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I.  INTRODUCTION 

In accordance with the City of Manhattan Beach Guidelines for implementation of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and Sections 15088, 15089, and 15132 of CEQA, the City of 
Manhattan Beach has prepared this Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) for the Civic 
Center/Metlox Development Project.   

LOCATION 

The project site is located in the City of Manhattan Beach, within the south bay area of the County of Los 
Angeles.  More specifically, the site is comprised of two contiguously adjoined parcels; one within the 
City’s Civic Center property and the adjoining parcel within the Downtown Commercial District.  The 
entire project site is generally defined by 15th Street on the north, Valley Drive on the east, Manhattan 
Beach Boulevard on the south, and Highland Avenue and Morningside Drive on the west.   

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED PROJECT 

The proposed Civic Center/Metlox Development consists of a partial redevelopment of the Civic Center 
site including the demolition and reconstruction of the Police and Fire Department facilities and Public 
Library Building, and the new development of an adjacent mixed-use commercial project (i.e., Metlox 
Development).  The two sites are contiguously located (north/south) and provide an opportunity to 
integrate the public and private developments into a single project.   

Civic Center / Public Safety Facility 

The Civic Center portion of the project will involve a complete demolition and reconstruction of the 
existing Police and Fire Department Facilities.  Due to the age and condition of the existing structures, the 
Fire Department building (10,568 square feet) and Police Department building (20,000 square feet) will 
be entirely demolished and reconstructed on-site.  The facilities are proposed to be replaced with a two-
level (one level below grade), approximately 57,000 square foot combined Police and Fire Department 
public safety facility incorporating all administrative and operational functions of these departments.  The 
net increase in developed floor area over existing conditions will be approximately 26,432 square feet.  
The proposed structure is intended to accommodate the spatial and modernization needs of both 
departments and will not involve any staffing or personnel increases. 

The Civic Center also includes reconstruction of the existing Public Library building.  The existing Public 
Library (12,100 square feet) will either be added onto or demolished and reconstructed with a new Public 
Library and Cultural Arts Center.  Upon completion, the proposed Library and Cultural Arts Center will 
consist of an approximate 40,000 square foot structure with roughly 30,000 square feet for library space 
and 10,000 square feet for a 99-seat Cultural Arts Center.  The Library will contain reference materials 
and periodicals for children through teens to adults, meeting and reading rooms, restrooms for the 
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community, and offices for staff.  The Cultural Arts Center will contain a stage for live community 
performances, dressing rooms, lobby, offices, kitchenette, restrooms, and exhibition space. 

Metlox 

The Metlox project consists of a mixed-use commercial development with subterranean parking, 
including some above-grade surface parking on the proposed 13th Street extension.  The total floor area 
proposed is approximately 90,000 square feet comprised of retail, restaurant, a 40-room Bed and 
Breakfast lodging component, and office uses.  The preliminary design envisions one- and two-story 
buildings oriented around the streets, outdoor plazas (paseos) and a Town Square.   

As identified in the Design and Development Proposal submitted to the City by the Tolkin Group, the 
vision for the development of the Metlox block is to create a natural extension of Downtown Manhattan 
Beach while sensitively making the transition from commercial uses to the adjoining residential and Civic 
Center uses.  The Metlox development is seeking to provide a mix of local serving uses that will 
compliment the existing Downtown uses.   

Approximately 30,000 square feet of the Metlox area is proposed to be devoted to public open space.  
Such space will include the Gateway Plaza, the Town Square, paseos and a sculpture garden.  The Town 
Square will include a Lookout Tower element to offer public views of the pier, beach, ocean and other 
local landmarks in the Downtown area.  An additional open space courtyard is proposed as a garden area 
for the proposed bed and breakfast inn. 

An important aspect of this project is the pedestrian linkage between the Metlox Development and the 
Civic Center.  Pedestrian circulation is designed to flow between the two sites providing a strong 
integration of the different land uses.  Pedestrian circulation within the Metlox Development is centered 
around a “Town Square.”  This public space may have a pre-approved set of activities that could be 
programmed for the Town Square on a regular basis.  Pedestrian circulation around the site will be 
provided by sidewalks located contiguous to the perimeter streets (Valley Drive, Manhattan Beach 
Boulevard, Morningside Drive and 13th Street). 

Parking for the Civic Center portion of the development will contain 116 secure subterranean parking 
spaces for police and fire vehicles as well as an additional 87 spaces for Civic Center public and staff.   
Additional at-grade parking will provide 61 spaces for police and fire vehicles, and 86 spaces for Civic 
Center public and staff parking needs.  The Metlox development proposes to construct at least 212 spaces 
for the commercial component of the project.  In total, at least 562 parking spaces will be provided on 
site, of which 446 would be available for use by the public.   

AREAS OF CONTROVERSY 

Potential areas of controversy and issues to be resolved by the decision-makers include those areas where 
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significant unavoidable impacts are projected to occur as a result of the proposed project.  For the 
proposed Civic Center/Metlox Development Project, the area of controversy are centered around traffic 
and construction noise impacts.   

Traffic.  Unavoidable significant traffic impacts are expected to occur at the following two study 
intersections during the summer season:   

•  Manhattan Beach Boulevard and Valley Drive/Ardmore Avenue (summer weekdays PM peak 
hour)  

•  Highland Avenue and Manhattan Beach Boulevard (summer Sundays peak hour). 

It should be noted that no unavoidable significant traffic impacts are expected to occur during the winter 
weekdays, which constitutes over ¾ (or 75%) of the time period throughout the year.  The unavoidable 
traffic impacts are only expected to occur on a seasonal basis during summer months when the City of 
Manhattan Beach naturally experiences increased traffic volumes associated with summer beach trips.   

Construction Noise.  Noise from construction-related activities are anticipated to exceed the City of 
Manhattan Beach exterior noise level standards at all 5 of the sensitive receptor locations.  With 
application of prescribed mitigation measures, construction noise levels are anticipated to be reduced by 
approximately 6 dBA (Leq) at all receptor locations.  However, due to the proximity of sensitive noise 
receptors, significant noise impacts would still remain at sensitive receptor locations.  These temporary 
construction noise impacts would be significant and unavoidable.   

As provided by the City of Manhattan Beach Noise Ordinance, construction activities are exempt from 
exceeding the City’s exterior community noise level standards (Ord. No. 1957, Sec. 5.48.250).  However, 
because of the project’s unique size, mix of uses, duration of construction activities, location and 
proximity to residential uses, the project does not represent a typical construction project within the City 
of Manhattan Beach.  Therefore, for purposes of this analysis, the assessment of construction noise 
impacts was conservatively based on strict application of the community noise level standards without 
regard to the exemption clause of the code. 

SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 

The Draft EIR considered a range of alternatives to the proposed project to provide informed decision-
making in accordance with Section 15126(d) of the CEQA Guidelines.  The alternatives analyzed in the 
EIR include: 1) No Project Alternative; 2) Civic Center Only Alternative; 3) Metlox Development Only 
Alternative; 4) Reduced Density Alternative; 5) Civic Center (as proposed) With 90,000 Development (as 
proposed) With Increased Parking (includes  a 2nd level of subterranean parking); and 6) Mixed Use 
Alternative.   
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Aside from the No Project Alternative, the Civic Center Only Alternative was identified as the 
environmentally superior alternative.  However, although the Civic Center Alternative would avoid 
significant traffic impacts, this alternative fails to meet any of the project’s objectives associated with the 
Metlox site.  This alternative would only accomplish the project’s objective to provide a Public Safety 
Facility which houses and coordinates the activities of the Police and Fire Departments in one facility.  
This alternative would be successful in upgrading the existing police, fire, and public library services 
which have become outdated and inefficient in providing the spatial and functional needs demanded by 
their respective services, but will not meet any of the project objectives directed towards redeveloping the 
former Metlox Potteries site. Moreover, this alternative fails to integrate the Civic Center site and the 
Metlox site with the rest of the Downtown Commercial Business District.  This alternative does not 
provide any solution for redeveloping the Metlox site.  To this extent, the environmentally superior 
alternative temporarily avoids any of the environmental impacts associated with redevelopment of the 
Metlox site.   

NOTICING AND AVAILABILITY OF THE DRAFT EIR 

The Draft EIR for the proposed Civic Center Metlox Development Project was prepared by the City of 
Manhattan Beach with the assistance of Christopher A. Joseph & Associates in October 2000.  The City of 
Manhattan Beach Community Development Department forwarded copies of the Draft EIR as well as a 
Notice of Completion form to the California State Clearinghouse in Sacramento.  The State Clearinghouse 
acknowledged receipt of the Draft EIR and established a 45-day public review period for the report 
beginning October 9, 2000 and closing November 22, 2000.  The purpose of the 45-day review period is to 
provide interested public agencies, groups and individuals the opportunity to comment on the contents and 
completeness of the Draft EIR and to submit testimony on the possible environmental effects of the 
proposed project.  The City of Manhattan Beach Community Development Department also posted a Notice 
of Availability form in the Beach Reporter on October 5, 2000, regarding the availability of the Draft EIR 
for the 30-day public review period.   

CERTIFICATION OF THE EIR 
 
This document, together with the DEIR, makes up the FEIR as defined in the State CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15132 as follows: 

“The final EIR shall consist of: (a) The Draft EIR or a revision of the draft; (b) 
Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR either verbatim or in 
summary; (c) A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the 
Draft EIR; (d) The responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points 
raised in the review and consultation process; and (e) Any other information added by 
the lead agency.” 

The environmental review phase of a project precedes the phase which considers the project approval 
decision.  The environmental review phase identifies the environmental impacts in compliance with 
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CEQA, while the project approval phase considers the range of factors (environmental, normative, 
preferential) relevant to the decision to approve a project.  Certification of the EIR is not the same as 
project approval, but simply marks the end of the environmental review phase.  Certification is a 
judgment that the EIR is a legally adequate informational document in compliance with CEQA.  Only 
when the EIR document adequately identifies all significant environmental impacts associated with the 
project can it be used in the project approval phase along with consideration of other relevant factors.  To 
approve a project, CEQA requires that either the significant impacts of the project (as identified in the 
EIR) be reduced to a less than significant level through the implementation of mitigation measures, or the 
approving body must adopt a finding of overriding considerations stating that mitigation measures are 
nonexistent or infeasible and thus constitute an unavoidable significant impact.  The finding of overriding 
considerations, states, in effect, that the benefits of the project outweigh the environmental impacts that 
would result upon implementation of the project. 

 

REVISED EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Table I-1 on page I-6 presents a revised executive summary of the project impacts, mitigation measures 
and impacts after mitigation.  
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Table I-1 
Civic Center Metlox Development Project EIR  

Revised Executive Summary 

Project Impacts Mitigation Measures Impacts After Mitigation 

AESTHETICS 

Based on the size and scale of the proposed development 
(a density that is approximately 63% of the maximum 
allowable FAR for the CD Zone), a review of the 
architectural illustrations and conceptual site plan design, 
it appears that the proposed project would be compatible 
with the Downtown Design Guidelines.  The structures 
proposed are within the same size and scale of adjacent 
commercial properties within the Downtown area along 
Morningside Drive and Manhattan Beach Boulevard.  In 
addition, the Meltox Block concept envisioned for the 
project will compliment the adjacent commercial 
structures in the Downtown area.  To the extent that the 
Metlox development incorporates the general goals and 
recommendations of the Downtown Design Guidelines, 
aesthetic impacts would be less than significant. 
A total of 22 public views were identified and analyzed 
to determine the project potential to obstruct scenic or 
ocean views.  Of the 22 public views analyzed, three 
vantage points were identified as providing ocean views 
(View 4, View 5, and View 7).  Views 5 and 7 would 
remain unobstructed by the development as they are 
aligned with 13th Street.  13th Street is proposed to be 
made a through way street between Valley Drive and 
Morningside Drive, thus existing views through the 
project site would be retained.  View 4, however, may 
become partially blocked by the proposed Lookout 
Tower structure.  Because this view obstruction would 
only effect a portion of the existing view of the ocean, 
and ocean views would still be available from this 

1.  Where feasible, incorporate landscaped areas into new 
development and existing development.  Such landscaped 
areas could utilize window boxes and similar landscape 
amenities.  Landscaping should be designed to enhance and 
accentuate the architecture of the development.   

2.  Signs should be designed at a scale appropriate to the desired 
village character of downtown.  The size and location of signs 
should be appropriate to the specific business.   Pre-packaged 
"corporate" signs should be modified to a scale and location 
appropriate to the desired village character of downtown 
Manhattan Beach.  Signs should not block, or obliterate, 
design details of the building upon which they are placed.  
Pedestrian oriented signage is encouraged.  Such signs may be 
located on entry awnings, directly above business entrances, 
and "hanging signs" located adjacent to entrances.   

3.  Low level ambient night lighting shall be incorporated into the 
site plans to minimize the effects of light and glare on 
adjacent properties. 

4.  The Lookout Tower shall not exceed a maximum of 60 feet in 
height as measured from the base of the structure to the top of 
any roof or trellis-type covering.  A flag pole or similar 
architectural feature (i.e., weather vane) shall not extend any 
more than ten feet above the highest roof line of the proposed 
structure.   

5.  To ensure shadows are not cast upon any shadow sensitive use 
during the hours of 9:00 a.m. and 3:00 p.m., the location of 
the Lookout Tower shall be located at least 182 feet away 
from any residential property line. 

Project impacts on aesthetics and views would be 
less than significant before and after mitigation.   
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Table I-1 
Civic Center Metlox Development Project EIR  

Revised Executive Summary 

Project Impacts Mitigation Measures Impacts After Mitigation 
vantage, impacts were determined to be less than 
significant.   
With the exception of the proposed Lookout Tower, all of 
the proposed structures would be a maximum of 30 feet 
high.  Given the distance between the project structures 
and any shadow sensitive uses and the distance of the 
project-related (not including the Lookout Tower) 
shadows, a shadow would not be cast on any shadow 
sensitive uses.  Therefore, shadow impacts from any of 
the project’s 30 foot high structures would be less than 
significant. 
The height of the proposed Lookout Tower is proposed at 
a maximum of 60 feet, excluding an architectural flag 
pole which may extend an additional 10 feet above the 
top of the structure.  To ensure adjacent residential uses 
are not significantly impacted, mitigation measures are 
recommended to limit the size and locale of the proposed 
Tower. 

AIR QUALITY 

The construction activities associated with the proposed 
project would generate pollutant emissions.  
Grading/excavation phase PM10 emissions are 
anticipated to exceed the SCAQMD significance 
threshold of 150 ppd, which would result in a short-term 
significant impact.   
Long-term project emissions would be generated by 
motor vehicles (mobile sources) as well as from the 
consumption of natural gas and electricity (stationary 
sources).  .  The results of the California Air Resources 
Board’s URBEMIS 7G operational emissions model 

1.  The construction area and vicinity (500-foot radius) shall be 
swept and watered at least twice daily.   

2.  Site-wetting shall occur often enough to maintain a 10 percent 
surface soil moisture content throughout all site grading and 
excavation activity. 

3.  All haul trucks shall either be covered or maintained with two 
feet of free board. 

4.  All haul trucks shall have a capacity of no less than 14 cubic 
yards. 

5.  All unpaved parking or staging areas shall be watered at least 

Application of prescribed mitigation measures are 
anticipated to reduce construction phase PM10 
emissions to a level that is less than significant.  
With proper implementation of prescribed 
mitigation measures, development of the proposed 
project would not result in any unavoidable 
significant air quality impacts. 
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Table I-1 
Civic Center Metlox Development Project EIR  

Revised Executive Summary 

Project Impacts Mitigation Measures Impacts After Mitigation 
indicate that operational emissions are not anticipated to 
exceed daily SCAQMD significance thresholds.  Thus, 
long-term impacts resulting from daily operational 
emissions would be considered less than significant.   
The proposed project could potentially exceed the 8-hour 
concentration standard of 9.0 ppm in areas adjacent to the 
intersection of Sepulveda and Manhattan Beach 
Boulevard.  The estimated worst-case 8-hour 
concentration would violate the State standard in areas 
adjacent to the intersection of Sepulveda and Manhattan 
Beach Boulevards, either with or without the proposed 
project.  The increment significance threshold is 1 ppm 
for the 1-hour averaging period, and 0.45 ppm for the 8-
hour averaging period.  Since the project contribution 
would be negligible (i.e., less than 1 ppm), this can be 
considered a less-than-significant impact.   
The SCAQMD has identified CO as the best indicator 
pollutant for determining whether air quality violations 
would occur, because CO is most directly related to 
automobile traffic.  As indicated previously, CO 
concentrations were modeled using the USEPA 
CAL3QHC dispersion model.  The analysis indicated that 
the project would not cause or exacerbate an existing 
violation of the State CO concentration standard; 
therefore, the proposed project can be considered to 
comply with AQMP’s Consistency Criterion 1. 
The Proposed Project is not growth inducing, and the 
estimated job creation that would result from 
implementation of the Proposed Project is not sufficiently 
large to call into question the employment forecasts for 
the subregion adopted by SCAG.  Since the SCAQMD 

four times daily. 
6.  Site access points shall be swept/washed within thirty minutes 

of visible dirt deposition. 
7.  On-site stockpiles of debris, dirt, or rusty material shall be 

covered or watered at least twice daily. 
8.  Operations on any unpaved surfaces shall be suspended when 

winds exceed 25 mph. 
9.  Car-pooling for construction workers shall be encouraged. 
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Table I-1 
Civic Center Metlox Development Project EIR  

Revised Executive Summary 

Project Impacts Mitigation Measures Impacts After Mitigation 
has incorporated these same projections into the AQMP, 
it can be concluded that this project would be consistent 
with the projections in the AQMP.  Thus, the proposed 
project can be considered to comply with Consistency 
Criterion 2.  Accordingly, the project would be consistent 
with AQMP’s goals, policies, and programs for 
improving regional air quality conditions.   

