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October 8, 2013FinalCity Council Agenda

MANHATTAN BEACH’S CITY COUNCIL WELCOMES YOU!

Your presence and participation contribute to good city government .

By your presence in the City Council Chambers, you are participating in the process of representative 

government.  To encourage that participation, the City Council has specified a time for citizen comments on the 

agenda under "Public Comment on Non-Agenda Items", at which time speakers may comment on any item of 

interest to the public that is within the subject matter jurisdiction of the legislative body, with each speaker limited 

to three minutes.

Copies of staff reports or other written documentation relating to each item of business referred to on this agenda 

are available for review on the City's website at www.citymb.info, the Police Department located at 420 15th 

Street, and are also on file in the Office of the City Clerk for public inspection.  Any person who has any question 

concerning any agenda item may call the City Clerk's office at (310) 802-5056 to make an inquiry concerning the 

nature of the item described on the agenda.

In compliance with the Americans With Disabilities Act, if you need special assistance to participate in this 

meeting, you should contact the Office of the City Clerk at (310) 802-5056 (voice) or (310) 546-3501 (TDD).  

Notification 36 hours prior to the meeting will enable the City to make reasonable arrangements to assure 

accessibility to this meeting.

BELOW ARE THE AGENDA ITEMS TO BE CONSIDERED. THE RECOMMENDED 

COUNCIL ACTION IS LISTED IMMEDIATELY AFTER THE TITLE OF EACH ITEM IN

BOLD CAPITAL LETTERS.

A. PLEDGE TO THE FLAG

5 MINUTES

B. ROLL CALL

1 MINUTE

C. CERTIFICATION OF MEETING NOTICE AND AGENDA POSTING

1 MINUTE

I, Liza Tamura, City Clerk of the City of Manhattan Beach, California, state under penalty of perjury that this 

notice/agenda was posted on Thursday, October 3, 2013, on the City' s Website and on the bulletin boards of City 

Hall, Joslyn Community Center and Manhattan Heights.

D. CITY MANAGER REPORT(S)

5 MINUTES
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E. PUBLIC COMMENT ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS

3 MINUTES PER PERSON

Speakers may comment on any item of interest to the public that is within the subject matter jurisdiction of the 

legislative body.  The Mayor may determine whether an item is within the subject matter jurisdiction of the City.  

While all comments are welcome, the Brown Act does not allow City Council to take action on any item not on the 

agenda.  Please complete the “Request to Address the City Council” card by filling out your name , city of 

residence, and returning it to the City Clerk.  Thank you!

F. PUBLIC HEARINGS

30 MINUTES PER ITEM

1. 13-0444Continued Public Hearing to Consider Certification of a Final 

Environmental Impact Report and Approval of a Master Use Permit 

Amendment, Height Variance and Master Sign Program/Exception for 

the Manhattan Village Shopping Center Enhancement Project at 2600 

through 3600 Sepulveda Boulevard and 1220 Rosecrans Avenue. 

(Director of Community Development Thompson).

CONDUCT CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARING AND PROVIDE 

DIRECTION 

Responses to Additional Late Comments- from Briggs Law Corporation and Gabriel Elliott, representing 3500 Sepulveda LLC- October 2013.pdf

Construction, Operation, and Reciprocal Easement Agreement- (COREA)-November 25, 1980

Grant Deed and Grant of Easements with Covenants Running With the Land- November 25, 1980

Resolution No. PC 13-10 Planning Commission Resolution approving Master Use Permit Amendment and Height Variance- July 24, 2013

Resolution No. PC 13-09 Planning Commission Resolution Certifying Final EIR- June 26, 2013

Hyperlink to Mall City Council presentations, staff report and attachments- September 3, 10 and 17, 2013

Hyperlink to Manhattan Village Mall main webpage including Draft and Final EIR (Hard copies previously distributed to City Council)

Public comments

Attachments:

G. OTHER COUNCIL BUSINESS, COMMITTEE AND TRAVEL REPORTS

5 MINUTES PER CITY COUNCILMEMBER FOR TOTAL OF 25 MINUTES

H. ADJOURNMENT
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I. FUTURE MEETINGS

CITY COUNCIL MEETINGS

Oct. 8, 2013 - Tuesday - 6:00 PM - Joint City Council/Cultural Arts Commission Meeting (Cancelled)

Oct. 15, 2013 – Tuesday – 6:00 PM – City Council Meeting

Oct. 29, 2013 - Tuesday - 6:00 PM - Joint City Council/Library Commission Meeting

Nov. 5, 2013 – Tuesday – 6:00 PM – City Council Meeting

Nov. 12, 2013 - Tuesday - 6:00 PM - Joint City Council/Parking & Public Improvements Commission Meeting

Nov. 19, 2013 – Tuesday – 6:00 PM – City Council Meeting

Dec. 3, 2013 – Tuesday – 6:00 PM – City Council Meeting

Dec. 10, 2013 - Tuesday - 6:00 PM - Joint City Council/ Board of Building Appeals Meeting

Dec. 17, 2013 – Tuesday – 6:00 PM – City Council Meeting

BOARDS, COMMISSIONS AND COMMITTEE MEETINGS

Oct. 9, 2013 – Wednesday  -- 6:30 PM – Planning Commission

Oct. 23, 2013 – Wednesday -- 6:30 PM – Planning Commission

Oct. 24, 2013 - Thursday -- 6:30 PM -- Parking & Public Improvements Commission

Oct. 29, 2013 - Tuesday - 6:00 PM - Joint City Council and Library Commission (Cancelled)

Nov. 12, 2013 - Tuesday - 6:00 PM - Joint City Council/Parking & Public Improvements Commission

Nov. 13, 2013 – Wednesday -- 6:30 PM – Planning Commission

Nov. 27, 2013 – Wednesday -- 6:30 PM – Planning Commission

Dec. 5, 2013 -- Thursday -- 6:30 PM -- Parking & Public Improvements Commission

Dec. 10, 2013 - Tuesday - 6:00 PM - Joint City Council/ Board of Building Appeals Meeting

Dec. 11, 2013 – Wednesday -- 6:30 PM – Planning Commission

J. CITY HOLIDAYS

CITY OFFICES CLOSED ON THE FOLLOWING DAYS:

Oct. 14, 2013 – Monday – Columbus Day

Nov. 11, 2013 – Monday – Veterans Day

Nov. 28-29, 2013 – Thursday & Friday – Thanksgiving Holiday

Dec. 25, 2013 – Wednesday – Christmas Day

Jan. 1, 2014 – Wednesday – New Years Day

Jan. 20, 2014 – Monday – Martin Luther King Day

Feb. 17, 2014 – Monday – President's Day

May. 26, 2014 – Monday – Memorial Day

Jul. 4, 2014 - Friday - Independence Day

Sep. 1, 2014 – Monday – Labor Day

Page 4 City of Manhattan Beach Printed on 10/3/2013October 8, 2013 
Adjourned City Council Meeting

 
5 of 408



October 8, 2013 
Adjourned City Council Meeting

 
6 of 408



Agenda Date: 10/8/2013  

TO:

Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council

THROUGH:

David N. Carmany, City Manager

FROM:

Richard Thompson, Director of Community Development

Laurie B. Jester, Planning Manager

SUBJECT:

Continued Public Hearing to Consider Certification of a Final Environmental Impact Report 

and Approval of a Master Use Permit Amendment, Height Variance and Master Sign 

Program/Exception for the Manhattan Village Shopping Center Enhancement Project at 

2600 through 3600 Sepulveda Boulevard and 1220 Rosecrans Avenue. (Director of 

Community Development Thompson).

CONDUCT CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARING AND PROVIDE DIRECTION 

_________________________________________________________

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends that the Mayor open the continued public hearing, receive an introduction 

from staff, receive public testimony, receive presentations from the applicants/appellants, 

discuss and provide comments and direction. 

FISCAL IMPLICATIONS: 

There are no fiscal impacts associated with this action.

BACKGROUND: 

Overview

Public hearings were held on this item on September 3, 10, and 17, 2013, and then 

continued to tonight’s October 8th meeting. This report considers the applications for the 

renewal and revitalization of the Manhattan Village Shopping Center (“the Mall”) so it can 

better compete with other shopping opportunities in the region. The Mall is the largest 

commercial site and development in the City and one of the premier shopping destinations in 

the community.  The primary owner, RREEF, has been working with the community for 

almost 7 years on the proposed redesign of the Center. The proposal is a three phased 

Project adding approximately 133,300 square feet of commercial uses with required parking. 

An application for a Master Use Permit Amendment (“Amendment”) and Height Variance 
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File Number: 13-0444

(“Variance”) has been filed by project applicants: Mall property owners RREEF; 3500 

Sepulveda LLC (owners of the Hacienda Building); and Bullocks USA, Inc. (owners of the 

Macy’s property) (collectively, “Applicant”) for the Manhattan Village Shopping Center 

Enhancement Project (“Project”). Prior to taking action on the Amendment and Variance, 

State law requires the Council to consider whether to certify the Environmental Impact 

Report prepared in connection with the application.

Staff noticed the public hearings for September 3, 10 and 17. The September 17th meeting 

was continued to tonight’s meeting and a fifth meeting was tentatively scheduled for October 

29, 2013. The Council will conduct all of the hearings as de novo public hearings, which 

means that the Council will take a “fresh look” at all the evidence presented at the public 

hearings, not just the evidence that was presented to the Planning Commission, and will 

base its decision on such evidence.  This does not mean, however, that the Council cannot 

consider Planning Commission staff reports and resolutions, minutes of those meetings, and 

the Planning Commission’s actions.  All of those documents have been included in the 

evidence for this hearing and can also be considered at the time the Council deliberates on 

this Project.  The Council can consider the application as a whole, not merely those portions 

of the Project that may be of concern to the appellants.

In November 2006, Applicant submitted its original application. Revised applications, plus a 

Sign Exception/Program and Development Agreement were submitted in 2012, although 

subsequently the Development Agreement was withdrawn. Over the past almost seven 

years, RREEF and their team of consultants have been meeting with the neighbors, tenants, 

other site property owners, agencies, staff, and community leaders to review the proposed 

project and to make revisions to address their concerns, as well as the needs of a changing 

consumer market. 

September 17, 2013 Meeting Overview

At the September 17th meeting, the Mayor opened the public hearing. Thereafter, staff 

provided an introduction, highlighting the Mall webpage on the City website. Detailed 

presentations were provided by the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) consultants, 

including Matrix Environmental, the primary EIR consultant, Murex, the EIR Hazards 

consultant, and Gibson Transportation, the EIR Traffic and Parking consultant. The City’s 

Economic consultant provided an overview of the economics of the project. RREEF 

indicated that they were available to respond to any questions from the Council, and that the 

Council had all of the information on their appeal. The 3500 Sepulveda LLC representative 

provided a comprehensive PowerPoint presentation, and presented a letter and testimony 

detailing their concerns on the project. The City Council asked questions for further 

clarification throughout the presentations.

Additionally, the City’s Traffic Engineer provided an overview of a possible Oak Avenue 

neighborhood traffic plan. As shown in the CEQA documentation, the Project does not 

create a significant impact on Oak Avenue traffic circulation. Nevertheless, both staff and 

RREEF would like to help resolve the concerns of the Oak Avenue residents regarding 

possible cut-through traffic in their neighborhood.

All of the presentations from the September 17th meeting and the late attachments received 

after distribution of the Council packet are posted on the City’s website , along with all of the 
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project information. The City’s website has a separate page devoted exclusively to the Mall 

enhancement project that includes all of the Planning Commission background including 

agendas, reports, attachments, minutes, and presentations as well as the videos of all the 

meetings. There is a link to the Mall page on the homepage of the City website. The Draft 

and Final EIRs are also posted on the website at:  

<http://www.citymb.info/city-officials/community-development/planning-zoning/current-project

s-programs/manhattan-village-shopping-center-enhancement-project>

There were a number of public comments on the project both during the audience 

participation portion of the meeting, and as part of the public hearing. A variety of opinions 

were expressed by the public at the meeting. Many people spoke in support of the Project. 

Others expressed concerns about the project, similar to the comments provided at other 

meetings. A number of people indicated that they feel the Mall needs to be updated and 

refreshed in order to stay competitive and provide the quality of stores, amenities, and 

shopping experience that the community desires. Others expressed concerns with and had 

questions about the density, size, General Plan consistency, traffic, potential neighborhood 

traffic impacts, construction impacts, parking and parking structures, potential crime, 

potential impacts on City services, soil and hazard conditions, economics, shuttle and transit 

service, City parking lot access, building and light heights, alcohol sales, phasing, and the 

commitment, relationships, rights and responsibilities of the three property owners. 

The City Council posed questions regarding several of the items addressed above.  The City 

Council also requested additional information on a number of items, as discussed further in 

this report.  

CEQA Process

Based upon an initial study, an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was prepared by an 

independent environmental consultant (“EIR Consultant”) in accordance with the 

requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). In February 2009, the City 

held a public Scoping Meeting to introduce the project to the community, and provide an 

overview of the project and the CEQA process. The 45 day public review and comment 

period for the Draft EIR was in June and July 2012. The Final EIR was distributed for public 

review in April 2013. The Draft and Final EIRs are available on the City website, at City Hall 

and at the Police Department. The Council received discs of the documents when they were 

distributed for public review. Hard copies were also provided to the Council prior to the 

September 17th meeting.

Throughout the process, the Applicant has responded to public input and incorporated 

mitigation measures to eliminate or reduce potential environmental impacts. This is very 

typical when a project’s impacts are studied and discussed. An EIR will study potential 

impacts, people will provide comments, and modifications are made to the Project to 

respond to those comments and to incorporate mitigation measures. The EIR Consultant is 

in the process of analyzing each modification in order to provide an opinion as to whether: 

1. The revised Project would result in greater impacts than those that were 

identified for the Project as originally analyzed in the DEIR.  

2. Any of the modifications to the Project would result in any new or greater 

impacts than those identified in the DEIR.  
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3. Any new impacts have been identified. 

4. Any new mitigation measures are required for implementation of the revised 

Project.

We anticipate that the EIR Consultant will conclude this analysis in October .  The EIR 

Consultant’s analysis will be presented to the City Council prior to its consideration of the 

adoption of any resolutions.

On June 26, 2013 the Planning Commission adopted Resolution No. PC 13-09 certifying the 

Final EIR and adopting a mitigation monitoring and reporting program (“MMRP”). The 

certification has been appealed by 3500 Sepulveda LLC.

The public review and comment period on the Draft EIR ended more than a year ago in July 

2012 and the public review and comment period on the Final EIR ended almost six months 

ago in April 2013. The City received a number of public comments during that process, and 

drafted written responses to the comments that are included in the final EIR. 

A number of late comments on the EIR have been presented very recently . Representatives 

of 3500 Sepulveda LLC have had numerous opportunities to provide comments, including 

during the public review and comment period, the seven Planning Commission hearings, 

and the prior public hearings before the City Council. Indeed, both staff and the Mayor 

specifically invited such representatives to speak at the September 3rd and September 10th 

public hearings. Despite these many opportunities for comment, representatives of 3500 

Sepulveda LLC decided to wait until the last public hearing on September 17th to present 

written and oral comments. Due to the volume of late comments, a comprehensive 

Response to Late Comments document is in the process of being prepared and will be 

presented to the City Council at a later date. Responses to comments from 3500 Sepulveda 

LLC are attached to this report as Attachment 1. In the judgment of Staff and the City’s EIR 

Consultant, no new issues were raised by these comments and all are addressed in the 

Draft and Final EIR as well as the Use Permit conditions of approval.

DISCUSSION:

Meeting format

At tonight’s meeting, the Mayor will re-open the continued public hearing, Staff will provide 

an introduction, the Council will receive public testimony, and the applicant will have another 

opportunity to provide a presentation. The EIR and technical consultants will be available to 

respond to questions from the City Council, but will not be making presentations.

The Council requested that the applicant provide design examples, more details and 

photographs of similar projects to show what the proposed project will be like. 

Councilmembers wanted to get a better understanding of the architecture and more of a 

sense of what the project will look and feel like, as well as how it will be integrated into the 

fabric of the existing Mall and represent a sense of community for Manhattan Beach.

This continued public hearing will provide a fourth opportunity for members of the public to 

comment on the Project before the City Council. After the additional presentations and public 

comments, Council may be in a position to close the public testimony portion of the public 

hearing, begin discussion and deliberation and provide further Council direction. A fifth 
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meeting has been scheduled for October 29th. 

Project Overview 

The approximately 44-acre Manhattan Village Shopping Center site includes an enclosed, 

main Mall building and several freestanding buildings that provide approximately 572,837 

square feet of gross leasable area (GLA), with 2,393 parking spaces.  The proposed Project, 

all three Phases as analyzed in the Environmental Impact Report (EIR), would involve an 

increase of approximately 123,672 square feet of net new commercial, retail and restaurant 

GLA (approximately 194,644 square feet of new GLA and demolition of approximately 

70,972 square feet of existing retail, restaurant, and cinema GLA) within an approximately 

18.4 acre development area within the overall 44-acre Shopping Center site.  Of the 194,644 

square feet of new GLA, up to approximately 25,894 square feet would be new restaurant 

uses, while up to approximately 168,750 square feet would be new retail uses.  When 

accounting for existing development on the Shopping Center site, upon Project completion, 

the Shopping Center site would include a total of approximately 696,509 square feet of GLA, 

for all three Phases.  

In addition, the EIR analyzed a Traffic Equivalency Program that provides the opportunity to 

build a variety of land uses currently permitted by the Master Use Permit for the Shopping 

Center as long as there is not an increase in traffic or other environmental impacts . With 

implementation of the Equivalency Program, a maximum of 133,389 square feet of net new 

GLA would be allowed. This includes 204,361 square feet of new GLA and demolition of 

approximately 70,972 square feet of existing retail, restaurant, and cinema, resulting in 

706,226 square feet GLA.  This is a 9,717 square foot increase over the 123,672 square feet 

of GLA without the Equivalency Program. Any development of square footage over 123,672 

square feet, requires Community Development Department and City Traffic Engineer review 

and approval to ensure compliance with the Equivalency Program, up to a maximum of 

133,389 square feet. 

The proposed Project would include new on-site parking structures and surface parking 

areas that are proposed to provide at least 4.1 parking spaces per 1,000 square feet of GLA.  

Heights of new shopping center buildings and parking facilities would range from 26 feet to 

up to 42 feet, plus mechanical, elevators, and architectural features. The Building 

Safety-required elevator overruns can add up to an additional 14 feet in height. The 

increased building height requires a Variance, which is consistent with the height of the 

existing Macy’s building.

Variance

The Project requests a Variance to construct new buildings and parking structures that 

exceed the maximum allowed height (22 feet, and up to 30 feet with structured parking) by a 

range of 2 to 26 feet (for required equipment). The Phase I Village shops buildings are 

proposed to be up to 32 feet in height. Phase II Northeast Corner (Macy’s Expansion) 

building is proposed to be up to 42 feet in height to match and maintain consistency with the 

height of the existing buildings that were entitled by a previous height variance. The Phase 

III- Northwest corner buildings are proposed to be up to 40 feet in height. The parking decks 

on all phases are not proposed to exceed the height of the buildings. Mechanical, elevator 

overruns, architectural features, and parapets (on top of the parking structures) are 
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proposed to exceed the height limit with the Building Safety Division-required elevator 

overruns at up to 56 feet in height.

