand times at the hotel) 

to provide for sufficient on-site parking for the anticipated short-term “visitor” parking demands.  

Conversely, as also identified in Attachment 7, the number of vehicles that would be required to 

be parked in the proposed off-site lot during most other times of the day (for all analysis scenarios) 

would be relatively low.  As shown in the subject table and graphs, adequate on-site parking would 

be available throughout much of the day on typical weekdays, while only seven or eight vehicles 

would need to be parked at the off-site lot during the morning and mid-day periods on weekends.   

Although the results of these evaluations indicate that the hotel’s “peak month” parking demands 

can be accommodated within the total (combined) future parking supply provided at both the hotel 

and the off-site parking lot, there are two other important considerations that also need to be 

addressed regarding the actual “transferring” of vehicles between the two sites.  The first issue 

relates to the intended usages of both the hotel’s on-site parking lot and the proposed off-site lot.  

In order to minimize the number of vehicles being transferred, the hotel’s on-site parking lot will be 

used primarily for vehicles that are expected to exhibit “short-term” or “transient” parking demands, 

such as “non-hotel guest” patrons of the Carbon Beach Club restaurant, or hotel guests who may 

need or want to use their vehicle at some time during their stay, while the off-site parking lot will be 

used primarily for hotel guest-related vehicles that exhibit more “long-term” parking requirements, 

which would be moved between the two sites only upon the arrival and departure of the guest.  

Based on historical trends, the hotel management identified that between about 30 and 50 percent 

of the hotel guest-related vehicles are typically used by hotel guests at some time during the day.  

As detailed in the preceding analyses, a maximum of between 36 and 39 guest-related vehicles 

(on weekdays and weekends, respectively) are expected to require parking at the site during the 

highest parking demand periods of the typical peak month.  As a result, it can be anticipated that 
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between 18 and 20 vehicles may be used by hotel guests during the day, and therefore, should 

be retained on-site so that they do not need to be retrieved from the off-site parking lot during 

the mid-day periods when Pacific Coast Highway can exhibit high traffic volumes and congestion.    

However, as identified in Attachment 7, during the typical mid-day periods (generally between 

about 10:00 AM and 4:00 PM), the maximum “visitor” (restaurant-related) parking demands at 

the hotel are expected about eight vehicles on weekdays, about 17 vehicles on Saturday, and 

about 16 vehicles on Sunday.  As such, the total maximum potential “short-term” parking demands 

at the Malibu Beach Inn are estimated at about 26 vehicles on weekdays (18 “hotel guest” and 

eight “visitor” vehicles), about 37 vehicles on Saturdays (20 “hotel guest” and 17 “visitor” vehicles), 

and about 36 vehicles on Sundays (20 “hotel guest” and 16 “visitor” vehicles).  These “short-term” 

vehicle parking demands can generally be accommodated within the hotel’s 36-space on-site 

parking supply without having to transfer any vehicles to or from the proposed off-site parking lot. 

It is of note that, while the potential maximum “short-term” parking demands on Saturday exceeds 

the number of on-site parking spaces to be provided at the hotel site following the installation of 

the proposed swimming pool by one space, it is important to reiterate that, as discussed earlier, 

the peak weekend “visitor” parking demand equates to “non-hotel guest” restaurant patronage 

of about twice the historical levels, and as such, the actual restaurant-related parking demands 

are expected to be considerably lower.  Further, the peak hotel guest-related parking demands 

reflect the highly conservative assumption of 15 percent Uber/Lyft usage for hotel guests only, 

although as discussed previously, the empirical data for the hotel suggest that the actual use of 

these services is much higher. Therefore, both the “short-term” and total parking demands for 

the hotel are likely to be at least somewhat lower than identified in this study, thereby assuring 

that the total “mid-day” parking demands at the Malibu Beach Inn itself can be fully accommodated 

within the proposed 36-space on-site parking supply for that site at all times of the day. 

The remaining issue relates to the timing of any vehicle “transfers” between the hotel site and the 

proposed off-site parking lot.  The City has expressed concerns that, due to high traffic volumes 

and congestion conditions throughout the day on Pacific Coast Highway in the vicinity of the hotel, 

particularly during the summer months, such transfers would exhibit long “turnaround” times, 

impact traffic flows along Pacific Coast Highway, and/or exhibit potential safety issues as these 

vehicles travel between the two sites.  However, the results of our firm’s previous evaluations of 

the potential traffic-related impacts of the hotel’s proposed off-site parking plan concluded that 

no significant impacts to traffic operations on Pacific Coast Highway would occur.  Additionally, 

these studies indicated that there are sufficient “gaps” in the traffic flows to allow for the transfer of 
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vehicles between the hotel and off-site lot without creating significant safety-related issues or 

resulting in substantial delays for the transferred vehicles.  Nonetheless, to address these issues, 

it is proposed that, to the extent feasible, the “transfer” of vehicles between the hotel site and the 

off-site parking lot would generally occur outside of the typical peak traffic congestion periods on 

Pacific Coast Highway, which will minimize potential traffic-related impacts to the traffic flows on 

that facility, while enhancing safety and reducing delays related to the off-site parking operations.   

To help achieve these goals, as noted earlier, the on-site parking lot at the hotel site itself will be 

utilized first and primarily for “short-term” parking related both to hotel guests who indicate that 

they will use their vehicle during the day, and visitor/non-hotel guest restaurant patron vehicles.  

It is recommended that the hotel’s valets would ask the occupants of each arriving vehicle about 

their intended purpose at the site (hotel guest, or visitor/restaurant customer).  Vehicles related to 

visitors/restaurant patrons or hotel guests who indicate that they intend to use their vehicle during 

the day would be parked on-site (both of which exhibit “short-term” parking demands), while the 

remaining “long-term stay” hotel guest-related vehicles would be moved to the off-site parking lot.  

Additionally, hotel guests whose vehicles were parked in the off-site parking lot but later decide 

that they need it will be instructed to notify the hotel concierge as much in advance as possible, 

so that these vehicles can be transferred to the hotel during off-peak traffic congestion periods.     

Further, it is also of note that guests who book room reservations through the hotel’s website 

are asked whether they will require transportation to the site (or during their stay), and the hotel 

currently contracts with a livery company to provide such services.  This information is used by 

the hotel to estimate potential upcoming parking demands at the site, and will assist with the 

coordination of its on-site and off-site parking operations by allowing vehicle transfers between 

the hotel and the off-site parking lot to be scheduled in advance (during off-peak traffic periods).  

Such coordination will assure that adequate parking is available at the Malibu Beach Inn itself to 

accommodate the short-term parking demands associated with guests who may need their own 

vehicle during the day, or related to non-hotel guest patrons of the Carbon Beach Club restaurant.  

The hotel will continue this current program, and will implement upgrades or improvements to its 

room reservation website and/or vehicle tracking system as new technologies become available.  

While no vehicle tracking system is currently in use for non-hotel guest patrons of the restaurant 

(who book dining reservations via the hotel’s website), the hotel will explore the implementation 

of such a program (as feasible) to complement its existing guest-related vehicle tracking system, 

in order to provide additional information on the potential short-term vehicle parking demands at 

the Malibu Beach Inn, and further enhance and improve its on- and off-site parking operations.         
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Finally, as recommended by City staff, as a part of the proposed off-site valet parking program, 

the hotel will, upon approval from Caltrans, install new “KEEP CLEAR” pavement markings on 

Pacific Coast Highway adjacent to the southern driveway serving the proposed off-site parking lot 

to assure that hotel-related (valet) vehicles will have unimpeded access to this driveway during 

any vehicle transfers that may need to occur during high traffic periods. 

The results of this parking demand analysis, including the recommendations discussed above, 

were used to develop the Malibu Beach Inn On-Site and Off-Site Valet Parking Plan, which itself 

is provided in Attachment 8.  This plan details the parking-related protocols and measures that 

will be used to manage both the on-site and off-site valet parking operations at the hotel. 
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

The results of this supplemental analysis of the parking demands at the Malibu Beach Inn and 

operations of the proposed off-site parking plan indicate that adequate parking (provided in the 

combination of the hotel’s on-site and off-site parking lots) will be sufficient to fully accommodate 

the anticipated maximum parking demands of the hotel during typical “peak month” conditions.  