LAND USE 

The uses proposed for the Civic Center site are generally 
consistent with the existing uses on site in which they are 
replacing and are consistent with the permitted uses 
allowed under the existing site’s Public Facilities land 
use designation.  The Cultural Arts Center use is 
consistent with the LCP regulations for the Public and 
Semipublic District. The following uses proposed for the 
Metlox Development will require a use permit to operate 
with in the CD District:  Eating and drinking 
establishments (e.g. restaurants and bakery), hotels & 
motels, offices (business & professional).  Approvals and 
conditions of approvals for these uses will be addressed 
within the Development Agreement for the proposed 
Metlox Development.  With procurement of a 
Development Agreement, including a local coastal 
permit, a height variance for the tower element, and 
applicable building permits, land use consistency impacts 
would be less than significant.   

With procurement of the necessary land use entitlements (i.e., 
Development Agreement plus, a local coastal permit, a height 
variance for the tower element, and: a applicable building 
permits) land use impacts associated with the proposed project 
would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are 
required or recommended. 

Land use impacts would be less than significant 
and no mitigation measures would be required. 

PUBLIC SERVICES/POLICE PROTECTION 

Implementation of the proposed project will result in 
increased activity on the project site, which could create a 
greater demand for police protection services.  The Civic 

1.  Prior to the issuance of building permits, project site plans 
should be subject to review by the MBPD and MBFD.  All 
recommendations made by the MBPD and MBFD relative to 

Project impacts on public safety would be less than 
significant before and after mitigation.   
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Table I-1 
Civic Center Metlox Development Project EIR  

Revised Executive Summary 

Project Impacts Mitigation Measures Impacts After Mitigation 
Center portion of the project will involve reconstructing 
the existing Police and Fire Department Facilities.  The 
new Public Safety Facility will include the following 
police serving functions; improved service areas to 
enhance service to residents and visitors, additional room 
for current and future crime fighting technologies and 
crime prevention programs, and an underground firing 
range.   
With an increased on-site population, demands upon 
police services are naturally expected to increase to some 
extent.  However, because the commercial project will be 
developed adjacent to the Public Safety Facility, the 
response time for a foot response, which could be 
provided from officers that are on duty and at the police 
station, would be immediate, should an emergency arise 
on site or within the immediate project vicinity. In 
addition, the level of police presence on site would in 
itself deter criminal activities.  According to MBPD, the 
proposed project would not have a negative impact on 
police response times.  The project would incorporate 
police protection features into the site design (e.g., 
lighting, landscaping, building design, etc.). It is not 
anticipated that the increase in the number of employees 
and visitors associated with the project would 
substantially increase the requirement for services from 
the MBPD.   
Parking is proposed to be provided on-grade and below 
grade for Police Department, Fire Department and Public 
Library functions, and for Civic Center public and staff.  
The subterranean parking garage(s), which due to limited 
visibility from the general public at street level, could 
increase the risk to public safety. The project’s 

public safety (e.g. emergency access) should be incorporated 
into conditions of project approval (i.e., Master Use Permit or 
Development Agreement).   

2.  Prior to the approval of the final site plan and issuance of each 
building permit, the project applicant shall submit plans to the 
MBPD for review and approval for the purpose of 
incorporating safety measures in the project design, including 
the concept of crime prevention through environmental design 
(i.e., building design, circulation, site planning, and lighting of 
parking structure and parking areas).  Design considerations 
should include an evaluation of electronic surveillance 
systems, emergency call boxes and lighting systems in 
addition to architectural elements that allow direct vertical and 
horizontal views outside of the structure. 

3. The provision of an on-site valet attendant and/or patrol by 
private security officers during operation of the project shall 
be considered at peak parking demand times, as needed.  This 
mitigation measure shall be incorporated into the conditions 
of project approval (i.e., Master Land Use Permit or 
Development Agreement) at the discretion of the City 
Council.   
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Table I-1 
Civic Center Metlox Development Project EIR  

Revised Executive Summary 

Project Impacts Mitigation Measures Impacts After Mitigation 
subterranean parking has been a major consideration 
throughout the design and planning phases of the 
proposed project.  However, it is one that can be 
mitigated through heightened security measures during 
the on-going operation of the project.  Therefore, project 
impacts on police protection service would be less than 
significant. 

RISK OF UPSET 

Historical soil contamination on the proposed Metlox site 
has been remediated, and a closure report has been issued 
for the site.  The project site is not located on the UST 
Cleanup Fund Program Revised Priority List or the 
Leaking Underground Storage Tank Information System 
(LUSTIS) List that records sites known to generate, store, 
or be contaminated with hazardous materials. 
Due to the age of the Civic Center buildings being 
demolished, ACMs, lead based paint, and PCBs may be 
located in the existing structures.  Should on-site 
structures containing such materials be demolished or 
renovated without proper stabilization and/or removal 
methods in accordance with applicable laws and 
regulations, ACMs, lead based paint, and PCBs could 
potentially be released into the environment which could 
represent a significant environmental impact. 
The MBFD utilizes an above ground storage tank (AST), 
containing diesel which is used to fuel the department’s 
vehicles.  This AST would be removed during demolition 
of the existing on-site uses and replaced during project 
construction.  The AST would be handled in compliance 
with all applicable rules and regulations to ensure risk of 

1.  Comprehensive surveys for asbestos containing materials 
(ACMs), lead based paint, and Poly Chlorinated Biphenyls 
(PCBs) shall be conducted by a registered environmental 
assessor for each existing on-site structure to be demolished 
or renovated under the proposed project.  ACMs, lead based 
paint, or PCBs found in any structures shall be stabilized 
and/or removed and disposed of in accordance with applicable 
laws and regulations including, but not limited to, SCAQMD 
Rule 1403 and Cal OSHA requirements. 

2.  If during construction of the project, soil contamination is 
suspected, construction in the area should stop and 
appropriate Health and Safety procedures should be 
implemented.  The Department of Toxic Substances Control 
(DTSC) Voluntary Cleanup Program (VCP) should be 
contacted at (818) 551-2866 to provide the appropriate 
regulatory oversight. 

With implementation of the listed mitigation 
measure, project impacts regarding risk of upset 
would be reduced to levels of insignificance. 
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Table I-1 
Civic Center Metlox Development Project EIR  

Revised Executive Summary 

Project Impacts Mitigation Measures Impacts After Mitigation 
upset is minimized.   
 
With the exception of common household cleaning 
solvents and supplies, the proposed project does not 
include the use, storage, creation or disposal of large 
quantities of hazardous materials.  The storing and or 
using of such materials in small quantities would be 
adequately reduced to acceptable levels of safety via 
continued compliance with federal, state and local 
regulations.   

TRANSPORTATION / CIRCULATION 

The Project Traffic Study assessed project-related traffic 
impacts during three representative time periods out of 
the year: AM/PM peak hour winter weekdays; AM/PM 
peak hours summer weekdays; and Saturday/Sunday 
summer weekends. Project impacts for each of these time 
periods is summarized as follows: 
Winter Weekdays. The proposed project would result in 
significant traffic impacts during winter weekdays at the 
following three intersections: 
Highland Avenue and 15th Street (PM peak hour), 
 Highland Avenue and 13th Street (PM peak hour), and  
Manhattan Beach Boulevard and Sepulveda Boulevard 
(PM peak hour).  
During the winter months, the addition of project 
volumes would result in a level of service change at three 
additional intersections. The incremental change in the 
CMA value for those intersections, however, is minimal 
and the impact is not considered to be significant.  The 

REQUIRED MITIGATION 
1.  Prior to any construction activities, a Construction Plan shall 

be submitted for review and approval to the City of Manhattan 
Beach Public Works Department and Community 
Development Department.  Construction Plans shall address 
parking availability and minimize the loss of parking for 
existing on-site Civic Center operations that will continue to 
operate throughout the construction period.  To minimize 
potential adverse impacts upon the Downtown Commercial 
District construction workers shall not be permitted to park 
within in the adjacent public parking structures or street 
parking spaces.  The parking plans shall provide adequate on-
site parking areas for construction workers and/or consider 
providing additional construction parking at off-site parking 
lot locations and providing bussing or car-pool services to the 
construction site.  The proposed construction plan shall 
designate appropriate haul routes into and out of the project 
area.  Truck staging areas shall not be permitted on residential 
roadways or adjacent to any school site.   

With implementation of the mitigation measures, 
no unavoidable significant impacts would occur 
during the Winter Weekday time period.  
However, significant impacts are expected to 
remain at one intersection during summer 
weekdays (i.e., at Manhattan Beach Boulevard and 
Valley Drive/Ardmore Avenue) and one 
intersection during summer Sundays (i.e., 
Manhattan Beach Boulevard at Highland Avenue).   
It should be noted that no unavoidable significant 
traffic impacts are expected to occur during the 
winter weekdays, which constitutes over ¾ (or 
approximately 75%) of the time period throughout 
the year.  The unavoidable traffic impacts are only 
expected to occur on a seasonal basis during 
summer months when the City of Manhattan 
Beach naturally experiences increased traffic 
volumes associated with summer beach trips.   
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Table I-1 
Civic Center Metlox Development Project EIR  

Revised Executive Summary 

Project Impacts Mitigation Measures Impacts After Mitigation 
level of service will remain the same at all other study 
intersections during winter weekdays. 
Summer Weekdays.  During summer weekdays, the 
project would result in significant impacts at the 
following two intersections: 
Highland Avenue and 15th Street (PM peak hour), and  
Manhattan Beach Boulevard and Valley Drive/Ardmore 
Avenue (AM & PM peak hours).   
The addition of project volumes would also result in the 
level of service change at five additional intersections. 
The incremental change in the CMA value for those 
intersections, however, is minimal and the impact is not 
considered to be significant. 
Summer Weekends. During summer weekends the 
project would result in significant traffic impacts at the 
following four intersections: 
Highland Avenue and 15th Street (AM & PM peak 
hours),   
Manhattan Beach Boulevard and Highland Avenue (PM 
peak hour),  
Manhattan Beach Boulevard and Valley Drive/Ardmore 
Avenue (PM peak hour), and 
Manhattan Beach Boulevard and Sepulveda Boulevard 
(AM & PM peak hours). 
The addition of project volumes would also result in the 
level of service change at the following five additional 
intersections.  However, the incremental change in the 
CMA value for those intersections is minimal and the 

2.  Manhattan Beach Blvd. & Sepulveda Blvd. -Contribute to the 
installation of dual left-turn lanes in the northbound and 
eastbound directions. 

3.  Highland Avenue & 13th Street -Install a two-phase signal at 
this intersection if warranted based on actual traffic counts 
taken after the project is developed. The implementation of 
peak-hour southbound left-turn restrictions at this intersection 
is another option to mitigate project impacts as this restriction 
would improve traffic flow through this intersection, as it 
would reduce northbound through and southbound left-turn 
conflicts, and allow for the free flow of southbound traffic.  In 
addition, the conversion of 13th Street to a one-way eastbound 
scheme is another option.   

4.  Manhattan Beach Blvd. & Valley Drive/Ardmore Ave. -Install 
a dual southbound left-turn lane at this intersection at such a 
time that two left turn lanes are warranted based on actual 
traffic counts. 

5.  The City Traffic Engineer shall conduct secondary “post-
project” traffic assessments at the intersections of Highland 
Avenue & 13th Street, and Manhattan Beach Boulevard & 
Valley Drive/Ardmore Avenue to determine the actual traffic 
impacts of the proposed project.  Should the results of this 
assessment verify significant impacts are realized, the 
mitigation measures recommended in the Draft EIR, or 
measures of equivalent effectiveness shall be implemented. 

6.  An employee parking program shall be required for the 
Metlox commercial establishments to alleviate the parking 
demands within the Downtown Commercial District.  
Potential mitigation options may include satellite parking 
programs and/or providing tandem parking stalls designated 
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Civic Center Metlox Development Project EIR  

Revised Executive Summary 

Project Impacts Mitigation Measures Impacts After Mitigation 
impact is not considered to be significant. 
Neighborhood Traffic. No significant traffic impacts are 
expected on the neighborhood streets surrounding the 
project site.  Alternative "cut-though" routes in the 
immediate project vicinity east of the project site are 
confusing and do not provide an attractive or easier 
alternative to main travel routes.  The neighborhood 
streets surrounding the project site to the east are located 
on terrain with multiple elevation changes and narrow 
roadways which do not facilitate a clear “cut through” 
path towards the project site.   
Regional Transportation System. Traffic impacts at the 
nearest CMP intersections, Sepulveda Boulevard and 
Rosecrans Avenue, and the Pacific Coast Highway and 
Artesia Boulevard/Gould Avenue, fall well below the 50-
trip threshold requiring an analysis. In addition, no more 
than 20 project peak-hour trips in one direction are 
expected to be added to any freeway mainline segment, 
which is significantly less than the 150-trip threshold 
requiring an analysis.  Therefore, no further CMP 
analysis was performed. 
Parking Availability. Parking for the project will be 
provided within subterranean parking garage(s) beneath 
the Civic Center and Metlox sites, with additional spaces 
provided above ground.  The proposed parking structures 
will serve both developments as well as provide 
additional parking for the downtown Manhattan Beach 
area. In total, at least 562 parking spaces will be provided 
on site, of which 446 would be available for use by the 
public.   
The shared parking analysis indicates that the project 

for employees only.   
 
DISCRESTIONARY CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
7.  Highland Avenue & 15th Street -Widen Highland Avenue 

north of 15th Street and remove on-street parking to provide a 
southbound right-turn only lane.  This improvement would be 
subject to the approval of the City Council. 

8.  Highland Avenue and Manhattan Beach Boulevard –Potential 
mitigation measures for this impact require the widening of 
the roadway to provide for additional capacity.  This widening 
requires the acquisition of additional right-of-way and the 
removal of existing amenities.  This improvement would be 
subject to the approval of the City Council as it may not be 
feasible. 

RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
1.  Valet parking operations should be considered during peak 

demand times, as needed.  Valet parking operations should 
utilize tandem parking methods within the parking garage(s) 
to increase parking availability for the project site. 
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Civic Center Metlox Development Project EIR  

Revised Executive Summary 

Project Impacts Mitigation Measures Impacts After Mitigation 
would produce a peak (maximum) parking demand of 
approximately 528 spaces at about 2:00 PM on "winter" 
weekdays.  Peak summer weekday parking would occur 
at noon, but would be less at approximately 511 spaces. 
The 562 parking spaces proposed by the project will 
provide sufficient parking on-site to meet its expected 
maximum parking demands, even though it does not 
provide Code-required parking.  Further, the site will 
provide an excess of 300 parking spaces available for 
public parking during the most critical time period for the 
area, Summer Weekends.  No significant parking impacts 
are anticipated to occur with development of the project. 