Pursuant to Section 10.84.060B of the Manhattan Beach Municipal Code, three findings are 

required to be made in order to approve a Variance application. First there must be special 

circumstances or conditions applicable to the subject property where strict application of the 

Code would result in peculiar and exceptional difficulties to, or exceptional and/or undue 

hardships upon the property owner. Second there may not be substantial detriment to the 

public good, substantial impairment of natural resources, detriment or injury to property or 

improvements in the area, or to the public health, safety or general welfare. And third, that 

granting the variance is consistent with the purposes of the Code and will not grant a special 

privilege inconsistent with other properties in the vicinity and in the same zoning and area 

district. 

First, the Project site is currently developed as a regional Shopping Center, and is unique as 

the largest commercial retail building and site, with 44 acres, in the City. The majority of the 

site is zoned Community Commercial due to its size, variety of uses and market area. This is 

the only site in the City with this zoning. Because the site is so large there is a varying 

topography. Additionally, the northwest corner of 3.6 acres is separated by a deep culvert, a 

former railroad right-of-way, that creates significant topographic challenges. The large site 

and the exceptional topographic variety make it difficult to construct large commercial 

buildings, and to integrate the new buildings into the site where the existing buildings already 

have a Variance to exceed the height limit, without exceeding the height limits with the new 

construction. Additionally the Phase II Macy’s expansion adds onto a building that exceeds 

the height limit and matches the current 42 foot height and floor plates of the existing 

two-story building. The historic hydrocarbon soil contamination on the site limits the ability to 

grade down significantly as well as significantly limits the ability to expand parking or 

commercial buildings below the ground.  

Second, additional building height will not obstruct views from surrounding properties and is 

generally consistent with the height and massing of existing Shopping Center structures. The 

site is situated in an area of the City that is fully developed and relatively devoid of natural 

resources. Project improvements will be constructed to meet LEED silver standards, will 

include shade trees to increase energy efficiency, electric vehicle charging facilities and will 

provide water quality upgrades to protect natural resources. The increase height would not 

be substantially detrimental to properties in the vicinity as they will not be impacted by 

aesthetics, shade/shadow, and visual impacts due to the Project design, site conditions, 

screening, landscaping, and architectural features. Additionally, the rolling topography of 

Sepulveda Boulevard, Rosecrans Avenue, and Marine Avenue alleviates adverse impacts 

generally seen with increased building heights. Application of the 30-foot height restriction 

with structure parking creates difficulties to balance the community’s interest in a Shopping 

Center with the provision of ample parking, attractive architecture, improved circulation, and 

diverse land uses. 

The buildings over the height limit have relatively large setbacks from adjacent land uses, 

are adjacent to major arterial roadways, and will not create adverse light, shadow or massing 

impacts. Most of the new buildings that are 26 to 32 feet in height are setback more than 

180 feet from Sepulveda Boulevard and there is a row of existing buildings between 
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Sepulveda Boulevard, and the new structures that exceed the height limit. The Macy’s 

expansion at 42 feet in height, plus limited features up to 56 feet in height, is more than 500 

feet from Sepulveda Boulevard. All new buildings are more than 900 feet from Marine 

Avenue. The Macy’s parking structure at the Northeast corner is about the same height as 

the existing Medical building at 1220 Rosecrans, immediately adjacent to the east, is 

setback about 20 to 30 feet from Rosecrans Avenue and the frontage on Rosecrans Avenue 

is limited and consistent with surrounding the buildings mass, scale and height.  The corner 

of Sepulveda Boulevard and Rosecrans Avenue is a major Gateway into the City of 

Manhattan Beach, and Rosecrans Avenue defines the border of the City of El Segundo and 

the City of Manhattan Beach on large arterial streets. A taller building design is needed at 

this corner to create an architectural statement and a City gateway entry. 

The proposed maximum height of 56 feet is limited to a few elevator overruns which have 

relatively small mass in comparison to the rest of the structure(s). The proposed buildings 

are up to 42 feet tall and a maximum of 48 feet tall with architectural features. The parking 

decks are approximately 31 feet plus up to 41 feet with architectural features. These 

maximum structure heights are similar to existing heights of 42 feet for the Macy’s and main 

Mall buildings. It is not reasonably feasible to accomplish the Project without increasing the 

height envelopes of new development. Without these increases it is difficult to re-orient key 

parking, maintain or enhance vehicular, pedestrian and bicycle circulation, provide significant 

new landscaping, plaza areas, open space and upgrade the overall site. The additional 

height is integral to the continuing improvement of the Shopping Center, as well as the high 

quality of design which will attract new tenants and maintain a diverse and quality mix of 

tenants.

Lastly, the subject property is the largest single commercial development in the City.  There 

are no other similarly-sized properties in the same zoning area and district. This property is 

the only property in the City that is zoned Community Commercial. The additional height 

needed for the expansion Project is integral to the continuing improvement of the Mall for 

attractive architecture, fluid circulation, and diverse commercial land uses, with adequate 

parking. The proposed Project enhances the ability and willingness for anchor tenants to 

remain on the site and expand, consistent with the purpose of providing quality commercial 

uses in the area. 

Phases 

Applicant proposes three Phases of development.  The Master Use Permit and other land 

use applications cover the entire 44 acre site.  

Phase I- Village Shops includes the demolition of 22,144 SF (Theaters and See’s 

Candy building) and the construction of 63,300 SF for a net increase of 41,156 SF. 

This would bring the new total square footage for the entire Mall, including CVS, 

Ralphs, the freestanding restaurants and banks etc., to 613,993 SF. Parking would 

increase by about 265 net new spaces to 2,658 total parking spaces with the addition 

of surface parking as well as 2- three level parking structures, which creates a parking 

surplus of about 140 spaces for future Phase II use. 

Phase II- Northeast corner includes the demolition of 2,628 SF (restaurant by the 

Theaters), the “decommissioning” of 8,656 SF (main mall reconfiguration of tenants) 
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and the construction of a 60,000 SF Macy’s expansion for a net increase of 48,716 

SF. A new two-level parking structure with 221 spaces would be provided north of the 

Macy’s expansion for a total of 2,734 parking spaces on the site.  

Phase III- Northwest (Fry’s) corner is a concept plan with two general options shown 

on sheets 2-4, 9, 26 and 43-50 of the plan packet. These are only conceptual plans, 

they require further refinement, and do not reflect the final site plan, layout, 

elevations, parking or design. The final design will be returning to the Planning 

Commission for approval at a future public meeting as required by the conditions in 

the Resolution. Phase III would include the demolition of the Fry’s building (46,200 

SF) and the construction of a maximum of 80,000 SF, for a net increase of 33,800 

SF. New buildings would also be constructed adjacent to the north and west sides of 

the Phase I and II parking structures, respectively. Portions of the lower level parking 

lot, the former railroad right-of-way, would be decked over to tie the site together and 

provide additional parking and building pads and Cedar Way would also be connected 

to Rosecrans Avenue.  

Overall, parking would increase by about 535 spaces for a total of 2,928 spaces on the site. 

With completion of Phase III, this would bring the new total square footage for the entire site 

to 696,509 SF. The total square footage proposed is under the square footage analyzed in 

the EIR.

Some common area portions adjacent to Phase III, including the culvert parking area, an 

area set aside for a proposed “dog park”, pedestrian and bike connections under Sepulveda, 

and pedestrian, bike, transit and traffic improvements, will be developed with Phase I in 

order to integrate the entire site, as feasible, coordinating with the Sepulveda Bridge 

widening project.  Phase III includes integrating the Fry’s parcel, the extension of Cedar Way 

north to connect to Rosecrans Avenue, and new buildings north of the Phase I- Village 

Shops north parking structure and to the west of the Phase II- Macy’s Expansion northeast 

corner parking structure, as well as potentially the expansion of the Phase II parking 

structure with two additional levels. 

September 17, 2013 Meeting Comments

3500 Sepulveda LLC comments

3500 Sepulveda LLC, presented a number of verbal comments and a letter dated 

September 17, 2013, at the September 17th City Council meeting. These comments 

related to parking, traffic, the concept plan, the development area boundary, the range of 

alternatives, the mitigation measures, and the main electrical transformer location. The 

responses to the issues raised in the letter are attached to this report as Attachment 1. 

The comments arguably related to the adequacy of the EIR will be addressed in a 

separate document that will be presented to the City Council at a later date. The following 

paragraphs respond to additional issues raised by 3500 Sepulveda’s attorney on 

September 17th.

3500 Sepulveda LLC’s attorney questioned whether it was proper for RREEF to pay for 

the EIR Hazards consultant, Murex. Murex is an environmental consultant with expertise 

in hazards and hazardous materials hired by RREEF to prepare technical studies. It is 

typical (and proper under CEQA) for applicants to engage the services of complex 
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technical consultants. As discussed at the last City Council meeting, Murex’s reports 

have been reviewed by an independent consultant hired by the City, Ninyo and Moore, 

and reviewed by the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (LARWQCB). 

Most importantly under CEQA, prior to the City Council certifying the EIR it must find that 

the EIR reflects the independent judgment and analysis of the City Council. On a related 

issue, there was a question about whether the City would be indemnified by RREEF as a 

condition of approval. The answer is yes: any approval would include a standard 

CERCLA indemnity provision.

3500 Sepulveda LLC representatives also raised a number of issues that are not 

germane to the Project. Essentially, the decision before the City Council is a land use 

one: is the expansion of the Mall, as proposed, the best use of the subject property? 

What project is best for the Manhattan Beach community as a whole?

Should it be approved as proposed?  Should it be scaled back? 

3500 Sepulveda LLC raised issues about private agreements between RREEF and 3500 

Sepulveda:  a “Construction, Operation, and Reciprocal Easement Agreement” 

(COREA), a “Grant Deed and Grant of Easements” document for the properties. These 

are private agreements between the property owners, RREEF, Bullocks and 3500 

Sepulveda, and the City is not a party to these agreements. The City has no rights, 

responsibilities or ability to enforce the agreements and the City has no role in any 

private dispute between such parties. As requested, these documents are attached as 

Attachments 2 and 3.

As a condition to obtaining its necessary entitlements to operate the Tin Roof Bistro , 

3500 Sepulveda LLC agreed to be a “co-applicant” for the Project and to “cooperate” in 

obtaining necessary entitlements. On September 17th, its attorney stated that it would 

withdraw its application. Whether 3500 Sepulveda is an applicant or not has no bearing 

on the seminal issue here: is this proposed expansion best for the Manhattan Beach 

community? Further, it has no impact on whether the application can proceed if 3500 

Sepulveda LLC withdraws its signature from the application. RREEF is entitled to a 

decision on the application and the City’s processing of the application will continue . (At 

most, it may be necessary to review any entitlements provided to 3500 Sepulveda LLC if 

it rescinds its co-applicant status.)

The electrical transformer that 3500 Sepulveda LLC mentioned is proposed to be 

relocated.  RREEF has been working with their engineers, design staff and Southern 

California Edison (SCE) , and indicated that they informed 3500 Sepulveda LLC of this 

proposal about 18 months ago. This type of construction is typical with any large scale 

construction project. Any relocation will require approval from SCE and approval and a 

permit from the City of Manhattan Beach. 

Public outreach, review and comments

Public notices for the meetings have been sent via US mail and e-mail to owners, residents 

and interested parties, as well as ads published in the paper. Hard copies of all of the project 

documents are available to the public in a variety of locations. The City has provided an 

entire webpage devoted to the Mall project with a direct link from the City’s homepage and 

links to all of the staff reports, attachments, minutes, presentations, videos and EIR 
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documents, as well as the Planning Commission approved plans and Resolutions at: 

<http://www.citymb.info/city-officials/community-development/planning-zoning/current-project

s-programs/manhattan-village-shopping-center-enhancement-project>

CONCLUSION:

Staff recommends that the Mayor open the continued public hearing, receive an introduction 

from staff, receive public testimony, receive additional presentations, discuss and provide 

comments and direction. October 29, 2013, has been tentatively scheduled for further 

proceedings in this matter.

OPTIONS:

The City Council may: 

1. Continue the public hearing to October 29, 2013, with direction to staff to address any 

remaining issues; or

2. Close the public testimony portion of the public hearing, and direct staff to return on 

October 29, 2013 with written responses to the issues raised at the public hearings, 

including tonight’s public hearing; or

3. Close the public hearing, and direct staff to prepare resolutions, with findings, for 

Council consideration on October 29, 2013 to:

a. Conditionally approve the Project (The Council may impose any reasonable 

conditions, including those imposed by the Planning Commission)

b. Conditionally approve the Project subject to certain changes to the Project 

c. Request that the Applicant revise the Project and return it to the Planning 

Commission for further review.

ATTACHMENTS: 

1. Responses to Additional Late Comments- from Briggs Law Corporation and Gabriel 

Elliott, representing 3500 Sepulveda LLC- October 2013.

Appendix A- Comments from Briggs Law Corporation and Gabriel Elliott, 

representing 3500 Sepulveda- September 17, 2013

Appendix B- Rosecrans Avenue Traffic Signal Agreement between City of El 

Segundo and Manhattan Beach-June 6, 1984

2. Construction, Operation, and Reciprocal Easement Agreement- (COREA)-November 

25, 1980

3. Grant Deed and Grant of Easements with Covenants Running With the Land- 

November 25, 1980

4. Resolution No. PC 13-10- Planning Commission Resolution approving Master Use 

Permit Amendment and Height Variance- July 24, 2013

5. Resolution No. PC 13-09- Planning Commission Resolution Certifying Final EIR- June 

26, 2013

6. Hyperlink to City Council presentations, staff report and attachments- September 

3,10, and 17, 2013

<http://www.citymb.info/city-officials/community-development/planning-zoning/current-project

s-programs/manhattan-village-shopping-center-enhancement-project/public-meetings>

7. Hyperlink to Manhattan Village Mall main webpage including Draft and Final EIRs. (Hard 

copies previously distributed to City Council) 
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<http://www.citymb.info/city-officials/community-development/planning-zoning/current-project

s-programs/manhattan-village-shopping-center-enhancement-project>

8. Public comments

c: Mark English, RREEF

Chuck Fancher, Fancher Partners, LLC

Mark Neumann, 3500 Sepulveda LLC

Stephanie Eyestone Jones, Matrix Environmental

Pat Gibson, Gibson Transportation Consulting 

Jeremy Squire, Murex Environmental
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Responses to Additional Late Comments 
 

This document provides responses to written comments submitted by Briggs Law 
Corporation on behalf of Mark Neumann.  Included are responses to comments presented 
by Gabriel Elliott that are attached to the letter from Briggs Law Corporation.   Individual 
comments are restated and are followed by a specific response.  Copies of the original 
comment letters are attached as Appendix A. 

Comment Letter No. 1 

Cory J. Briggs 
Briggs Law Corporation 
99 East “C” St., Ste. 111 
Upland, CA  91786 

Comment No. 1-1 

I am writing this letter on behalf of 3500 Sepulveda, LLC, 13th & Crest Associates, LLC and 
6220 Spring Associates, LLC.  These entities appealed the decisions relating to the 
Manhattan Village Shopping Center Enhancement Project, including the certification of the 
environmental impact report and approval of the Master Use Permit, Variance, Sign 
Exception/Sign Program, and any other associated approvals.  My clients believe that an 
alternative to the project as proposed is better for the community of Manhattan Beach.  My 
clients have had planning and traffic expert Gabriel Elliott examine the impacts of the 
project, which has confirmed several of the concerns raised by several members of the 
public and raised several questions. 

My clients believe that an alternative to the project as proposed will result in economic 
benefits to the community at a significantly reduced cost, particularly in terms of traffic 
impacts to the neighborhood.  The environmental impact report (“EIR”) does not analyze a 
reasonable range of alternatives.  Alternatives that would reduce the environmental 
impacts have not been analyzed in the EIR.  If there are environmentally superior 
alternatives, you cannot certify the EIR under the California Environmental Quality Act 
(“CEQA”) without making findings under Public Resources Code Section 21081(a) and (b).  
All findings under CEQA must be supported by substantial evidence.  You cannot make the 
findings based on the evidence before you. 
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Response to Comment No. 1-1 

The EIR prepared for the Project is comprehensive and thoroughly evaluates the 
environmental impacts of the Project.  As demonstrated by the analysis in the EIR, with 
implementation of specific mitigation measures, impacts of the Project would be reduced to 
less than significant levels.  Furthermore, as demonstrated by the EIR and in the following 
responses, including the responses to comments made by Gabriel Elliott, the Project would 
not result in any significant traffic impacts. 

With regard to alternatives, in accordance with CEQA requirements, Section V. 
Alternatives of the Draft EIR evaluates a reasonable range of alternatives to the Project.  
As stated by the CEQA Guidelines, the intent of alternatives analysis is to reduce the 
significant impacts of a project. The Project would not result in significant impacts when 
accounting for proposed mitigation measures.  Nonetheless, based on the less than 
significant environmental impacts identified in Chapter IV. of the Draft EIR, the objectives 
established for the Project (refer to Section II, Project Description, Subsection D, Statement 
of Project Objectives, in the Draft EIR), as well as consideration of the zoning designations 
applicable to the Shopping Center site, the following alternatives to the Project were 
evaluated: 

A.  No Project/No Build Alternative 

B.  Reduced Project—Village Shops Only Alternative 

C.  Modified Site Plan Alternative 

D.  Alternative Site Alternative 

Furthermore, in accordance with CEQA Guidelines, an environmentally superior 
alternative was clearly identified as part of the Draft EIR.  Specifically, as discussed in 
detail in Section V. Alternatives of the Draft EIR, the Reduced Project—Village Shops Only 
Alternative was identified as the environmentally superior alternative.  As the analysis of 
alternatives is comprehensive and provides a reasonable range of alternatives, no 
additional alternatives are required to be studied by CEQA.  In particular, an additional 
alternative focusing on neighborhood traffic is not required as no significant neighborhood 
traffic impacts would result from the Project.  Furthermore, the decisionmakers have 
already been provided with sufficient analysis of the environmental impacts of the Project to 
make an informed decision about the Project. 

Comment No. 1-2 

While there are several impacts that have not been adequately analyzed and mitigated in 
the EIR, one of the most troublesome impact area for the community is traffic and 
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transportation.  Public participation is crucial to the CEQA process.  See Citizens of Goleta 
Valley v. Board of Supervisors, 52 Cal. 3d 553, 564 (1990) (noting that informed decision-
making and public participation are fundamental purposes of CEQA).  Case law confirms 
that an EIR must enable the public to understand and consider meaningfully the issues 
raised by the proposal under review.  Laurel Heights, supra, 47 Cal. 3d at 405.  
Consequently, an environmental impact report is not sufficient if it simply includes bare 
conclusions and opinions; it must contain facts and analysis.  Santiago County Water Dist. 
v. County of Orange, 118 Cal. App. 3d 818 (1981); see also Berkeley Keep Jets Over the 
Bay Comm. v. Board of Comm’rs, 91 Cal. App. 4th 1344, 1370 (2001) (“Berkeley Jets”) 
(finding EIR’s approach of simply labeling effect “significant” without accompanying 
analysis of project’s impacts on nearby residents’ health does not meet CEQA’s 
environmental assessment requirements).  The EIR’s traffic analysis is convoluted and 
difficult to understand.  Thus, my client asked a planning and traffic expert to weigh in; his 
report is attached. 