Additionally, with the implementation of the protocols, recommended operational measures, and 

roadway improvements detailed in the Malibu Beach Inn On-Site and Off-Site Valet Parking Plan, 

no parking shortages or significant impacts to the traffic operations of Pacific Coast Highway in 

the vicinity of the hotel will occur.  Therefore, the proposed off-site parking plan is expected to 

provide an adequate parking supply for the hotel’s long-term and short-term parking needs, 

while minimizing the “transfer” of vehicles between the hotel and the off-site parking lot. 
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MALIBU BEACH INN 

HISTORICAL MONTHLY VALET ACTIVITY 
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Month Overnight Visitors Total Month Visitors Total
January 716 32 748 January 966 1,663
February 735 53 788 February 444 1,199
March 886 102 988 March 371 875
April 769 136 905 April 16 351
May 682 226 908 May 56 787
June 845 458 1,303 June 61 915
July 843 902 1,745 July 56 981
August 985 1,705 2,690 August n/a n/a
September 779 806 1,585 September n/a n/a
October 836 993 1,829 October n/a n/a
November 831 890 1,721 November n/a n/a
December 638 680 1,318 December n/a n/a

Total 9,545 6,983 16,528 Total 1,970 6,771

Month/Year Number
Feb 2016 210
Mar 2016 309

Jan 2017 349
Feb 2017 268 239
Mar 2017 327 318
Apr 2017 394
May 2017 352
Jun 2017 355
Jul 2017 348
Aug 2017 438
Sep 2017 372
Oct 2017 387
Nov 2017 n/a
Dec 2017 n/a

3,552

Overnight

Attachment 1
Malibu Beach Inn

Historical Valet Parking Activity Levels (by Use)

2019 2020

n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a

4,801

Total Uber/Lyft/Taxi Activity Uber/Lyft/Taxi    
% of Total       

Valet Activity

Uber/Lyft/Taxi 
% of Overnight 
Valet Activity

Average 
2016/2017

27.9% 32.5%
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17.3% 32.8%
16.6% 24.0%
24.3% 26.4%
30.3% 33.9%

21.4% 29.4%
16.6% 27.3%
14.0% 30.8%

Total        
(Jan - Oct)

Average Average
19.3% 30.1%

697
755
504
335
731
854
925

19.0% 32.3%
17.5% 31.6%
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"Overnight" Daily % of "Visitor" Daily % of "Overnight" Daily % of
Rooms Percent (Hotel Guests) Monthly Total (Restaurant) Monthly Total plus "Visitor" Monthly Total

Thursday 8/1/2019 46 100.0% 32 3.2% 35 2.1% 67 2.5%
Friday 8/2/2019 46 100.0% 30 3.0% 72 4.2% 102 3.8%

Saturday 8/3/2019 46 100.0% 32 3.2% 77 4.5% 109 4.1%
Sunday 8/4/2019 46 100.0% 42 4.3% 94 5.5% 136 5.1%
Monday 8/5/2019 40 87.0% 26 2.6% 35 2.1% 61 2.3%
Tuesday 8/6/2019 38 83.0% 26 2.6% 24 1.4% 50 1.9%

Wednesday 8/7/2019 33 72.0% 22 2.2% 39 2.3% 61 2.3%
Thursday 8/8/2019 44 96.0% 32 3.2% 38 2.2% 70 2.6%

Friday 8/9/2019 46 100.0% 39 4.0% 61 3.6% 100 3.7%
Saturday 8/10/2019 46 100.0% 38 3.9% 86 5.0% 124 4.6%
Sunday 8/11/2019 46 100.0% 29 2.9% 80 4.7% 109 4.1%
Monday 8/12/2019 45 98.0% 33 3.4% 34 2.0% 67 2.5%
Tuesday 8/13/2019 36 78.0% 28 2.8% 42 2.5% 70 2.6%

Wednesday 8/14/2019 44 96.0% 34 3.5% 45 2.6% 79 2.9%
Thursday 8/15/2019 40 87.0% 32 3.2% 52 3.0% 84 3.1%

Friday 8/16/2019 46 100.0% 32 3.2% 59 3.5% 91 3.4%
Saturday 8/17/2019 46 100.0% 28 2.8% 67 3.9% 95 3.5%
Sunday 8/18/2019 45 98.0% 39 4.0% 69 4.0% 108 4.0%
Monday 8/19/2019 40 87.0% 34 3.5% 44 2.6% 78 2.9%
Tuesday 8/20/2019 38 83.0% 31 3.1% 33 1.9% 64 2.4%

Wednesday 8/21/2019 46 100.0% 45 4.6% 45 2.6% 90 3.3%
Thursday 8/22/2019 43 93.0% 29 2.9% 32 1.9% 61 2.3%

Friday 8/23/2019 44 96.0% 28 2.8% 61 3.6% 89 3.3%
Saturday 8/24/2019 45 98.0% 30 3.0% 87 5.1% 117 4.3%
Sunday 8/25/2019 46 100.0% 32 3.2% 90 5.3% 122 4.5%
Monday 8/26/2019 45 98.0% 25 2.5% 42 2.5% 67 2.5%
Tuesday 8/27/2019 44 96.0% 31 3.1% 40 2.3% 71 2.6%

Wednesday 8/28/2019 38 83.0% 27 2.7% 37 2.2% 64 2.4%
Thursday 8/29/2019 46 100.0% 32 3.2% 44 2.6% 76 2.8%

Friday 8/30/2019 46 100.0% 34 3.5% 55 3.2% 89 3.3%
Saturday 8/31/2019 46 100.0% 33 3.4% 86 5.0% 119 4.4%

Total 985 100.0% 1,705 100.0% 2,690 100.0%

42 3.1% 2.6% 2.8%
31 44

46 3.3% 4.7% 4.2%
33 80

46 3.6% 4.9% 4.4%
35 84

Attachment 2

Total Number of Valet Tickets Issued Per Day (by Use)

Malibu Beach Inn
Historical Vehicular ("Overnight" and "Visitor" Valet Parking) Activity

Peak Activity Month (August 2019)

Average Occupancy:
    (number of rooms)

Hotel Occupancy
Day/Date

Average Sunday

Average Weekday

Average Saturday
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  Year * Arrivals Departures

2017 18.47 18.45

2018 18.06 18.05

2019 18.63 18.61

3-Year Ave. 18.39 18.37

*  Year 2020 not included due to COVID-19 conditions.

Attachment 3
Malibu Beach Inn

Annual Average Daily Hotel Room "Arrivals" and "Departures"
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Occupied Vehicles % of Rooms Occupied Vehicles % of Rooms Occupied Vehicles % of Rooms
Month Rooms  Parked * With Vehicles Rooms Parked With Vehicles Rooms Parked With Vehicles

January 1,064 326 30.6% 964 469 48.7% 598 368 61.5%

February 1,094 415 37.9% 987 476 48.2% 667 403 60.4%

March 1,194 403 33.8% 1,147 501 43.7% 847 422 49.8%

April 1,202 474 39.4% 1,142 489 42.8% 660 443 67.1%

May 1,069 417 39.0% 1,109 473 42.7% 676 370 54.7%

June 1,089 484 44.4% 1,049 482 45.9% 730 507 69.5%

July 1,307 458 35.0% 1,273 421 33.1% 1,243 447 36.0%

August 1,268 517 40.8% 1,278 385 30.1% 1,317 480 36.4%

September 1,219 556 45.6% 1,129 522 46.2% 969 462 47.7%

October 1,152 540 46.9% 1,084 424 39.1% 1,122 433 38.6%

November 996 464 46.6% 408 259 63.5% 1,043 419 40.2%

December 997 430 43.1% 466 340 73.0% 824 326 39.6%

Totals 13,651 5,484 40.2% 11,162 4,642 41.6% 6,518 2,567 39.4%
(annual average) (annual average) (annual average)

10,444 4,231 40.5%

Note:
* "Vehicles Parked" reflects total number of valet tickets issued; includes both "hotel guest" and "visitor" (restaurant) vehicles.

Attachment 4
Malibu Beach Inn

Historical Room Occupancy vs. Total Vehicles Parked

2017 2018 2019

3-Year Average

"Totals" calculations do not include 
November and December (Woolsey Fire)

"Totals" calculations do not include 
January through June (Room Renovations)
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Weekday 
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Time
of Day

12:00 AM 1.1%

12:15 AM 0.7%

12:30 AM 0.3%

12:45 AM 0.0%

1:00 AM 0.0%

1:15 AM 0.0%

1:30 AM 0.0%

1:45 AM 0.3%

2:00 AM 0.3%

2:15 AM 0.5%

2:30 AM 0.8%

2:45 AM 0.9%

3:00 AM 1.2%

3:15 AM 1.3%

3:30 AM 1.3%

3:45 AM 1.7%

4:00 AM 2.1%

4:15 AM 2.4%

4:30 AM 2.5%

4:45 AM 2.3%

5:00 AM 2.0%

5:15 AM 1.5%

5:30 AM 1.7%

5:45 AM 2.1%

6:00 AM 2.9%

6:15 AM 3.9%

6:30 AM 4.2%

6:45 AM 4.2%

7:00 AM 4.6%

7:15 AM 5.2%

7:30 AM 5.1%

7:45 AM 6.3%

8:00 AM 6.2%

8:15 AM 5.9%

8:30 AM 8.0%

8:45 AM 7.1%

9:00 AM 6.7%

9:15 AM 7.0%

9:30 AM 5.9%

9:45 AM 5.9%

10:00 AM 6.0%

10:15 AM 5.0%

10:30 AM 4.3%

10:45 AM 4.2%

11:00 AM 3.9%

11:15 AM 3.9%

11:30 AM 3.8%

11:45 AM 4.3%

100%3:00 AM to

to 2:00 AM 0.1% 100%

12:00 AM to 1:00 AM

100%

6:00 AM to 7:00 AM 3.8%

100%

5:00 AM to 6:00 AM 1.8%

4:00 AM to 5:00 AM 2.3%

95%

95%

7:00 AM to 8:00 AM 5.3%

90%

9:00 AM to 10:00 AM 6.4%

8:00 AM to 9:00 AM 6.8%

80%

10:00 AM to 11:00 AM 4.9%

70%

70%

11:00 AM to 12:00 PM 4.0%

100%

4:00 AM 1.4%

Percentage of 
Maximum Demand

0.4%

Average for       
One-Hour Period

100%

One-Hour Period

2:00 AM to 3:00 AM 0.6%

1:00 AM

Attachment 5(a)
Malibu Beach Inn

Typical Weekday Hourly Trip Generation and Parking Demand Percentages
(of Total Daily Trips or Total Daily Parking Utilizations) 

ULI Parking Demand    
[Shared Parking  2nd Ed.]