HYDROLOGY/WATER QUALITY 

Grading and excavating activities during construction 
would have the potential to result in soil erosion or 
discharge of sedimentation, which could degrade the 
quality of water in the Santa Monica Bay.  All 
construction activities for the project would be required 
to implement effective BMPS to minimize water 
pollution to the maximum extent practicable.  As required 
by law, final drainage plans would be required to provide 
structural or treatment control BMPs to mitigate 
(infiltrate or treat) storm water runoff using the methods 
discussed previously in this Section.  Mandatory 
compliance with such requirements would ensure BMPs 
would be implemented during the construction phase to 
effectively minimize excessive soil erosion and 
sedimentation and eliminate non-storm water discharge 
off-site.  BMPs are included as project mitigation 
measures to ensure potentially significant impacts would 
be reduced to less than significant levels.  Therefore, 

1.  The project shall comply with the requirements of the 
National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
General Permit for stormwater discharge.  Such compliance 
shall include submittal of a drainage plan to the City of 
Manhattan Beach Department of Public Works in accordance 
with the minimum applicable requirements set forth in the Los 
Angeles County Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan 
(SUSMP).   

2.  Design criteria for the project should, to the extent feasible, 
minimize direct runoff to the adjacent streets and alleys by 
directing runoff from roofs and impervious surfaces to 
landscaped areas.  In addition to reducing runoff volumes, due 
to infiltration into the soil, landscaped areas may also filter 
some pollutants from stormwater, such as particulate matter 
and sediment. 

3.  Commercial trash enclosures must be covered so that 
rainwater cannot enter the enclosure and the trash enclosure 

t b t d t th it t

With implementation of the mitigation measures, 
project impacts on hydrology (surface water runoff 
and drainage) and water quality would be less than 
significant. 
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Revised Executive Summary 

Project Impacts Mitigation Measures Impacts After Mitigation 
project impacts on water quality resulting from erosion 
and siltation would be less than significant.   
Operation of the proposed project would generate 
substances that could degrade the quality of water runoff.  
The washing and cleaning of restaurant 
equipment/accessories outdoors and the deposition of 
certain chemicals by cars on parking lot surfaces could 
have the potential to contribute metals, oil and grease, 
solvents, phosphates, hydrocarbons, and suspended solids 
to the storm drain system.  However, impacts to water 
quality would be reduced since the project must comply 
with water quality standards and wastewater discharge 
requirements. Compliance with existing regulations 
would reduce the potential for water quality impacts to a 
less than significant level. 
Development of the proposed project would increase the 
amount of impervious surface on the site by 
approximately 20 percent.  The additional stormwater 
entering the drainage system is anticipated to result in an 
increase comparable to the increase in impervious surface 
area of the site.  This increase is not anticipated to 
significantly impact the capacity of the storm drain 
infrastructure serving the project locale.  According to the 
Public Works Department, the storm drain system 
serving the site could accommodate this increase.  Thus, 
project impacts on storm drain system capacity would be 
less than significant. 

must be connected to the sanitary sewer system. 
 

NOISE 

Construction activities require the use of numerous noise 
generating types of equipment such as jackhammers, 
pneumatic impact equipment, saws, and tractors.  To 

1.  Use noise control devices, such as equipment mufflers, 
enclosures, and barriers.  

Although implementation of the construction 
mitigation measures will reduce noise impacts, 
construction noise impacts will remain significant 
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Revised Executive Summary 

Project Impacts Mitigation Measures Impacts After Mitigation 
ascertain worst-case noise impacts at sensitive receptor 
locations, construction noise was modeled by introducing 
the noise level associated with the finishing phase of a 
typical development project to the ambient noise level.  
Noise from construction-related activities are anticipated 
to exceed the significance threshold at each sensitive 
receptor location.  This would result in a short-term 
significant noise impact. 
The proposed improvements to the Fire and Police 
Facility would not increase the duration or frequency of 
existing noise sources, such as sirens.  With the proposed 
project, the predominate noise source would be 
associated with increased vehicular traffic, as the project 
is forecasted to generate a net increase of 3,442 daily 
vehicle trip ends. As such, the greatest impacts are 
anticipated to occur at sensitive receptor locations 
adjacent roadways substantially affected by the proposed 
project.  The project is anticipated to increase the CNEL 
by 1 dBA at most receptor locations and have a 
negligible effect at others.  More importantly, the CNEL 
would remain within the “conditionally acceptable” range 
of 55 - 70 dBA for residential neighborhoods as defined 
by the California Department of Health Services’ Office 
of Noise Control (DHS).  Thus, operational noise impacts 
resulting from implementation of the Proposed Project 
would have a less-than-significant impact on noise 
sensitive uses.   
The Proposed Project has a potential to generate 
“nuisance noise” from day-to-day activities.  Noise 
impacts associated with the Town Square area of the 
project, with increase pedestrian activity and outdoor 

2.  Erect a temporary sound barrier of no less than six feet in 
height around the construction site perimeter before 
commencement of construction activity.  This barrier shall 
remain in place throughout the construction period. 

3.  Stage construction operations as far from noise sensitive uses 
as possible. 

4.  Avoid residential areas when planning haul truck routes. 
5.  Maintain all sound-reducing devices and restrictions 

throughout the construction period. 
6.  When feasible, replace noisy equipment with quieter 

equipment (for example, a vibratory pile driver instead of a 
conventional pile driver and rubber-tired equipment rather 
than track equipment). 

7.  When feasible, change the timing and/or sequence of the 
noisiest construction operations to avoid sensitive times of the 
day. 

8.  Adjacent residents shall be given regular notification of major 
construction activities and their duration. 

9.  A sign, legible at a distance of 50 feet, shall be posted on the 
construction site identifying a telephone number where 
residents can inquire about the construction process and 
register complaints. 

10. An annual City permit in accordance with Chapter 4.20 of the 
MBMC shall be required prior to the installation/setup of any 
temporary, or permanent, PA or sound system. 

11. The maximum allowable sound level shall be in conformance 
with Chapter 5.48 of the MBMC.   

12. Based on a review of construction documents prepared for the 

and unavoidable.  This impact will be short-term 
and temporary, lasting the duration of the 
construction period. 
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Project Impacts Mitigation Measures Impacts After Mitigation 
dining facilities, would be limited because the area would 
be mostly enclosed by surrounding buildings.  In 
addition, the existing City Noise Ordinance places 
restrictions on allowable duration, frequency, and time of 
day that nuisance noise events can take place.  Therefore, 
no significant impacts associated with nuisance noise are 
anticipated from project operations. 

proposed project, a licensed acoustical engineer shall 
determine the type of construction materials for the Bed and 
Breakfast Inn (i.e., window, door, wall insulation material, 
weather-stripping, etc.) to ensure an interior noise level of no 
greater than 45 dBA (Leq) when sirens are in use.  A 
Certificate of Occupancy shall not be issued for the proposed 
Inn until the 45 dBA (Leq) interior noise level performance 
standard, when sirens are in use, is met. 
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II.  ADDITIONS AND CORRECTIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR 

The following additions and corrections are set forth to update the Draft EIR in response to the 
comments received during the public review.   
II.  EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Page 18, Table 1, Civic Center Metlox Development Project EIR, Executive 
Summary, this table shall be revised and amended as provided in Table 1 of this 
Final EIR (see Section I., Introduction of the Final EIR on page I-6).   

III.  PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
Page 32, Civic Center Public Safety Facilities, the third sentence of the first paragraph 
of this subsection shall be revised as follows: 

“The facilities are proposed to be replaced with a two-level (one level below 
grade), approximately 57,000 square foot combined Police and Fire Department 
Public Safety Facility incorporating all administrative and operational functions of 
the City’s Police Department and Fire Station No.1.” 

Page 36, Under the Metlox Subheading continued from the previous page, insert the 
following paragraph after the third complete paragraph: 

“The proposed project includes an architectural design feature in the form of a 
Lookout Tower to provide the general public with views of the pier, beach, ocean 
and other local landmarks in the Downtown area.  The proposed Lookout Tower 
structure is conceptually envisioned to be a structure with an approximate base of 
20 feet by 20 feet extending to a maximum height of 60 feet.  A flag pole or similar 
architectural feature (i.e., weather vane) is proposed as a additional feature to add 
to the small town atmosphere of the Downtown District.  Although the preliminary 
architectural illustrations of the project depicted in the Draft EIR are subject to 
refinement and are provided as conceptual illustrations at this time, the general 
aesthetic design is depicted in Figures 6, 7, 20 and 21 on pages 34, 37, 64, and 65.”   

 
IV.  OVERVIEW OF ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 
Page 43, Existing Environmental Conditions, Civic Center, the first sentence of the first 
paragraph has been revised to read as follows: 

“The City’s 1997 population is approximately 34,000 with an area of 3.88 square 
miles. [with footnote: Source:  City of Manhattan Beach Official Website: Visitor 
information, Manhattan Beach Facts:  http://www.ci.manhattan-
beach.ca.us/home/index1.htm, January 30, 2001.]” 

Page 43, Existing Environmental Conditions, Civic Center, the last sentence of the fifth 
paragraph has been revised to read as follows: 

“The needs assessment prepared for the MBFD has identified a need for approximately 
16,250 total square feet of functional support space.” 

V.  ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
V.A.  AETHETICS/VIEWS 
Page 63, add the following discussion after the last paragraph:  

http://www.ci.manhattan-beach.ca.us/home/index1.htm
http://www.ci.manhattan-beach.ca.us/home/index1.htm
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“With regard to potential shade and shadow impacts, the proposed project will not impact 
any sensitive shadow receptors.  Shadow impacts are normally considered significant if 
shadow sensitive uses are shaded by project structures for more than three hours between 
the hours of 9:00 a.m. and 3:00 p.m.  The nearest sensitive shade and shadow receptors to 
the proposed project site are residential structures along the east side of Ardmore Avenue 
and the north side of 15th Street.  The residential structures along Ardmore are separated 
from the project site by Valley Drive, a raised median that is improved with a parking lot 
and landscaped parkway, and Ardmore Avenue.  The total distance separating the project 
site from the residences on Ardmore Avenue (from property line to property line) is over 
115 linear feet.  These residential structures are topographically situated approximately 
10 feet higher than the project site.  The residential structures located on the north side of 
15th Street are located over 100  feet away from the existing Fire and Police Station 
buildings.   
With the exception of the proposed Lookout Tower, all of the proposed structures would 
be a maximum of 30 feet high.  The longest shadow that could be cast from a 30 foot 
high structure would be approximately 91 feet in an eastward direction.1  Given the 
distance between the project structures and any shadow sensitive uses and the distance of 
the project-related (not including the Lookout Tower) shadows, a shadow would not be 
cast on any shadow sensitive uses.  Therefore, shadow impacts from any of the project’s 
30 foot high structures would be less than significant. 
The height of the proposed Lookout Tower is proposed at a maximum of 60 feet, 
excluding an architectural flag pole which may extend an additional 10 feet above the top 
of the structure.  Because the site plan is conceptual at this time and may include slight 
variations prior to final approval, the exact location of the Lookout Tower structure can 
not be determined and evaluated at this time.  However, a shadow envelop can be 
assessed to ensure shadows are not cast on adjacent shadow sensitive uses between 9:00 
a.m. and 3:00 p.m. on any day.  Using the shadow characteristics discussed above, the 
maximum shadow lengths from a 60 foot structure would be approximately 182 feet 
during the winter solstice.  To ensure adjacent residential uses are not significantly 
impacted by shadows cast by the proposed Lookout Tower, mitigation measures are 
recommended to limit the size and locale of the proposed Tower (see added mitigation 
measures to Draft EIR page 74, below).  With implementation of these measures, shade 
and shadow impacts would be less than significant.” 

Page 67, View No. 4, revise the fourth sentence from the end to read as follows: 
“The Lookout Tower, which is proposed to be approximately 20 by 20 feet at its base 
extending up to 60 feet in height, may be partially visible from this location to the right 
(or north) of 12th Street, though its visibility would likely be hindered by the palms that 
currently occur along the north side of 12th Street.” 

Page 74, Mitigation Measures, add the following mitigation measures to ensure potential 
project–related shadows do not significantly impact adjacent residential properties: 

•  “The Lookout Tower shall not exceed a maximum of 60 feet in height as measured 
from the base of the structure to the top of any roof or trellis-type covering.  A flag 

                                                 
1  Based on the Winter Solstice (December 22) shadow multiplier of 3.03 times the height of the structure (Shadow 

bearing: 45 degrees East).  City of Los Angeles Draft CEQA Thresholds Guide, Section L3 Shading, Exhibit 
L.3-1.  1995 
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pole or similar architectural feature (i.e., weather vane) shall not extend any more 
than ten feet above the highest roof line of the proposed structure.   

•  To ensure shadows are not cast upon any shadow sensitive use during the hours of 
9:00 a.m. and 3:00 p.m., the location of the Lookout Tower shall be located at least 
182 feet away from any residential property line.” 

V.C LAND USE 
Page 98, Project Impacts, third complete paragraph, revise the third sentence from the end of 
the paragraph to read as follows:  

“The Town Square will include a Lookout Tower element, at a height not to exceed 60 
feet.”   
Page 101, second paragraph, revise the second sentence to read as follows: 

“The Tower Element, proposed at a height not to exceed 60 feet, will require approval of 
a height variance or other discretionary approval.” 

Page 100, Consistency with the Zoning Code and LCP, add Table II-1, City of Manhattan 
Beach LCP Policies, beginning on page II-4 to this subsection of the Draft EIR. 
V.D PUBLIC SERVICES/POLICE PROTECTION 
Page 104, Environmental Setting, the second and third sentence of the first paragraph have 
been revised to read as follows: 
“The site is served by the MBPD located at 420 15th Street, which has a staff of 99 full-time and 
25 part-time employees and volunteers.  This includes 67 sworn officers.” 
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Table II-1 
City of Manhattan Beach LCP Policies 

LCP Policy Project Analysis 
Parking and Traffic 
Policy II.B.5:  Development of the former Metlox site 
shall provide the parking necessary to meet the 
standards set forth in Section A.64 of Chapter 2 of the 
Implementation Plan.  All required parking shall be 
provided on the Metlox site. 
Policy I.C.1:  The city shall maintain and encourage the 
expansion of commercial district parking facilities 
necessary to meet demand requirements. 
Policy 1.C.2:  The City shall maximize the opportunities 
for using available parking for weekend beach use. 

Section A.64.40 of the LCP provides for the collective 
provision of parking for sites that serve one or more 
uses.  Consistent with this provision, the parking 
analysis presented in the Draft EIR was based on a 
shared parking demand analysis that considered the total 
demand and available parking between the Metlox and 
Civic Center sites together.  The shared parking demand 
analysis indicates that the 562 total parking spaces 
proposed by the project (for both Civic Center and 
Metlox sites) will provide sufficient parking to 
accommodate all of the uses proposed.  Additionally, the 
analysis concluded that the project will provide an 
excess of 300 spaces for the public during the most 
critical time period for the area, Summer weekends.  
Therefore, parking on the Metlox site will be 
substantially in conformance with the Code (A.64, Ch 2) 
and is consistent with LCP policies II.B.5, I.C.1 and 
I.C.2.   

Policy 1.C.17:  Provide signing and distribution of 
information for use of the Civic Center parking for 
beach parking on weekend days. 

Policy 1.B.7:  The City shall provide adequate signing 
and directional aides so that beach goers can be directed 
toward available parking. 

The City currently maintains a signage program to 
inform the public of available parking areas within the 
City, especially within the Downtown and coastal access 
areas.  Directional aides and signs are located 
throughout the Coastal Zone at locations such as 45th 
Street and Highland Avenue, 24th Street and Highland 
Avenue and the Civic Center Area.  The existing 
signage in the project vicinity will be updated 
accordingly during the construction period and again 
during the operation of the project to direct visitors to 
appropriate public parking lot entrances on the Civic 
Center and Metlox sites.  Therefore the project would be 
consistent with LCP policies 1.C.17 and 1.B.7. 

Policy 1.C.8:  Use of existing public parking, including, 
but not limited to, on-street parking, the El Porto beach 
parking lot, and those parking lots indicated on Exhibit 
#9, shall be protected to provide public beach parking. 

The Civic Center Metlox project site does not include 
any parking areas that serve as primary parking lots for 
beach parking.  Therefore the project will not eliminate 
parking spaces within beach parking lots within the City 
and would be consistent with this policy. 

Policy 1.C.10:  Concentrate new parking in the 
Downtown Commercial District to facilitate joint use 
opportunities (office and weekend beach parking uses). 

As discussed above, the parking demand analysis and 
parking program for the proposed project is based on a 
shared parking concept between the Civic Center and 
Metlox uses.  In addition to all of the Civic Center uses, 
the office component of the Metlox project provides 
additional parking availability on weekends as those 
uses typically operate on weekdays only.  In addition the 
Draft EIR estimated that roughly 300 surplus parking 
spaces would occur during summer weekends, the 
highest demand for beach parking.  In this regard the 
proposed project will provide additional parking for the 
downtown area and beach uses and would be consistent 
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LCP Policy Project Analysis 
Parking and Traffic 

with LCP policy 1.C.10. 
Policy 1.C.16:  Improve information management of the 
off-street parking system through improved signing, 
graphics and public information maps. 