Although the planning and traffic expert’s report highlights the problems with the mitigation 
proposed, there are problems with the mitigation measures proposed from a legal 
perspective as well.  There is no substantial evidence demonstrating that the mitigation 
measure for construction traffic impacts will reduce the impact to a level of insignificance.  
Mitigation of construction-related impacts is improperly being deferred.  There is no 
explanation for why the plan cannot be developed now.  Furthermore, there is not 
substantial evidence that mitigation measure H-l will reduce construction-related impacts to 
a level of insignificance.  There is no way to evaluate the effectiveness of the mitigation 
measure without analysis of the impact.  See Stanislaus Natural Heritage Project v. County 
of Stanislaus, 48 Cal. App. 4th 182, 195 (1996) (determining EIR was inadequate because 
it did not evaluate impact of supplying water to project, but instead included a mitigation 
measure that development would not proceed if adequate water was not available.).  [sic] 

Furthermore, the mitigation measure does not even include a performance measure to 
ensure that the impact will in fact be reduced to a level of insignificance.  There has to be 
some criterion for success.  See [sic] Communities for a Better Environment v. City of 
Richmond, 184 Cal. App. 4th 70, 93 (2010) (rejecting mitigation plan because it lacked 
criteria for “success”).  Here, there is insufficient analysis of the impact and no performance 
standard.  For example, is the goal of the construction traffic management plan to reduce 
impacts to circulation on-site, circulation off-site, safety impacts, or some combination 
thereof?  Without a performance standard articulated, there is no way to know which of 
these impacts may be reduced, if any. 

Response to Comment No. 1-2 

The cases cited in this comment are not relevant to the Draft EIR.  The Draft EIR 
provides thorough analyses for each of the issues that are evaluated in the EIR, including 
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traffic.  Furthermore, as clearly demonstrated by the analyses within the Draft EIR, with 
implementation of mitigation measures, no significant impacts would result from the 
Project. 

The analysis of potential traffic impacts is not convoluted as expressed by the 
Commentor.  Rather, the analysis is thorough and is based on quantitative data, 
methodologies and significance thresholds that are typically used for evaluating Projects in 
southern California. Furthermore, the public review and decisionmaking process for the 
Project has been thorough and extensive and has gone well beyond that required by 
CEQA.  Although not required by CEQA for the Project, a public scoping meeting was held 
and an additional meeting was held with the Planning Commission to specifically provide 
an opportunity for the public and decisionmakers to learn more about the Draft EIR and the 
CEQA process.  In addition, seven public hearings with the Planning Commission and 
three City Council public hearing shave occurred to date.  During these meetings, the City’s 
technical consultants, including the traffic consultant, have provided presentations about 
the analyses in the EIR and have been available to answer questions raised by the public 
and decisionmakers.  Furthermore, all written public comments, including late public 
comments, have been thoroughly responded to. 

The comments regarding case law and traffic-related mitigation measures cited in 
this comment also do not apply to this Project.  Rather, the Project would not result in 
significant impacts associated with construction traffic. Specifically, the Draft EIR 
documented the number of trucks that would occur during each quarter of the construction 
schedule and included the maximum number of construction employees that would be on-
site during the busiest month of each quarter. Page IV.H-28 of the Draft EIR summarizes 
the truck and construction traffic levels for the Project. The analysis within the Draft EIR 
demonstrates that the traffic impacts of construction worker and truck traffic would not be 
significant (Page IV.H-30).  As the Draft EIR construction traffic impact analysis found no 
significant impacts resulting from construction traffic, the comment that construction traffic 
impacts have to be mitigated to a level on insignificance is incorrect.  For this same reason, 
mitigation of construction-related impacts is not being deferred. 

Comment No. 1-3 

The construction-related parking impact analysis and mitigation is also being improperly 
deferred.  Mitigation measure H-2 does not include a performance standard.  Furthermore, 
the implementation of the construction parking management plan is likely to lead to 
additional impacts that have not been analyzed.  If off-site parking is required, then rather 
than the vehicle destination being the project site, the vehicle destination will be the off-site 
parking area.  With a different destination, different roadways may be used and different 
intersections impacted.  Furthermore, directing the traffic elsewhere will have different 
localized air quality, aesthetic and noise impacts than have been analyzed in the EIR.  In 
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addition, the safety impacts to pedestrians traveling from off-site parking spaces to the site 
have not been analyzed.  For example, will there be sufficient signalized crossing areas 
between the off-site parking spaces and the project site?  Will the off-site parking be 
located such that more pedestrians will need to travel through or near areas under 
construction?  Thus, not only is the mitigation measure not certain to reduce the impact it is 
directed towards, but it also has the potential to cause a whole host of additional impacts 
that have not and cannot be addressed until the plan is developed. 

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. 

Response to Comment No. 1-3 

The construction-related parking impact analysis is not being deferred.  It is fully 
analyzed in the Traffic Study (pages 80–85 and Tables 21–24).  The performance standard 
for parking in the entire analysis is a maximum target of 95 percent occupancy.  Mitigation 
Measure H-2 is proposed to ensure that adequate parking would be provided for the 
Shopping Center in the event that that construction is planned between Thanksgiving 
through New Year’s.  Mitigation Measure H-2 would use the same evaluation criteria as 
was tested in the Draft EIR. 

In the case of Manhattan Village Shopping Center, the off-site parking lot is 
anticipated to be the lower lot that is owned by the City.  Thus, the assignment of employee 
trips to this off-site lot would not change the directional distribution of Project traffic. 

As far as pedestrian impacts are concerned, the lower level parking lot would be 
served by a shuttle bus so pedestrian crossings would not be an issue. Noise and aesthetic 
impacts would also be less than significant as the parking lot would continue to be used for 
the use that exists today . 
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Comment Letter No. 2 

Attachment to Briggs Letter: Memo from 
Gabriel Elliott 
775 W. County Line Rd. 
Calimesa, CA  92320 

Comment No. 2-1 

I have reviewed the Traffic Study, the Transportation and Circulation Element of the 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the project, the revised traffic tables for the EIR, the 
project’s Draft EIR technical appendices, and the Errata and Clarifications to the Draft EIR.  
For clarity, my comments are presented at the end headings, sub-headings, or sections 
identified in the traffic report and in the other documents reviewed and identified above.  
Comments provided are in bold Arial font and are italicized and numbered for easy 
reference. 

The Project 

The project consists of an assessment of the potential traffic and parking impacts 
associated with the proposed expansion of Manhattan Village Shopping Center (MVSC), 
located on the southeast corner of Sepulveda Boulevard & Rosecrans Avenue in the City of 
Manhattan Beach, California. 

Description 

The proposed expansion would increase the existing retail square footage as well as the 
existing parking supply in three components:  [sic]  (Village Shops, Northeast Corner, and 
Northwest Corner, Components I, II, and III, respectively), that could be developed 
sequentially or cumulatively (the Project).  Upon completion, approximately 123,672 net 
square feet (sf) of retail and restaurant uses, for a total of approximately 696,509 sf of 
gross leasable area on the combined main shopping center parcel and the Fry’s parcel in 
the northwest corner of the property, and provide an on-site parking supply of 
approximately 2,915 parking stalls.  With the traffic equivalency program, up to 706,266 sf 
of GLA could be provided on the Project site. 

Component I 

Component I is anticipated to be accomplished in two stages that together would generate 
a net increase of approximately 60,000 sf of shops and restaurants to the shopping center.  
Approximately 33,400 sf of retail and restaurant space may be added in Stage 1 and the 
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remainder in Stage 2.  One or two parking decks providing additional parking are 
anticipated to be located to the immediate north and/or south of Component I.  These 
decks, with approximately 790 combined spaces, plus an additional 291 surface spaces 
would replace approximately 740 surface parking stalls, for a net gain of 341 parking 
spaces.  The proposed garages would be a combination of grade plus one or two above-
grade levels in each location.  Based on the City’s Master Use Permit (MUP) for the site, 
the project should provide a parking ratio of 4.1 spaces per 1,000 sf of gross leasable area 
of development (spaces/ksf) in the shopping center plus 170 spaces for the Fry’s site.  The 
Applicant intends to meet that minimum requirement at the completion of each component.  
Because of the complexity of providing an exact number of parking spaces when parking is 
provided in a parking deck format (given the need to provide parking increments of full 
floors of parking), the applicant is seeking to provide a minimum of 4.1 sp/ksf of 
development with a maximum of 10% above the minimum required parking supply.  The 
Component I expansion could be completed as early as 2013 for Stage 1 and 2014 for 
Stage 2.  The analysis in this report assumes the earliest possible opening for Component 
I, Stage 1 would be late 2013.  The project assumes that if this opening were delayed by 
one or even a few years, the traffic and parking conclusions of this report would not 
change.  The existing uses may be replaced with an expansion of the existing Macy’s 
Fashion store on the northeast portion of the site.  Alternatively, all or a portion of the new 
square footage may be developed as other shopping center uses on site.  The parking 
supply in this portion of the shopping center would be decreased by 115 parking stalls. 

Comment 1 

There is a concern with the use of the 4.1 parking spaces per 1,000 square feet 
based on the City’s Master Use Permit (MUP) for the site.  It is not clear when the 
MUP was approved, however, with the proposed addition of 20,000 square feet more 
(for a total of 109,00 square feet) of restaurant space, the 4.1 parking ration may be 
deficient in meeting the site’s parking needs. 

Response to Comment No. 2-1 

The Planning Commission spent considerable time on the question of adequate 
parking supply for the Project.  Some Commissioners felt that too much parking was being 
supplied and that on-site parking should be reduced as a means to encourage non-
vehicular travel.  Members of the City Council felt differently and expressed an interest in 
maintaining the current parking ratio and addressing the distribution of parking on the site. 

The current Master Use Permit (MUP) for the Project, approved in 2001, requires a 
parking ratio of 4.1 spaces per 1,000 square feet of gross leasable area (sp/1,000 sf GLA) 
and is based on historic parking occupancy counts at Manhattan Village Shopping Center 
and, as such, represents the best estimate of the actual parking demand peaks and 

October 8, 2013 
Adjourned City Council Meeting

 
24 of 408



Responses to Late Comments 

City of Manhattan Beach Manhattan Village Shopping Center Enhancement Project 
  October 2013 
 

Page 8 
 

patterns at the facility.  This ratio of parking to square footage has not created any 
significant impacts to date and, therefore, is not expected to create any significant impacts 
in the future. 

The comment addresses the potential increase in restaurant space within the 
Shopping Center and suggests that the parking supply may become deficient if too much 
restaurant space is added.  The Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) recognizes 
the potential increase in parking demand as a result of adding restaurant space to the 
Project.  Page IV.H-61 describes the increase in parking supply that must accompany 
restaurant space added over 89,000 sf GLA.  This additional restaurant space would 
require additional parking at a ratio of 2.6 sp/1,000 sf GLA (over and above the 4.1 
sp/1,000 sf GLA required by the MUP).  Thus, the comment has already been addressed in 
the Project’s Conditions of Approval. 

Comment No. 2-2 

Component II 

Component II improvements could be completed as early as 2018.  The proposed 
Northeast Corner (Component II) expansion of the existing main shopping center would 
occur near the existing Macy’s Fashion store.  Component II anticipates an approximate 
50,000 sf expansion of shopping center uses and the demolition of approximately 20,000 sf 
of retail and cinema space, resulting in the net addition of approximately 30,000 sf of net 
new retail space.  The existing uses may be replaced with an expansion of the existing 
Macy’s Fashion store on the northeast portion of the site.  The parking supply in this portion 
of the shopping center would be increased by 100 parking stalls with the addition of a new 
parking structure north of the Macy’s Fashion store (maximum grade plus three levels of 
parking) and the addition of spaces to the west or northwest of the store. 

Component III 

The analysis reviewed assumes that the proposed Component III expansion would involve 
the removal of the existing Fry’s building on the northwest corner of the property closest to 
the intersection of Sepulveda Boulevard & Rosecrans Avenue.  Component III would 
replace the existing 46,200 sf Fry’s building with 80,000 sf of new retail space, providing a 
net increase of approximately 33,800 sf for the shopping center.  Additional parking would 
be provided in this component by bridging over the former railroad right-of-way currently 
used for below-grade surface parking.  An underground pedestrian pathway would be 
maintained from Veterans Parkway through the Project site to Rosecrans Avenue.  
Together, the Component III development would eliminate 310 surface parking spaces and 
then add 508 spaces in surface and structured facilities, for a net increase of 198 parking 
stalls in the Component III expansion.  The Component III expansion will include a parking 
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deck (maximum grade plus two levels of parking) in the northwest area of MVSC.  This 
third component could be completed by 2022. 

Parking Distribution 

There will be times during the construction of the various components that the on-site 
parking supply will not meet the City Code.  The anticipated construction schedule shows 
that the on-site supply would be adequate to meet the parking demand during every month 
of the year because, while the construction of parking garages would result in the loss of 
spaces during the January-November time frame, the parking would increase for the 
holiday shopping period with the opening of the new garage at the end of each Component.  
When each Component of construction is complete, the required parking ratio would be 
provided and the parking would actually be located closer to the stores than it is today due 
to the construction of the parking structures. 

Comment 2 

As good as this may sound, I have yet to come across any documents detailing 
construction schedules or mandating that construction commences and ends during 
the January -November time frame.  An approved project condition of approval 
mandating construction for this time period, only because it is tied to parking 
availability, is necessary. 

Response to Comment No. 2-2 

The comment calls for a Project Condition that mandates construction activity be 
limited to the time period between January and November because it is tied to parking 
availability.  The parking analysis in the Draft EIR tested the parking implications of an 
11-month construction schedule (January-November) and a 14-month construction 
schedule.  The comment ignores that fact that the analysis shows that the 14-month time 
period also works from a parking availability standpoint with continued use of the leased 
lower lot for employee parking during the holiday shopping period (page 84 of the Traffic 
Study). 

Comment No. 2-3 

Study Scope 

The scope of work for this study was developed based on field review and input from the 
City of Manhattan Beach.  The study analyzes the potential Project-generated traffic 
impacts on the adjacent street system.  This study makes a conservative assumption that 
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each of these Project components and stages would be built sequentially.  The analysis of 
future year traffic forecasts is based on projected conditions in the Years 2013, 2014, 2018 
and 2022 both with and without the addition of the Project traffic.  The traffic analysis 
examined existing conditions, cumulative base (2013, 2014, 2018, and 2022 conditions, 
and cumulative (2013, 2014, 2018, and 2022) plus Project conditions.  The traffic analysis 
also evaluated 13 intersections as part of the scope of work based on consultation with the 
City of Manhattan Beach.  They are: 

1. Sepulveda Boulevard & Rosecrans Avenue 

2. Project Driveway 1 (Fry’s) & Rosecrans Avenue 

3. Project Driveway 2 (railroad right-of-way) & Rosecrans Avenue 

4. Village Drive & Rosecrans Avenue 

5. Sepulveda Boulevard & Valley Drive 

6. Sepulveda Boulevard & 33rd Street 

7. Sepulveda Boulevard & 30th Street 

8. Sepulveda Boulevard & 27th Street 

9. Sepulveda Boulevard & Marine Avenue 

10. Cedar Avenue & Marine Avenue 

11. Sepulveda Boulevard & El Segundo Boulevard 

12. Sepulveda Boulevard & Hughes Way 

13. Sepulveda Boulevard & Manhattan Beach Boulevard 

Comment 3 

Given Rosecrans Avenue’s importance as the shortest arterial connector street 
between Manhattan Beach and the 405 freeway, additional intersections on 
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Rosecrans Avenue at Nash Street, Redondo Avenue and Aviation should be studied 
in the traffic report. 

Response to Comment No. 2-3 

The comment calls for additional intersections to be studied along Rosecrans 
Avenue.  The size of the study area was carefully chosen to make sure that all of the 
potential significant impacts of the Project were captured within the study intersections.  
The counts at the driveways of Manhattan Village Shopping Center showed that 23 percent 
of the traffic to/from the Shopping Center uses Rosecrans east of the Shopping Center. 

As described on Pages III.B-2 through 4 of the Final Environmental Impact Report 
(Final EIR), in order to meet the City of Manhattan Beach’s criteria for a significant impact, 
the Project would have to add at least 16 trips per lane per hour to the critical movement(s) 
along Rosecrans.  As described in detail in the Final EIR, the heaviest addition of Project 
traffic would occur at the end of construction of Phase II when a total of 97 trips would enter 
the Shopping Center in the afternoon peak hour and 79 trips would leave the Shopping 
center.  Allocating 23 percent of this total trip generation to the Rosecrans corridor would 
mean that 21 trips/hour would approach the Shopping Center via westbound Rosecrans 
and 19 trips/hour would leave the Shopping Center using eastbound Rosecrans.  Since 
Rosecrans provides three lanes in each direction, this means that the Project would add 
approximately 6-7 trips per hour per lane to the corridor in the afternoon peak hour.  This is 
less than the 16 trips per hour per lane that is necessary to trigger a significant impact 
along Rosecrans and therefore additional intersections were not studied in the EIR.  The 
Project is simply not large enough to create a significant impact along Rosecrans east of 
the Shopping Center. 

Nonetheless, in response to comments made regarding impacts along Rosecrans 
Avenue, a supplemental intersection analysis was prepared that also demonstrates that the 
Project will not result in significant impacts along Rosecrans Avenue.  Refer to Response to 
Neumann/Briggs verbal testimony at the September 17, 2013, City Council meeting for a 
more detailed discussion of this supplemental analysis. 

Comment No. 2-4 

Existing Levels of Service 

The morning peak commute hour was not analyzed in this report because the Project is not 
expected to have an impact on morning peak traffic conditions because it is assumed that 
retail projects are not typically open during the traditional morning peak hour commute. 
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Comment 4 

Fast-food restaurants with drive-through windows and coffee shops are destinations 
for morning commuters and as such, may impact morning commute traffic.  Without 
a concise list of tenants, it is unsafe to assume that morning peak traffic will not be 
impacted.  Alternatively, because of the limited parking analysis, certain types of 
uses ust [sic] be prohibited to validate the parking analysis. 

Response to Comment No. 2-4 

The comment asks for morning peak-hour traffic analyses citing fast food restaurant 
with drive through windows as a type of land use that may attract morning peak-hour trips.  
Table IV.H-7 on Page IV.H-38 of the Draft EIR shows that the highest morning peak-hour 
generation of the Project would occur after the completion of construction Phases 1 and 2 
of the Project when a total of 29 new trips/hour would be inbound to the Shopping Center 
and 19 new trips/hour would leave the Shopping Center.  As described in Response to 
Comment 2-3, above, this is not enough traffic to trigger an impact at any of the study 
intersections and therefore the City agreed that the analysis of study intersections during 
the morning peak hour was unnecessary. 

Further, the Project Description does not anticipate fast food restaurants with drive 
though windows and the Project site plan does not accommodate these types of uses.  In 
fact, the current Use Permit for the site (Resolution No. PC 13-10, Condition No. 18) 
prohibits drive-through restaurants and prohibits land uses that generate high traffic or 
parking demands, further supporting the rationale for not studying the weekday morning 
peak hour in detail. 

Comment No. 2-5 

Project Traffic Generation 

The report concludes that the proposed Stage 1 of Component I would generate 
approximately 71 PM and 90 Saturday midday peak hour trips.  The new land uses 
developed for the proposed Stage 2 of Component I is expected to generate approximately 
76 PM and 96 Saturday midday peak hour trips.  The resulting total trip generation for 
Component I of the Project is 147 PM and 186 Saturday midday peak hour trips. 