Hotel

Time     
Beginning

Hourly Trip 
Percentage

ITE Percent of Daily Traffic Occurring During Specified Hour
[ 10th Ed. Trip Generation  Appendix A - Lodging]
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Time
of Day

12:00 PM 4.6%

12:15 PM 4.7%

12:30 PM 4.8%

12:45 PM 4.2%

1:00 PM 4.6%

1:15 PM 5.0%

1:30 PM 5.8%

1:45 PM 6.3%

2:00 PM 6.0%

2:15 PM 6.4%

2:30 PM 6.7%

2:45 PM 7.4%

3:00 PM 8.2%

3:15 PM 9.1%

3:30 PM 8.6%

3:45 PM 7.6%

4:00 PM 7.0%

4:15 PM 6.6%

4:30 PM 7.2%

4:45 PM 7.1%

5:00 PM 7.1%

5:15 PM 5.9%

5:30 PM 6.4%

5:45 PM 6.3%

6:00 PM 5.4%

6:15 PM 6.0%

6:30 PM 3.9%

6:45 PM 4.2%

7:00 PM 3.6%

7:15 PM 2.7%

7:30 PM 2.8%

7:45 PM 2.0%

8:00 PM 2.8%

8:15 PM 3.5%

8:30 PM 4.0%

8:45 PM 4.8%

9:00 PM 4.7%

9:15 PM 4.6%

9:30 PM 5.4%

9:45 PM 5.4%

10:00 PM 5.6%

10:15 PM 5.6%

10:30 PM 4.0%

10:45 PM 3.2%

11:00 PM 3.5%

11:15 PM 2.7%

11:30 PM 2.4%

11:45 PM 2.3%

65%

1:00 PM to 2:00 PM 5.4%

12:00 PM to 1:00 PM 4.6%

65%

Attachment 5(a) (continued)
Malibu Beach Inn

Typical Weekday Hourly Trip Generation and Parking Demand Percentages

70%

70%

3:00 PM to 4:00 PM 8.4%

2:00 PM to 3:00 PM 6.6%

5:00 PM to 6:00 PM 6.4% 80%

4:00 PM to 5:00 PM 7.0%

6:00 PM to 7:00 PM 4.9%

85%

85%

7:00 PM to 8:00 PM 2.8%

9:00 PM to 10:00 PM 5.0%

8:00 PM to 9:00 PM 3.8%

11:00 PM to 12:00 AM 2.7% 100%

95%

10:00 PM to 11:00 PM 4.6% 95%

90%

75%

(of Total Daily Trips or Total Daily Parking Utilizations) 

Hotel

ITE Percent of Daily Traffic Occurring During Specified Hour ULI Parking Demand    
[Shared Parking  2nd Ed.][ 10th Ed. Trip Generation  Appendix A - Lodging]

Time     
Beginning

Hourly Trip 
Percentage One-Hour Period

Average for       
One-Hour Period

Percentage of 
Maximum Demand
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Time
of Day

12:00 AM 0.5%

12:15 AM 0.5%

12:30 AM 0.4%

12:45 AM 0.3%

1:00 AM 0.2%

1:15 AM 0.1%

1:30 AM 0.2%

1:45 AM 0.2%

2:00 AM 0.2%

2:15 AM 0.3%

2:30 AM 0.2%

2:45 AM 0.2%

3:00 AM 0.2%

3:15 AM 0.2%

3:30 AM 0.2%

3:45 AM 0.2%

4:00 AM 0.2%

4:15 AM 0.2%

4:30 AM 0.2%

4:45 AM 0.2%

5:00 AM 0.5%

5:15 AM 0.8%

5:30 AM 1.0%

5:45 AM 1.3%

6:00 AM 1.3%

6:15 AM 1.5%

6:30 AM 1.6%

6:45 AM 1.7%

7:00 AM 2.1%

7:15 AM 2.2%

7:30 AM 2.8%

7:45 AM 3.1%

8:00 AM 3.2%

8:15 AM 3.4%

8:30 AM 3.2%

8:45 AM 3.4%

9:00 AM 3.6%

9:15 AM 3.8%

9:30 AM 4.0%

9:45 AM 4.2%

10:00 AM 4.7%

10:15 AM 5.2%

10:30 AM 6.3%

10:45 AM 8.0%

11:00 AM 9.3%

11:15 AM 10.9%

11:30 AM 11.9%

11:45 AM 12.2%

0.9% 0%

to

0.4% 0%12:00 AM 1:00 AM

to 0.2% 0%12:00 AM

1.5%

to 0.2%

to

25%to

50%10:48 PM 11:48 PMto 2.6%

to 3.3% 60%9:36 PM 10:36 PM

8:12 PM

4:48 PM 5:48 PM

to 3.9% 75%7:12 PM

6.1% 85%to

4:48 PM 5:48 PM 90%to 11.1%

12:00 AM 1:00 AM

10:48 PM 11:48 PM

0%

Percentage of 
Maximum Demand

12:00 AM 1:00 AM 0%

0%to 0.2%

1:00 AM

to

Hourly Trip 
Percentage One-Hour Period

12:00 AM 1:00 AM

12:00 AM 1:00 AM

Average for       
One-Hour Period

0.2%

Time     
Beginning

Attachment 5(b)
Malibu Beach Inn

Typical Weekday Hourly Trip Generation and Parking Demand Percentages
(of Total Daily Trips or Total Daily Parking Utilizations) 

ULI Parking Demand    
[Shared Parking  2nd Ed.]

Restaurant

ITE Percent of Daily Traffic Occurring During Specified Hour
[10th Ed. Trip Generation  Appendix A - Services]
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Time
of Day

12:00 PM 12.0%

12:15 PM 11.2%

12:30 PM 10.4%

12:45 PM 9.3%

1:00 PM 8.3%

1:15 PM 7.2%

1:30 PM 5.9%

1:45 PM 5.2%

2:00 PM 4.4%

2:15 PM 4.0%

2:30 PM 3.7%

2:45 PM 3.4%

3:00 PM 3.6%

3:15 PM 3.6%

3:30 PM 4.1%

3:45 PM 4.6%

4:00 PM 5.2%

4:15 PM 6.1%

4:30 PM 6.9%

4:45 PM 7.9%

5:00 PM 8.9%

5:15 PM 9.5%

5:30 PM 9.8%

5:45 PM 10.0%

6:00 PM 9.9%

6:15 PM 9.8%

6:30 PM 9.5%

6:45 PM 8.9%

7:00 PM 8.3%

7:15 PM 7.5%

7:30 PM 6.9%

7:45 PM 6.6%

8:00 PM 6.0%

8:15 PM 5.6%

8:30 PM 5.0%

8:45 PM 4.4%

9:00 PM 4.0%

9:15 PM 3.6%

9:30 PM 3.2%

9:45 PM 2.9%

10:00 PM 2.5%

10:15 PM 2.1%

10:30 PM 1.7%

10:45 PM 1.3%

11:00 PM 1.0%

11:15 PM 0.7%

11:30 PM 0.7%

11:45 PM 0.6%

to 10.7%

Attachment 5(b) (continued)
Malibu Beach Inn

Typical Weekday Hourly Trip Generation and Parking Demand Percentages

100%3:36 PM 4:36 PM

4:36 PM

4:48 PM 5:48 PM

to 6.7% 90%3:36 PM

50%to

4:48 PM 5:48 PM 45%to 4.0%

6.5%

9.6%

3.9%

9.5% 80%to

8:24 PM 9:24 PM 80%

8:24 PM 9:24 PM

to 7.3%

to 3.4%

to10:48 PM 11:48 PM

60%

12:00 AM to 1:00 AM 0.8% 50%

10:48 PM 11:48 PM

1.9% 55%

9:36 PM to 10:36 PM 5.3% 80%

45%6:00 PM 7:00 PM

8:12 PMto 75%7:12 PM

to

(of Total Daily Trips or Total Daily Parking Utilizations) 