As discussed above, the City’s existing signage program 
will be updated as the project is constructed.  The Town 
Square envisioned for the Metlox property will also 
provide public information areas that will be used to 
provide useful information to the public regarding 
parking availability and other public programs within 
the City. 

Policy 1.C.3:  The City shall encourage additional off-
street parking to be concentrated for efficiency relative 
to the parking and traffic system. 

The proposed project will accommodate the anticipated 
parking demands of the proposed Civic Center and 
Metlox uses in on-site underground parking structures.  
As such the project would be consistent with this policy. 

Policy 1.A.2:  The City shall encourage, maintain and 
implement safe and efficient traffic flow patterns to 
permit sufficient beach and parking access. 
Policy 1.A.1:  The City shall maintain the existing 
vertical and horizontal accessways in the Manhattan 
Beach Coastal Zone. 
 

No public roads or accessways will be blocked by the 
proposed project.  Rather, the project proposes to 
dedicate a 13th Street extension through the property to 
provide through access between Morningside Drive and 
Valley Drive.  This improvement is expected to improve 
traffic circulation on the surrounding roadways.  In 
addition, several access driveways for the proposed 
parking structures are proposed to facilitate ingress and 
egress to the site and to provide efficient traffic flow 
through the area.  As such the project is consistent with 
these policies. 

Policy 1.A.3:  The City shall encourage pedestrian 
access systems including the spider web park concept 
(Spider web park concept:  a linear park system linking 
the Santa FE railroad right—of-way jogging trail to the 
beach with a network of walk streets and public open 
spaces).   
Policy 1.A.4:  The City shall maintain use of 
commercial alleys as secondary pedestrian accessways. 
Policy 1.B.3:  The City shall encourage pedestrian and 
bicycle modes as a transportation means to the beach. 

The proposed project will not eliminate any public park 
or recreation areas and will not impact the jogging trail 
along Valley Drive and Ardmore Avenue.  Rather, the 
project proposes a town square element within the 
Metlox Block concept design and will increase public 
gathering areas and pedestrian access throughout the 
Civic Center and Metlox sites.  In this regard the project 
will encourage pedestrian activity around and directly 
through the project site.  The proposed dedication of 13th 
Street will further improve pedestrian access to the 
beach as it will provide additional access points through 
the downtown area from the adjacent neighborhoods to 
the east.   

Policy II.A.2:  Preserve the dominant existing 
commercial building scale of one and two stories, by 
limiting any future development to a 2-story maximum, 
with a 30’ height limitation as required by Sections 
A.04.030, A.16.030, and A.60.050 of Chapter 2 of the 
Implementation Plan. 

The proposed project includes a series of one and two 
story buildings that will be constructed at a maximum 
height of 30 feet.  A variance from the code will be 
required for the Tower Element, which is expected to 
exceed the 30 foot height requirement.  This element, 
however, will provide a public lookout tower, providing 
additional public views of the beach and overlooking the 
entire Downtown area.  No commercial uses will occupy 
this lookout feature.  In this regard, the Tower Element 
is a public feature that will add to the character of the 
town square by creating a focal point for the site as an 
entryway to the Downtown area, and would be 
substantially consistent with this policy. 

Policy II.A.3:  Encourage the maintenance of The Metlox and Civic Center projects incorporate a high 
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LCP Policy Project Analysis 
Parking and Traffic 
commercial area orientation to the pedestrian. degree of pedestrian oriented streetscapes and designs to 

integrate the two properties.  The project will include a 
13th Street dedication with two sidewalk areas to 
facilitate additional pedestrian flows.  The project will 
also provide increased areas for pedestrian sidewalks 
along Valley Drive and Manhattan Beach Boulevard.  
As such, the project will be consistent with this policy. 

Policy II.A.7:  Permit mixed residential/commercial 
uses on available suitable commercial sites. 

The proposed project does not include any residential 
uses.  A residential condominium project was previously 
proposed for the Metlox project site.  However, it was 
previously decided that such a use was an inappropriate 
use for the project site given the sites location within the 
Downtown Commercial District.  Because of the Metlox 
property’s unique location adjacent to the Civic Center 
and its orientation relative to Manhattan Beach 
Boulevard, the project site has the potential to provide 
an entryway to the Downtown District and integrate as a 
public/private mixed-use project that will integrate with 
the Civic Center uses.  As such, developing a mixed-use 
residential project would not be a suitable use for the 
Metlox site.  
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LCP Policy Project Analysis 
Parking and Traffic 
Policy III.3:  The City should continue to maintain and 
enforce the City ordinances that prohibit unlawful 
discharges of pollutants into the sewer system or into the 
tidelands and ocean. (Title 5, Chapter 5, Article 2; 
Chapter 8). 
 
Policy III.14:  City Storm Water Pollution 
Abatement Program:  The City of Manhattan Beach 
has initiated a storm water pollution abatement program 
that involves not only several of the City departments 
working together, but also the other cities in the Santa 
Monica Bay watershed.  The initial action plan was to 
create a new ordinance regarding illegal dumping to 
catch basins and the storm drain systems.  In the process 
it was found that a number of ordinances already exist 
on the books that cover most of the original concerns.  It 
was determined that those significant codes contain 
strong enforcement capabilities and that the present city 
staff needs to be educated and made aware of those 
existing codes, some of which date back to the 1920’s 
but are still enforceable.  The program is to develop 
codes and building standards to implement the Good 
Housekeeping requirement and the Best Management 
Procedures of the Santa Monica Bay Restoration Project 
Action Plan, educate staff, eliminate potential loopholes 
within the existing code sections, and initiate 
supplemental ordinances regarding storm water 
pollution abatement giving the County the right to 
prosecute polluters to the County storm drain system (a 
requirement of the Santa Monica Bay storm way 
discharge permit). 

Water quality is addressed in the Draft EIR (see Section 
V.G Hydrology/Water Quality of the Draft EIR 
beginning on page 161).  As discussed in the project 
analysis, the project will be required to comply with all 
applicable water quality ordinances and will be subject 
to a NPDES and SUSMP permit procedures for 
stormwater discharge.  Mitigation Measures have been 
recommended to minimize direct runoff to the adjacent 
streets and alleys by directing runoff from roofs and 
impervious surfaces to landscaped areas.  In addition, in 
response to comments on the Draft EIR submitted by the 
City of Manhattan Beach Department of Public Works 
Department (See Response to Comment 7.2)  additional 
storm water protection mitigation measures have been 
added to screen and channel water runoff away from 
commercial trash receptacle bins.  Implementation of 
such measures will further reduce the project’s less than 
significant impacts upon water quality.  As such, the 
project will be consistent with LCP policies III.3 and 
III.4, relative to water quality. 
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V.E.  RISK OF UPSET 
Page 109, Environmental Setting, Civic Center Site, add the following information to the end 
of the first paragraph: 
“The Fire Department is also responsible for the collection, temporary storage, and proper 
disposal of small quantities of some materials that are regulated under hazardous materials 
statutes.  These include the cleanup materials used to absorb small amounts of oil or gasoline 
from streets and small quantities of oil, paint, etc., that are surreptitiously abandoned on local 
streets and sidewalks.  This process is performed in accordance with all applicable laws and 
ordinances, and does not pose any significant risks to the persons in or near the Civic Center 
Facilities.” 
Page 110, Metlox Site, add the following information to the end of the first paragraph: 

“The current Metlox Site was actually two separate parcels.  Each of these parcels was 
cleaned and remediated separately and at different times, under the direct supervision of 
the County of Los Angeles.  After testing, each parcel was issued a letter of compliance 
from the County.”   

Page 112, Mitigation Measures, insert the following mitigation measure: 

•  “If during construction of the project, soil contamination is suspected, construction in the 
area should stop and appropriate Health and Safety procedures should be implemented.  
The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) Voluntary Cleanup Program 
(VCP) should be contacted at (818) 551-2866 to provide the appropriate regulatory 
oversight.” 

V.F.  TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 
Page 124, Parking, first paragraph, revise the last sentence to read as follows: 

“Public Parking Lot 5, located to the south of the Public Library building on 13th Street 
provides an additional 35 public parking spaces.” 

Page 158, Impacts on Parking Availability, insert the following paragraph between the first 
and second paragraphs of this subsection: 

“Development of the proposed project will result in the demolition of all of the existing 
parking spaces on the Civic Center and Metlox properties.  As stated earlier in this 
analysis, approximately 340 parking spaces are currently provided between the two sites 
(180 within the Civic Center parking lot, 35 within Lot 5, and 125 temporary spaces on 
the Metlox property).  These spaces will ultimately be replaced with 562 parking spaces, 
of which 446 would be made available to the public.  As such, the proposed project 
would result in a net increase of 106 parking spaces as compared to existing conditions.” 

Page 160, Mitigation Measures, the second parking mitigation (third bullet point from the top 
of the page) shall be revised as follows: 

•  “An employee parking program shall be required for the Metlox commercial 
establishments to alleviate the parking demands within the Downtown Commercial 
District.  Potential mitigation options may include satellite parking programs and/or 
providing tandem parking stalls designated for employees only.”   

Page 160, Mitigation Measures, insert the following mitigation measures to the list of traffic 
mitigation measures: 

•  “Prior to any construction activities, a Construction Plan shall be submitted for review 
and approval to the City of Manhattan Beach Public Works Department and Community 
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Development Department.  Construction Plans shall address parking availability and 
minimize the loss of parking for existing on-site Civic Center operations that will 
continue to operate throughout the construction period.  To minimize potential adverse 
impacts upon the Downtown Commercial District construction workers shall not be 
permitted to park within in the adjacent public parking structures or street parking spaces.  
The parking plans shall provide adequate on-site parking areas for construction workers 
and/or consider providing additional construction parking at off-site parking lot locations 
and providing bussing or car-pool services to the construction site.   

•  The proposed construction plan shall designate appropriate haul routes into and out of the 
project area.  Truck staging areas shall not be permitted on residential roadways or 
adjacent to any school site.   

•  The City Traffic Engineer shall conduct secondary “post-project” traffic assessments at 
the intersections of Highland Avenue & 13th Street, and Manhattan Beach Boulevard & 
Valley Drive/Ardmore Avenue to determine the actual traffic impacts of the proposed 
project.  Should the results of this assessment verify significant impacts are realized, the 
mitigation measures recommended in the Draft EIR, or measures of equivalent 
effectiveness shall be implemented.” 

V.G. HYDROLOGY/WATER QUALITY 
Page 170, Mitigation Measures, insert the following mitigation measure: 

•  “Commercial trash enclosures must be covered so that rainwater cannot enter the 
enclosure and the trash enclosure must be connected to the sanitary sewer system.” 

V.H.  NOISE 
Page 177, ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS, Methodology and Significance Criteria, 
Construction, insert the following to the end of the paragraph: 

“As provided by the City of Manhattan Beach Noise Ordinance construction activities are 
exempt from exceeding the City’s exterior community noise level standards (Ord. No. 
1957, Sec. 5.48.250).  However, because of the project’s unique size, , mix of uses, 
duration of construction activities, location and proximity to residential uses, the project 
does not represent a typical construction project within the City of Manhattan Beach.  
Therefore, for purposes of this analysis, the assessment of construction noise impacts was 
conservatively based on strict application of the community noise level standards without 
regard to the exemption clause of the code.”   

 
Page 181, Mitigation Measures: add the following additional mitigation measures: 

•  “An annual City permit in accordance with Chapter 4.20 of the MBMC shall be required 
prior to the installation/setup of any temporary, or permanent, PA or sound system. 

•  The maximum allowable sound level shall be in conformance with Chapter 5.48 of the 
MBMC.   
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•  Based on a review of construction documents prepared for the proposed project, a 
licensed acoustical engineer shall determine the type of construction materials for the Bed 
and Breakfast Inn (i.e., window, door, wall insulation material, weather-stripping, etc.) to 
ensure an interior noise level of no greater than 45 dBA (Leq) when sirens are in use.  A 
Certificate of Occupancy shall not be issued for the proposed Inn until the 45 dBA (Leq) 
interior noise level performance standard, when sirens are in use, is met.” 

VI. GENERAL IMPACT CATEGORIES 
Page 187, Public Services, Fire Protection, insert the following sentence after the second 
sentence: 

“In addition, the project site will be served by a second fire station located at 1400 
Manhattan Beach Boulevard, located approximately 1.3 miles east of the site.” 

Page 189, Utilities, Wastewater, revise the fifth, sixth, seventh and eighth sentences of the 
paragraph to read as follows: 

“The expected average wastewater flow from the project site is 54,890 gallons per 
day, which would account for 0.05 percent of the total design capacity. 1   The 
increase in wastewater would be treated at the Joint Water Pollution Control Plant 
(JWPCP).  The JWPCP has a design capacity of 385 million gallons per day 
(mgd) and currently processes an average flow of 333.5 mgd.  The proposed 
project’s net increase in sewage generation would represent 0.001 increase in the 
wastewater treated at JWPCP.” 

Page 224, Air Quality, the fourth sentence of the second paragraph has been revised to read as 
follows: 

“As presented in Table 37 on page 225, air quality impact for this alternative 
would be less than the proposed project and below significance criteria levels.” 

Page 228 “Alternative Mixed-Use Metlox Development”, add the following discussion to the 
end of the Transportation/Circulation Subheading: 

“Parking.  This alternative proposed a development that is similar to the size and scale of 
the proposed project, with a different mix of uses.  As compared to the proposed project, 
this alternative would increase commercial office space and decrease the amount of retail 
space.  The alternative would include the same amount of parking, providing a total of 
562 spaces, of which 446 will be made available to the public.  The parking impacts 
would generally be the same as described for the proposed project.  However, this 
alternative would likely have a beneficial impacts upon parking availability during the 
weekends, when Downtown parking demand is at its peak.  This is mainly because this 
alternative has a higher amount of office space and a lower amount of retail.  The office 
use does not generate a demand for weekend parking, which would result in a greater 
amount of shared parking availability for other project and Downtown uses.” 

VII.  ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 
Page, 205, Noise, delete the first paragraph and revise the discussion relating to construction 
noise impacts as follows: 

“Implementation of the Civic Center Alternative would reduce construction activities by 
approximately 48 percent as compared to the proposed project.  As such, noise impacts 
associated with developing the site would be reduced as compared to the proposed 

                                                 
1  County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County, November7, 2000. 
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project.  However, this alternative would still result in unavoidable significant 
construction noise impacts because of the close proximity of sensitive residential land 
uses.” 

This impact was correctly identified in the evaluation of the environmentally superior alternative, 
Table 39 on page 230 of the Draft EIR.   
VIII. ORGANIZATIONS AND INDIVIDUALS CONTRIBUTING TO THE EIR 
References 
Page 234, add the following reference citation: 

“Meyer Mohaddes Associates., Inc., City of Manhattan Beach, Downtown 
Manhattan Beach Parking Management Plan Report, February, 1998.” 



 

 

III.  COMMENT LETTERS 

PUBLIC AGENCIES 
1. Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse     November 28, 2000 
2. California Coastal Commission South Coast Area Office     November 16, 2000 
3. California Department of Transportation (CALTRANS)       November 15, 2000 
4. Department of Toxic Substances Control         October 25, 2000 
5. Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG)       November 8, 2000 
6. County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County       November 7, 2000 
7. City of Manhattan Beach Department of Public Works     November 13, 2000 
8. City of Manhattan Beach Fire Department     November 22, 2000 
9. City of Manhattan Beach Police Department     November 22, 2000 
 
ORGANIZATIONS 
10. Downtown Manhattan Beach Business & Professional Association     November 22, 2000 
11. Residents For A Quality City     November 22, 2000 
12. Manhattan Beach Residents for a Small Town Downtown     November 17, 2000 
 
INDIVIDUALS 
13. Paul Aguilar       November 7, 2000 
14. Jim Aldinger      November 22, 2000 
15. Frank Beltz and Judy Kerner                 No Date 
16. John A. & Roberta A. Brown          October 25,200 
17. James C. Burton, et. al.      November 21, 2000 
18. James C. Burton      November 22, 2000 
19. Peggy Chase       November 21, 2000 
20. Jeri Deardon        November 21, 2000 
21. Mike Dunitz        November 20, 2000 
22. Susan A. Enk         November 21, 2000 
23. Harry A. Ford, Jr.       November 19, 2000 
24. Sally Hayati, Ph.D.        November 16, 2000 
25. Richard Lewis       November 22, 2000 
26. James Lissner       November 22, 2000 
27. Richard Magnuson       November 19, 2000 
28. Paul R. Milkus       November 21, 2000 
29. Mary Morigaki       November 21, 2000 
30. Phillip Reardon      November 21, 2000 
31. Bruce & Loretta Summers        November 21, 2000 
32. Dottie and Ed Taylor       November 21, 2000 
33. William Victor        November 22, 2000 



 

 

34. Marijo Walsh             January 20, 2000 
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IV.  RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR 

OVERVIEW 

The  purpose of the public review of the Draft EIR is to evaluate the adequacy of the environmental 
analysis in terms of compliance with CEQA.  Section 15151 of the CEQA Guidelines states the following 
regarding standards from which adequacy is judged: 
 
 An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision-

makers with information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes 
account of environmental consequences.  An evaluation of the environmental effects of a 
proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed 
in the light of what is reasonably feasible.  Disagreement among experts does not make 
an EIR inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement 
among experts.  The courts have not looked for perfection but for adequacy, 
completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure. 