Component II would result in an increase of 47 Saturday midday peak hour trips.  During 
the weekday evening peak hour, Component II is expected to generate 29 additional trips 
than would be generated following the completion of Component I.  The resulting total trip 
generation for combined Components I and II is 176 PM and 233 Saturday midday peak 
hour trips. 
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Integral to the proposed Component III expansion is the demolition of the existing Fry’s 
retail space (approximately 46,000 sf).  The trips generated by this land use would be 
removed from the street system and credited to the Project.  Based on the traffic counts 
conducted at the driveways serving the site, the existing Fry’s generates 78 AM, 375 PM, 
and 433 Saturday midday peak hour trips.  These trips would be deducted from the total 
project trip generation when the Fry’s closes and Component III is developed.  Because the 
new land uses in Component III would generate fewer trips than the existing Fry’s, the trip 
generation of Component III represents a reduction in total site trip generation. 

The report concludes that MVSC would generate fewer vehicle trips with Component III 
alone than would be generated by the site at the completion of the Component I and/or 
Component II, resulting in 192 fewer weekday PM peak hour trips and 202 fewer Saturday 
midday peak hour trips.  With all three Components, the Project is expected to generate 
slightly fewer PM peak hour trips and slightly more Saturday midday peak hour vehicles 
trips than the existing uses at MVSC:  4 more AM peak hour trips, 16 fewer PM peak hour 
trips, and 31 more Saturday midday peak trips. 

Comment 5 

I disagree with this conclusion because it has not factored in the possible 
construction of more than 89,000 square feet of restaurant space (an additional 
20,000 square foot restaurant is proposed) in the project site.  Restaurants generate 
higher parking and trips than retail uses (about 2.5 times more). 

Response to Comment No. 2-5 

The comment disagrees with the estimated Project trip generation.  The comment 
contends that the future trip generation failed to take into account the increase in restaurant 
space over 89,000 sf. 

The comment is incorrect.  The Project trip generation estimates calculated in the 
Draft EIR applied the shopping center trip generation rate to the portion of the Shopping 
Center exclusive of the Fry’s Store and the cinema.  Separate trip rates were used for 
these two uses. The trip generation estimate in the Draft EIR used the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation, 8th Edition as the source for trip rates.  
The bulk of the center used the trip rates for a shopping center (Land Use 820) because 
this is the land use that most closely defined the current and proposed set of land uses.  
Special trip rates based on empirical data were used for the Fry’s Store and more recent 
data than was available in the ITE Trip Generation, 8th Edition was used for the cinema 
use.  Both of these rates are higher than the shopping center trip rates. 
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The regional shopping center trip generation rate developed by the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers (ITE) and used in the Traffic Study does indeed take into account 
restaurant space within a center.  As long as the non-retail space within the shopping 
center (restaurant, cinema, office, entertainment, etc.) is less than 20 percent of the total 
square footage of the Project, the ITE trip generation rate for shopping centers is 
applicable.  If the non-retail square footage exceeds 20 percent, the Project is typically 
treated as a mixed-use development and the trip rates of the individual land uses are 
applied to develop an overall trip rate for the mixed-use project.  Table 1 on page 15 shows 
that the current amount of non-retail/service space in the existing Shopping Center 
accounts for 19.4 percent of the total floor area of the Shopping Center.  In addition, 
buildout of the Project as set forth in Table II-3 of the Draft EIR would result in 
approximately 17.5 percent of non-retail uses within the Shopping Center.   Furthermore, 
as shown in Table 1, at the end of construction of Phases I + II, the amount of restaurant 
space actually decreases slightly and the proportion of non-retail space is 15.6 percent.  
This occurs because a small restaurant is closed in Phase II when the cinema and adjacent 
retail is demolished and the Macy’s store is expanded.  Thus, use of the shopping center 
trip rate is appropriate. 

As shown in Table 1, implementation of the equivalency program could result in a 
mix of uses with non-retail uses comprising more than 20 percent of the total area within 
the Shopping Center.  However, the Equivalency Program requires that land uses be 
exchanged based on the P.M. peak traffic equivalency factors included in the equivalency 
table provided in Appendix E of the Traffic Study.  The equivalency table looks at the trip 
generation rate of each individual land use in the development and provides a specific 
conversion factor to other uses based on an equivalent amount of P.M. peak-hour trips.  
Thus, with use of the Equivalency Program, the Project is essentially treated as a mixed-
use development from a trip generation standpoint.  Thus, with implementation of the 
Equivalency Program, even if the amount of restaurant space is increased, the afternoon 
peak-hour trip generation still has to be equal to or less than trip generation levels shown in 
the Draft EIR.  In addition, any changes to the land uses shown in Table II-3 of the Draft 
EIR would have to be accompanied by a trip generation analysis that uses the Equivalency 
Program to demonstrate that the trips generated by the modified land use plan for the 
Project do not exceed the afternoon peak-hour trips as identified in the EIR.  This also 
applies to the land use totals at the end of Phases I + II. 

Two equivalency scenarios that provide examples of scenarios that have more than 
20 percent non-retail uses are presented in Table 1.  One scenario increases the amount of 
office space and another scenario increases the amount of restaurant space within the 
Shopping Center.  However, to provide for these increases without generating additional 
P.M. peak hour trips, the equivalency program would require the amount of square footage 
to be reduced within other land use categories.  Similarly, if the amount of medical office 
space were to increase to the 28,800 allowed under the Use Permit, the amount of other  
 

October 8, 2013 
Adjourned City Council Meeting

 
31 of 408



Responses to Late Comments 

City of Manhattan Beach Manhattan Village Shopping Center Enhancement Project 
  October 2013 
 

Page 15 
 

Table 1 
Retail and Non-Retail Land Use Percentages 

 Future Buildout 

 

Future with 
Phases I + II 

Alt Equivalency Plans 

Land Use Existing 

FEIR 
Concept 

Plan 

With 
89,000 sf 

Restaurant 

With 
109,000 sf  
Restaurant

Shopping Center—Retail/Service/Bank     

Retail 374,047 484,047 538,153 490,120  470,120  

Service/Bank    36,151    36,151    36,151    36,151     36,151  

Subtotal 410,198 520,198 574,304 526,271  506,271  

% of Shopping Center 80.6% 84.4% 82.5% 74.5% 71.7% 

Shopping Center—Non-Retail      

Restaurant 65,734 63,106 89,000  89,000  109,000  

Office 11,527 11,527 11,527  69,277  69,277  

Medical Office    21,678    21,678    21,678     21,678   21,678  

Subtotal 98,939 96,311 122,205  179,955  199,955  

% of Shopping Center 19.4% 15.6% 17.5% 25.5% 28.3% 

Subtotal of Shopping Center 509,137     616,509  696,509  706,226  706,226  

Other Land Uses      

Fry’s 46,200 46,200 — — — 

Cinema    17,500 — — — — 

Subtotal 63,700 46,200 0 0 0 

Total 572,837 662,709 696,509 706,226 706,226 
      

P.M. Peak-Hour Trip Generation     

Maximum Generation Tested 
in EIR 

2,351  2,527  2,335  2,335  2,335  

Equivalency Trip Generation      

Retail/Service/Bank/
Restaurant 

1,784  2,041  2,209  2,154  2,154  

Office 17  17  17  87  87  

Medical Office Building 81  81  81  81  81  

Fry's 375  375  — — — 

Cinema 83  — — — — 

Total 2,340  2,514  2,307  2,322  2,322  

  

Source: Gibson Transportation, 2013 

 

types of permitted uses would be reduced under the equivalency program based on the 
equivalent amount of P.M. peak-hour trips.  Thus, with implementation of the Equivalency 
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Program, the P.M. peak-hour trip generation would not increase above that set forth in the 
Draft EIR. 

In addition, it is important to note that restaurants within a shopping center tend to 
attract their customers from the people already at the mall shopping.  Thus, the trip rate for 
restaurants within a shopping center is similar to that of the retail trip rate.   

The Comment is correct that restaurants do generate a higher parking demand than 
retail space and that fact has been taken into account in the requirement for higher parking 
requirements for restaurant space over 89,000 sf. 

Comment No. 2-6 

Component II Only 

The existing plus project peak hour traffic volumes were analyzed to determine the existing 
plus project operating conditions with the addition of traffic generated by Component II.  
Upon completion of Components II, all 13 intersections would maintain the same LOS 
when compared to existing conditions during the weekday PM and Saturday midday peak 
hours.  No intersection exceeds the significant impact thresholds set by the City of 
Manhattan Beach, and, therefore, Component II does not result in any significant impacts 
on the street system under either weekday or Saturday peak hour conditions. 

Component III Only 

The existing plus project peak hour traffic volumes were analyzed to determine the existing 
plus project operating conditions with the addition of traffic generated by Component III.  
This analysis assumes Intersection #2 would be signalized with full access.  Due to the fact 
that the traffic projection of Component III predicts a reduction in traffic generation, any 
configuration of Intersection #2 would result in an improvement of delay/ICU/LOS.  As 
such, only the full access configuration would be analyzed under the Component III-only 
analysis.  Upon completion of the proposed Components III expansion, 12 of the 13 
intersections would maintain the same LOS when compared to existing conditions during 
the weekday PM peak hour.  The one intersection with an LOS change, Sepulveda 
Boulevard & El Segundo Boulevard, actually improves from LOS F to LOS E.  Under 
Saturday midday existing plus project conditions, nine of the 13 study intersections would 
maintain the same LOS when compared to the existing conditions, the remaining four 
intersections actually see an improvement in LOS.  Due to the limited net increase in retail 
square footage in this expansion component and the demolition of the existing Fry’s, during 
the weekday PM peak hour and Saturday midday peak hour, all of the 13 study 
intersections are projected to show a small improvement over existing conditions.  No 
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intersection exceeds the significant impact thresholds set by the City of Manhattan Beach, 
and, therefore, Component III does not result in any significant impacts on the street 
system under either weekday or Saturday peak hour conditions. 

Comment 6 

The analysis utilized a land use equivalency table to determine the mix of uses on 
the project site.  According to the significant impact criteria established by the City 
of Manhattan Beach, the Project would not create significant impacts at any of the 13 
study intersections under any of the development scenarios because the Project did 
not significantly affect the existing LOS at all 13 intersections.  In certain instances, 
the report found that signalization reduces LOS at certain intersection.  This 
conclusion allows the City and the Project developer to not provide direct project 
mitigation. 

Response to Comment No. 2-6 

The comment is based on an incorrect assumption.  The comment suggests that the 
land use equivalency table was used to determine the mix of land uses on the Project site.  
This is not correct.  The mix of land uses was proposed by the Applicant and then analyzed 
by the City in the Draft EIR.  The land use equivalency table was developed so that the 
Applicant can modify the specific land uses within the Shopping Center in the future as long 
as the new mix of land uses does not result in any increase in peak-hour trips over and 
above what is studied in the Draft EIR. 

The comment goes on to suggest that the City and the Project developer somehow 
avoided mitigation by not signalizing intersections because “the report found that 
signalization reduces LOS at certain intersection(s).”  All 13 of the study intersections are 
already signalized and all 13 study locations were analyzed using the City’s significant 
impact criteria for signalized intersections. 

Only one intersection (Rosecrans and the Carlotta Driveway Extension) was tested 
to see if a new traffic signal should be installed.  City staff rejected that signal location 
because they felt that it was too close to the Sepulveda/Rosecrans intersection, as well as 
the Rosecrans/Village intersection. 
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Comment No. 2-7 

Summary of Project Impacts 

Sepulveda Boulevard Bridge Widening 

There have been discussions regarding the dedication of right-of-way by MVSC and the 
Hacienda Building for the purposes of expanding the Sepulveda Boulevard Bridge, 
approximately 500 feet south of Rosecrans Boulevard.  MVSC and the Hacienda Building 
have agreed to dedicate the necessary right-of-way to the City of Manhattan Beach for the 
desired expansion of Sepulveda Boulevard.  The Sepulveda Boulevard bridge widening is 
a project proposed by Caltrans that would help improve vehicular circulation locally by 
providing additional capacity on Sepulveda Boulevard. 

Metro’s 2010 Congestion Management Program for Los Angeles County (CMP) indicates 
that a CMP traffic analysis must be conducted for all CMP monitored intersections that 
experience at least 50 net new trips generated by the project traveling through the 
intersection.  The intersection of Sepulveda Boulevard and Rosecrans Avenue would 
absorb 54 project-related trips during the Saturday mid-day peak hour during the proposed 
Component I and II expansion.  Even with the added trips from the MVSC expansion during 
this first and second expansion component, the intersection would not be impacted 
because of the increased volume.  Therefore, there is no CMP impact at this intersection.  
For all other CMP monitoring intersections during the proposed Component I expansion 
and for all CMP monitoring intersections during Components I, II, and III, the negligible 
traffic increase from MVSC does not generate enough project traffic to meet the criteria for 
CMP analysis.  Likewise, the Project would not generate enough freeway traffic nor transit 
ridership to result in a significant impact on these other components of the CMP system. 

Caltrans Analysis 

Caltrans requires traffic analysis be performed on all study intersections along state 
highways using the Highway Congestion Management (HCM) methodology.  The section of 
Sepulveda Boulevard directly west of the Project site is under the jurisdiction of Caltrans as 
State Highway 1.  The Sepulveda Boulevard intersections would experience a slight 
increase in delay or VIC numbers during the weekday PM peak hour and Saturday midday 
peak hour.  With Components I and II and the existing cinema removed, the intersections 
along Sepulveda Boulevard would experience slight increases in delay or VIC operations 
during the weekday PM peak hour and Saturday midday peak hour.  With Components I 
and II when the existing cinema remains and the Fry’s is removed, the intersections along 
Sepulveda Boulevard would experience slight decreases in delay or VIC operations during 
the weekday PM peak hour and Saturday midday peak hour.  With Components I, II, and 
III, three of the study intersections along Sepulveda Boulevard would experience 
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improvement, with decreases in delay and VIC operations when compared to the without 
project 2022 conditions.  In all cases, the increases in intersection delay are less than one 
second when Project traffic is added to the Sepulveda corridor.  This represents an 
insignificant increase in intersection delay. 

Comment 7 

While the Project does not have any significant impacts on any Caltrans facility, the 
Project has offered to dedicate right-of-way along Sepulveda Boulevard so that the 
Sepulveda Boulevard bridge over the railroad right-of-way south of Rosecrans A 
venue could be widened.  For previous versions of the MVSC expansion projects, 
Caltrans has accepted this voluntary mitigation as payment for the Project’s “fair-
share contribution” to improvements on State facilities.  However, new information 
in the errata provides an insight into Caltrans’ actions regarding this matter. 

Response to Comment No. 2-7 

Comment 7 presents a statement rather than a question.  The comment correctly 
points out that the Project does not have any significant impacts on any Caltrans facility.  It 
also correctly points out that the Project is dedicating right-of-way to Caltrans to facilitate 
the widening of the Sepulveda Bridge and that Caltrans is considering this as the Project’s 
“fair share contribution” to improvements on state facilities. 

Comment No. 2-8 

Construction Impact Analysis 

Two construction traffic impacts at MVSC were analyzed in the report.  The first 
investigated the potential traffic and parking impacts of the construction schedule that is 
currently being pursued by the Applicant.  In this construction phasing, each construction 
component would begin activity immediately after the Christmas holiday shopping period 
and the construction would finish (with new stores and new parking supplies open and 
operating) by the following Thanksgiving.  In a second analysis, the potential impacts are 
measured if the construction schedule for any Component extends beyond the Christmas 
shopping period.  The report shows that Component I would see 100 to 107 construction 
workers per day during peak activity periods.  These same activity periods (when the stores 
are being finished and outfitted with merchandise) would see 41 to 43 trucks per day.  
Components II and III would see the maximum number of workers on site increasing to 114 
and 122, respectively, with the trucks peaking at 46 and 50 per day.  While the total square 
footage developed is greater in Component I, a greater number of workers and trucks are 
associated with Components II and III due to a larger demolition effort.  It is anticipated that 
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the construction activity would not occur between Thanksgiving and December, the peak 
shopping season. 

Comment 8 

This section is of concern because of the conservative estimates of the anticipated 
number of trucks per day and the number of construction workers.  Unfortunately, 
there are no stipulations to hold construction activity to this level.  As with every 
construction project, one thing or another does not always proceed as planned and 
there are not enough safeguards in terms of conditions of approval or mitigation 
measures to ensure that construction activity proceed as anticipated.  I would be 
much happier with conditions of approvals or construction plans that detail 
construction activities at the site and provides a safeguard for the members of the 
community who may have concerns with construction noise emissions and 
vibrations. 

Response to Comment No. 2-8 

Comment 8 questions the reliability of the estimate of the number of construction 
trucks and construction workers.  It did not offer any alternate numbers. 

Table 20 of the Traffic Study (page 86) shows a breakdown of both construction 
employees and construction trucks by category of work (demo/excavation and building 
construction/finishing).  These estimates are given for each quarter of the year and for each 
construction phase.  The estimates were prepared by the Applicant’s construction 
management firm and reviewed by the City and the EIR preparers.  They are consistent 
with construction activity levels at other similar projects.  As is required by CEQA, the City 
has reasonably forecasted the consequences of project approval, including construction 
activity, and then analyzed the expected environmental impacts from the forecasted 
activity.  The largest construction component of the Project would be associated with 
Phase III when the construction estimates indicate 121–122 construction employees would 
be on-site and there would be 48–50 truck trips per day during the busiest months. 

The comment asks for more detailed plans of construction activity.  The best 
estimates of construction activity that have been provided by the Applicant and analyzed in 
the Draft EIR are consistent with other similar EIR-level analyses.  Actual construction 
activity will be consistent with the construction management plan and monitored by City 
inspectors for compliance. 
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Comment No. 2-9 

Construction Trucks 

Depending upon the specific nature of the construction activity (e.g., demolition, 
excavation, finish construction, landscaping), it is assumed that the majority of truck traffic 
would be distributed evenly across the non-commuter peak hours of a workday (i.e., 9:00 
AM to 4:00 PM).  It is anticipated that during peak excavation periods, project construction 
would generate up to 52 daily haul trips for 26 loads (i.e., average of seven haul trips per 
hour from 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM).  During the store finishing portion of the construction 
project, up to 50 daily trucks would produce 100 truck trips (14 truck trips per hour from 
9:00 AM to 4:00 PM).  Construction activity would be severely curtailed during the month of 
December in order to avoid conflicts with the peak shopping season. 

Comment 9 

The City of Manhattan Beach Public Works Department would require approval of a 
construction traffic management plan prior to commencement of construction.  
Proposed haul routes for dump trucks, semi-trailers, and truck and trailers in the 
removal of construction debris and excavated soils and delivery of heavy equipment 
would occur via one of the following routes:  (1) Sepulveda Boulevard north to 
Rosecrans Boulevard, and Rosecrans Boulevard east to Interstate 405, (2) Village 
Drive north to Rosecrans Boulevard, and Rosecrans Boulevard east to Interstate 
405, and (3) Rosecrans Boulevard east to Interstate 405.  Since Vii/age Drive is a 
narrow street with curb parking along the east side of the street, temporary parking 
restrictions could be implemented along the east side of Village Drive along the 
truck haul route in order to accommodate the haul and construction trucks.  These 
parking restrictions, if necessary, would be temporary in nature and would likely 
occur only during haul days in the first three months of the construction 
Components that affect the north side of the site (Component I, Stage 2 and 
Component II).  The primary destination for construction debris and excavated soils 
is Chandler’s Pit in Rancho Palos Verdes, although other recycling areas needing 
the excavation fill may be selected, as appropriate.  Again, submittal of , and 
approval of a construction traffic management plan is critical.  It would also be 
beneficial if the public is granted access to the construction traffic management 
plan, or if a notice is required to be sent to all that have commented on this project. 