Restaurant

ITE Percent of Daily Traffic Occurring During Specified Hour ULI Parking Demand    
[Shared Parking  2nd Ed.][10th Ed. Trip Generation  Appendix A - Services]

Average for       
One-Hour Period

Percentage of 
Maximum Demand

Time     
Beginning

Hourly Trip 
Percentage One-Hour Period
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Saturday 
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Time
of Day

12:00 AM 1.3%

12:15 AM 1.2%

12:30 AM 1.8%

12:45 AM 1.5%

1:00 AM 2.0%

1:15 AM 1.7%

1:30 AM 1.3%

1:45 AM 1.1%

2:00 AM 0.8%

2:15 AM 1.0%

2:30 AM 0.9%

2:45 AM 1.3%

3:00 AM 1.3%

3:15 AM 1.0%

3:30 AM 1.3%

3:45 AM 1.0%

4:00 AM 1.5%

4:15 AM 1.3%

4:30 AM 1.5%

4:45 AM 1.4%

5:00 AM 1.1%

5:15 AM 1.1%

5:30 AM 0.4%

5:45 AM 0.4%

6:00 AM 0.3%

6:15 AM 0.3%

6:30 AM 0.3%

6:45 AM 0.8%

7:00 AM 1.4%

7:15 AM 2.4%

7:30 AM 3.3%

7:45 AM 3.5%

8:00 AM 3.9%

8:15 AM 3.9%

8:30 AM 3.9%

8:45 AM 4.0%

9:00 AM 3.8%

9:15 AM 4.0%

9:30 AM 4.2%

9:45 AM 4.5%

10:00 AM 4.4%

10:15 AM 5.6%

10:30 AM 6.0%

10:45 AM 5.8%

11:00 AM 6.5%

11:15 AM 5.7%

11:30 AM 5.7%

11:45 AM 6.2%

Attachment 5(c)
Malibu Beach Inn

Typical Saturday Hourly Trip Generation and Parking Demand Percentages
(of Total Daily Trips or Total Daily Parking Utilizations) 

ITE Percent of Daily Traffic Occurring During Specified Hour ULI Parking Demand    
[Shared Parking  2nd Ed.][ 10th Ed. Trip Generation  Appendix A - Lodging]

Hotel

Time     
Beginning

Hourly Trip 
Percentage One-Hour Period

Average for       
One-Hour Period

Percentage of 
Maximum Demand

12:00 AM to 1:00 AM 1.5% 100%

1:00 AM to 2:00 AM 1.5% 100%

2:00 AM to 3:00 AM 1.1% 100%

3:00 AM to 4:00 AM 1.2% 100%

4:00 AM to 5:00 AM 1.4% 100%

5:00 AM to 6:00 AM 0.8% 100%

6:00 AM to 7:00 AM 0.4% 95%

7:00 AM to 8:00 AM 2.7% 95%

8:00 AM to 9:00 AM 3.9% 90%

9:00 AM to 10:00 AM 4.1% 80%

10:00 AM to 11:00 AM 5.5% 70%

11:00 AM to 12:00 PM 6.0% 70%
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Time
of Day

12:00 PM 6.1%

12:15 PM 4.7%

12:30 PM 4.5%

12:45 PM 4.1%

1:00 PM 3.6%

1:15 PM 4.9%

1:30 PM 4.7%

1:45 PM 6.1%

2:00 PM 6.8%

2:15 PM 7.1%

2:30 PM 7.8%

2:45 PM 7.7%

3:00 PM 7.4%

3:15 PM 6.6%

3:30 PM 5.7%

3:45 PM 5.2%

4:00 PM 5.6%

4:15 PM 6.7%

4:30 PM 8.2%

4:45 PM 8.3%

5:00 PM 8.4%

5:15 PM 7.8%

5:30 PM 7.5%

5:45 PM 7.1%

6:00 PM 7.4%

6:15 PM 7.0%

6:30 PM 6.2%

6:45 PM 6.3%

7:00 PM 5.7%

7:15 PM 6.6%

7:30 PM 6.8%

7:45 PM 6.3%

8:00 PM 6.7%

8:15 PM 6.4%

8:30 PM 6.5%

8:45 PM 6.4%

9:00 PM 5.4%

9:15 PM 4.6%

9:30 PM 3.6%

9:45 PM 4.9%

10:00 PM 5.1%

10:15 PM 5.3%

10:30 PM 5.4%

10:45 PM 4.0%

11:00 PM 3.3%

11:15 PM 3.0%

11:30 PM 2.2%

11:45 PM 2.1%

12:00 PM to 1:00 PM 4.9% 65%

1:00 PM to 2:00 PM 4.8% 65%

2:00 PM to 3:00 PM 7.4% 70%

3:00 PM to 4:00 PM 6.2% 70%

4:00 PM to 5:00 PM 7.2% 75%

5:00 PM to 6:00 PM 7.7% 80%

6:00 PM to 7:00 PM 6.7% 85%

7:00 PM to 8:00 PM 6.4% 85%

8:00 PM to 9:00 PM 6.5% 90%

9:00 PM to 10:00 PM 4.6% 95%

10:00 PM to 11:00 PM 5.0% 95%

11:00 PM to 12:00 AM 2.7% 100%

Attachment 5(c) (continued)
Malibu Beach Inn

Typical Saturday Hourly Trip Generation and Parking Demand Percentages
(of Total Daily Trips or Total Daily Parking Utilizations) 

Hotel

ITE Percent of Daily Traffic Occurring During Specified Hour ULI Parking Demand    
[Shared Parking  2nd Ed.][ 10th Ed. Trip Generation  Appendix A - Lodging]

Time     
Beginning

Hourly Trip 
Percentage One-Hour Period

Average for       
One-Hour Period

Percentage of 
Maximum Demand
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Time
of Day

12:00 AM 0.3%

12:15 AM 0.3%

12:30 AM 0.2%

12:45 AM 0.0%

1:00 AM 0.0%

1:15 AM 0.0%

1:30 AM 0.0%

1:45 AM 0.0%

2:00 AM 0.0%

2:15 AM 0.0%

2:30 AM 0.0%

2:45 AM 0.0%

3:00 AM 0.0%

3:15 AM 0.1%

3:30 AM 0.1%

3:45 AM 0.1%

4:00 AM 0.2%

4:15 AM 0.1%

4:30 AM 0.1%

4:45 AM 0.1%

5:00 AM 0.1%

5:15 AM 0.3%

5:30 AM 0.3%

5:45 AM 0.2%

6:00 AM 0.2%

6:15 AM 0.2%

6:30 AM 0.4%

6:45 AM 0.8%

7:00 AM 1.2%

7:15 AM 1.9%

7:30 AM 2.5%

7:45 AM 2.8%

8:00 AM 3.3%

8:15 AM 3.4%

8:30 AM 3.8%

8:45 AM 4.0%

9:00 AM 4.3%

9:15 AM 4.7%

9:30 AM 5.5%

9:45 AM 6.1%

10:00 AM 6.0%

10:15 AM 6.8%

10:30 AM 6.3%

10:45 AM 7.1%

11:00 AM 8.3%

11:15 AM 7.5%

11:30 AM 7.8%

11:45 AM 7.7%

ITE Percent of Daily Traffic Occurring During Specified Hour ULI Parking Demand    
[Shared Parking  2nd Ed.][10th Ed. Trip Generation  Appendix A - Services]

Restaurant

Hourly Trip 
Percentage One-Hour Period

Average for       
One-Hour Period

Percentage of 
Maximum Demand

Time     
Beginning

12:00 AM to 1:00 AM 0.2% 0%

1:00 AM 0.0% 0%12:00 AM to

12:00 AM to 1:00 AM 0.0% 0%

1:00 AM 0.1% 0%12:00 AM to

12:00 AM to 1:00 AM 0.1% 0%

1:00 AM 0.2% 0%12:00 AM to

10:48 PM to 11:48 PM 0.4% 10%

11:48 PM 2.1% 25%10:48 PM to

9:36 PM to 10:36 PM 3.6% 45%

8:12 PM 5.2% 70%7:12 PM to

4:48 PM to 5:48 PM 6.6% 90%

5:48 PM 7.8% 90%4:48 PM to

Attachment 5(d)
Malibu Beach Inn

Typical Saturday Hourly Trip Generation and Parking Demand Percentages
(of Total Daily Trips or Total Daily Parking Utilizations) 
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Time
of Day