 
The purpose of each response to a comment on the Draft EIR is to address the significant environmental 
issue(s) raised by each comment.  This typically requires clarification of points contained in the Draft 
EIR.  Section 15088 (b) of the CEQA Guidelines describes the evaluation that CEQA requires in the 
response to comments.  Specifically, this Section states: 
 
 The written response shall describe the disposition of significant environmental issues 

raised (e.g., revisions to the proposed project to mitigate anticipated impacts or 
objections).  In particular, the major environmental issues raised when the lead agency’s 
position is at variance with recommendations and objections raised in the comments must 
be addressed in detail giving reasons why specific comments and suggestions were not 
accepted.  There must be good faith, reasoned analysis in response.  Conclusory 
statements unsupported by factual information will not suffice. 

LIST OF THOSE WHO COMMENTED ON THE DRAFT EIR 

 
A total of 34 comment letters on the Draft EIR were received by the City of Manhattan Beach 
Community Development Department.  Each comment letter has been assigned a corresponding number 
and comments in each letter are numbered sequentially thereafter.  For example, the letter submitted by 
the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse is identified as “Comment Letter 
1”.  The Comment within that letter is identified as Comment 1.1.  Where numerous comments are made, 
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they are each comment is identified consecutively (i.e., Comment 1.2, Comment 1.3, Comment 
1.4…etc.).   
 
Written comments made during the public review of the Draft EIR intermixed points and opinions 
relevant to project approval/disapproval with points and opinions relevant to the environmental review.  
The responses acknowledge comments addressing points and opinions relevant to consideration for 
project approval, and discuss as necessary the points relevant to the environmental analysis.  The response 
“comment noted” is often used in cases where the comment does not raise a substantive issue relevant to 
the review of the environmental analysis.  Such points are usually statements of opinion or preference 
regarding a project’s design or its presence as opposed to points within the purview of an EIR: 
environmental impact and mitigation.  These points are relevant for consideration in the subsequent 
project approval process.  In addition, the response “comment acknowledged” is generally used in cases 
where the Commentor is correct. 

COMMENT LETTERS 

During the 45-day public review period, the following organizations/persons provided written comments on 
the Draft EIR to the City of Manhattan Beach Department of Community Development: 
 
 
 Organization/Person Date 

 
1. Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse     November 28, 2000 
 
2. California Coastal Commission South Coast Area Office     November 16, 2000 
 
3. California Department of Transportation (CALTRANS)       November 15, 2000 
 
4. Department of Toxic Substances Control         October 25, 2000 
 
5. Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG)       November 8, 2000 
 
6. County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County       November 7, 2000 
 
7. City of Manhattan Beach Department of Public Works     November 13, 2000 
 
8. City of Manhattan Beach Fire Department     November 22, 2000 
 
9. City of Manhattan Beach Police Department     November 22, 2000 
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10. Downtown Manhattan Beach Business & Professional Association     November 22, 2000 
 
11. Residents For A Quality City     November 22, 2000 
 
12. Manhattan Beach Residents for a Small Town Downtown     November 17, 2000 
 
13. Paul Aguilar       November 7, 2000 
 
14. Jim Aldinger      November 22, 2000 
 
15. Frank Beltz and Judy Kerner                 No Date 
 
16. John A. & Roberta A. Brown          October 25,2000 
 
17. James C. Burton, et. al.      November 21, 2000 
 
18. James C. Burton      November 22, 2000 
 
19. Peggy Chase       November 21, 2000 
 
20. Jeri Deardon        November 21, 2000 
 
21. Mike Dunitz        November 20, 2000 
 
22. Susan A. Enk         November 21, 2000 
 
23. Harry A. Ford, Jr.       November 19, 2000 
 
24. Sally Hayati, Ph.D.        November 16, 2000 
 
25. Richard Lewis       November 22, 2000 
 
26. James Lissner       November 22, 2000 
 
27. Richard Magnuson       November 19, 2000 
 
28. Paul R. Milkus       November 21, 2000 
 
29. Mary Morigaki       November 21, 2000 
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30. Phillip Reardon      November 21, 2000 
 
31. Bruce & Loretta Summers        November 21, 2000 
 
32. Dottie and Ed Taylor       November 21, 2000 
 
33. William Victor        November 22, 2000 
 
34. Marijo Walsh             January 20, 2000 
 

COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

Provided on the following pages are the comment letters received during the pubic review period, 
followed by the responses to those comments.  The assigned comment numbers are shown in the margins 
of the letters. 
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Response to Comment Letter 1 
 
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research,  
State Clearinghouse 

1400 Tenth Street, PO Box 3044 
Sacramento, CA  95812-3044 

Terry Roberts, Senior Planner 
 

Response to Comment 1. 1:  This comment acknowledges that the Draft EIR was submitted to the 
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse, in accordance with CEQA and the 
CEQA Guidelines.  No response is required. 
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Response to Comment Letter 2 

 
California Coastal Commission 
South Coast Area Office 

200 Oceangate, Suite 1000 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302 

Charles R. Posner, Coastal Program Analyst 
 

Response to Comment 2.1:  This comment references the project description and introduces the 
California Coastal Commission’s (CCC) comments which are addressed in further detail below.  This 
comment also notes that the project is located outside the (appealable) area of the CCC.  No response to 
this comment is required. 

Response to Comment 2.2: This comment restates information presented on pages 100 and 101 of the 
Draft EIR pertaining to the requirements for LCP consistency and procurement of a local coastal 
development permit to be approved prior to project development.  This information supports and affirms 
the accuracy of the information presented in the Draft EIR on pages 100 and 101 under the subheading 
“Consistency with the Zoning Code and LCP.”   

Response to Comment 2.3:  Consistency with the Manhattan Beach LCP was provided in the context of 
zoning and development regulations contained in the City of Manhattan Beach Local Coastal Program, 
Phase III Implementation program (see page 92 of the Draft EIR).  While the Draft EIR included an 
analysis of applicable General Plan Land Use Policies (see Table 11, City of Manhattan Beach General 
Plan Land Use Policies, on page 99 of the Draft EIR), it did not include a separate discussion for 
applicable LCP policies.  Because of the interrelated development guidelines of the City’s Zoning Code 
and LCP, the land use analysis concluded that the City of Manhattan Beach and the project Applicant will 
be required to submit Coastal Development Permit Applications to the Community Development 
Department.  The analysis then provides that with procurement of the necessary permits, land use impacts 
would be less than significant.  The Coastal Commission has requested that the EIR and the coastal 
development permit address the proposed project’s conformance with the policies of the certified 
Manhattan Beach LCP.  As such, Table IV-1 on page 8, includes each of the referenced policies (as 
identified by the CCC) with a discussion of the project’s conformance to these policies.  This Table has 
also been incorporated as an Addition and Correction to the Draft EIR as it provides additional 
information regarding the project’s compliance with the LCP.   

 
As provided in Table IV-1 on page IV-8, the project would have a less than significant impact in terms of 
consistency with applicable LCP policies.  The addition of the above LCP policy consistency analysis 
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does not present any substantial new information to the Draft EIR.  More importantly this additional 
information does not identify any significant impacts associated with land use or LCP consistency.   
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Table IV-1 
City of Manhattan Beach LCP Policies 

LCP Policy Project Analysis 

Parking and Traffic 

Policy II.B.5:  Development of the former Metlox site 
shall provide the parking necessary to meet the 
standards set forth in Section A.64 of Chapter 2 of the 
Implementation Plan.  All required parking shall be 
provided on the Metlox site. 

Policy I.C.1:  The city shall maintain and encourage the 
expansion of commercial district parking facilities 
necessary to meet demand requirements. 

Policy 1.C.2:  The City shall maximize the opportunities 
for using available parking for weekend beach use. 

Section A.64.40 of the LCP provides for the collective 
provision of parking for sites that serve one or more 
uses.  Consistent with this provision, the parking 
analysis presented in the Draft EIR was based on a 
shared parking demand analysis that considered the total 
demand and available parking between the Metlox and 
Civic Center sites together.  The shared parking demand 
analysis indicates that the 562 total parking spaces 
proposed by the project (for both Civic Center and 
Metlox sites) will provide sufficient parking to 
accommodate all of the uses proposed.  Additionally, the 
analysis concluded that the project will provide an 
excess of 300 spaces for the public during the most 
critical time period for the area, Summer weekends.  
Therefore, parking on the Metlox site will be 
substantially in conformance with the Code (A.64, Ch 2) 
and is consistent with LCP policies II.B.5, I.C.1 and 
I.C.2.   

Policy 1.C.17:  Provide signing and distribution of 
information for use of the Civic Center parking for 
beach parking on weekend days. 

Policy 1.B.7:  The City shall provide adequate signing 
and directional aides so that beach goers can be directed 
toward available parking. 

The City currently maintains a signage program to 
inform the public of available parking areas within the 
City, especially within the Downtown and coastal access 
areas.  Directional aides and signs are located 
throughout the Coastal Zone at locations such as 45th 
Street and Highland Avenue, 24th Street and Highland 
Avenue and the Civic Center Area.  The existing 
signage in the project vicinity will be updated 
accordingly during the construction period and again 
during the operation of the project to direct visitors to 
appropriate public parking lot entrances on the Civic 
Center and Metlox sites.  Therefore the project would be 
consistent with LCP policies 1.C.17 and 1.B.7. 

Policy 1.C.8:  Use of existing public parking, including, 
but not limited to, on-street parking, the El Porto beach 
parking lot, and those parking lots indicated on Exhibit 
#9, shall be protected to provide public beach parking. 

The Civic Center Metlox project site does not include 
any parking areas that serve as primary parking lots for 
beach parking.  Therefore the project will not eliminate 
parking spaces within beach parking lots within the City 
and would be consistent with this policy. 

Policy 1.C.10:  Concentrate new parking in the 
Downtown Commercial District to facilitate joint use 
opportunities (office and weekend beach parking uses). 

As discussed above, the parking demand analysis and 
parking program for the proposed project is based on a 
shared parking concept between the Civic Center and 
Metlox uses.  In addition to all of the Civic Center uses, 
the office component of the Metlox project provides 
additional parking availability on weekends as those 
uses typically operate on weekdays only.  In addition the 
Draft EIR estimated that roughly 300 surplus parking 
spaces would occur during summer weekends, the 
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LCP Policy Project Analysis 

Parking and Traffic 
highest demand for beach parking.  In this regard the 
proposed project will provide additional parking for the 
downtown area and beach uses and would be consistent 
with LCP policy 1.C.10. 

Policy 1.C.16:  Improve information management of the 
off-street parking system through improved signing, 
graphics and public information maps. 

As discussed above, the City’s existing signage program 
will be updated as the project is constructed.  The Town 
Square envisioned for the Metlox property will also 
provide public information areas that will be used to 
provide useful information to the public regarding 
parking availability and other public programs within 
the City. 

Policy 1.C.3:  The City shall encourage additional off-
street parking to be concentrated for efficiency relative 
to the parking and traffic system. 

The proposed project will accommodate the anticipated 
parking demands of the proposed Civic Center and 
Metlox uses in on-site underground parking structures.  
As such the project would be consistent with this policy. 

Policy 1.A.2:  The City shall encourage, maintain and 
implement safe and efficient traffic flow patterns to 
permit sufficient beach and parking access. 
Policy 1.A.1:  The City shall maintain the existing 
vertical and horizontal accessways in the Manhattan 
Beach Coastal Zone. 

No public roads or accessways will be blocked by the 
proposed project.  Rather, the project proposes to 
dedicate a 13th Street extension through the property to 
provide through access between Morningside Drive and 
Valley Drive.  This improvement is expected to improve 
traffic circulation on the surrounding roadways.  In 
addition, several access driveways for the proposed 
parking structures are proposed to facilitate ingress and 
egress to the site and to provide efficient traffic flow 
through the area.  As such the project is consistent with 
these policies. 

Policy 1.A.3:  The City shall encourage pedestrian 
access systems including the spider web park concept 
(Spider web park concept:  a linear park system linking 
the Santa FE railroad right—of-way jogging trail to the 
beach with a network of walk streets and public open 
spaces).   

Policy 1.A.4:  The City shall maintain use of 
commercial alleys as secondary pedestrian accessways. 

Policy 1.B.3:  The City shall encourage pedestrian and 
bicycle modes as a transportation means to the beach. 

The proposed project will not eliminate any public park 
or recreation areas and will not impact the jogging trail 
along Valley Drive and Ardmore Avenue.  Rather, the 
project proposes a town square element within the 
Metlox Block concept design and will increase public 
gathering areas and pedestrian access throughout the 
Civic Center and Metlox sites.  In this regard the project 
will encourage pedestrian activity around and directly 
through the project site.  The proposed dedication of 13th 
Street will further improve pedestrian access to the 
beach as it will provide additional access points through 
the downtown area from the adjacent neighborhoods to 
the east.   
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LCP Policy Project Analysis 

Parking and Traffic 

Policy II.A.2:  Preserve the dominant existing 
commercial building scale of one and two stories, by 
limiting any future development to a 2-story maximum, 
with a 30’ height limitation as required by Sections 
A.04.030, A.16.030, and A.60.050 of Chapter 2 of the 
Implementation Plan. 

The proposed project includes a series of one and two 
story buildings that will be constructed at a maximum 
height of 30 feet.  A variance from the code will be 
required for the Tower Element, which is expected to 
exceed the 30 foot height requirement.  This element, 
however, will provide a public lookout tower, providing 
additional public views of the beach and overlooking the 
entire Downtown area.  No commercial uses will occupy 
this lookout feature.  In this regard, the Tower Element 
is a public feature that will add to the character of the 
town square by creating a focal point for the site as an 
entryway to the Downtown area, and would be 
substantially consistent with this policy. 

Policy II.A.3:  Encourage the maintenance of 
commercial area orientation to the pedestrian. 

The Metlox and Civic Center projects incorporate a high 
degree of pedestrian oriented streetscapes and designs to 
integrate the two properties.  The project will include a 
13th Street dedication with two sidewalk areas to 
facilitate additional pedestrian flows.  The project will 
also provide increased areas for pedestrian sidewalks 
along Valley Drive and Manhattan Beach Boulevard.  
As such, the project will be consistent with this policy. 

Policy II.A.7:  Permit mixed residential/commercial 
uses on available suitable commercial sites. 

The proposed project does not include any residential 
uses.  A residential condominium project was previously 
proposed for the Metlox project site.  However, it was 
previously decided that such a use was an inappropriate 
use for the project site given the sites location within the 
Downtown Commercial District.  Because of the Metlox 
property’s unique location adjacent to the Civic Center 
and its orientation relative to Manhattan Beach 
Boulevard, the project site has the potential to provide 
an entryway to the Downtown District and integrate as a 
public/private mixed-use project that will integrate with 
the Civic Center uses.  As such, developing a mixed-use 
residential project would not be a suitable use for the 
Metlox site.  
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LCP Policy Project Analysis 

Parking and Traffic 

Policy III.3:  The City should continue to maintain and 
enforce the City ordinances that prohibit unlawful 
discharges of pollutants into the sewer system or into the 
tidelands and ocean. (Title 5, Chapter 5, Article 2; 
Chapter 8). 
 