Response to Comment No. 2-9 

The comment reiterates the need for the City to review the construction traffic 
management plan and it requests that the public be granted access to that plan. 
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Mitigation Measure H-1 requires the Applicant to submit a construction management 
plan prior to the commencement of each construction phase.  Once the plan is approved by 
the City, it becomes a public document and is available for review by the public. 

Comment No. 2-10 

Construction Parking Impacts 

Parking for the proposed uses would be provided in surface parking areas and low-rise 
parking structures and several existing parking areas would be reconfigured.  Upon 
completion of each phase, MVSC would comply with the required MUP parking ratio of 4.1 
spaces/1 ,000 sf GLA to accommodate the new uses.  However, during construction, some 
spaces may be taken out of service to accommodate the construction of new building pads, 
staging areas, or the construction of new parking facilities.  Each Project construction 
phase will replace any accessible parking spaces lost, if needed to maintain the required 
number of accessible parking spaces. 

Parking Supply vs. MUP Requirements 

The construction schedule for each Component assumes a one-year time period for 
construction with construction of each Component completed by Thanksgiving of each 
year.  This analysis includes the Project’s visitors, employees, and construction workers.  
For each of the Components, the beginning parking supply is shown along with the number 
of spaces that would be taken out of service for that construction activity.  The remaining 
parking supply represents the number of spaces available to serve the remainder of the 
project during that construction component.  The available parking supply compared to 
MUP requirements would be as follows: 

* The available supply would dip below the MUP required parking supply during 
construction of all scenarios except Component I, Stage 2. 

* Component I, Stage 1 would fall 242 spaces short of meeting MUP requirements during 
the initial phase of construction when the first parking garage is being built.  Even with the 
use of the 210-space lower lot, this Component would be short of meeting MUP 
requirements until the new parking supply for this Component opens. 

* During the remainder of Component I, Stage 1 and the construction of Component II and 
Component III construction, the amount of shortfall is less than the number of spaces 
available in the lower lot abutting the eastern edge of the MVSC site leased by the 
Applicant from the City.  Thus, the MUP required parking supply can be maintained by 
shifting employees to the lower parking lot during these construction Components.  With 
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use of the lower parking lot, MVSC would meet the amount of parking required by the MUP 
except for the initial construction period for Component I, Stage 1. 

Comment 10 

We have commented earlier that the MUP parking requirement of 4.1 spaces per 
1,000 square feet is insufficient for the proposed development.  However, the MUP 
has been entitled and the Project Applicant is complying with the parking 
requirements.  The MUP parking requirements are based on the amount of parking 
demand that is expected in December of each year.  Like any zoning code 
requirement, the amount of required parking for a particular land use is intended to 
make sure that the land use has enough on-site parking supply to meet its peak 
demand.  Since an office building parking demand does not vary much from 
weekday to weekday or from week to week throughout the year, the required parking 
as cited by the City Code is essentially needed every weekday of the year.  A retail 
center experiences its peak parking demands during the six-week period between 
Thanksgiving and New Year’s Day.  During the remainder of the year, it is not 
uncommon to see available parking in a shopping center parking lot.  However, the 
site must be provided with parking consistent with the peak demand period. 

Response to Comment No. 2-10 

The comment calls for parking to be provided that is consistent with peak parking 
demand for that land use. 

The provision of parking at a ratio of 4.1 sp/1,000 sf GLA is indeed the parking level 
that is needed during the peak period of the year (December).  The Draft EIR is consistent 
with this comment. 

Comment No. 2-11 

Summary 

At some points during construction, the parking provided on site would dip below the 
parking requirements set forth per the MUP.  Analysis of the proposed parking demand 
based on active land uses, customers, employees, and construction employees, shows 
that the parking supply would be adequate to meet the peak monthly parking demand at 
MVSC, even during those construction periods when the amount of parking provided 
temporarily dips below the amount of parking needed to meet the MUP.  The Project would 
have enough parking at all times during construction to accommodate visitors, employees, 
and construction workers, assuming that each of the four distinct Components can begin in 
January and finish by mid-November of the same year. 
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As for the peak December parking demand vs. supply, the proposed parking supply meets 
the MUP requirements and provides enough parking to meet expected peak demands on 
the busiest day of the year upon completion of each Component.  While all the construction 
phases will provide adequate parking to accommodate the shopping center’s parking 
demand, during certain periods of construction the parking supply will not be evenly 
distributed throughout the shopping center, which could force some customers to walk 
further to reach their destination than they do today.  Upon completion of the Project, 
adequate parking for each section of the shopping center will be provided and, in fact, the 
provision of parking structures will put more parking closer to the stores than exists in the 
current shopping center configuration. 

Effects of Extended Construction 

Each of the Components described above has been sized to enable construction to begin 
immediately after the first of the year and to be completed by Thanksgiving of that year.  
The analysis above shows that if this schedule is met, construction traffic impacts would 
not be significant, and the on-site parking would be sufficient to meet the anticipated 
parking demand throughout the construction period.  If a particular construction Component 
starts late or unforeseen complications result in a longer than anticipated construction 
schedule, the construction activity could last through the holiday shopping period.  The 
Applicant has stated that no substantial construction activity would take place between 
Thanksgiving and Christmas.  However, the construction activity outlined assumes that the 
new parking supplies and the new stores for each Component would be open and available 
for the next Christmas shopping period.  In the event that the construction period extended 
beyond Thanksgiving, the new stores may not yet be open, but the new parking could also 
be delayed. 

Traffic Impacts 

The report claims that the conclusions regarding the construction traffic (construction 
worker vehicles and construction trucks) remain valid even if the construction activity period 
is extended.  The number of worker vehicles and truck trips would still not be large enough 
to cause a significant impact and the off-peak nature of the travel would still be expected to 
be the case even if the construction period was extended.  This conclusion is based on the 
fact that little or no construction activity would take place in December so that construction 
traffic interference with peak shopping traffic does not occur. 

Comment 11 

There needs to be a condition of approval or mitigation measure that more 
accurately controls the construction schedule.  So far, it has been left to the 
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Applicant to determine but the parking and traffic analyses have been determined 
based on construction occurring between the first of the year and Thanksgiving. 

Response to Comment No. 2-11 

The comment is incorrect.  The Draft EIR analyzed the effects of a construction 
schedule for each construction phase that ended before the holiday period and one that 
extended beyond the 11-month construction schedule.  In either case, the analysis within 
the Draft EIR demonstrates that traffic-related impacts would be less than significant. 

Before each construction phase begins, the Applicant will submit a detailed 
construction schedule to the City as part of its construction management plan.   

Comment No. 2-12 

Parking Impacts 

If each construction Component took approximately 14 months instead of 11 months, the 
report indicates there would be holiday shopping periods that would not have sufficient on-
site parking supplies to meet the Christmas parking demand.  Specifically, Component II 
would be short of parking in December if the construction activity were not complete by 
Thanksgiving.  If the new Component II parking supply were not open by Thanksgiving, 
even if the new stores were not yet open, the parking supply would be short by 64 spaces 
on a busy December weekend.  Shortfalls projected for Component III construction 
conditions would be 100 spaces on a busy December weekend.  The Component II and III 
weekend shortfalls fall within the capacity of the leased lower lot and, therefore, the 
shortfall could be made up by moving employees to the lower lot.  A limited amount of 
December weekend employee parking (approximately 64 spaces) would have to be moved 
off-site in order to meet customer demand on-site during Component II.  There would also 
be a slight shortage on a December weekend during Component III construction if the 
construction activity did not finish by the Thanksgiving deadline.  The projected shortage of 
100 spaces could be made up by using the lower lot. 

Comment 12 

A 64 parking space shortage for Component 11 and 100 parking space shortage for 
Component III are significant and CANNOT be left to chance.  The report indicates the 
shortfall would be transferred to the leased lower lot.  The questions are:  what is the status 
of that lease?  What if the lease does not go through?  What is the current condition of that 
parking area?  What other alternatives are there should there be a hitch with this 
arrangement?  For anyone who has managed a large project or development, unforeseen 
problems arise and being prepared for any contingencies is necessary and prudent for a 
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project of this magnitude.  While the report shows that the on-site parking supply (in 
combination with the leased lower lot) would always be able to accommodate the projected 
parking demand, the uncertainty of construction schedules could result in a temporary 
condition when a parking shortage would occur.  Because of this uncertainty, a 
Construction Parking Management Plan (CMP) is being proposed for those holiday periods 
when construction activity is anticipated.  Unfortunately, the Construction Management 
Plan is proposed for a future time just prior to the commencement of construction.  I would 
recommend that the public and all those who have expressed an interest in the project be 
allowed to review the CMP prior to approval. 

Response to Comment No. 2-12 

The comment asks about the status of the lease on the lower parking lot located to 
the east of the Shopping Center.  The lease between the Applicant and the City is currently 
active, has been ongoing for decades and the City does not anticipate any changes to that 
status.  Additionally, there are a number of large office buildings immediately adjacent to 
the project site with hundreds of parking spaces that are vacant and available for weekend 
use if needed. The lower level lot parking spaces are not counted in the 4.1 sp/1,000 sf 
GLA parking supply for the Project; therefore, the Draft EIR notes that the lower level lot 
spaces can be used for off-site employee parking spaces if the construction schedule falls 
behind and extends past the holiday period in any given year. 

Mitigation Measure H-1 requires the Applicant to submit a construction management 
plan prior to the commencement of each construction phase.  Once the plan is submitted to 
the City, it becomes a public document and is available for review by the public.  This plan 
will specify the location and number of off-site parking spaces needed, consistent with the 
Draft EIR. 

Comment No. 2-13 

Project Access And Circulation Improvements 

Veterans Parkway 

As part of the project access and circulation improvements, the lower surface parking lot 
(adjacent to Fry’s) would be restriped to provide a separate bicycle and pedestrian 
connection along Veterans Parkway.  Detailed plans highlighting the parking lot 
configuration and bicycle and pedestrian connections in the interim condition (i.e., prior to 
development of the Project) would be required to be provided to the City for review and 
approval prior to issuance of building permits for the Project and constructed prior to 
obtaining the first Certificate of Occupancy for Component I of the Project.  Further 
refinement to the lower surface parking lot area and bicycle/pedestrian connections would 
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be required with the development of Component III of the Project, which includes decking 
the below-grade railroad right-of-way and construction of an access ramp from below grade 
to the ground level parking area.  Detailed plans highlighting the parking lot configuration 
and bicycle and pedestrian connections with the development of Component III would be 
required to be provided to the City for review and approval prior to issuance of building 
permits and constructed prior to Certificate of Occupancy for Component III of the Project. 

Comment 13 

This is a critical requirement because of the importance of this improvement to the 
overall project.  It is not unusual to use the issuance of building permits and 
certificate of occupancy as thresholds for satisfying an important project/
development improvement.  This stipulation must be included as a project condition 
of approval or mitigation measure.  However, the Errata submitted in conjunction 
with the Draft EIR has modified this condition to require improvements to be done 
and completed within Component I timeframe. 

Response to Comment No. 2-13 

The comment acknowledges that the improvements to the lower level parking lot in 
Veterans Parkway are now conditioned to occur in the Component I construction 
timeframe.  No further response is required. 

Comment No. 2-14 

Easterly Rosecrans Avenue Driveway 

The City requested further review of the easterly Rosecrans Avenue Project driveway to 
assess the feasibility of shifting it westerly to provide greater separation from the Village 
Drive & Rosecrans Avenue signalized intersection, as well as to modify its design to 
provide better alignment with Rosecrans Avenue.  The easterly Rosecrans Avenue 
driveway is un-signalized and accommodates right-turn-in and right-turn-out-only turning 
movements between the lower level parking and Rosecrans Avenue.  With the proposed 
modifications (i.e., shifting its location further to the west and realignment with Rosecrans 
Avenue), this driveway would remain un-signalized with stop sign control provided for the 
right-turns out of the driveway.  As the driveway modification would maintain the current 
lane configuration and access controls, the operational analysis for this intersection would 
be the same. 
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Comment 14 

We agree with the shifting of the easterly Rosecrans Avenue Project driveway and 
its modification to provide better alignment and greater separation from the Village 
Drive & Rosecrans Avenue signalized intersections.  However, we would like to see a 
warrant conducted to determine whether or not by realigning it with Rosecrans 
Avenue, the driveway would remain un-signalized. 

Response to Comment No. 2-14 

The comment agrees with the realignment of the Veterans Parkway driveway with 
Rosecrans and it suggests that the driveway be considered for signalization. 

The driveway is located too close to the existing signal at Rosecrans/Village and 
Rosecrans/Sepulveda.   Therefore, the City does not support installing a traffic signal at 
this location as it is a limited access driveway (right turn in–right turn out). 

Comment No. 2-15 

Rosecrans Avenue Plaza El Segundo Signal 

Portions of the Plaza El Segundo project have been completed and a further expansion of 
that previously entitled site is being proposed.  There have been ongoing discussions 
between the Cities of Manhattan Beach and El Segundo, as well as the MVSC and Plaza 
El Segundo project teams regarding the configuration of the driveways of the two projects.  
As presently proposed, the new MVSC Rosecrans Avenue driveway is located west of 
Village Drive and east of the existing Fry’s upper parking lot driveway.  This intersection 
was analyzed as both a signalized and an unsignalized intersection.  The MVSC driveway 
could potentially be directly aligned with the future Plaza El Segundo driveway.  As part of 
the Plaza El Segundo development, the previously approved driveway on the north side of 
Rosecrans Avenue is proposed to be signalized by Plaza El Segundo.  The proposed traffic 
signal at the Project driveway intersection with Rosecrans Avenue would improve future 
conditions and better facilitate access along Rosecrans Avenue for both MVSC and Plaza 
El Segundo.  The proposed new traffic signal also has the potential to shift some 
entering/exiting traffic from Village Drive to the new signal.  However, the traffic signal 
timing would be dictated by the heavier traffic levels in/out of the Plaza El Segundo 
expansion and the performance of a newly signalized intersection would not be adversely 
affected by MVSC traffic.  Since the traffic signal has not yet been approved by the Cities of 
El Segundo or Manhattan Beach, the intersection was also analyzed as an un-signalized 
intersection. 
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Comment 15 

We would like to know the timing of the traffic signal agreement between the Cities 
of El Segundo and Manhattan Beach, and how the signalization of these driveways 
would affect project traffic. 

Response to Comment No. 2-15 

A copy of the traffic signal agreement between the Cities of Manhattan Beach and El 
Segundo has been supplied to the Commentor and is attached herein as Appendix B.  
However, the City does not support the installation of a new traffic signal on Rosecrans 
Avenue between Sepulveda Boulevard and Village Drive.  Plaza El Segundo has 
redesigned its access system to utilize the existing Rosecrans/Village signal. 

Comment No. 2-16 

Site Access 

Driveways 

Component I and Component II would not change the location or operation of the existing 
driveways leading to and from MVSC; only Component III would make changes to the site’s 
access driveways.  With Component III, the Fry’s in the northwest corner of the property 
would be demolished and new retail and restaurant structures would be built over the 
northwest corner of the property.  At present, the Fry’s building and adjacent parking are 
separated from the rest of the MVSC site by a railroad right-of-way that cuts through the 
site below grade.  This condition effectively creates an individual parcel out of the Fry’s site 
and prevents any direct vehicular interaction between the existing Fry’s site and the rest of 
the shopping center.  Component III would construct an at-grade deck across the railroad 
right-of-way, physically joining the current Fry’s parcel to the rest of MVSC, and a two-way 
ramp from the railroad right-of-way, from below grade up to the shopping center.  The 
westernmost driveway along Rosecrans Avenue would maintain access to the Project site 
in addition to the newly constructed parking deck at the southeast corner of Rosecrans 
Avenue & Sepulveda Boulevard.  The Sepulveda Boulevard driveway would be relocated 
approximately 100 feet south but maintain access to the Project site and provide access to 
the newly constructed ground-level parking area.  The easternmost driveway along 
Rosecrans Avenue would maintain access to the new below-grade parking area.  
Operations (i.e., turn movements in and out of the center) at each driveway would remain 
unchanged. 
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Rosecrans Avenue Deceleration Lane 

The City of Manhattan Beach has requested an investigation into the necessity of a 
deceleration lane for the two Rosecrans Avenue driveways that currently provide access to 
the Fry’s parking lot and to the railroad right-of-way parking aisles.  For each roadway 
classification, right-turn volumes must exceed the value given for the posted speed to 
qualify for a right-turn deceleration lane.  Rosecrans Avenue is classified as a major arterial 
with a posted speed limit of 45 mph.  Therefore, the right-turn volumes along the 
Rosecrans driveways must exceed 25 vehicles during a weekday peak hour to meet the 
criteria for a right-turn deceleration lane.  Based on the cumulative plus project traffic 
weekday PM peak hour volumes found in each of the expansion components, the driveway 
currently providing access to the parking lot adjacent to Fry’s is a candidate for a right-turn 
deceleration lane.  The driveway providing access to the existing railroad right-of-way 
driveway currently does not have sufficient PM peak hour right-turn entries to justify a 
deceleration lane.  The number of right turns entering this second driveway would likely 
decrease greatly in the future when the railroad right-of-way parking aisles are covered by 
a parking deck, bridging the existing Fry’s lot with the rest of the MVSC site and much of 
the lower level parking area would be reserved for MVSC employees. 

Comment 16 

Making the lower level parking area MVSC employee parking cannot be left to 
chance.  There must be a condition of approval requiring employee parking in the 
lower level parking area. 

Response to Comment No. 2-16 

The comment calls for a Condition of Approval that requires the lower level parking 
in the Veterans Parkway area to be employee parking. 

The Conditions of Approval already require a holiday parking program for employees 
that may include use of the lower lot, as needed, which will be reviewed and approved by 
the City.  As the Shopping Center develops and connections between the lower level 
parking and the retail space on the ground level improves, the lower level parking may 
become more attractive for retail and restaurant customers and therefore it would be 
premature to require that this space be allocated to employees only. 

Comment No. 2-17 

The recommended width for deceleration lanes is typically the same as adjacent through 
lanes, in this case 12 feet.  The typical length of the deceleration lane is dictated by the 
speed of adjacent traffic lanes.  The posted speed limit on Rosecrans Avenue is 45 mph; 
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however, the report concludes that the realistic speed of vehicles entering the Project site 
is closer to 25 mph because the majority of entering vehicles turning at the intersection of 
Rosecrans Avenue & Sepulveda Boulevard are not traveling at the full design speed.  A 
negligible number of vehicles are expected to arrive from the west.  According to the report, 
a vehicle traveling 25 mph would require approximately 115 feet to slow down.  An 
additional calculation was performed using the right-turn storage equation; the results 
indicate that another 10 feet of queue length would be necessary.  A total of 125 feet would 
be required for deceleration and storage, and an additional 50-foot transition taper would 
be needed to ease traffic into the deceleration lane.  A 175-foot deceleration lane is 
recommended for Driveway 1 along Rosecrans Avenue. 