12:00 PM 7.5%

12:15 PM 9.0%

12:30 PM 9.1%

12:45 PM 8.2%

1:00 PM 7.6%

1:15 PM 6.6%

1:30 PM 5.7%

1:45 PM 5.9%

2:00 PM 4.9%

2:15 PM 3.7%

2:30 PM 4.6%

2:45 PM 4.2%

3:00 PM 4.3%

3:15 PM 4.4%

3:30 PM 3.7%

3:45 PM 4.2%

4:00 PM 4.6%

4:15 PM 5.4%

4:30 PM 6.0%

4:45 PM 6.7%

5:00 PM 8.5%

5:15 PM 9.7%

5:30 PM 10.6%

5:45 PM 11.5%

6:00 PM 11.5%

6:15 PM 11.8%

6:30 PM 11.8%

6:45 PM 11.1%

7:00 PM 9.5%

7:15 PM 7.8%

7:30 PM 6.8%

7:45 PM 6.3%

8:00 PM 7.0%

8:15 PM 7.1%

8:30 PM 7.1%

8:45 PM 6.8%

9:00 PM 6.0%

9:15 PM 5.2%

9:30 PM 4.7%

9:45 PM 3.8%

10:00 PM 3.0%

10:15 PM 2.9%

10:30 PM 2.2%

10:45 PM 1.9%

11:00 PM 1.7%

11:15 PM 1.0%

11:30 PM 0.8%

11:45 PM 0.6%

3:36 PM to 4:36 PM 8.5% 100%

4:36 PM 6.5% 85%3:36 PM to

4:48 PM to 5:48 PM 4.4% 65%

5:48 PM 4.2% 40%4:48 PM to

6:00 PM to 7:00 PM 5.7% 45%

8:12 PM 10.1% 60%7:12 PM to

8:24 PM to 9:24 PM 11.6% 70%

9:24 PM 7.6% 70%8:24 PM to

9:36 PM to 10:36 PM 7.0% 65%

11:48 PM 4.9% 30%10:48 PM to

10:48 PM to 11:48 PM 2.5% 25%

1:00 AM 1.0% 15%12:00 AM to

Average for       
One-Hour Period

Percentage of 
Maximum Demand

Attachment 5(d) (continued)
Malibu Beach Inn

Typical Saturday Hourly Trip Generation and Parking Demand Percentages
(of Total Daily Trips or Total Daily Parking Utilizations) 

Restaurant

ITE Percent of Daily Traffic Occurring During Specified Hour ULI Parking Demand    
[Shared Parking  2nd Ed.][10th Ed. Trip Generation  Appendix A - Services]

Time     
Beginning

Hourly Trip 
Percentage One-Hour Period
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Sunday 
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Time
of Day

12:00 AM 4.9%

12:15 AM 4.2%

12:30 AM 4.7%

12:45 AM 5.0%

1:00 AM 4.9%

1:15 AM 5.8%

1:30 AM 4.5%

1:45 AM 3.7%

2:00 AM 2.9%

2:15 AM 1.8%

2:30 AM 1.9%

2:45 AM 1.8%

3:00 AM 1.6%

3:15 AM 1.4%

3:30 AM 1.3%

3:45 AM 1.3%

4:00 AM 1.1%

4:15 AM 1.4%

4:30 AM 1.6%

4:45 AM 1.4%

5:00 AM 1.6%

5:15 AM 1.1%

5:30 AM 0.6%

5:45 AM 0.8%

6:00 AM 0.4%

6:15 AM 0.5%

6:30 AM 1.0%

6:45 AM 1.5%

7:00 AM 2.4%

7:15 AM 2.8%

7:30 AM 2.8%

7:45 AM 3.4%

8:00 AM 4.0%

8:15 AM 6.1%

8:30 AM 6.7%

8:45 AM 7.6%

9:00 AM 8.2%

9:15 AM 7.9%

9:30 AM 9.1%

9:45 AM 8.8%

10:00 AM 9.7%

10:15 AM 10.2%

10:30 AM 9.7%

10:45 AM 9.6%

11:00 AM 8.8%

11:15 AM 7.6%

11:30 AM 7.2%

11:45 AM 6.1%

[ 10th Ed. Trip Generation  Appendix A - Lodging]

12:00 AM to 1:00 AM 4.7%

1:00 AM to 2:00 AM 4.7% 100%

100%

2:00 AM to 3:00 AM 2.1% 100%

3:00 AM to 4:00 AM 1.4%

4:00 AM to 5:00 AM 1.4% 100%

100%

6:00 AM to 7:00 AM 0.9% 95%

5:00 AM to 6:00 AM 1.0% 100%

8:00 AM to 9:00 AM 6.1% 90%

7:00 AM to 8:00 AM 2.9% 95%

9:00 AM to 10:00 AM 8.5%

10:00 AM to 11:00 AM 9.8% 70%

80%

11:00 AM to 12:00 PM 7.4% 70%

Attachment 5(e)
Malibu Beach Inn

Typical Sunday Hourly Trip Generation and Parking Demand Percentages
(of Total Daily Trips or Total Daily Parking Utilizations) 

Hotel

Time     
Beginning

Hourly Trip 
Percentage One-Hour Period

Average for       
One-Hour Period

Percentage of 
Maximum Demand

ITE Percent of Daily Traffic Occurring During Specified Hour ULI Parking Demand    
[Shared Parking  2nd Ed.]
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Time
of Day

12:00 PM 5.8%

12:15 PM 5.5%

12:30 PM 5.2%

12:45 PM 5.5%

1:00 PM 4.4%

1:15 PM 4.2%

1:30 PM 5.2%

1:45 PM 5.3%

2:00 PM 6.1%

2:15 PM 6.7%

2:30 PM 6.1%

2:45 PM 7.2%

3:00 PM 6.3%

3:15 PM 6.3%

3:30 PM 6.3%

3:45 PM 4.9%

4:00 PM 5.0%

4:15 PM 4.4%

4:30 PM 4.0%

4:45 PM 3.9%

5:00 PM 3.4%

5:15 PM 4.4%

5:30 PM 4.0%

5:45 PM 4.5%

6:00 PM 5.0%

6:15 PM 3.8%

6:30 PM 4.0%

6:45 PM 3.0%

7:00 PM 2.9%

7:15 PM 3.2%

7:30 PM 2.6%

7:45 PM 3.5%

8:00 PM 3.3%

8:15 PM 3.5%

8:30 PM 4.4%

8:45 PM 3.9%

9:00 PM 3.5%

9:15 PM 2.3%

9:30 PM 1.1%

9:45 PM 0.8%

10:00 PM 1.6%

10:15 PM 2.5%

10:30 PM 2.9%

10:45 PM 2.8%

11:00 PM 1.9%

11:15 PM 2.5%

11:30 PM 3.0%

11:45 PM 3.8%

12:00 PM to 1:00 PM 5.5% 65%

2:00 PM to 3:00 PM 6.5% 70%

1:00 PM to 2:00 PM 4.8% 65%

3:00 PM to 4:00 PM 6.0%

4:00 PM to 5:00 PM 4.3% 75%

70%

6:00 PM to 7:00 PM 4.0% 85%

5:00 PM to 6:00 PM 4.1% 80%

8:00 PM to 9:00 PM 3.8% 90%

7:00 PM to 8:00 PM 3.1% 85%

9:00 PM to 10:00 PM 1.9%

10:00 PM to 11:00 PM 2.5% 95%

95%

11:00 PM to 12:00 AM 2.8% 100%

Attachment 5(e) (continued)
Malibu Beach Inn

Typical Sunday Hourly Trip Generation and Parking Demand Percentages
(of Total Daily Trips or Total Daily Parking Utilizations) 

Hotel

ITE Percent of Daily Traffic Occurring During Specified Hour ULI Parking Demand    
[Shared Parking  2nd Ed.][ 10th Ed. Trip Generation  Appendix A - Lodging]

Time     
Beginning

Hourly Trip 
Percentage One-Hour Period

Average for       
One-Hour Period

Percentage of 
Maximum Demand
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Time
of Day

12:00 AM 1.6%

12:15 AM 1.6%

12:30 AM 0.9%

12:45 AM 0.6%

1:00 AM 0.2%

1:15 AM 0.1%

1:30 AM 0.0%

1:45 AM 0.0%

2:00 AM 0.0%

2:15 AM 0.0%

2:30 AM 0.0%

2:45 AM 0.0%

3:00 AM 0.0%

3:15 AM 0.0%

3:30 AM 0.0%

3:45 AM 0.1%

4:00 AM 0.1%

4:15 AM 0.1%

4:30 AM 0.1%

4:45 AM 0.1%

5:00 AM 0.2%

5:15 AM 0.4%

5:30 AM 0.4%

5:45 AM 0.3%

6:00 AM 0.4%

6:15 AM 0.3%

6:30 AM 0.5%

6:45 AM 0.7%

7:00 AM 1.2%

7:15 AM 1.5%

7:30 AM 1.9%

7:45 AM 2.4%

8:00 AM 2.8%

8:15 AM 3.9%

8:30 AM 5.0%

8:45 AM 5.6%

9:00 AM 6.5%

9:15 AM 6.8%

9:30 AM 7.7%

9:45 AM 9.0%

10:00 AM 10.0%

10:15 AM 10.3%

10:30 AM 9.7%

10:45 AM 9.6%

11:00 AM 9.3%

11:15 AM 9.5%

11:30 AM 10.2%

11:45 AM 9.9%

[10th Ed. Trip Generation  Appendix A - Services]