Policy III.14:  City Storm Water Pollution 
Abatement Program:  The City of Manhattan Beach 
has initiated a storm water pollution abatement program 
that involves not only several of the City departments 
working together, but also the other cities in the Santa 
Monica Bay watershed.  The initial action plan was to 
create a new ordinance regarding illegal dumping to 
catch basins and the storm drain systems.  In the process 
it was found that a number of ordinances already exist 
on the books that cover most of the original concerns.  It 
was determined that those significant codes contain 
strong enforcement capabilities and that the present city 
staff needs to be educated and made aware of those 
existing codes, some of which date back to the 1920’s 
but are still enforceable.  The program is to develop 
codes and building standards to implement the Good 
Housekeeping requirement and the Best Management 
Procedures of the Santa Monica Bay Restoration Project 
Action Plan, educate staff, eliminate potential loopholes 
within the existing code sections, and initiate 
supplemental ordinances regarding storm water 
pollution abatement giving the County the right to 
prosecute polluters to the County storm drain system (a 
requirement of the Santa Monica Bay storm way 
discharge permit). 

Water quality is addressed in the Draft EIR (see Section 
V.G Hydrology/Water Quality of the Draft EIR 
beginning on page 161).  As discussed in the project 
analysis, the project will be required to comply with all 
applicable water quality ordinances and will be subject 
to a NPDES and SUSMP permit procedures for 
stormwater discharge.  Mitigation Measures have been 
recommended to minimize direct runoff to the adjacent 
streets and alleys by directing runoff from roofs and 
impervious surfaces to landscaped areas.  In addition, in 
response to comments on the Draft EIR submitted by the 
City of Manhattan Beach Department of Public Works 
Department (See Response to Comment 7.2)  additional 
storm water protection mitigation measures have been 
added to screen and channel water runoff away from 
commercial trash receptacle bins.  Implementation of 
such measures will further reduce the project’s less than 
significant impacts upon water quality.  As such, the 
project will be consistent with LCP policies III.3 and 
III.4, relative to water quality. 
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Response to Comment 2.4:  The proposed project includes mitigation measures to ensure compliance 
with the NPDES permitting program requirements during the construction process.  Mitigation is also 
provided to ensure compliance with the recently adopted County Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation 
Plan (SUSMP).  These measures are adequate in serving the CCC’s main objective to reduce negative 
impacts to the marine environment both during and subsequent to the proposed project. 
 

It is noted that the Increased Parking Alternative would provide greater consistency with the above stated 
LCP policies that encourage the expansion and concentration of parking in the Downtown Commercial 
Parking District.  As indicated in Section VII, Alternatives of the Draft EIR (see Draft EIR, page 229) the 
Increased Parking Alternative was not selected as the “environmentally superior” alternative.  Mainly this 
was due to the secondary traffic impacts that would result by providing additional parking, and that the 
increased parking would be inconsistent with the project objective of providing a low-scale community 
oriented commercial development.   



City of Manhattan Beach  February 2001 

 

 

 
 
Civic Center/Metlox Development Project IV.  Responses to Comments 
Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) Page IV-13 
 

Response to Comment Letter 3 
 
California Department of Transportation (CALTRANS) 
120 S. Spring Street 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Stephen J. Buswell, Program Manager 

 

Response to Comment 3.1:  This comment provides a summary of the project description.  No response 
is necessary. 

Response to Comment 3.2:  The DEIR indicates that the significant project-related impact identified at 
the Sepulveda Boulevard (SR1)/Manhattan Beach Boulevard intersection would be mitigated by 
contributing to the construction of an additional northbound-to-westbound left-turn lane on SR1 or an 
additional eastbound-to-northbound left-turn lane on Manhattan Beach Boulevard to create double left-
turn lanes.  While the southbound deceleration lane suggested in the comment would be beneficial and 
may be pursued by the City of Manhattan Beach independently of this project, it is not required as an 
additional project-related mitigation measure. 

 
Response to Comments 3.3:  It is agreed that the addition of northbound and southbound right-turn lanes 
on Sepulveda Boulevard at Manhattan Beach Boulevard and associated signal modifications would 
improve the operation of the intersection and may be pursued by the City of Manhattan Beach 
independently of this project.  These improvements are not required, however, as additional mitigation 
measures for the proposed project.  The dual left-turn lanes at this intersection that were identified in the 
DEIR and described in the response to comment 3.2 would adequately mitigate the project-related 
impacts at this intersection to less than significant levels. 

 



February 2001  City of Manhattan Beach 

 

 

 
 
 
IV.  Responses to Comments  Civic Center/Metlox Development Project 
Page IV-14  Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) 
 

Response to Comment Letter 4 
 

Department of Toxic Substances Control 
1011  N. Grandview Avenue 

Glendale, CA 91201 
Harlan R. Jeche, Unit Chief 

Southern California Cleanup Operations 
 

Response to Comment 4.1:  Environmental impacts associated with risk of upset and toxic materials 
is addressed in Section V.E of the Draft EIR (See Section V.E., Risk of Upset, beginning on page 109 of 
the Draft EIR).  As discussed on page 111 of the Draft EIR, historical soil contamination on the Metlox 
site has been remediated, and a closure report has been issued for the site.  Although the project is not 
anticipated to have a significant impact involving soil contamination, to further minimize any unforeseen 
impacts the following mitigation measure has been added to the Draft EIR (See Section II., Additions and 
Corrections, page II-9): 

•  “If during construction of the project, soil contamination is suspected, construction in the area 
should stop and appropriate Health and Safety procedures should be implemented.  The 
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) Voluntary Cleanup Program (VCP) should be 
contacted at (818) 551-2866 to provide the appropriate regulatory oversight.”   
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Response to Comment Letter 5 
 

Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) 
818 West Seventh Street, 12th Floor 

Los Angeles CA 90017-3435 
Jeffrey M. Smith, AICP 

Senior Planner, Intergovernmental Review 
 

Response to Comment 5.1:  This comment acknowledges that the proposed project is not regionally 
significant per Areawide Clearinghouse criteria.  No response is required. 
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Response to Comment Letter 6 
 

County Sanitation Districts of  
Los Angeles County 

1955 Workman Mill Road 
Whittier, CA 90601-1400 

Ruth I Frazen, Engineering Technician, 
Planning and Property Management Section 

 

Response to Comment 6.1:  Project impacts upon wastewater were addressed in Section VI., General 
Impact Categories of the Draft EIR.  This issue was also covered in the Initial Study assessment, included 
as Appendix A to the Draft EIR.  Early consultation with the Sanitation District resulted in two earlier 
response letters with slightly different figures for the Joint Water Pollution Control Plant and the expected 
wastewater flow for the proposed project.  This response letter provides the following updated 
information regarding wastewater: 
 

“The Joint Water Pollution Plant processes an average flow of 333.5 million gallons per day of 
wastewater and the expected average wastewater flow from the project site is 54,890 gallons per 
day.” 

This information will be incorporated in the Final EIR as part of the Additions and Corrections Section to 
amend page 189 of the Draft EIR (See Section II., Additions and Corrections, page II-12).  The County 
Sanitation District’s letter acknowledges that all other information in the Draft EIR is accurate and 
complete.  Therefore, the conclusion presented in the Draft EIR that wastewater impacts would be “less 
than significant” would remain unchanged.   
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Response to Comment Letter 7 
 

City of Manhattan Beach 
Department of Public Works 

Neil Miller, Director of Public Works 
Interdepartmental Correspondence 

 

Response to Comment 7.1:  This comment acknowledges the Public Works Department’s position that 
removing any on-street parking to widen roadways is infeasible and not recommended.  This comment is 
noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration.  The DEIR 
indicates that the intersection of Highland Avenue and 15th Street would be significantly impacted by the 
proposed project, and the construction of a southbound right-turn lane has been suggested as a possible 
mitigation measure.  It is acknowledged that this measure, if implemented, would result in the elimination 
of parking spaces on Highland Avenue.  The Manhattan Beach City Council will ultimately determine 
whether it would be better to mitigate the traffic impact at this intersection and lose parking spaces or to 
retain the parking spaces and accept an unavoidable significant impact by issuing a statement of 
overriding considerations.  The recommendation by the Department of Public Works that this mitigation 
measure not be implemented due to potential adverse secondary impacts (loss of street parking) will be 
forwarded to the decision makers. 

Response to Comment 7.2:  This comment notes that the Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan 
(SUSMP) provides the minimum storm water mitigation measures for a project and the Public Work’s 
Department imposes additional requirements for project’s within the City.  It should be noted that the 
Draft EIR includes, as a mitigation measure a requirement that a Drainage Plan to be submitted to the 
Department of Public Works, in accordance with the SUSMP.  As such the Department of Public Works 
will have discretionary approval over the design and construction features of the project’s drainage plan 
to ensure water quality impacts are minimized to the maximum extent feasible.  The Department has 
noted the following design feature will be enforced during the plan check, and has been added as a 
mitigation measure to page 170 of the Draft EIR (See Section II., Additions and Corrections, page II-11):   

 
“Commercial trash enclosures must be covered so that rainwater cannot enter the enclosure and 
the trash enclosure must be connected to the sanitary sewer system”.   

 

This feature will further protect water quality runoff form the site from a potential source of 
contamination.  Impacts upon water quality would remain less than significant.   
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Response to Comment Letter 8 
 

City of Manhattan Beach Fire Department 
Dennis Groat, Fire Chief  

Interdepartmental Correspondence 
 

Response to Comment 8.1:  For the record, the new Public Safety Facility would incorporate all 
functions of Fire Station No.1 only.  Fire Station No.2 is a separate fire station at a separate location in the 
City of Manhattan Beach.  Fire Station No. 2 is not included within the scope of this project.   
 
Response to Comment 8.2:  This comment is consistent with the information presented in the Initial 
Study which concluded that impacts upon Fire Department services were anticipated to be less than 
significant.  This comment is noted for the record.   

Response to Comment 8.3:  This comment correctly notes that page 43 of the Draft EIR incorrectly 
states “16,250 total square feet should be constructed to meet the current and future needs of the Fire 
Department.”  The Draft EIR will be revised accordingly to state “The needs assessment prepared for the 
MBFD has identified a need for approximately 16,250 total square feet of functional support space.”  
This revision will not affect the environmental analysis for any of the environmental issue areas.   

Response to Comment 8.4:  This comment provides additional details regarding the standard operations 
of the Fire Department that will continue to occur on site.  Page 109 of the Draft EIR has been revised 
accordingly in the Final EIR (see Section II., Additions and Corrections, page II-9) to include the 
following information: 

“The Fire Department is responsible for the collection, temporary storage, and proper 
disposal of small quantities of some materials that are regulated under Hazardous Materials 
statutes.  These include the cleanup materials used to absorb small amounts of oil or gasoline 
from streets and small quantities of oil, paint, etc., that are surreptitiously abandoned on our 
streets and sidewalks.  This process is performed in accordance with all applicable laws and 
ordinances, and does not pose any significant risks to the  persons in or near the Civic Center 
Facilities.”   

This addition information does not affect the environmental analysis for any of the environmental issue 
areas.   

 

Response to Comment 8.5:  This comment is noted for the record and will be incorporated into the Final 
EIR within the Additions and Corrections Section.  Page 110 of the Draft EIR will be revised to state:  
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“The current Metlox Site was actually two separate parcels.  Each of these parcels was cleaned 
and remediated separately and at different times, under the direct supervision of the County of 
Los Angeles.  After testing, each parcel was issued a letter of compliance from the County.”   

 

This addition does not affect the conclusions of the environmental analysis of the Risk of Upset section of 
the Draft EIR and does not identify any new significant impacts.   

 
Response to Comment 8.6:  This comment is noted for the record.  The reader is referred to Section VI., 
General Impact Categories, of the Draft EIR which states: “The project site will be served by and house 
one of the two City of Manhattan Beach Fire Departments.”  (see Draft EIR, page 187)  Impacts upon 
Fire Department related services were determined to be less than significant in the project Initial Study 
assessment.  This revision will not change the conclusion of the Draft EIR with regard to emergency or 
Fire Department services.  Impacts upon Fire Department services would remain less than significant.   
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Response to Comment Letter 9 
 

City of Manhattan Beach Police Department 
Ernest M. Klevesahl, Jr., Chief of Police 

Interdepartmental Correspondence 

 

Response to Comment 9.1:  This comment notes that police officers respond to calls from their patrol 
cars and not directly from the Police Station, therefore, response times to the Civic Center or the Metlox 
property would not be immediate.  This clarification does not change the less than significance 
determination of the Draft EIR because in some instances a foot response could, and likely would be 
provided from officers that are on duty and at the police station in emergency situations.  The intention of 
the Draft EIR was to note the on-going presence of police officers on site and the deterrent effect it may 
have on reducing crime.  It is noted that the Police Department’s primary response to calls under a normal 
course of action would be provided from field units patrolling City Streets.   

 
Response to Comment 9.2:  This comment notes that the information presented in the Draft EIR with 
regard to the City’s total area is incorrect.  On page 43 of the Draft EIR, the first sentence states: “The 
City’s 1997 population is approximately 34,000 with an area of 2.27 square miles.”  This information was 
obtained from reviewing the supplemental exhibits attached to the City’s Request for Proposals, dated 
July 1998.  It should be noted that current City records indicate the City’s total area is approximately 3.88 
miles.  This correction will be noted within the Additions and Corrections Section of the Draft EIR.  This 
revision does not affect any of the environmental analysis conclusions presented in the Draft EIR. 

 
Response to Comment 9.3:  The number of sworn officers working for the Manhattan Beach Police 
Department was derived from the official City Manhattan Beach web page (http://www.ci.manhattan-
beach.ca.us/faqs/demograp.html) on May 5, 2000.  The appropriate changes will be included to revise 
page 104 of the Draft EIR in the Additions and Corrections Section of the Final EIR.  The revision does 
not affect the conclusions of significance regarding police protection services presented in the Draft EIR.   

 
Response to Comment 9.4:  This comment states that the following statement of the Draft EIR is not a 
true representation of project impacts: “As discussed with the department, patrol officers normally patrol 
the city in marked police vehicles and respond from the field to calls for service.  However, the increased 
demand on the MBPD by the project may impact response times to other emergencies in the City.” (Draft 
EIR page 106).  However, the commentor does not provide any additional direction or guidance regarding 
how or why this statement misrepresents project impacts.  The intent of the Draft EIR is to acknowledge 
that an increase in on site population would increase demands upon police services to some extent.  
Hence, if officer’s are responding to calls on the project site their response would be delayed to other 
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emergencies within the immediate patrolling area.  In turn, officers from broader City areas may be 
requested to respond, thus resulting in an increased response time.  The City Police Department maintains 
the position that it can adequately serve the project site without significant impacts to their overall 
performance standards.   

 
Response to Comment 9.5:  This comment identifies an incorrect page reference, or “reference source 
not found” message in the text of the EIR (Draft EIR, page 224).  This is a formatting error and does not 
affect the environmental analysis data presented in the EIR.  The correct table reference is “Table 37, 
Daily Operational Emissions  - Alternative Mixed Use Metlox Development”, presented on the following 
page (See Draft EIR, page 224). This error will be noted in the Additions and Corrections Section of the 
Draft EIR.   

 
Response to Comment 9.6:  As mentioned on page 209 of the Draft EIR, the continued operation of the 
Police and Fire Department services without any improvements to the existing facilities would have a 
negative impact upon Public Services, as compared to what would occur with the Civic Center 
improvements proposed with the project.  This comment further notes the beneficial impacts that may 
occur as a result of the proposed project.  This comment is noted for the record and does not change any 
of the significance conclusions relative to police services.   
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Response to Comment Letter 10 

 

Downtown Manhattan Beach Business & Professional Association 
Shelby L. Phillips, Executive Director 

P.O. Box 3298 
Manhattan Beach, CA 90266 
 

Response to Comment 10.1:  This comment identifies the commentor and provides an introduction for 
comments 10.2 through 10.15, below.  Due to its proximity to the beach and coastal resources (e.g., 
Manhattan Beach has approximately 40 acres of recreational area along two miles of beach frontage), 
Manhattan Beach experiences seasonal variations in traffic patters.  Because of the different traffic 
patterns associated with winter and summer seasons the traffic impact analysis included two set of 
analysis for each season.  The traffic analysis for the winter season was based on baseline traffic counts 
taken during winter months.  Likewise, the traffic analysis for the summer season was based on baseline 
traffic counts taken during summer months. (See Draft EIR, page 113).  Because separate baseline traffic 
volumes and patterns were recorded for each season, traffic impacts between summer and winter months 
would differ as well.   
 
Response to Comment 10.2:  This comment incorrectly asserts that the Draft EIR failed to acknowledge 
the historic (and present) use of the Metlox site as a temporary public parking lot.  The Draft EIR is clear 
in stating that part of the Metlox site is currently paved and used as a temporary parking lot.  It should be 
noted that the Draft EIR details the existing zoning variance for the temporary of the site as a parking lot.  
See Draft EIR pages 44 and 90.   