Comment 17 

We disagree with the 25 mph speed estimated for vehicles entering at the 
intersection of Rosecrans Avenue and Sepulveda Boulevard.  By assuming the lower 
speed limit, a distance of 115 feet is required to slow down with 10 feet of queue 
length (total 125 feet for the deceleration lane and storage).  With the addition 50 feet 
transition taper, a 175-foot deceleration lane is recommend the driveway along 
Rosecrans A venue.  Unless a 25-mph speed limit is posted, longer deceleration lane 
is necessary consistent with speeds faster than 25 mph. 

Response to Comment No. 2-17 

The comment asks for consideration of a higher speed limit in the design of the 
deceleration lane from eastbound Rosecrans Avenue into the Project site. 

The deceleration lane was designed with the approaching traffic in mind.  The vast 
majority of the traffic approaching the driveway will have just turned right from northbound 
Sepulveda Boulevard or left from southbound Sepulveda Boulevard.  These trips will not 
have had much time/distance to go faster than 25 mph by the time they begin their right 
turn into the driveway.  Therefore, the provision of a right turn lane based on a 25 mph 
approach speed is appropriate. 

To provide a longer right turn lane would require street widening all the way westerly 
to the Sepulveda/Rosecrans intersection.  This widening would eliminate landscaping and 
urban design treatments at the intersection and it would increase the walking distance for 
pedestrians crossing the east leg of the Sepulveda/Rosecrans intersection. 
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Comment No. 2-18 

Vehicular Circulation 

Component I (2013 or 2014) 

During the proposed Component I expansion, a new parking structure may be erected 
between the Wells Fargo Bank and the Macy’s Men and Home store and/or between the 
Macy’s Fashion Store and the Hacienda Building.  In addition, new retail structures would 
be constructed across from the 33rd Street entrance, removing some surface parking 
aisles.  In this component expansion, these developments do not cross existing circulation 
or “ring” roads inside the shopping center.  Component I would also see a minor redesign 
of the existing ring road and the parking aisle directly across from the 30th Street driveway 
within the Project site.  Specifically, the internal ring road would be restriped to include 
three lanes, one in each direction and a third lane that would act as a two-way left-turn lane 
that allows drivers to enter and exit parking aisles with fewer conflicts with through traffic.  
Additionally, to allow cars to more efficiently enter the Project site, direct access to the 
parking aisle across the ring road from the 30th Street driveway would be prevented.  This 
would force drivers to utilize the ring road to access parking and eliminate backups entering 
the Project site at this location.  These two improvements would be maintained through the 
remaining components of the Project. 

Comment 18 

The removal of surface parking aisles as part of the construction of new retail 
structures is of concern with the internal circulation for this development and the 
provision of adequate parking for this site.  We would like to see a condition of 
approval specifically addressing this proposed configuration to ensure compliance 
and reduction of on-site parking. 

Response to Comment No. 2-18 

The comment asks for a Condition of Approval addressing the proposed internal 
circulation configuration.  The comment also asks for “reduction of on-site parking.” 

We do not understand the request for a reduction of on-site parking since the 
Commentor asks in other places in the letter for increased on-site parking.  Regardless, the 
minimum number of required parking spaces will be provided. 

In terms of the on-site circulation proposal, the Draft and Final EIR describe the 
proposed changes to the internal circulation system that are intended to move traffic from 
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the adjacent street system into the site easier and with less interference with through traffic.  
The comment asks for a Condition of Approval ensuring this configuration.  However, 
Condition 1 of Resolution PC-13-10 already requires that the Project be constructed in 
substantial conformance with the site plan that shows the proposed circulation system. 

Comment No. 2-19 

Component II (2018) 

In the proposed Component II expansion, the existing cinema building and shops linked to 
the cinema building would be demolished.  The existing Macy’s Fashion store may be 
expanded and a parking deck may be constructed to the north of Macy’s to the railroad 
right-of-way culvert.  In Component II, the proposed parking deck would go over the 
existing connection between MVSC’s main internal circulation road and Village Drive.  The 
connector road between the west side of MVSC and Village Drive would be maintained 
under the raised parking deck.  The east/west roadway under the parking deck would have 
adequate height to accommodate delivery trucks and fire equipment.  In Component II, 
vehicular traffic would continue to operate as it does today around the shopping center. 

Component III (2022) 

In the proposed Component III expansion, circulation on the shopping center site would be 
very different because of the improvements that would have taken place.  Presently, 
between the existing Fry’s site in the northwest of the property and the remainder of the 
MVSC site, the existing internal circulation is dictated by the below-grade railroad right-of-
way; circulation between the existing site and the remainder of the MVSC site is not 
physically possible.  The internal site circulation would be aided by decking the below-
grade railroad right-of-way and constructing an access ramp from below grade to the 
ground level parking area.  In addition to construction of the below-grade access ramp, 
ground level improvements to internal circulation would include extensions of existing main 
drive aisles to the newly connected driveways along Rosecrans Avenue and Sepulveda 
Boulevard.  The extended drive aisles would maintain the approximately 30-foot width of 
the existing main aisles.  Ground-level ramp access would be aligned with the main 
north/south drive aisle and an existing east/west drive aisle accessing Village Drive.  These 
alignments would allow virtually direct access from the street system to the below-grade 
parking area.  Circulation in the parking aisles would be arranged so that disruption to 
inbound and outbound traffic is minimized.  The Component II expansion would include a 
parking deck north of Macy’s, and the Component III expansion would include ground level 
improvements improving circulation and resulting in a new surface parking area in the 
northwest corner of MVSC.  The parking deck near Macy’s could be constructed with 
another deck provided to the west, in the area of the Component III surface parking area.  
Given either design option, these areas are designated for parking and would not alter the 
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proposed vehicular access or circulation at the site.  Therefore, these design options 
minimize impacts to vehicular access and circulation and allow the flexibility to locate the 
parking facilities where they would be most beneficial to the operation of the site. 

Comment 19 

It is anticipated that by the year 2022, Components I and II would have been 
developed and the assumptions in Component III would be valid.  We would like to 
see an approved Development Agreement or Project construction schedule detailing 
the timing of development and improvements for Components I, II, and III. 

Response to Comment No. 2-19 

The current project construction schedule has been detailed in the EIR.  The City 
cannot require the Applicant to enter a development agreement nor is a development 
agreement required to mitigate any significant impacts from the Project, as proposed.  An 
unanticipated delay in construction would not alter the environmental analysis. 

Comment No. 2-20 

Sepulveda Bridge Widening 

The Project would construct a deck across the below-grade railroad right-of-way, and a 
new retail pad would be constructed along the western edge of the Project site, directly 
adjacent to the Sepulveda Boulevard Bridge.  Caltrans is currently exploring alternatives to 
widen the Sepulveda Boulevard Bridge.  The newly constructed building at ground level 
and the below-grade parking structure would be set back approximately 40 feet from the 
existing right-of-way along Sepulveda Boulevard.  According to Caltrans’ preliminary design 
alternatives for the bridge widening, the most conservative scenario involves widening the 
existing right-of-way by approximately 21 feet. 

Comment 20 

Widening the Sepulveda bridge by Caltrans may adversely affect the proposed 
Project based on shifting Caltrans standards.  We would like to see comments 
provided by Caltrans on this issue. 

Response to Comment No. 2-20 

The comment suggests that “shifting Caltrans standards” related to the Sepulveda 
Bridge widening may adversely affect the Project. 
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The Sepulveda Bridge widening design has been approved by Caltrans and 
construction has been scheduled.  It is not likely that other Caltrans standards will affect the 
Project design. Caltrans reviewed and made comments on the Draft EIR during the review 
period and their comments have been addressed in the Final EIR 

Comment No. 2-21 

Service Dock 

The addition of new retail locations to the MVSC site would necessitate individual service 
docks for each retail pad.  A service dock would be located in the below-grade parking area 
and the three other loading docks would be located at grade with the remaining retail 
locations.  The project would be designed in accordance with turning templates from the 
American Association of State Highway and Transportation officials (AASHTO) design 
vehicles:  single unit and semi-trucks (where appropriate).  The adequacy of the service 
dock design would be reviewed by the City of Manhattan Beach prior to project approval. 

Parking Analysis 

The proposed parking supply to be provided on the Project site is compared to the amount 
of spaces required by the MUP.  The existing onsite parking utilized by MVSC is spread 
over several lots surrounding the MVSC building sites.  At present, MVSC provides a total 
of 2,393 parking spaces for visitors and employees.  Applying the MUP’s parking ratio of 
4.1 spaces/ksf for the main MVSC shopping center and 170 parking stalls for the existing 
Fry’s, MVSC and the Fry’s are required to provide a minimum of 2,330 spaces.  MVSC 
currently has a surplus of 63 parking stalls.  None of the parking numbers provided 
includes the leased 21 O-space parking lot that abuts the eastern edge of the MVSC site, 
east of Village Drive and south of Parkview Avenue.  In 2001, a shared parking analysis 
(Renovation of the Manhattan Village Shopping Center Traffic and Parking Analysis [Kaku 
Associates, Inc., 2001]) was conducted to measure the peak parking demand during the 
20th highest hour of the year in order to identify the parking ratio that should be used to 
plan shopping center parking ratios as recommended by the Urban Land Institute (ULI) and 
International Council of Shopping Centers (ICSC).  Shared Parking, 2nd Edition (ULI and 
ICSC, 2005) adopted an approach that took into account different daily, hourly, and 
seasonal parking patterns by different land uses (e.g., office uses and a cinema).  Utilizing 
the ULI shared parking model with Project specific data including parking occupancy 
counts obtained at the site and on-site existing and proposed land uses, a parking ratio of 
4.1 spaces per 1,000 sf of mixed-use development would fully serve MVSC during the peak 
hour of the peak hour of the peak Saturday of the year. 
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Comment 21 

As stated earlier, we contend that the 4.1 spaces per 1,000 sf of mixed-use 
development is inadequate to meet parking requirements for the proposed Project.  
Specifically, the proposal for a restaurant at the site in conjunction with future 
proposed land uses mot [sic] already identified could result in a negative parking 
scenario.  Realistically, a parking ratio of 5 spaces per 1,000 square feet of floor area 
is recommended.  Proposed Parking 

Response to Comment No. 2-21 

Refer to Response to Comment No. 2-1. 

Comment No. 2-22 

Concurrent with each of the Component expansions of retail space, additional parking 
spaces would be provided for the MVSC site.  At completion of the Project, a parking ratio 
between a minimum of 4.1 spaces/ksf and maximum of 4.28 spaces/ksf would be provided 
on site.  Parking for the proposed uses would be provided in surface parking areas and 
low-rise parking structures, and several parking areas would be reconfigured.  Upon 
completion of the Project, a total of approximately 2,915 parking spaces would be provided 
on site, depending on the Project’s final design, resulting in a net surplus of spaces, 
excluding the 210 parking spaces in the City-owned lot leased by MVSC for overflow 
parking.  Upon completion of the Project, parking would be provided at a minimum rate of 
4.1 spaces/ksf to accommodate the new uses. 

Comment 22 

See comment 21. 

Response to Comment No. 2-22 

Refer to Response to Comment No. 2-21. 

Comment No. 2-23 

Two parking decks are anticipated to be located to the immediate north and south of the 
Village Shops.  Alternatively, three parking decks may be consolidated into one parking 
deck located north of the Village Shops.  A parking facility with up to three above-grade 
levels may be provided to the north of the Macy’s Fashion store and may consist of two 
levels above grade at another parking deck provided to the west of Macy’s.  As part of the 
possible improvements within the northwest corner of the Project site, the former railroad 
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right of -way currently used for lower level surface parking may be bridged over and would 
provide parking spaces at the existing grade level along with an underground pedestrian 
and bike pathway from Veteran’s Parkway through the Project site to Rosecrans 
Boulevard.  The proposed parking described above is an example of a parking scenario 
that would meet parking requirements at the completion of construction of each Component 
and at completion of the Project.  Flexibility in the exact location of parking decks and 
number of spaces in each deck might result in a slightly different parking scenario, but 
would fall within the building envelopes described herein and would meet MUP parking 
requirements at the completion of construction of each Component and at completion of 
the Project. 

Component I 

In Component I, 60,000 sf would be added to the MVSC site, requiring an additional 246 
parking stalls according to the MUP 4.1 spaces/ksf ratio.  In addition to the construction of 
new retail structures, one or two multi-level parking areas are anticipated.  The north deck 
would be between the Macy’s Fashion store and the Hacienda Building, and/or the south 
deck would be between the Macy’s Men and Home store and Wells Fargo Bank.  During 
Component 1,900 parking stalls would be removed and 1,126 parking stalls would be 
added, resulting in a net gain of 226 parking stalls.  After the addition of the new spaces 
and subtraction of those spaces to be removed, the total MVSC parking supply would be 
2,619 parking stalls.  MVSC would be required, per the MUP, to provide 2,575 parking 
spaces at the MVSC site following the Component I expansion.  MVSC would provide 
enough parking spaces to exceed the peak December demand of 2,507 by 112 parking 
spaces.  Following the completion of the proposed Component I expansion, MVSC would 
provide a sufficient number of parking spaces for its retail and restaurant needs. 

Component II 

In Component II, a total of 29,872 net new sf would be added to the MVSC site, requiring 
an additional 123 parking stalls according to the 4.1 spaces/ksf ratio.  When the shopping 
area is expanded, the existing cinema building is demolished and a parking deck is 
constructed north of the existing Macy’s Fashion store, 167 surface parking stalls would be 
replaced.  The proposed parking deck would provide 285 parking stalls, resulting in a net 
gain of 118 parking stalls.  After the addition of the new spaces and subtraction of those 
spaces to be removed, the total MVSC parking supply would be 2,737 parking stalls.  
MVSC would be required, per the MUP, to provide 2,698 parking spaces; MVSC would 
provide enough parking spaces to exceed peak December demand of 2,605 by 132 
parking spaces.  Following the completion of Components I and II, MVSC would provide a 
sufficient number of parking spaces for its retail and restaurant needs. 

October 8, 2013 
Adjourned City Council Meeting

 
54 of 408



Responses to Late Comments 

City of Manhattan Beach Manhattan Village Shopping Center Enhancement Project 
  October 2013 
 

Page 38 
 

Comment 23 

Using the 5.0 parking ratio, the Component II addition of approximately 30,000 
square feet would require 150 parking spaces rather than the 123 proposed.  This 
results in a shortfall of 27 parking spaces. 

Response to Comment No. 2-23 

The comment suggests that Component II of the Project would be 27 parking 
spaces short, based on a 5.0 sp/1,000 GLA parking ratio.  The existing parking counts and 
ratio do not support nor suggest the need to raise the ratio to 5.0 sp/1,000 sf GLA.  Refer to 
Response to Comment No. 2-1. 

Comment No. 2-24 

Component III 

In Component III, a net total of 33,800 sf would be added to the MVSC site, requiring an 
additional 139 parking stalls according to the 4.1 spaces/ksf ratio.  In addition to the 
construction of a new retail structure over the existing Fry’s site, a parking deck would be 
constructed over the existing railroad right-of-way culvert.  Parking would still be available 
in the culvert lower level and accessed by either the existing driveway along Rosecrans 
Avenue or from a ramp leading down from grade level to the culvert parking level.  During 
Component 111,310 parking stalls would be removed and 508 parking stalls would be 
provided, resulting in a net gain of 198 parking stalls.  After the addition of all of the added 
spaces and subtraction of those spaces to be removed, the total MVSC parking supply 
would be 2,915 parking stalls.  MVSC would provide enough parking spaces to exceed 
peak December demand of 2,752 by 163 parking spaces.  Following the completion of the 
proposed expansion, MVSC would provide a sufficient number of parking spaces for its 
retail and restaurant needs. 

Land Use Sensitivity Test 

The developer of MVSC asked that tests be performed to determine the maximum amount 
of restaurant space that could be supported within the development from a traffic and 
parking standpoint.  Since the overall size of the development would not change, the 
overall trip generation of the Project would not change as long as the amount of non-retail 
(i.e., office and restaurant) space remains at less than 20% of the total development, 
according to Shared Parking, Second Edition.  The parking demand of the Project, 
however, could change as the amount of non-retail space increased.  Restaurant and 
cinema space, for example, have higher parking demand rates than retail (on a per sf 
basis) and, therefore, the addition of floor area in either of these land uses would increase 
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the parking demand for the Project.  Since the Project is removing cinema space, it does 
not seem likely that a new cinema would be added back into the Project.  Restaurant 
space, however, could be added to the Project beyond the level tested in the Project 
description.  Retail space was “traded” for restaurant space and the shared parking model 
was run to determine the adequacy of the parking supply.  When the total amount of 
restaurant space in the development exceeded 89,000 sf, the overall parking demand at 
the center exceeded 95% occupancy (assuming the provision of the proposed 2,915 
spaces).  While this would only occur during the peak month of the year, a parking 
occupancy exceeding 95% would result in vehicles having to conduct long searches to find 
the last remaining spaces.  Therefore, the 95% occupancy level has been used as a target 
rate for this Project.  The land use sensitivity tests indicate that the MVSC’s total proposed 
traffic and parking systems could support up to 89,000 sf of restaurant space within the 
MVSC site. 

Comment 24 

It is alarming that 89,000 square feet of restaurant space could be developed on the 
project site based on the scenario described above.  An 89,000 square foot stand 
alone restaurant would require 890 parking spaces.  In a mixed use setting, about 
495 parking spaces should be required.  The number of parking spaces considered 
to be “extra” is short of the 495 spaces required.  Therefore, a limit must be placed 
on the total number of restaurant square-foot addition to ensure that adequate 
parking is provided, or more parking spaces would need to be provided.  We 
recommend that prior to the addition of any future restaurant space, a parking 
analysis must be conducted to determine parking availability. 

Response to Comment No. 2-24 

The comment suggests that 89,000 sf of new stand alone restaurant space would 
require 890 parking spaces while the same amount of restaurant space developed as part 
of a mixed-use development would require 495 spaces.  These parking ratios equate to 10 
sp/1,000 sf GLA for the stand alone restaurants and 5.56 sp/1,000 sf for restaurants in a 
mixed-use development. 

As stated earlier, the ULI and the ICSC studied literally hundreds of shopping 
centers across the United States and they found that a parking ratio of 4.5 sp/1,000 sf GLA 
was the appropriate parking ratio for shopping centers with less than 20 percent non-retail 
uses.  This shopping center meets that definition and furthermore has a parking ratio based 
on actual parking occupancy counts at the center.  An entire series of shared parking 
analyses were conducted to make sure that the project with 89,000 or with 109,000 sf GLA 
of restaurant space will have enough parking.  These analyses lead to the condition that 
restaurant space above the 89,000 sf limit provide additional parking. 
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The comment calls for a limit on the amount of restaurant space that can be built.  
The Project already has a limit on the amount of restaurant square footage that can be 
built.  The Applicant has asked for a revision to this Condition to not exceed the 109,000 sf 
of GLA as analyzed in the Draft EIR with the amount of restaurant space limited by the 
Equivalency Program. 