Hourly Trip 
Percentage One-Hour Period

Average for       
One-Hour Period

0%

12:00 AM to 1:00 AM

12:00 AM to 1:00 AM 1.0%

0.1% 0%

12:00 AM to 1:00 AM 0.0% 0%

0%

12:00 AM to 1:00 AM

12:00 AM to 1:00 AM 0.0%

0.1% 0%

0.3% 0%

10%10:48 PM to 11:48 PM 0.5%

12:00 AM to 1:00 AM

1.8% 25%

9:36 PM to 10:36 PM 4.3% 45%

10:48 PM to 11:48 PM

70%

4:48 PM to 5:48 PM

7:12 PM to 8:12 PM 7.5%

9.9% 90%

9.7% 90%4:48 PM to 5:48 PM

Time     
Beginning

Attachment 5(f)
Malibu Beach Inn

Typical Sunday Hourly Trip Generation and Parking Demand Percentages
(of Total Daily Trips or Total Daily Parking Utilizations) 

Percentage of 
Maximum Demand

Restaurant

ITE Percent of Daily Traffic Occurring During Specified Hour ULI Parking Demand    
[Shared Parking  2nd Ed.]
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Time
of Day

12:00 PM 9.7%

12:15 PM 8.9%

12:30 PM 7.8%

12:45 PM 7.3%

1:00 PM 6.4%

1:15 PM 6.3%

1:30 PM 5.5%

1:45 PM 4.6%

2:00 PM 5.3%

2:15 PM 5.2%

2:30 PM 5.5%

2:45 PM 5.8%

3:00 PM 4.1%

3:15 PM 3.7%

3:30 PM 3.6%

3:45 PM 3.8%

4:00 PM 4.1%

4:15 PM 4.2%

4:30 PM 5.2%

4:45 PM 6.0%

5:00 PM 6.5%

5:15 PM 6.6%

5:30 PM 6.8%

5:45 PM 6.7%

6:00 PM 7.8%

6:15 PM 8.7%

6:30 PM 8.6%

6:45 PM 9.2%

7:00 PM 8.5%

7:15 PM 8.1%

7:30 PM 7.8%

7:45 PM 6.6%

8:00 PM 6.5%

8:15 PM 6.1%

8:30 PM 5.5%

8:45 PM 5.2%

9:00 PM 4.6%

9:15 PM 3.8%

9:30 PM 3.3%

9:45 PM 3.1%

10:00 PM 2.8%

10:15 PM 2.6%

10:30 PM 2.7%

10:45 PM 2.2%

11:00 PM 1.8%

11:15 PM 1.4%

11:30 PM 1.5%

11:45 PM 1.3%

100%3:36 PM to 4:36 PM 8.4%

5.7% 85%

4:48 PM to 5:48 PM 5.5% 65%

3:36 PM to 4:36 PM

40%

6:00 PM to 7:00 PM

4:48 PM to 5:48 PM 3.8%

4.9% 45%

6.7% 60%

70%8:24 PM to 9:24 PM 8.6%

7:12 PM to 8:12 PM

7.8% 70%

9:36 PM to 10:36 PM 5.8% 65%

8:24 PM to 9:24 PM

30%

10:48 PM to 11:48 PM

10:48 PM to 11:48 PM 3.7%

to 1:00 AM 1.5% 15%

2.6% 25%

12:00 AM

Attachment 5(f) (continued)
Malibu Beach Inn

Typical Sunday Hourly Trip Generation and Parking Demand Percentages
(of Total Daily Trips or Total Daily Parking Utilizations) 

Restaurant

ITE Percent of Daily Traffic Occurring During Specified Hour ULI Parking Demand    
[Shared Parking  2nd Ed.][10th Ed. Trip Generation  Appendix A - Services]

Time     
Beginning

Hourly Trip 
Percentage One-Hour Period

Average for       
One-Hour Period

Percentage of 
Maximum Demand
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Weekday 
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Attachment 6A-1
Malibu Beach Inn Hourly Parking Demands

Typical Hotel Room Activity - Weekday 

 Estimated Hotel Parking Demand   Theoretical Hotel Parking Demand
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Attachment 6A-2
Malibu Beach Inn Hourly Parking Demands

Typical Restaurant Activity - Weekday

  Estimated Restaurant Parking Demand   Theoretical Parking Demand
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Saturday 
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Attachment 6B-1
Malibu Beach Inn Hourly Parking Demands

Typical Hotel Room Activity - Saturday

 Estimated Hotel Parking Demand   Theoretical Hotel Parking Demand
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Attachment 6B-2
Malibu Beach Inn Hourly Parking Demands

Typical Restaurant Activity - Saturday

  Estimated Restaurant Parking Demand   Theoretical Parking Demand
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Attachment 6C-1
Malibu Beach Inn Hourly Parking Demands

Typical Hotel Room Activity - Sunday

 Estimated Hotel Parking Demand   Theoretical Hotel Parking Demand
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Attachment 6C-2
Malibu Beach Inn Hourly Parking Demands

Typical Restaurant Activity - Sunday

  Estimated Restaurant Parking Demand   Theoretical Parking Demand
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ATTACHMENT 7 

MALIBU BEACH INN 

TOTAL SITE HOURLY PARKING DEMANDS AND PARKING ACCUMULATION CURVES 
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Surplus/ Surplus/ Surplus/ 
Hotel Visitor [2] (Deficit) [3] Hotel Visitor [2] (Deficit) [3] Hotel Visitor [2] (Deficit) [3]

12:00 AM to 1:00 AM 33 0 33  3 38 0 38  (2) 38 0 38  (2)
1:00 AM to 2:00 AM 33 0 33  3 39 0 39  (3) 39 0 39  (3)
2:00 AM to 3:00 AM 33 0 33  3 38 0 38  (2) 38 0 38  (2)
3:00 AM to 4:00 AM 34 0 34  2 37 0 37  (1) 39 0 39  (3)
4:00 AM to 5:00 AM 35 0 35  1 38 0 38  (2) 38 0 38  (2)
5:00 AM to 6:00 AM 36 1 37  (1) 38 0 38  (2) 39 1 40  (4)
6:00 AM to 7:00 AM 34 2 36  0 38 1 39  (3) 38 2 40  (4)
7:00 AM to 8:00 AM 33 4 37  (1) 38 4 42  (6) 38 5 43  (7)
8:00 AM to 9:00 AM 33 5 38  (2) 35 8 43  (7) 36 8 44  (8)
9:00 AM to 10:00 AM 29 6 35  1 32 12 44  (8) 32 11 43  (7)

10:00 AM to 11:00 AM 26 7 33  3 28 16 44  (8) 27 14 41  (5)
11:00 AM to 12:00 PM 26 7 33  3 28 15 43  (7) 26 14 40  (4)
12:00 PM to 1:00 PM 23 8 31  5 25 17 42  (6) 26 16 42  (6)
1:00 PM to 2:00 PM 22 8 30  6 26 15 41  (5) 25 14 39  (3)
2:00 PM to 3:00 PM 24 5 29  7 27 12 39  (3) 26 11 37  (1)
3:00 PM to 4:00 PM 25 4 29  7 27 7 34  2 28 7 35  1
4:00 PM to 5:00 PM 27 4 31  5 30 8 38  (2) 29 7 36  0
5:00 PM to 6:00 PM 29 6 35  1 31 10 41  (5) 30 10 40  (4)
6:00 PM to 7:00 PM 32 6 38  (2) 33 12 45  (9) 33 12 45  (9)
7:00 PM to 8:00 PM 32 6 38  (2) 33 12 45  (9) 33 11 44  (8)
8:00 PM to 9:00 PM 32 7 39  (3) 35 11 46 * (10) 36 11 47 * (11)
9:00 PM to 10:00 PM 35 6 41 * (5) 36 5 41  (5) 37 5 42  (6)

10:00 PM to 11:00 PM 34 4 38  (2) 37 5 42  (6) 37 5 42  (6)
11:00 PM to 12:00 AM 36 3 39  (3) 39 3 42  (6) 39 2 41  (5)

Notes:

[1]  Reflects average over entire month (August 2019) for individual Hotel and Visitor activity; includes 15% reduction in "overnight" (Hotel) parking demands due to Uber/Lyft/taxi use