 
Response to Comment 10.3:  As discussed on page 90 of the Draft EIR, the City Council approved a 
Use Permit and Coastal Development Permit to permit temporary parking on the Metlox site.  The current 
use of these spaces is available to the general public, as well as businesses participating in the Downtown 
Merchant parking program.  The parking lot was explicitly approved as a temporary use only, and was not 
intended, nor approved to ever be utilized as a permanent parking area.  Specifically, the temporary 
permit stated that: “The Use Permit and Coastal Development Permit, under no circumstances, shall 
remain valid after April 22, 2002.”  Therefore, the loss of these parking spaces is not considered a project 
impact.   

Previous parking studies within the Downtown Business District were reviewed in the preparation of the 
Draft EIR as they included relevant information regarding the existing parking inventory on the project 
site.  Specifically the Downtown Manhattan Beach Parking Management Plan Report was referenced.  An 
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official reference has been added in the Additions and Corrections Section of the Final EIR to amend 
page 234 of the Draft EIR. 

Parking Lot 5 was discussed and adequately accounted for in the parking availability impact analysis in 
the Draft EIR (see Draft EIR page 124).  Although  the Draft EIR states that there are 40 parking spaces 
in Lot 5, there are actually only 35 spaces.  This correction has been noted in the Additions and 
Corrections Section of the Final EIR.  The Downtown Vehicle Parking District which the commentor is 
referring to is a City Policy to provide merchants within the Downtown Business District the option of 
purchasing quarterly parking passes.  These parking passes permit employees to park in designated public 
parking lots without feeding the meters. Currently there are 38 permits for the lot.  Since on average 
approximately only one-half of the permit holders occupy the lot at any one time, there are additional 
spaces that are available for general use by the public.  Of these 38 permits only 2 are required off-site 
parking spaces.   The City has the authority to modify or stop the merchant parking program at its sole 
discretion.  There are no vested rights to merchants or any other individuals to park in City owned parking 
lots.  With regard to the loss of these parking spaces, it is expected that these spaces can easily be 
replaced within the proposed Civic Center/Metlox parking lots.  The proposed parking for the Civic 
Center/Metlox project will include a surplus over their peak demand hours of approximately 106 spaces 
(see Draft EIR page 158).  Therefore, the proposed parking plan will be able to accommodate the parking 
demands of the project’s uses, as well as provide replacement parking for the 35 spaces lost from the 
removal of Lot 5, including those that are utilized as part of the merchant parking program.    

Response to Comment 10.4:  The analysis of future traffic conditions as well as parking demands 
assume a complete and successful project.  All assumptions and methodologies utilized in the traffic 
analysis assume a successful project.  In addition, many of the analyses assumptions used to predict 
project impacts are aimed at presenting a worst case scenario.  Should the project be less successful than 
anticipated, the net result on parking for the rest of the Downtown District would be reduced.  However, 
an unsuccessful project is not anticipated.  Parking spaces proposed for  project demands would simply 
free-up parking availability for other commercial uses in the Downtown District.  

Response to Comment 10.5:  The commentor’s inventory of existing parking is incorrect.  As indicated 
on page 124 of the Draft EIR, 180 parking spaces are currently provided in the Civic Center parking lot; 
35 public spaces are located in Lot 5; and 125 temporary parking spaces in Lot M.  This is a total of 340 
existing parking spaces.  Not including the secured parking provided for Police and Fire Department 
vehicles, the proposed project will provide a total of 446 public parking spaces.  This is a surplus of 106 
spaces over existing conditions. 

Response to Comment 10.6:  The existing parking spaces currently provided within Lot 5 and Lot M 
will be replaced by the proposed projects parking lots.  The proposed lots will include surface parking as 
well as subterranean parking.  In addition, a total of 20 street parking spaces are expected to be created by 
the dedication of 13th Street.  As stated in the Draft EIR, in May 1996 the City Council approved a Use 
Permit and Coastal Development Permit to allow for the temporary use of the Metlox site as a surface 
parking lot.  The use of these spaces is available to the public, as well as businesses participating in the 
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Downtown Merchant parking program.  The parking lot was approved as a temporary use, and was not 
intended, nor approved to be utilized as a permanent parking area.  Specifically, the resolution states that: 
“The Use Permit and Coastal Development Permit, under no circumstances, shall remain valid after April 
22, 2002.”  Please refer to comments 10.4 and 10.5.   

Response to Comment 10.7: A summary discussion of the parking impacts for the proposed project is 
provided on page 27 of the Draft EIR.  A full discussion on the project’s parking impacts is provided in 
Section V.F. Transportation/Circulation of the Draft EIR, on page 158.  A discussion of the parking 
impact for each of the project alternatives is provided in Section VII. Alternatives to the Proposed Project, 
beginning on page 196. 

Response to Comment 10.8:  The concept of shared parking is discussed on page 10 of the Draft EIR.  
Specifically, the Draft EIR States:  “The proposed parking will serve both the Civic Center and Metlox 
developments and may be designed to provide surplus parking for the downtown area.  This opportunity 
to provide shared parking between the public and private components is a major consideration in the 
proposed design.  The Civic Center functions, normally occurring between 8 a.m. to 5 p.m. (except for 24 
hour-a-day public safety functions), provides an opportunity to allow usage of Civic Center parking 
facilities after work hours and on weekends.  This is similar to the current arrangement at the Civic 
Center, which opens employee parking to the general public after 5 p.m.”   

The commentor incorrectly claims that the Civic Center will provide less parking than currently exists.  
As discussed in response to comment 10.5, the proposed project will create 446 parking spaces.  This is 
approximately 106 additional parking spaces over existing conditions. 

Response to Comment 10.9:  The parking study in the Draft EIR addresses the parking impacts of the 
proposed project, not the Downtown District.  While it is recognized that the existing and proposed 
parking spaces on the project are shared with the general Downtown market area, the goal of the project is 
not to provide as much parking as possible.  The availability of parking in the Downtown District is 
affected by a number of factors including the uses on the project site, the Downtown market, and mainly 
beach visitors.  The community has argued that they do not want to create a destination venue that will 
attract additional visitors from outlying communities.  In keeping with the goal to provide a low scale 
community oriented commercial development, the project seeks to provide enough parking to 
accommodate the anticipated parking demands of the project as well as provide some surplus parking to 
accommodate the Downtown District.  Any substantial amount of additional parking beyond what has 
been proposed would attract additional beach visitors and may result in a destination effect for the 
proposed project, attracting additional persons to the Downtown Manhattan Beach area.   

Response to Comment 10.10:  The proposed parking layout is depicted in the Conceptual Site Plan 
depicted in Figure 5 on page 33 of the Draft EIR.  While the diagram does not indicate parking stalls for 
the subterranean levels, the driveway access ramps are depicted to indicate where the garages will be 
accessed from.  The parking layout is considered conceptual and is subject to change.  However, any and 
all changes will be substantially in conformance with the layout depicted in the Draft EIR.   
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Response to Comment 10.11:  If both the Metlox and the Civic Center developments were ultimately 
approved, the construction of these two components would not occur simultaneously.   As part of the 
entitlement process, the project Applicant and the City of Manhattan Beach will be required to submit 
construction plans that address parking plans for construction workers and haul route plans to the 
Department of Public Works.  The construction process will be carefully planned and implemented to 
ensure development of the project elements minimizes adverse impacts on the adjacent Downtown 
Commercial District and Civic Center uses.  While it is anticipated that the construction process will 
involve the temporary loss of existing parking spaces, the construction process will be planned to reduce 
the loss of parking to the maximum extent feasible.  The following mitigation measures will be 
incorporated as a condition of project approval to ensure impacts upon the surrounding community are 
reduced to less than significant levels.  (See Section II, Additions and Corrections, page II-10) 

“Prior to any construction activities, a Construction Plan shall be submitted for review and 
approval to the City of Manhattan Beach Public Works Department and Community Development 
Department.  Construction Plans shall address parking availability and minimize the loss of 
parking for existing on-site Civic Center operations that will continue to operate throughout the 
construction period.  To minimize potential adverse impacts upon the Downtown Commercial 
District construction workers shall not be permitted to park in the adjacent public parking 
structures or street parking spaces.  The parking plans shall provide adequate on-site parking 
areas for construction workers and/or consider providing additional construction parking at off-
site parking lot locations and providing bussing or car-pool services to the construction site.  The 
proposed construction plan shall designate appropriate haul routes into and out of the project 
area.  Truck staging areas shall not be permitted on residential roadways or adjacent to any 
school site.”   

Response to Comment 10.12:  Providing additional parking for the Downtown District is not a goal of 
the proposed project.  Adding this suggested goal to the project objectives would be inconsistent with the 
other project objectives geared towards providing a low scale community-oriented commercial 
development that would serve as a gateway to the Downtown Commercial District.  For purposes of 
preserving the local community oriented character of the Downtown Manhattan Beach area and not 
developing a destination venue that will attract more persons from outlying communities, parking 
availability is proposed to accommodate the proposed uses.  The on-site parking will however continue to 
support shared parking with the rest of the Downtown District.  The project is designed to accommodate a 
moderate amount of surplus parking for shared use with the Downtown District.  Providing additional 
amounts of surplus parking, beyond what is proposed, would result in secondary impacts on traffic and 
circulation that are not desired for the Downtown area.   

Response to Comment 10.13:  The analysis for each of the environmental issue areas assumes a 
successful project.  The effects of a successful project are expected to result in positive impacts on the 
viability of the remainder of the Downtown District.  One of the stated goals of the proposed project is to 
provide a mix of unique local serving commercial tenants who will compliment and not compete with the 
existing Downtown uses.   
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Response to Comment 10.14:  As indicated on page 158 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project will 
provide a total of 562 parking spaces, of which 446 will be made available to the public.  The project is 
therefore expected to meet the projected peak parking demands.  

Response to Comment 10.15:  The parking analysis for this alternative was unintentionally omitted in 
the printing of the Draft EIR.  The following information is therefore added to the alternatives analysis to 
inform the decision makers or the parking impacts of the Alternative Mixed Use Metlox Development. 

Page 228 “Alternative Mixed-Use Metlox Development”, add the following information to the end of the 
Transportation/Circulation Subheading: 

“Parking.  The Alternative Mixed-Use Metlox Development alternative proposed a development 
that is similar to the size and scale of the proposed project, with a different mix of uses.  As 
compared to the proposed project, this alternative would increase commercial office space and 
decrease the amount of retail space.  The alternative would include the same amount of parking, 
providing a total of 562 spaces, of which 446 will be made available to the public.  The parking 
impacts would generally be the same as described for the proposed project.  However, this 
alternative would likely have a beneficial impacts upon parking availability during the weekends, 
when Downtown parking demand is at its peak.  This is mainly because this alternative has a 
higher amount of office space and a lower amount of retail.  The office use does not generate a 
demand for weekend parking, which would result in a greater amount of shared parking 
availability for other project and Downtown uses.  Parking impacts would be similar to the 
proposed project, and slightly beneficial in terms of providing surplus parking for shared uses.”   
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Response to Comment Letter 11 

 

Residents For A Quality City 
P.O. Box 1882 Manhattan Beach CA 90267 

Bill Eisen 
 

Response to Comment 11.1:  Noticing was provided for the January 11 2000 scoping meeting in 
accordance with CEQA Guidelines 15202.  CEQA Guidelines provides that notice for public hearings 
shall be given in a timely manner and that notice may be given in the same time as notice for other 
regularly conducted public hearings.  The Notice of Preparation, dated December 20, 1999, was 
completed and circulated to the public to provide notice of the EIR and to solicit public attendance at the 
January 11, 2000 public scoping meeting.  This notice was mailed to over 500 residents who were listed 
on a mailing list provided by the City Planning Department.  This notice was also published in the local 
newspaper on the following Thursday.  In addition this NOP appeared on the City’s official website under 
the Metlox Project news category.   

 
Response to Comment 11.2:  All verbal comments made a the public scoping meeting were taken into 
consideration during the preparation of the Draft EIR.  The public scoping meeting was an informational 
meeting for the consultants to hear comments and concerns from interested individuals.  Although an 
official transcript was not provided, the EIR consultants, Christopher A. Joseph and Associates, took 
notes on the verbal comments and suggestions made at the meeting.  These written notes were provided in 
an internal memo that was transmitted to the project team and city staff following the public scoping 
meeting.   

 
Response to Comment 11.3:  The impacts to parking were addressed in the Draft EIR on page 158.  
Please refer to responses to comments 10.3 through 10.6.  With regard to the loss of existing parking in 
Lot 5 and Lot M.   

Lot M was never intended to be used as a permanent parking lot.  As discussed on page 90 of the Draft 
EIR, the City Council approved a Use Permit and Coastal Development Permit to permit temporary 
parking on the Metlox site.  The current use of these spaces is available to the general public, as well as 
businesses participating in the Downtown Merchant parking program.  The parking lot was explicitly 
approved as a temporary use only, and was not intended, nor approved to ever be utilized as a permanent 
parking area.  Specifically, the temporary permit stated that: “The Use Permit and Coastal Development 
Permit, under no circumstances, shall remain valid after April 22, 2002.”  Therefore, the loss of these 
parking spaces is not considered a project impact.   
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Parking Lot 5 was discussed in the Draft EIR on page 124.  Although the Draft EIR states that there are 
40 parking spaces in Lot 5, there are actually only 35 spaces.  With regard to the loss of these parking 
spaces, it is expected that these spaces can easily be replaced within the proposed Civic Center/Metlox 
parking lots.  The proposed parking for the Civic Center/Metlox project will include a surplus over their 
peak demand hours of approximately 101 spaces (see Draft EIR page 158).  Therefore, the proposed 
parking plan will be able to accommodate the parking demands of the project’s uses, as well as provide 
replacement parking for the 35 spaces lost from the removal of Lot 5, including those that are utilized as 
part of the merchant parking program.   

Response to Comment 11.4:  The petition filed on January 11, 2000 occurred before the Draft EIR was 
prepared.  Therefore, an educated decision regarding the traffic impacts of this project could not have 
been made at that time.  The ballot measure that resulted from that petition lost in a Citywide election.  
The commentor’s opinion on the adequacy of the traffic study in the Draft EIR is noted. 
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Response to Comment Letter 12 

 

Manhattan Beach Residents for a  
Small Town Downtown 

1219 Morningside Drive 
Manhattan Beach CA 90266 

Marika F. Bergsund 
 

Response to Comment 12.1:  This is an introductory comment and does not require a response.   

Response to Comment 12.2:  The comment and the DEIR indicate that many of the intersections in the 
study area currently operate at unacceptable levels of service during the peak periods, as indicated by a 
LOS E or F designation.  While the proposed project is anticipated to add traffic to these intersections, 
project impacts, according to City of Manhattan Beach significance criterion, are not considered to be 
significant unless the additional traffic would result in an increase of 0.02 or greater in the intersection’s 
volume/capacity ratio.  This significance criterion is commonly used by many other Southern Californian 
jurisdictions to assess the impacts of development projects and to determine if project-related mitigation 
would be required.  The underlying philosophy is that it would not be appropriate to require a particular 
development project to be responsible for mitigating existing traffic problems unless the anticipated 
impacts are above a designated threshold.  State law, in fact, does not allow a project to be held 
responsible for the impacts of others.  While it is acknowledged that there are numerous locations that 
have traffic congestion under current conditions, it would not be necessary for these conditions to be 
mitigated in conjunction with the Civic Center/Metlox development unless the designated significance 
threshold is exceeded.  The locations that would be significantly impacted by the project have been 
identified in the DEIR and mitigation measures have been proposed, where feasible, to reduce such 
impact to less than significant levels.  For intersections that can not be mitigated to less than significant 
levels, or for which the recommended mitigation measures are determined to be infeasible due to 
secondary impacts, a statement of overriding considerations will be required by the Lead Agency if the 
project is approved. 

Response to Comment 12.3:  As discussed above in Response to Comment 12.2, the City of Manhattan 
Beach’s significance criterion was used to determine the project’s impact on the surrounding roadways.  
As discussed on page 145 of the Draft EIR, the City of Manhattan Beach defines a significant traffic 
impact for intersections resulting in LOS E or F conditions where the project-related increase in V/C is 
greater than 0.002.  As shown in Table 20 of the Draft EIR (page 154), the winter weekday traffic impacts 
for the Marine Avenue and Highland Avenue , Valley Drive and Blanche Road, Marine Avenue and 
Ardmore Avenue and 2nd Street do not exceed the significance criteria.  Therefore, the Draft EIR’s 
determination that the V/C increase at these intersections is “incremental” is a correct assessment in that 
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the increase is below the 0.002 threshold.  Further, the incremental increase is adequately represented and 
quantified for all of the study intersections, not just those that exceed the significance threshold, for all 
traffic assessment periods (i.e., winter weekdays, summer weekdays, and summer weekends) in Tables 
20, 21, and 22 on pages 154 –156 of the Draft EIR.   