Comment No. 2-25 

Larger Restaurant Element 

The Applicant is proposing a “restaurant conversion option” to potentially convert up to 
20,000 sf of retail space into restaurant space.  Based on discussions with City staff, a land 
use sensitivity test was conducted to assess the effect, from a traffic and parking 
standpoint, of increasing the maximum amount of restaurant space from 89,000 sf as 
described above to 109,000 sf.  Since the overall size of the development would not 
change (retail space could be converted to restaurant space), the overall trip generation of 
the Project would not change as long as the amount of non-retail (i.e., restaurant) space 
remains at less than 20% of the total development, according to Shared Parking, 2nd 
Edition (ULI, 2005).  Thus, the increase in the maximum amount of restaurant space would 
not affect the traffic analysis and associated impacts.  The parking demand of the Project, 
however, may change as the amount of restaurant or nonretail space increases and retail 
space correspondingly decreases.  As an example, restaurant and cinema space have 
higher parking demand rates than retail and, therefore, addition of floor area in either of 
these land uses would increase the parking demand for the Project.  A shared parking 
analysis that reflects 109,000 sf of restaurant space shows the parking demand during the 
peak day and month of the year to be 2,739 spaces during a weekday and 2,820 spaces 
on a weekend day.  With a parking supply of 2,915 spaces, the proposed parking supply 
would be sufficient to meet the parking demands of the site.  A target parking occupancy 
level of 95 percent was identified for the Project.  This target correlated to up to 89,000 sf of 
restaurant space within the shopping center site.  An increase in restaurant space to 
109,000 sf would results in a parking occupancy of approximately 96%, which exceeds the 
95% occupancy target.  To maintain the target parking occupancy level of 95%, the 
converted restaurant space in excess of 89,000 sf (i.e., maximum restaurant space 
identified above would require additional parking spaces be provided at a rate of 2.6 
spaces per 1 ,000 sf.  Thus, the increase in the maximum amount of restaurant space at 
the site by 20,000 sf (i.e., 89,000 to 109,000 sf of restaurant space and the resulting 
decrease of retail space) would result in the need for approximately 62 additional spaces to 
be provided beyond the proposed parking supply of 2,915 spaces. 
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Comment 25 

The most recent shared parking analysis published by the ULI was in 2005.  It is 
recommended that a condition of approval be included to limit the total square 
footage for non-retail uses, especially restaurants, to a not-to-exceed target of 95% 
of occupancy. 

Response to Comment No. 2-25 

The comment calls for a Condition of Approval that would limit the total non-retail 
square footage to a not-to-exceed target of 95 percent parking occupancy. 

This target matches the Draft EIR parking analysis.  A Condition of Approval is not 
necessary because the Draft EIR analysis already takes this target occupancy into 
account. 

Comment No. 2-26 

Errata and Clarifications to the Draft EIR 

In response to comments and additional information from the Applicant, the Draft EIR has 
been revised accordingly to reflect the following general changes. 

1.  Development Area Boundary 

Based on further examination of the property lines in the vicinity of the Hacienda Building, 
the Development Area has been revised to remove approximately 2,600 square feet of land 
area comprised of a slope located to the north of the Hacienda Building.  This modification 
does not change any of the impact conclusions reached in the Draft EIR. 

Comment 26 

This may not change any of the impact conclusions reached in the Draft EIR but 
changes the configuration of the site plan and some of the assumptions made based 
on such plan.  We would like to see a condition of approval stipulating that current 
approval of the project is based on the plan submitted for the approval at this stage.  
Any significant changes or deviations to the submitted plans must be reviewed and 
approved by the same approval bodies that reviewed and approved the original 
concept and must be presented for public comment. 
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Response to Comment No. 2-26 

As discussed in the Final EIR, the modifications to the site boundary do not change 
the impact conclusions reached in the Draft EIR or the intent of the site plan as set forth in 
the Draft EIR.  In addition, the suggested Condition of Approval proposed in this comment 
is not required or necessary.  Rather, as set forth in Condition 1 of Resolution PC-13-10, 
“Any substantial deviation from the Approved Plans, application material, project 
descriptions set forth in the Master Land Use Application and the Final EIR, except as 
provided in this Resolution, shall require review by the Director of Community Development 
and a determination if Planning Commission review and an amendment to the Master Land 
Use Permit or other approvals are required.”  Thus, the City has already based approval of 
the Project on the plans that have been submitted and has established a process should 
deviations from the plan occur. 

Comment No. 2-27 

2.  Development Area Envelope and Concept Plan 

The Draft EIR bases the environmental impacts of the proposed Project on the 
Development Area Envelopes and Maximum Heights.  This figure has been modified to 
remove approximately 2,600 square feet of land area.  In addition, this figure has been 
modified to provide for a building of up to 32 feet in height and/or a parking deck up to 26 
feet in height further to the south in the Village Shops component of the Development Area 
as well as to include minor clarifications regarding the possible placement of a one-level 
retail building over a parking deck in the Village Shops component of the Development 
Area and the Northwest Corner component of the Development Area.  These minor 
modifications do not change any of the impact conclusions reached in the Draft EIR.  The 
Draft EIR includes a Concept Plan that illustrates proposed access as well as possible 
locations of buildings that may be developed within the established Development Area 
Envelope.  The Draft EIR specifically notes that the Concept Plan represents just one of the 
possible ways the Development Area within the Shopping Center may be developed.  The 
ultimate configuration of building locations will be based on market demands and future 
tenant expansions and contractions.  However, the buildings to be developed would comply 
with the development envelopes established as revised.  In addition to the boundary 
modification described above, subsequent to the release of the Draft EIR, the Applicant 
revised the Concept Plan to provide for a new building and parking structure configuration 
within the Northwest Corner of the Shopping Center and to change the location of or 
eliminate the Sepulveda Driveway within the Northwest Corner. 
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Comment 27 

We totally disagree with the cavalier reference to the importance of a Concept Plan.  
Bear in mind that important analyses and approvals are conducted based a site plan 
concept.  If the final product is significantly different from what is proposed in a 
concept Plan, additional time be necessary to study the “new” plan and its possible 
impacts on the environment.  We do empathize with market demands and future 
tenant expansions.  However, adequate time must be given to members of the public 
and other concerned parties to review and comment on such changes.  Also, 
attention needs to be placed on the extent to which such changes alter the definition 
of the project under CEQA and thus the validity of the analyses provided.  
Specifically, in the Concept Plan included in the Draft EIR, the parking facility in the 
Northwest Corner component of the Development Area was located at the 
intersection of Sepulveda Boulevard and Rosecrans Avenue and the new Shopping 
Center buildings were located immediately south of the parking facility.  Subsequent 
to the release of the Draft EIR, in response to concerns from the community and 
comments from Caltrans, the Applicant has agreed to revise the northwest corner of 
the Concept Plan to relocate the proposed parking facility further south and to 
relocate the new Shopping Center buildings further north adjacent to the corner of 
Sepulveda Boulevard and Rosecrans Avenue.  As a result, the driveway on 
Rosecrans Avenue that currently serves Fry’s would be relocated to become the 
Cedar Way driveway/intersection.  In addition, the easternmost driveway on 
Rosecrans A venue would connect with the former railroad right-of-way (culvert) 
parking aisles.  The revisions to the location of buildings and the proposed parking 
facility resulted in modifications to various figures and text throughout the Draft EIR, 
and could have changes some of the impact conclusions reached in the Draft EIR.  
See comment 34. 

Response to Comment No. 2-27 

The comment objects to the “cavalier reference to the importance of a Concept 
Plan.” The Final EIR does not imply that the Concept Plan is not an important document.  It 
is however, just that—it is a concept.  As is contemplated by the CEQA process, the 
Applicant adjusted the Concept Plan between the production of the Draft EIR and the Final 
EIR based on input from the community, the Planning Commission, City staff, other 
agencies, and the Project tenants.  The Final EIR analysis demonstrates that these 
adjustments were still in conformance with the overall scope and analysis presented in the 
Draft EIR. 

The driveway adjustments cited in the comment did not change the conclusions of 
the Draft EIR.  The northerly Sepulveda Boulevard driveway moved slightly north to 
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accommodate Caltrans’ comments about transition lengths.  The Veterans Parkway 
driveway did not change between the original and the revised Concept Plans. 

As discussed in Response to Comment No. 4-26, to the extent that there are 
changes to the Concept Plan as implementation of the Project progresses, City staff must 
review those changes and determine if Planning Commission review and an amendment to 
the Master Land use Permit or other approvals are required  The changes between the 
Draft EIR and the Final EIR have been reviewed and analyzed and a determination has 
been made that the revised Project would not result in greater impacts than those that were 
identified for the Project as originally analyzed in the Draft EIR.  None of the modifications 
to the Project were determined to result in any new or greater impacts than those identified 
in the Draft EIR.  Thus, no new impacts have been identified and no new mitigation 
measures are required for implementation of the revised Project. Any substantial changes 
would result in a review by the Planning Commission and could even require subsequent 
environmental analysis in accordance with CEQA. 

Comment No. 2-28 

In addition, in the Concept Plan analyzed in the Draft EIR, the northernmost Sepulveda 
Boulevard driveway was to be relocated approximately 70 feet to the south.  Subsequent to 
the release of the Draft EIR and in response to the concerns of Caltrans, the Applicant has 
agreed to revise the Concept Plan to relocate the proposed driveway approximately 150 
feet south of Rosecrans Avenue, which would provide sufficient room to meet the Caltrans 
design criteria for the required storage length and taper into the right turn lane.  The new 
driveway is proposed to be right-turn in only.  Right turns out of the driveway would be 
prohibited due to the proximity of the driveway to the Rosecrans Avenue intersection.  If the 
proposed Project is approved by the City Council, the Applicant would be required to go 
through the encroachment permit process to get the approval of Caltrans to relocate the 
driveway.  Alternatively, this driveway may be eliminated based on input from Caltrans.  
The revisions to the relocation of the northernmost Sepulveda Boulevard driveway resulted 
in revisions to various figures and text throughout the Draft EIR, but do not change any of 
the impact conclusions reached in the Draft EIR.  In addition, due to the small amount of 
traffic that would be expected to utilize this driveway, it is possible elimination would not 
change any of the traffic or access conclusions reached in the Draft EIR. 

Comment 28 

A condition of approval and/or mitigation measure is required to ensure that any 
changes to the site plan after approval of the Final EIR must be done in conjunction 
with the California Environmental Quality Act requirements to determine the 
appropriate method of addressing such changes.  See comments 26 and 27. 
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Response to Comment No. 2-28 

As discussed in Response to Comment No. 4-26, the Director of Community 
Development has the responsibility to review all changes to the site plan.  The Project is 
already conditioned to deliver a Project that is consistent with the site plan presented in the 
Final EIR.  Any substantial changes to that site plan would require review by the Planning 
Commission and potentially, subsequent environmental analysis consistent with CEQA. 

Comment No. 2-29 

Neighborhood Intrusion 

Neither the City of Manhattan Beach nor the Los Angeles County Department of 
Public Works has adopted a specific set of criteria for defining a significant impact of 
project-related traffic on local neighborhood streets.  The most commonly used set of 
significant impact criteria has been developed and used by the City of Los Angeles 
Department of Transportation (LADOT).  The L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide:  Your 
Resource for Preparing CEQA Analyses in Los Angeles (City of Los Angeles, 2006) 
provides the following recommended thresholds for neighborhood intrusion impacts based 
on the addition of project-related traffic on the future traffic conditions of neighborhood 
streets:  A project would normally have a significant neighborhood intrusion impact if 
project-related traffic would increase the average daily traffic (ADT) volume on a local 
residential street in an amount equal to or greater than the following: 

* ADT increase> 16 percent trips if final ADT1 [sic] < 1,000; 

* ADT increase> 12 percent if final ADT > 1,000 and < 2,000; 

* ADT increase> 10 percent if final ADT > 2,000 and < 3,000; or 

* ADT increase> 8 percent if final ADT > 3,000. 

Given the length of the neighborhood streets west of Sepulveda and the fact that the 
residents of this neighborhood stated that there is already “cut-through” traffic using 
residential streets, it is unlikely that the current ADT levels are less than 1,000 vehicles per 
day.  Therefore, the next most conservative traffic level would assume that the residential 
streets west of the Shopping Center site experience between 1,000 and 2,000 trips per 
day.  An increase of 12 percent of 1,000 trips/day (the lower end of that range) would 
indicate that an increase of 120 project-related trips per day (12 percent of 1,000 ADT = 
120 trips/day) would constitute a significant impact on the residential street.  That is, for any 
neighborhood street in which traffic levels would be increased by 120 trips per day or more 
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as a result of project-related trips, a potentially significant impact by the proposed Project, 
prior to mitigation, was identified. 

Comment 29 

It is yet to be seen if the City of Manhattan Beach would adopt standards similar to 
the standards adopted by the City of Los Angeles as stated above.  Alternatively, 
does the City of El Segundo, an adjacent city that may the impacted by this 
development, have different or stricter standards than Los Angeles that could be 
utilized for analysis?  Also, it was not clear if the Project adopted the Los Angeles 
standards for the proposed development.  It is also anticipated that upon completion 
of the Project between approximately 2,856 and 3,412 parking spaces would be 
provided on-site, depending on the Project’s final design.  This number is different 
from the 2,915 declared prior to distribution of the Draft EIR, but includes a range 
higher than 2,915 spaces.  Under what conditions would parking demand reach 3,412 
spaces? 

Response to Comment No. 2-29 

The City of Manhattan Beach, like many other Southern California cities, has not 
adopted specific quantitative criteria to define the level of traffic increase that constitutes a 
Project’s significant impact on local residential streets.  Given the lack of a local set of 
criteria, the most widely used set of criteria in Southern California is that established by the 
City of Los Angeles and was applied to this Project to determine if potential neighborhood 
traffic impacts should be analyzed in more detail.  The use of this criteria was approved by 
City staff as representing a standard that has been used successfully throughout the 
metropolitan area and as an appropriate threshold of significance at this time. 

The comment also asked about the maximum amount of parking that might be 
provided by the Project.  The Draft EIR shows that up to 3,142 parking spaces may be 
provided on-site.  Because the Project is developing parking structures to supply a portion 
of the parking supply, it is difficult to design to a specific number of spaces.  It is, for 
example, sometimes not possible to build a partial floor of a parking garage and still 
provide the Code-required pedestrian access to stairways.  Therefore, the Applicant has 
asked for the flexibility to exceed the 4.1 sp/1,000 sf GLA parking ratio by 5 percent.  In 
addition, the Draft EIR tests the addition of up to 109,000 sf of restaurant space, which 
would require an increase in the on-site parking supply.  Therefore, the Project could 
provide a range of parking between 2,856 and 3,142 spaces depending on the final 
configuration of the parking garages and the final allocation of on-site land uses. 
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Comment No. 2-30 

Additionally, as part of the Project, a 175-foot deceleration lane on the south edge of 
Rosecrans Avenue would be constructed for the westerly driveway.  Design of the 
deceleration lane would be based on the current edition of the Caltrans Highway Design 
Manual and shall be subject to final approval by the City of Manhattan Beach Public Works 
Department.  In addition, the northernmost Sepulveda Boulevard driveway, adjacent to the 
Fry’s Electronics building, would be relocated approximately 70 feet to the south and would 
maintain access to the Shopping Center site through a new east-west private travel way 
(Fashion Boulevard) connecting Rosecrans Avenue to Village Drive, while also providing 
access to the newly constructed ground-level and below grade deck parking area to a point 
closer to Rosecrans Avenue.  The relocated driveway would separate the retail building on 
the immediate southeast corner of the Sepulveda/Rosecrans intersection and the parking 
structure immediately north of the Veterans Parkway corridor.  The relocated driveway 
would be constructed approximately 150 feet south of Rosecrans Avenue.  Alternatively, 
this driveway may be eliminated based on input from Caltrans. 

Comment 30 

Some of our concerns are being addressed through comments received as part of 
the Draft EIR review process.  Our concern here is that the project would go through 
significant modifications and those modifications would be dismissed as 
insignificant or not requiring public approval and/or comment.  We would like to 
reiterate that modifications to the project, including location of building, driveways, 
traffic signals, etc.  be circulated for public review and go through adequate 
approval process for reasons stated earlier under other comments. 

Response to Comment No. 2-30 

See Responses to Comment Nos. 4-26 through 4-28 for a discussion of the 
evaluation of changes to the proposed site plan. 

Comment No. 2-31 

The westernmost driveway along Rosecrans Avenue would maintain access to the 
Shopping Center site in addition to the newly constructed ground-level parking area be 
relocated to become the Cedar Way driveway/ intersection.  In addition, though the 
Sepulveda Boulevard driveway is proposed to be relocated approximately 150 feet, it would 
be located south of Rosecrans Avenue to maintain access to the Project site and provide 
access to the newly constructed ground-level parking area, as a right-in only access.  This 
access is subject to Caltrans review and approval and may also be eliminated based on 
input from Caltrans.  The easternmost driveway along Rosecrans Avenue would maintain 
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access to the new below-grade parking area.  Operations (i.e., turn movements in and out 
of the center) at each driveway would remain unchanged to the former railroad right-of-way 
(culvert) parking aisles.  Therefore, to further separate vehicles turning right into the 
Shopping Center site from the eastbound Rosecrans Avenue through traffic, the Project 
includes the development of a 175-foot deceleration lane for the driveway that currently 
provides access to the parking lot adjacent to the Fry’s Electronics Store along Rosecrans 
Avenue. 

Comment 31 

The issue with the deceleration lane has been addressed earlier in this report. 

Response to Comment No. 2-31 

See response to Comment No. 2-17 for a discussion of the Rosecrans Avenue 
deceleration lane. 

Comment No. 2-32 

Neighborhood Intrusion 

(i)  Criterion 1—Arterial Congestion 

To meet Criterion 1 above, a corridor must contain intersections operating at levels of 
service (LOS) E or F such that traffic on the corridor would find it faster to divert to the 
parallel residential streets.  This condition exists along Sepulveda Boulevard at the 
intersections of El Segundo Boulevard, Rosecrans Avenue, Marine Avenue, and 
Manhattan Beach Boulevard.  Thus, there is the potential that the proposed Project could 
result in a potentially significant impact under Criterion 1, as diversion to residential streets 
would have the potential to occur along parallel and continuous north-south residential 
streets between El Segundo Boulevard and Manhattan Beach Boulevard.  North and south 
of the Sepulveda Boulevard Corridor, the cross street traffic is lower and the intersections 
would operate better than LOS E or F and, therefore, there is no potential for a significant 
impact under Criterion 1 along these street sections. 

(ii)  Criterion 2—Added Project Traffic 

To meet Criterion 2 above, corridors to which the proposed Project might add 1,200 or 
more daily trips were examined.  The full build-out of the proposed Project would generate 
463 net new daily trips on the street system.  The highest accumulation of Project traffic is 
23 percent, both north and south of the Shopping Center site on Sepulveda, and east of the 
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site on Rosecrans.  The largest accumulation of Project traffic would, therefore, be 23 
percent of 463 daily trips, or a maximum of 107 trips/day on any given street approaching 
the site.  Therefore, the proposed Project would not increase the traffic volumes on any 
section of the Sepulveda Boulevard Corridor by 1,200 daily trips.  In fact, even if all of the 
project-related trips diverted from the arterial street and used local residential streets (a 
condition very unlikely to occur) the 120 vehicle per day criterion would not be met.  Thus, 
the proposed Project would not result in a potentially significant impact under Criterion 2. 

(iii)  Criterion 3—Parallel Routes Available 

Criterion 3 above states that there must be parallel residential streets adjacent to the 
congested corridor that could be used as a short-cut for through traffic.  In the case of the 
proposed Project, there are continuous residential streets that run parallel to Sepulveda 
Boulevard.  Specifically, Oak Avenue, Elm Avenue, Pine Avenue, and Valley Drive on the 
west side of Sepulveda Boulevard and 22nd Street/Magnolia Avenue and N.  Meadows 
Avenue on the east side of Sepulveda Boulevard would offer the most likely cut-through 
routes.  Therefore, there is the potential that the proposed Project would result in a 
potentially significant impact under Criterion 3. 