[2]  "Visitor" category includes restaurant patrons and other non-hotel guest activity

[3]  "Surplus/(Deficit)" in comparison to total of 36 on-site vehicular parking spaces to be provided at Malibu Beach Inn

Parking Demands Parking Demands
SaturdayWeekday

Parking Demands

Total

Attachment 7
Malibu Beach Inn (Including Carbon Beach Club Restaurant)

Typical Hourly Hotel and Restaurant Parking Utilizations [1]

Estimated Hourly Parking Demands - Peak Month

Time of Day Total

Sunday

Total
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Attachment 7A-1
Malibu Beach Inn Hourly Parking Demands

Typical Hotel and Restaurant Activity - Weekday

 Estimated Hotel Parking Demand  Estimated Restaurant Parking Demand  Estimated Total Site Parking Demand

 Total Parking Required (59)  On-Site Parking Provided (36)  Total Parking Provided (Minimum 64)
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Attachment 7A-2
Malibu Beach Inn Hourly Parking Demands

Typical Hotel and Restaurant Activity - Saturday

 Estimated Hotel Parking Demand  Estimated Restaurant Parking Demand  Estimated Total Site Parking Demand

 Total Parking Required (59)  On-Site Parking Provided (36)  Total Parking Provided (Minimum 64)
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Attachment 7A-3
Malibu Beach Inn Hourly Parking Demands

Typical Hotel and Restaurant Activity - Sunday

 Estimated Hotel Parking Demand  Estimated Restaurant Parking Demand  Estimated Total Site Parking Demand

 Total Parking Required (59)  On-Site Parking Provided (36)  Total Parking Provided (Minimum 64)
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ATTACHMENT 8 

MALIBU BEACH INN ON-SITE AND OFF-SITE VALET PARKING PLAN 
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ATTACHMENT 8 

MALIBU BEACH INN ON-SITE AND OFF-SITE VALET PARKING PLAN 

As a part of the approval of the site improvements and operational modifications proposed at 

the Malibu Beach Inn, located at 22878 Pacific Coast Highway in the City of Malibu, California, 

including the construction of a new on-site swimming pool, the hotel shall establish and implement 

a Valet Parking Plan acceptable to the City in order to manage its parking activities.   

The Malibu Beach Inn’s Valet Parking Plan shall include, and be operated in a manner consistent 

with the following recommendations, conditions, and restrictions. 

o The Malibu Beach Inn shall provide a minimum of 59 vehicular parking spaces, as required 

by the City of Malibu for the hotel (and related on-site uses) pursuant to the City’s 2006 

approval of the “Carbon Beach Club” restaurant (including all restaurant dining areas, 

which have been in use since before 2016), and including one new parking space for the 

attendant for the proposed new on-site swimming pool. 

 A minimum of 36 on-site vehicular parking spaces shall be provided at all times at the 
Malibu Beach Inn facility (22878 Pacific Coast Highway) through a combination of 
striped and aisle-parked spaces, as shown conceptually in Exhibit A. 

 A minimum of 23 hotel-related vehicular parking spaces shall be provided off-site at 
the former Hertz Rent-a-Car facility (22853 Pacific Coast Highway), as shown 
conceptually in Exhibit B (The Hertz site no longer functions as a car rental facility; all 
vehicular parking on this site will be related to the operations of the Malibu Beach Inn 
and its associated components).  Note that Exhibit B shows two possible layouts for 
the off-site parking lot providing either 28 or 31 vehicular parking spaces, depending 
on the number of compact parking spaces permitted by the City, for a total parking 
supply for the Malibu Beach Inn (on-site and off-site) of between 64 and 67 spaces.  

o All on-site (Malibu Beach Inn facility) and off-site vehicular parking for the Malibu Beach Inn 

shall exhibit “valet-only” operations. 

o No Malibu Beach Inn-related guest or patron self-parking shall occur at either the on-site 

(Malibu Beach Inn) or off-site parking locations. 

o The Malibu Beach Inn valet parking services (for both the on-site and off-site operations) 

shall be provided 24 hours a day throughout the entire week (Sunday through Monday). 

o All pedestrian crossings of Pacific Coast Highway by Malibu Beach Inn valet drivers related 

to vehicle drop-offs or retrievals from the off-site valet parking lot shall occur only at the 

signalized pedestrian crosswalk recently installed on Pacific Coast Highway adjacent to the 

Malibu Beach Inn site. 

o All hotel-related vehicles shall follow the travel paths identified in Exhibit C.  Specifically: 

 Vehicles arriving at the Malibu Beach Inn shall enter the site via the northern driveway 
to engage the valet parking service.  Arriving vehicles will then either be parked on-site 
or will be transferred to the off-site lot.   
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 Vehicles transferred to the off-site valet parking lot shall exit the Malibu Beach Inn site 
via the southern driveway (in order to maintain a one-way, counterclockwise traffic flow 
at the hotel site), and transition into the existing median two-way left-turn lane provided 
on Pacific Coast Highway to perform the left-turn into the off-site valet parking lot. 

 All Malibu Beach Inn-related valeted vehicles will enter the off-site valet parking lot via 
the southern driveway, while valeted vehicles returning to the Malibu Beach Inn site will 
exit the off-site valet parking lot via either the northern (preferred) or southern driveway. 

 All valeted vehicles returning from the off-site valet parking lot to the Malibu Beach Inn 
shall re-enter the site via the northern driveway. 

o Adequate valet staffing shall be provided so as to ensure efficient and timely operations of 

both the on-site and off-site parking activities, with maximum typical patron vehicle return 

times not to exceed five (5) minutes. 

o The off-site valet parking lot shall be used primarily for long-term hotel-related parking 

(such as hotel guest “overnight” and hotel/restaurant employee parking) to minimize the 

number of valet-related trips between the hotel and off-site lot during peak activity periods. 

o To identify vehicles exhibiting “short-term” parking needs, which shall be retained on-site at 

the hotel to minimize vehicle transfers to the off-site parking lot, the valets shall identify the 

destination/purpose of each arriving vehicle.  Vehicles related to visitors/restaurant patrons 

or hotel guests who indicate that they intend to use their vehicle during the day will be 

parked on-site at the hotel, while vehicles exhibiting “long-term” parking demands shall be 

transferred to the off-site parking lot. 

o The number of vehicles parked at the off-site lot throughout the day shall be generally based 

on the parking demands identified in the February 2021 Parking Demand Analysis report 

prepared by Hirsch/Green Transportation Consulting, Inc., or through direct observations of 

the actual parking demands at the hotel, as appropriate, to ensure that adequate parking is 

available at all times at the Malibu Beach Inn itself to accommodate “short-term” parking for 

applicable hotel guests and visitors to the hotel and/or Carbon Beach Club restaurant.  

o To the extent feasible, the transfer of vehicles between the Malibu Beach Inn site and the 

off-site valet parking lot shall occur during “off-peak” hours of the day, when traffic volumes 

along Pacific Coast Highway in the vicinity are reduced.  

o Communications between the on-site and off-site valet parking staff shall be maintained via 

radio or other means in order to alert the off-site valet staff of requested vehicle returns. 

o “Keep Clear” pavement markings shall be installed on northbound Pacific Coast Highway at 

the off-site valet parking lot entry (southern) driveway, as shown conceptually in Exhibit D. 
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PROPOSED MALIBU BEACH INN SITE AND PARKING LAYOUT

EXHIBIT A
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EXHIBIT B-1
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22853 PACIFIC COAST HIGHWAY

28-SPACE CONFIGURATION

PACIFIC COAST HIGHWAY
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EXHIBIT B-2
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PROPOSED OFF-SITE VALET PARKING LOT LAYOUT

22853 PACIFIC COAST HIGHWAY

31-SPACE CONFIGURATION

PACIFIC COAST HIGHWAY
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PROPOSED VALET VEHICLE TRAVEL PATH

BETWEEN MALIBU BEACH INN AND

OFF-SITE VALET PARKING LOT

EXHIBIT C
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RECOMMENDED  "KEEP CLEAR" PAVEMENT MARKINGS

EXHIBIT D

M
A

L
I
B

U
 
B

E
A

C
H

 
I
N

N
 
V

A
L

E
T

-
P

A
R

K
I
N

G
 
C

O
N

S
U

L
T

I
N

G
 
\
 
P

R
O

P
O

S
E

D
 
P

C
H

 
K

E
E

P
 
C

L
E

A
R

 
(
N

O
 
L

T
L

)
1

0
/
3

0
/
2

0
1

8

++PAGENO

N

IRSCH

Hirsch/Green Transportation Consulting, Inc.

REEN

565



EXHIBIT R 

Updated Parking Lot Layout at 22853 PCH
 March 3, 2021
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EXHIBIT S 

Correspondence Submitted Prior to 
March 22, 2021 Scheduled Meeting
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From: B. Wadkins  

Sent: Friday, March 5, 2021 10:55 AM 

To: Kathleen Stecko <kstecko@malibucity.org> 

Subject: Mani MBI appeal 22878 Pacific Coast Highway. 

  

Hello Kathleen, 

  

What is the best way for me to file these questions regarding Mani MBI (DE), LLC filed an appeal of 

the Planning Commission’s April 15, 2019 decision regarding the project located at 22878 

Pacific Coast Highway.  
  

Concerns: 
  

1) HAs a thorough traffic study at peak hours during Summer months been conducted . The 

traffic light in front of the hotel has already changed the dynamic of PCH. What effect will the 

additional strain have on the traffic patterns for all people who travel this stretch of PCH?  
  

2) Cars from the hotel to the satellite parking will need to use the center lane . How will this 

additional traffic pattern be managed and patrolled?  
  

3) How will additional light and sound issues at the proposed satellite parking lot be 

managed and patrolled? 

  

4) What effect will the required monthly/yearly maintenance of the commercial pool have on 

the ocean, beach, and surrounding area? How will the pool water be changed and where 

will it be emptied? 

  

5) What effect will daily/weekly maintenance of the pool have on the ocean, beach, and 

surrounding area? Where will filters be cleaned, etc.? 
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6) The MBI restaurant is supposedly not open to the public unless visiting hotel guests, but 

this has not been the case for several years. How will the city ensure that the additional cafe 

space is not accessed by general public? With the new public access between the pier and 

MBI, it seems that this new cafe area will draw visitors. How will this potential issue be 

managed and patrolled? 

  

7) How will additional light and noise issues associated with swimming pool and outdoor 

cafe be managed/patrolled? 

  

  

I appreciate your guidance Kathleen. 

Regards, 

Barbara Wadkins 
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than the ongoing day and night volume of vehicle generated by existing businesses

parking across PCH.
 

4) What effect will the required monthly/yearly maintenance of the commercial pool

have on the ocean, beach, and surrounding area? How will the pool water be

changed and where will it be emptied?-The pool will be maintained both daily and

weekly. The pool will be a salt water pool, operated for the enjoyment of hotel guests

only. The pool will never empty into the ocean and will not use chemicals required for

fresh water pools.  
 

5) What effect will daily/weekly maintenance of the pool have on the ocean, beach,

and surrounding area? Where will filters be cleaned, etc.?-There will be absolutely no

negative impact to the beach or the surrounding areas due to the operation of the

pool. Pool filters will be maintained on hotel premises similar to AC filters.
 

6) The MBI restaurant is supposedly not open to the public unless visiting hotel

guests, but this has not been the case for several years. How will the city ensure that

the additional cafe space is not accessed by general public? With the new public

access between the pier and MBI, it seems that this new cafe area will draw visitors.

How will this potential issue be managed and patrolled?-The hotel restaurant is

permitted and open to the public. The “café” mentioned is not a café but rather a

space to prepare and serve food poolside. As mentioned above, the pool is restricted

to hotel guests only.
 

7) How will additional light and noise issues associated with swimming pool and

outdoor cafe be managed/patrolled?-As noted above there are no persons residing

near the hotel property. Indeed the hotel’s neighbors include the Soho House Beach

House, Nobu Restaurant and groups of people visiting the Malibu Pier. The pool

would not be a 24 hour operation. It is designed to meet the City’s building codes as

well as exceed the hotel’s own requirements insuring a safe and well-lit environment

for both its hotel guests and staff.
 

I appreciate your guidance Kathleen.

Regards,

Barbara Wadkins
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Notice of Public Hearing 
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City Of Malibu 
23825 Stuart Ranch Road 
Malibu, CA  90265  

 

 PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Notice of Public Hearing  

Phone (310) 456-2489  

 www.malibucity.org 

Notice  of Public  Hearing  
The Malibu City Council will hold a public hearing on MONDAY, March 22, 2021, at 6:30 p.m., on the project identified 
below via teleconference only in order to reduce the risk of spreading COVID-19, pursuant to the Governor’s Executive 
Orders N-25-20 and N-29-20 and the County of Los Angeles Public Health Officer’s Safer at Home Order. 
 

APPEAL NO. 19-004 - An appeal of Planning Commission Resolution No. 19-19 denying Coastal Development Permit 
No. 17-091 consisting of an application to allow valet parking of vehicles from an offsite hotel/restaurant use located at 
22878 Pacific Coast Highway, construction of new perimeter fences and gates with planter boxes, including Joint Use 
Parking Agreement No. 17-001, and Lot Tie No. 17-001 to hold 22878 And 22853 Pacific Coast Highway together  
 

LOCATION / APN:   22853 Pacific Coast Highway / 4452-020-031  
ZONING:  Community Commercial (CC) 
TENANT: Malibu Beach Inn Office (former Hertz Rental Car)  
APPLICANT: / OWNER / APPELLANT: MB North Lot (DE), LLC  
APPEALABLE TO: California Coastal Commission 
APPLICATION FILED: September 21, 2017 
APPEAL FILED: April 24, 2019 
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW: Categorical Exemption CEQA Guidelines Sections 15303(a) and (e) 
CASE PLANNER: Justine Kendall, Associate Planner, jkendall@malibucity.org 
 (310) 456-2489, ext. 301 
 

A written staff report will be available at or before the hearing for the project, typically 10 days before the hearing in the 
Agenda Center: http://www.malibucity.org/agendacenter. Related documents are available for review by contacting the 
Case Planner during regular business hours. You will have an opportunity to testify at the public hearing; written 
comments which shall be considered public record, may be submitted any time prior to the beginning of the public 
hearing. If the City’s action is challenged in court, testimony may be limited to issues raised before or at the public 
hearing.   
 

Please visit www.malibucity.org/VirtualMeeting and follow the directions for signing up to speak and downloading the 
Zoom application. 
 

COASTAL COMMISSION APPEAL - An aggrieved person may appeal the Planning Commission’s approval directly to 
the Coastal Commission within 10 working days of the issuance of the City’s Notice of Final Action. More information 
may be found online at www.coastal.ca.gov or by calling 805-585-1800. 
 

RICHARD MOLLICA, Planning Director     Date: February 25, 2021 
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City Of Malibu 
23825 Stuart Ranch Road 
Malibu, CA  90265  

 

 PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Notice of Public Hearing  

Phone (310) 456-2489  

 www.malibucity.org 

Notice  of Public  Hearing  
The Malibu City Council will hold a public hearing on MONDAY, March 22, 2021, at 6:30 p.m., on the project identified 
below via teleconference only in order to reduce the risk of spreading COVID-19, pursuant to the Governor’s Executive 
Orders N-25-20 and N-29-20 and the County of Los Angeles Public Health Officer’s Safer at Home Order. 
 

APPEAL NO. 19-003 - An appeal of Planning Commission Resolution No. 19-17 denying Coastal Development Permit 
No. 17-092, an application for the Malibu Beach Inn to construct a new swimming pool and pool deck with dining 
service in the location of required parking; Joint Use Parking Agreement No. 17-001 to allow a portion of the property’s 
required parking to be located at 22853 Pacific Coast Highway (former Hertz Rental Car); and Lot Tie No. 17-001 to 
hold 22878 Pacific Coast Highway and 22853 Pacific Coast Highway as one lot  
 

LOCATION / ZONING: 22878 Pacific Coast Highway / Commercial Visitor-Serving-Two (CV-2) 
APNs: 4452-005-031, 4452-005-030, and 4452-005-029  
TENANT: Malibu Beach Inn  
APPLICANT / OWNER  APPELLANT: Mani MBI (DE), LLC 
APPEALABLE TO: California Coastal Commission 
APPLICATION FILED: August 6, 2015 
APPEAL FILED: April 24, 2019 
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW: Categorical Exemption CEQA Guidelines Section 15301(e) 
CASE PLANNER: Justine Kendall, Associate Planner, jkendall@malibucity.org 
 (310) 456-2489, ext. 301 
 

A written staff report will be available at or before the hearing for the project, typically 10 days before the hearing in the 
Agenda Center: http://www.malibucity.org/agendacenter. Related documents are available for review by contacting the 
Case Planner during regular business hours. You will have an opportunity to testify at the public hearing; written 
comments which shall be considered public record, may be submitted any time prior to the beginning of the public 
hearing. If the City’s action is challenged in court, testimony may be limited to issues raised before or at the public 
hearing.   
 

Please visit www.malibucity.org/VirtualMeeting and follow the directions for signing up to speak and downloading the 
Zoom application. 
 

COASTAL COMMISSION APPEAL - An aggrieved person may appeal the Planning Commission’s approval directly to 
the Coastal Commission within 10 working days of the issuance of the City’s Notice of Final Action. More information 
may be found online at www.coastal.ca.gov or by calling 805-585-1800. 
 

RICHARD MOLLICA, Planning Director                            Date: February 25, 2021 
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