(iv)  Component I Conditions 

After the completion of Component I of the proposed Project, the conditions for Criteria 1 
and 3 would be met, and there is the potential that the proposed Project could result in a 
potentially significant impact to local streets in the neighborhood.  There is congestion 
along Sepulveda Boulevard and there are parallel residential streets that offer cut-through 
opportunities.  However, Component I of the proposed Project would not add enough traffic 
to the Sepulveda Boulevard Corridor that sufficient traffic volumes would divert to these 
local streets to reach the level of a significant impact. 

Comment 32 

According to the Draft EIR, Component I of the proposed Project would generate 
1,469 daily trips).  The maximum accumulation of Component I of the proposed 
Project traffic would be 378 trips to/from the Shopping Center site along Sepulveda 
Boulevard north and south of the Shopping Center site and along Rosecrans 
Boulevard east of the Shopping Center site.  Even if the 10 percent diversion 
estimate was exceeded, over 35 percent of Project traffic would have to divert from 
Sepulveda Boulevard and use a single residential street to reach the level of a 
significant impact.  During the afternoon peak commute hour, the Component I 
Project trips would add 40 vehicles to the sections of Sepulveda north and south of 
the Project site.  All 40 of the Project trips during the peak hour and an additional 80 

October 8, 2013 
Adjourned City Council Meeting

 
66 of 408



Responses to Late Comments 

City of Manhattan Beach Manhattan Village Shopping Center Enhancement Project 
  October 2013 
 

Page 50 
 

trips during the other hours of the day (when the Sepulveda corridor is less 
congested and the reason for diversion is less) would have to divert to the same 
residential street.  According to the neighborhood traffic impact policy guidelines 
described above, Component I of the proposed Project would not have a significant 
intrusion impact on residential streets because it would not meet Criterion 2 and, 
therefore, it would not meet all three conditions discussed above. 

Response to Comment No. 2-32 

This comment merely repeats the conclusion of the Draft EIR.  No response is 
necessary. 

Comment No. 2-33 

(v)  Component I and II Conditions 

After the completion of Components I and II of the proposed Project, the conditions for 
Criteria 1 and 3 would be met, and, therefore, there is the potential that the proposed 
Project could result in a potentially significant impact to local streets in the neighborhood.  
There is congestion along Sepulveda Boulevard and there are parallel residential streets 
that offer cut-through opportunities.  However, Components I and II of the proposed Project 
would not add enough traffic to the Sepulveda Boulevard Corridor that sufficient traffic 
volumes would divert to these local streets to reach the level of a significant impact.  
Components I and II would generate 715 daily trips.  Components I and II would generate 
fewer than the target 1,200 trips per day and, therefore, this condition would not generate 
sufficient additional traffic to the Sepulveda Boulevard Corridor to divert enough cut-
through traffic to create a significant impact.  Based on the distribution of Project trips, the 
highest concentration of Project trips would be 165 trips per day on Sepulveda Boulevard, 
both north and south of the Project site, and along Rosecrans east of the site.  Even if the 
10 percent diversion estimate was exceeded, the diversion would have to be over 70 
percent of Project traffic using one residential street to reach the level of a significant 
impact.  This situation is not likely to occur.  Similar to the discussion above, based on the 
distribution of Component I Project trips, the highest concentration of Project trips would be 
338 trips per day on Sepulveda Boulevard both north and south of the Project site and 
along Rosecrans east of the site. 

(vi)  Components I and II and III Conditions 

As described above, at the full completion of the proposed Project, the conditions for 
Criteria 1 and 3 would be met, and, therefore, there is the potential that the proposed 
Project could result in a potentially significant impact to local streets in the neighborhood.  
There is congestion along Sepulveda Boulevard and there are parallel residential streets 
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that offer cut-through opportunities.  However, Components I through III of the proposed 
Project would only generate a net total of 463 daily trips on the area street system.  Thus, 
the full build-out of the proposed Project would not add enough traffic to any single corridor 
in the study area that sufficient traffic volumes would divert to the local streets to reach the 
level of a significant impact. 

Comment 33 

The issue of neighborhood intrusion is an important one for those neighborhoods 
within vicinity of the development that currently experience cut-through traffic, and 
are concerned with the addition of significant buildable areas and land uses that 
generate traffic and parking beyond what is currently being experienced.  What this 
report has done is conclude that no significant impacts, as part of project 
implementation, would occur at all component levels (I, II, and III).  However, what we 
have not seen, and what those residential neighborhoods are seeking, is any 
requirement or obligation on the part of the applicant, that if the assumptions in the 
four criteria described above turn out not to be true, what the fall back position 
would be.  With that in mind, we could like to recommend a project condition of 
approval that should neighborhood intrusion occur as part of this development, the 
city is obligated to bring the project up for public hearing and discussion.  This 
development has the potential to destroy the peace, life style, and property values of 
the surrounding neighborhoods without any recourse.  We would like to put the City 
and the developer on the spot, and make them shoulder the responsibility of this 
occurrence.  Without a condition of approval or other form of written, verifiable 
stipulation, this concern would not be adequately addressed. 

Response to Comment No. 2-33 

The comment asks for a stipulation that would require the City and the Project to 
retroactively implement neighborhood protection measures if neighborhood intrusion 
occurs as part of this development. 

In this case, a specific set of evaluation criteria was applied to the neighborhood 
intrusion issue and it was found that the Project would not create a significant impact on the 
adjacent neighborhoods.  Thus, no mitigation is required. 

The City could consider a Condition of Approval on the MUP that would require the 
Applicant to fund a study of the adjacent neighborhoods to see what measures can be 
implemented that would address the existing cut-through traffic issues on the local streets. 

The comment will be forwarded to the decisionmakers for their consideration 
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Comment No. 2-34 

Mitigation Measure H-1:  Prior to the start of construction, the Applicant shall devise a 
Construction Traffic Management Plan to be implemented during construction of the 
Project.  The Construction Traffic Management Plan shall identify all traffic control 
measures and devices to be implemented by the construction contractor through the 
duration of demolition and construction activities associated with the Project.  Construction 
traffic controls should be provided consistent with current California Manual of Uniform 
Traffic Control Devices standards and include provisions to provide and maintain ADA 
pedestrian mobility and access consistent with current California requirements.  If lane 
closures are needed, the Construction Traffic Management Plan shall be submitted for 
review to Caltrans.  The Construction Traffic Management Plan shall also be submitted for 
review to the City of El Segundo Public Works Department and the City of El Segundo 
Planning and Building Safety Department.  The Construction Traffic Management Plan 
shall be subject to final approval by the City of Manhattan Beach Public Works Department, 
the City of Manhattan Beach Community Development Department, and the Manhattan 
Beach Police and Fire Departments.  A final copy of the Construction Traffic Management 
Plan shall be submitted to the City of El Segundo. 

Comment 34 

This mitigation measure has been added to address the concerns about the 
ambiguity of construction traffic congestion and project construction parking.  
However, it falls short of identifying the level of review required for this plan.  It 
appears the mitigation measure is calling for a staff level review because of the 
“temporary” nature of the construction process.  However, our concern is that 
should be construction process not occur within the time-frame identified in the 
Draft EIR, that the project be taken back to the original approval bodies for thorough 
analysis.  This could result in changes to certain assumptions in the project analysis 
and approval. 

Response to Comment No. 2-34 

The comment expresses concern about the staff review of the Construction Traffic 
Management Plan. 

The comment states that the construction traffic and project construction parking 
analyses were ambiguous.  To the contrary, the analyses projected both truck and 
construction parking demand during every quarter of the construction process.  A month-
by-month parking analysis that tracked shoppers, retail employees, and construction 
employees was conducted and is summarized in the Draft EIR.  Two separate construction 
schedules were tested including one that finished each construction stage in 11 months in 
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order to avoid the holiday shopping periods and another that evaluated a 14-month 
construction period. 

The comment calls for the analysis of the construction impacts that would occur if 
the 11-month time period is not met.  This analysis has already been completed and 
included in the Draft EIR.  In addition, the construction analysis in the Draft EIR was more 
detailed than one typically prepared for a project of this size. 

The comment calls for Planning Commission and City Council review of the Project 
should “the construction process not occur within the time frame identified in the Draft EIR.”  
It is standard practice for City staff to review the construction management plans and for 
staff to monitor the progress of construction and the adherence to the management plans.  
In addition, as discussed in Response to Comment No. 4-26, City Staff would return the 
Project to the Planning Commission or City Council if the Project substantially changes. 

Comment No. 2-35 

Mitigation Measure H-2:  The Applicant shall submit a Construction Parking Management 
Plan to the City Community Development Department in October or earlier of each year 
that construction is planned between Thanksgiving through New Year’s.  The initial October 
or earlier submittal shall estimate the number of parking spaces to be available during the 
upcoming holiday shopping period and the peak demand likely during that same period 
based on the shared parking analysis similar to the analyses performed in the Traffic Study 
for the Manhattan Village Shopping Center Improvement Project.  In the event that a 
parking shortage is projected, the Construction Parking Management Plan shall include the 
following points: 

 A determination of the need for the provision of off-site parking. 

 An estimate of the number of weekday and weekend off-site parking spaces 
needed to meet demand. 

 The identification of the location of an off-site parking location(s) with the 
appropriate number of available spaces. 

 Signed agreements with the owners of the off-site parking supply allowing the 
shopping center to utilize the spaces during the needed time periods. 

 A transportation plan identifying shuttle operations, frequency, and hours of 
operation for any off-site spaces beyond a reasonable walking distance. 

 Modification or reduction in construction hours or days.  The annual Construction 
Parking Management Plan shall be submitted to and approved by the Director of 
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Planning Community Development.  A final copy of the Construction Parking 
Management Plan shall be submitted to the City of El Segundo. 

Comment 35 

Although we agree with the concept of a construction parking management plan, we 
disagree with some of the bullet points, especially bullet point #4 regarding signed 
agreements with the owners of the off-site parking locations to allow the shopping 
center to use the sites for parking during specified periods.  Experience has shown 
that parking agreements are not legally binding nor are they enforceable unless 
recorded against the properties in question.  Additionally, there is concern that the 
sites selected may not have “extra” parking to give to allow the project’s additional 
needs.  Thirdly, there is an issue with additional traffic impacts if the selected sites 
are not located within the City of Manhattan Beach.  Would these traffic impacts 
have been analyzed as part of the EIR or would an additional traffic study be needed.  
So, this mitigation measure raises more questions than it is intended to resolve and 
the language needs to be clarified to reflect the concerns expressed earlier. 

[Attachment:  Gabriel Elliott CV (3 pages)] 

Response to Comment No. 2-35 

The proposed mitigation measure will address holiday construction parking without 
creating any additional environmental impacts.  The comment expresses concern about the 
enforceability of leases/agreements for off-site parking lots during the holiday shopping 
periods.  However, agreements for parking are no different than other agreements and can 
be binding and enforceable. 

In the case of the Manhattan Village Shopping Center, the lower lot adjacent to the 
Project is currently available as an off-site holiday parking lot and is owned by the City.  
Thus, there are no issues about alternate trip distribution traffic impacts or about 
pedestrian/vehicular impacts. 

If the Applicant has to find other off-site lots, it is anticipated that an office building 
along Rosecrans Avenue would be utilized because Rosecrans Avenue office buildings 
would be the most efficient and cost effective choice.  Office buildings on Rosecrans 
Avenue could make parking available without impact because the off-site parking would 
primarily be needed on evenings and weekends in December—time periods when office 
parking demand is low.  This addresses the comment’s concern about whether or not these 
off-site parking spaces are “extra” spaces for the donor land uses.  The buildings are within 

October 8, 2013 
Adjourned City Council Meeting

 
71 of 408



Responses to Late Comments 

City of Manhattan Beach Manhattan Village Shopping Center Enhancement Project 
  October 2013 
 

Page 55 
 

the City and sufficiently close to the Project site so that their utilization will not create 
secondary impacts not analyzed in the EIR. 

The whole intent of preparing a plan each October is to assure the City that off-site 
parking is identified and will be available during the upcoming holiday period.  This type of 
off-site holiday parking arrangement is active at numerous shopping centers in Los 
Angeles, Santa Monica, La Jolla, Newport Beach, Glendale, Arcadia, and numerous other 
cities and has been implemented without significant environmental impact. 
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Thlo Alr ....... t 10 mod. and Ant.r.d into this 6t h day of June • 1984 

between the City of Manhattan Beach, a MUnieipal Corporation of the State of 

California, hereinafter referred to •• "MANHATTAN BEACH" and the Ci ty of 11 

Selundo, a Munieipal Corporation of the State of California, hereinafter 

referred to a. '~ S!GURDO", with reapeet to the folloving faetl: 

WH!REAS, MANHATtAN lEACH and EL SEGUNDO d •• ire to provide for the uintenance 

and operation of traffic lignala, interconnect Iyate .. , illuminated Itreet name 

eianl, and highway .. fety Iiahting at roadway intefaectionl which are under the 

joint juri.dietion of both Citie., and to arrange for the particular .. intenance 

and operation function. to be performed, and to lpeeify to each City the 

proration of coat of auch maintenancei 

NOW, THEREFORE, it is mutually as reed aa follows: 

1. MANHATTAN BEACH will admini.ter the contract to provide traffiC signal 

lIaintenance at the roadway interaections shown in Appendix "An attached. 

Contract .dainietration ahall include: 

(a) Preparation of the traffic eignal aaintenance apacificationa and 

contract documenta, and Bubmit thell to EI SegUDdo for their review 

and approval, 

(b) Advert!.e for receipt of competitive bide, 

(e) Ba.ed on an analysi. of the .u~itted prope.,ll and contractora' 

qualification. prepare a recommendation to award a contract, 

(d) With the concurrence of EL SEGUNDO execdte an Agreement with • 

contractor to perform the traffic lignal .aintenance operationa, 

(e) Periodically inlpect the maintenance performance of the contractor, 

(f) Negotiate With the Contractor, and with the prior concurrence of EL 

-1-
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SIGURDO, execute contract cbanae ordera, and 

Ca> Vertfy contractors extraordinary .. intenance chars ••• 

(h) Propo •• d revision. to the eatablished interval of tia. allocated to 

• traffic cyele phaae(.) at any of the traffic slanal 1ft.tall.tiona 

,hown in Appendis nAn ahall not be lllpI ... nted without the prior 

concurrence of 11 SeIUDdo. 

2. For each roadway interaection .hown in Appendix "A't, the partie. hereto 

ahall abare in the routine and extraordlaary .. intenance expena. of the 

traffiC 81ena18, interconnect .ystems, illuminated atreet naae 81gn8, and 

hlabvay safaty lighting in the sase proportion that the number of ap-

preaches or percenta ••• of approache. under their respective jur~.dlctlon 

beara to the total au.ber of approaches entering saId interaection. 

3. Traffic 8ianals, interconnect .ystems, illuminated street name slgna, 

or h18hway Nfety lighting tlay be added or deleted frOll Appendix flAil under 

the teras of thia Alreement by stipulating In Bubsequent agreetlents or by 

written approval of the respective Directors of Public Work8 for Xl 

Segundo and Manhattan Beach. The aa.e approval procedure shall be uled to 

revile each as.ncy's ahare of the coat of maintenance a. required by sub-

sequent revisions to the jurisdictional boundaries at a 'particular inter-

section. 

4. BIll. for traffie signal routine and extraordinary .. intenenee shall be 

oubmitted to EL SEGUNDO aonthly. H1lhvay .afety lilhtiftl, traffic .ilnal 

operatlon, 1llu.inated street name sign electrical energy costs and 

traffie sllnal interconneet system charges shall be invoiced on a bi-

ItOnthly b.sls. 

s. The MANHATTAN BEACH Agreament with the Contractor to .'intsln traffic sig­

nal 1ft. tall. tiona under the joint jurisdiction of MANHATTAN BEACH and EL 

SEGUNDO shall contain provisions holdinl both Citie.' elective and ap-

polntlve board., officerl, asents, and employees harmless from any 11&-
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bl11ty for damaae or claias for dame,e for perlonal injury, iucluding 

death, .1 well 8. from elaims for property d ..... which may art I. from 

Contraetor'. or any lubeontractor'. operationl under the traffic 11,nal 

..tntenanee aaree.ent, whether lueh operationl be by Contractor or byaay 

lubcontractor, or lubcontractors, or by anyone or more perlon. directly 

or indirectly •• ployed by, or actin, al asent for, Contractor or subcon­

tractor or lubcontraetorl. The ~TTAH BIACR/~ntr.etor Traffic Slgnal 

Maintenance Alra.sent shall allo provide that the Contractor ahall defend 

both Cltle.~ elective and appointive boards, officara, alentl, and .~ 

ployeea from any lutt. or action at law or in equity for daaag •• cauaed, 

or al1esed to have been cau •• d, by rea.on of any of the Contractor', 

traffic signal .aintenanee opera tiona. It il understood and agreed that 

neither BL SEGUNDO, nor any officer or employee thereof II relponaible 

for any damage or liability occurrin, by realon of anythina done or 

omitted to be done by ~TTAN BEACH under or in connection with any 

maintenance perforaed by the Contractor or by MANHATTAN BEACH. It ill 

alIa underatood and agreed that, purauant to Govern.ent Code Section 895.4 

HANHATTAN IBACH .hall defend, 1ndeomify and .ave harmle •• !L SBGUNDO, .11 

officera and .. ployeel from all elai.a, auitl, or actions of every na .. , 

kind, and description brought for or in account of injuriea to or death 

of Iny person or d"'le to property re.ulttna from anything done or 

a.ttted to be done by MANHATTAN BlACK under or in conneetion with any work 

under thia Agreement except a. otherwiae provided by Statute. 

It i. underatood and agreed that neither MANHATTAN BEACH, nor any officer 

or employee thereot i. relponsible tor any damas, or liability occurrlna 

by realon of anything done by EL SEGUNDO under or in connection with any 

maintenance performed by the Contractor or by EL SEGUNDO. It is alia 

under.tood and agreed that, purluant to Covernment Code Section 895.4, 

EL SEGUNDO shall defend, indemnify, and lava hermle •• KANRATTAN BEACH, all 

officer. and employees from all claims, luitll or action of every name, 

kind and description brought for or in account at injuries to or death of 

any peraon or damage to property resulting from anything done or omitted 
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to be done by !L SEGUNDO under or in connection with any work under this 

Aareeaent except a. otherwise provided by Statute. 

6. This Agreoment ohall supersede oIl prior KAHRATTAN BEACH/BL SBGUNDO agre.­

aenta regarding the .. intenanee of traffic eignala, illuminated street 

name 818na, hlahvay •• fety l1abtlna. and traffic algnal interconnect 

.y.t •••• 

7. Thi, Alr.e .. nt aball become effective .a of 12:01 A.M., July 1, 1984 and 

may be te .. instld upon .ixt1 (60) deys written notice by either City. 

The written notice .ball ~ served and delivered via certified or 

regiltered mail by the United State a Postal Service, or by personal 

delivery. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, MANHATTAN BEACH hal cauled thil Agreeaent to be 

executed by itl Mayor and atteated by ita CIty Clerk, and !L SEGQNDO bel cauled 

thie Agreement to be executed by ita Mayor and att •• ted by ita City Clerk. the 

day and year hereinabove written. 
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