Response to Comment 12.4:  As discussed above in Response to Comment 12.2, the City of Manhattan 
Beach’s significance criterion was used to determine the project’s impact on the surrounding roadways.  
The traffic impacts for the following intersections referenced in this comment were correctly determined 
to be below the City’s threshold for determining a significant traffic impact:  Marine Avenue and 
Highland Avenue, Valley Drive and Blanche Road, Ardmore Avenue/Marine Avenue and Pacific 
Avenue, Ardmore Avenue and 2nd Street.  Impacts for these intersections were adequately determined 
based on the City’s significance criteria for determining a significant traffic impact.  The intersection of 
Sepulveda Boulevard and Manhattan Beach Boulevard was correctly identified as being significantly 
impacted by the project and mitigation measures were recommended to mitigate this significant impact.  
With implementation of the recommended mitigation measure (to contribute to the installation of dual left 
turn lanes in the northbound and eastbound directions) project-related impacts would be reduced to below 
the significance threshold at this intersection.   

Response to Comment 12.5:  As discussed above in Response to Comment 12.2. the City of Manhattan 
Beach’s significance criterion was used to determine the project’s impact on the surrounding roadways.  
Traffic impacts at the intersection of Marine Avenue and Sepulveda Boulevard during the summer 
weekend period would not exceed the City’s significance criteria of a 0.002 increase in V/C ratio for 
intersections resulting in LOS E or F.  The resulting project related increase in V/C for this intersection 
during the Summer Weekend period on Saturdays and Sundays was 0.003, well below the significance 
levels.  As such, project related impacts at this intersection were correctly determined to be less than 
significant.   

Response to Comment 12.6:   The commentor’s opinions are noted and will be forwarded to the decision 
makers for their consideration.  The Traffic Impact Analysis addressed traffic impacts for three different 
time periods because of Manhattan Beach’s proximity to the beach and its effects on the community 
which experiences traffic patterns that fluctuate on a season basis.  During the NOP process and 
community meetings several individuals requested that the EIR evaluate project traffic impacts during 
both the winter and summer traffic conditions.  Accordingly, the Draft EIR conducted traffic analysis for 
the Winter Weekday, Summer Weekday and Summer Weekend periods.  This separation of impacts 
provides the decision makers with additional information and does not trivialize traffic impacts for any 
time period.  The statement that the impacts would only occur during the summer at specific times does 
not trivialize the significance of the impacts, rather it is intended to inform decision makers as to the 
extent and duration of impacts.  This is particularly important in evaluating whether it may be more 
appropriate to accept the unavoidable seasonal traffic impacts rather than recommend a major intersection 
improvement program that would result in permanent secondary impacts that occur year-round. 
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Response to Comment 12.7:   The proposed project would provide a sufficient number of spaces to 
satisfy the parking demands of the employees and customers of the on-site uses.  There would also be 
some excess spaces that would be available to the general public to partially accommodate the overflow 
parking demands of nearby uses.  This surplus of parking supply is anticipated to minimize the 
occurrence of parking intrusion in the surrounding residential neighborhoods.  It is acknowledged, 
however, that if the on-site parking spaces are pay spaces, that some employees and customers would 
elect to seek free parking on the nearby unrestricted residential streets.  For this reason, the Draft EIR 
recommended  that the City consider establishing an employee parking program to alleviate parking 
impacts on the Downtown Commercial District as a mitigation measure.  Please refer to page 160 of the 
Draft EIR (third bullet point).  To ensure implementation of this mitigation measure, it will be rewritten in 
the Final EIR and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting program as follows: 

“Employee parking programs shall be required for the Metlox commercial establishments to 
alleviate the parking demands within the Downtown Commercial District.  Potential mitigation 
options may include satellite parking programs and/or providing tandem parking stalls 
designated for employees only.”   

Response to Comment 12.8:  The Los Angeles County Congestion Management Program (CMP) 
indicates that a designated CMP intersection may be significantly impacted and should be evaluated if a 
proposed development project is expected to contribute 50 or more vehicle trips to the intersection during 
either the AM or PM peak hour.  Based on the peak hour traffic generation estimates cited in the DEIR 
and the anticipated geographical distribution of the site’s patronage, it is expected that the Metlox 
development would contribute well below 50 vehicle trips per hour to the intersection of Sepulveda and 
Rosecrans, which is a designated CMP intersection.  The land uses proposed for Metlox are not generally 
considered to be the type that would result in a regional patronage draw.  The percentage of site-generated 
vehicle trips traveling to and from the San Diego Freeway would, therefore, be relatively low.  Therefore, 
the project would not result in a significant impact based on the significance criteria stated in the DEIR. 

Response to Comment 12.9:  The elimination of parking spaces to provide an additional lane at the 
intersection of Highland at 15th Street is a feasible mitigation measure.  The loss of parking spaces, 
however, would result in secondary impacts because on-street parking spaces would be eliminated.  This 
impact would not be considered significant impact because the loss of spaces would be offset by the 
excess parking spaces provided within the project site.  The project is expected to provide a surplus of 
101 parking spaces at its peak demand time.  A decision will have to be made by the Manhattan Beach 
City Council whether it would be best to mitigate the traffic impacts at this intersection by eliminating 
parking and modifying the streetscape chokers or to leave the parking intact and accept an unavoidable 
impact by adopting a statement of overriding considerations regarding the significant traffic impacts at 
this location.  Right-of-way acquisition and a physical widening of the street are not proposed as a 
mitigation measure. 

With regard to the intersection of Highland at Manhattan Beach Boulevard, the DEIR indicates that 
mitigation would require a widening of the roadway, which is not considered feasible because of right-of-
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way constraints at this location.  The DEIR does not, therefore, recommend mitigation but instead states 
that this intersection would have an unavoidable significant impact during the summer on Sunday 
afternoons. 

With regard to the mitigation measures that are proposed to be initiated only if warranted based on actual 
traffic counts after the project is developed, this approach was recommended to ensure that these 
aggressive capital-intensive street improvements are implemented only if the projected traffic increases 
actually occur.  More specifically, it would not be appropriate to install a new traffic signal at the 
Highland/13th Street intersection unless a signal is warranted based on Caltrans guidelines.  Similarly, it 
would not be necessary to install dual left-turn lanes on Valley Drive at 15th Street until the Caltrans-
recommended traffic volume thresholds are exceeded.  Traffic impact studies are based on a set of 
conservative assumptions regarding the level of traffic generated by a project and the geographical 
distribution of this traffic onto the street network.  It would not be prudent to construct a major street 
modification based on an estimated impact that is slightly over the significance threshold unless it can be 
demonstrated that the improvement is actually needed.  To address these issues, it is acceptable to develop 
a mitigation monitoring program that can be used to apply specific mitigation measures to observed 
conditions.  This approach guards against implementing measures that might have secondary impacts 
until such time that the actual need for the measure is demonstrated.  It also allows the mitigation 
measures to be scheduled for implementation when they are needed rather than prior to the project 
development.  This type of phased mitigation program is consistent with CEQA.  While the required 
mitigation measures have been identified, it is not required that they be implemented until needed, based 
on the specified criteria and the results of the mitigation monitoring program.  To further clarify this issue 
and to ensure secondary traffic assessments are implemented for significantly impacted intersections, the 
following mitigation will be incorporated into the Additions and Corrections Section of the Final EIR: 

“The City Traffic Engineer shall conduct secondary “post-project” traffic assessments at the 
intersections of Highland Avenue & 13th Street, and Manhattan Beach Boulevard & Valley 
Drive/Ardmore Avenue to determine the actual traffic impacts of the proposed project.  Should 
the results of this assessment verify significant impacts are realized, the mitigation measures 
recommended in the Draft EIR, or measures of equivalent effectiveness shall be implemented.”  

Response to Comment 12.10:  Although the proposed project would accommodate potential “nuisance 
noise” events, such as live music performances, children’s readings, and children’s school performances, 
an amplified sound system is not a part of the project design.  These events may, or may not, require 
amplified sound.  In the event that amplified sound is required, a temporary public address (PA) or sound 
system would be required.   

As mentioned on page 180 under “Nuisance Noise Impacts”, and illustrated in the Figure 5 “Conceptual 
Site Plan” on page 33 of the Draft EIR, the Town Square portion of the proposed project would be 
substantially enclosed by surrounding buildings.  These buildings will effectively serve as a sound barrier, 
and can be expected to reduce sound levels by at least 10 dBA (Leq) at receptor areas located outside the 
venue.   
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In an effort to ensure that potential long-term operational noise impacts related to outdoor activities 
(mentioned above) that may occur at the Town Square venue are sufficiently addressed, the following 
additional mitigation measure is prescribed: 

•  An annual City permit in accordance with Chapter 4.20 of the MBMC shall be required prior to 
the installation/setup of any temporary, or permanent, PA or sound system. 

•  The maximum allowable sound level shall be in conformance with Chapter 5.48 of the MBMC.   

•  Based on a review of construction documents prepared for the proposed project, a licensed 
acoustical engineer shall determine the type of construction materials for the Bed and Breakfast 
Inn (i.e., window, door, wall insulation material, weather-stripping, etc.) to ensure an interior 
noise level of no greater than 45 dBA (Leq) when sirens are in use.  A Certificate of Occupancy 
shall not be issued for the proposed Inn until the 45 dBA (Leq) interior noise level performance 
standard, when sirens are in use, is met. 

As concluded in the Draft EIR, long-term noise impacts related to the proposed project are anticipated to 
be less-than-significant. 

Response to Comment 12.11: This commentor is incorrect in referring to the existing building heights of 
the buildings surrounding the project.  A review of the City’s records for the buildings surrounding the 
project site indicate the adjacent office building at 1219 Morningside Drive (at 13th) is 30' in height and 
the office building at 1201 Morningside Drive (at 12th) is 31' 8" in height.  Additionally, numerous other 
existing commercial and residential buildings in the downtown within several blocks of the project site 
are 2 to 4 stories, and 30 feet or more in height, including 316 13th Street, 321 12th Street, 505 Manhattan 
Beach Boulevard, 400 Manhattan Beach Boulevard, 228 Manhattan Beach Boulevard, 333 11th Street and 
1035 Morningside Drive, 325 11th Street, and 1000 Highland Avenue.  The project structures will be 
consistent with the height of these structures, as they are proposed to be a maximum of 30 feet in height.  
Additionally, as stated in the Draft EIR, the proposed building height is consistent with the underlying 
zoning code requirements.   

With regard to the Lookout Tower feature proposed for the Metlox property, the project applicant has 
provided additional information to clarify this project feature.  The revised description of the proposed 
Lookout Tower has been more clearly defined and limiting to include a structure that will be no larger 
than 20 by 20 feet at its base extending to a maximum height of 60 feet.  A flag pole or similar 
architectural feature (i.e., weather vane) may extend above the 60 foot height, but shall not extend more 
than ten feet above the highest roof line of the tower structure.  The intent of the Lookout Tower is aimed 
at providing a signature architectural feature for the project in the form of a tower structure that will 
provide public views of the pier, beach, ocean and other local landmarks in the Downtown area.  
Although the preliminary architectural illustrations of the project depicted in the Draft EIR are not exact, 
the general aesthetic effect can be realized (See Draft EIR, Figures 6, 7, 20 and 21 on pages 34, 37, 64, 
and 65).  As depicted in the illustrations, the Lookout Tower includes an open trellised patio cover 
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element at the top of the structure.  The trellised patio cover is considered a structural component of the 
Lookout Tower which will not exceed the proposed 60 foot height.  Approval of a height variance or 
other discretionary application, will still be required for the Lookout Tower.  Additional mitigation 
measures have been incorporated into the Final EIR to clarify and limit the design and placement of this 
project feature as discussed below.   

With regard to potential shade and shadow impacts, the proposed project will not impact any sensitive 
shadow receptors.  Shadow impacts are normally considered significant if shadow sensitive uses are 
shaded by project structures for more than three hours between the hours of 9:00 a.m. and 3:00 p.m.  The 
nearest sensitive shade and shadow receptors to the proposed project site are residential structures along 
the east side of Ardmore Avenue and the north side of 15th Street.  The residential structures along 
Ardmore are separated from the project site by Valley Drive, a raised median that is improved with a 
parking lot and landscaped parkway, and Ardmore Avenue.  The total distance separating the project site 
from the residences on Ardmore Avenue (from property line to property line) is over 115 linear feet.  
These residential structures are topographically situated approximately 10 feet higher than the project site.  
The residential structures located on the north side of 15th Street are located over 100  feet away from the 
existing Fire and Police Station buildings.   

With the exception of the Lookout Tower, all of the proposed structures would be a maximum of 30 feet 
high.  The longest shadow that could be cast from a 30 foot high structure would be approximately 91 feet 
in a eastward direction.1  Given the distance between the project structures and any shadow sensitive uses 
and the distance of the project-related (not including the Lookout Tower) shadows, a shadow would not 
be cast on any shadow sensitive uses.  Therefore, shadow impacts from any of the project’s 30 foot high 
structures would be less than significant. 

The revised height of the proposed Lookout Tower is a maximum of 60 feet in height.  Because the site 
plan is conceptual at this time and may include slight variations prior to final approval, the exact location 
of the Lookout Tower structure can not be determined and evaluated at this time.  However, a shadow 
envelop can be assessed to ensure shadows are not cast on adjacent shadow sensitive uses between 9:00 
a.m. and 3:00 p.m. on any day.  Using the shadow characteristics discussed above, the maximum shadow 
lengths from a 60 foot structure would be approximately 182 feet during the Winter Solstice.  To ensure 
shadows are not cast upon any shadow sensitive uses, the following mitigation measures will be added to 
page 74 of the Draft EIR and incorporated into the Additions and Corrections Section of the Final EIR. 

•  The Lookout Tower shall not exceed a maximum of 60 feet in height as measured from the base of 
the structure to the top of any roof or trellis-type covering.  A flag pole or similar architectural 

                                                      

1  Based on the Winter Solstice (December 22) shadow multiplier of 3.03 times the height of the structure (Shadow 
bearing: 45 degrees East).  City of Los Angeles Draft CEQA Thresholds Guide, Section L3 Shading, Exhibit 
L.3-1.  1995 
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feature (i.e., weather vane) shall not extend any more than ten feet above the highest roof line of 
the proposed structure.   

•  To ensure shadows are not cast upon any shadow sensitive use during the hours of 9:00 a.m. and 
3:00 p.m., the location of the Lookout Tower shall be located at least 182 feet away from any 
residential property line.   

Response to Comment 12.12: As discussed in the Draft EIR, the proposed project is expected to meet its 
parking demand and is expected to provide a surplus of 101 parking spaces during the project’s peak hour 
parking demand.  Moreover, the parking demand analysis presented in the Draft EIR indicted the project 
would experience a surplus of approximately 300 spaces during the summer weekends, which happens to 
be the peak demand time for the Downtown Commercial District and beach uses.  With regard to the 
project’s consistency with the LCP, please refer to Table IV-1 on page IV-8. 

The project’s consistency with Policy 1.1. of the General Plan (limiting building height of new 
development) was addressed in the Draft EIR on page 99.  The Metlox project consists of one- and two-
story commercial structures.  With the exception of the –proposed Tower Element, the maximum height 
of the commercial buildings proposed is 30 feet.  A review of the City’s records for the buildings 
surrounding the project site indicate the adjacent office building at 1219 Morningside Drive (at 13th) is 30' 
in height and the office building at 1201 Morningside Drive (at 12th) is 31' 8" in height.  Additionally, 
numerous other existing commercial and residential buildings in the downtown within several blocks of 
the project site are 2 to 4 stories, and 30 feet or more in height, including 316 13th Street, 321 12th Street, 
505 Manhattan Beach Boulevard, 400 Manhattan Beach Boulevard, 228 Manhattan Beach Boulevard, 
333 11th Street and 1035 Morningside Drive, 325 11th Street, and 1000 Highland Avenue.  Therefore, the 
project will be structurally compatible with the size and scale of existing  commercial land uses along 
Morningside Drive, Manhattan Beach Boulevard, and adjoining streets.   

Regarding the project’s potential economic impact on the Downtown Commercial District, two of the 
project objectives were as follows (1) To keep new commercial development at a low-scale and 
architecturally compatible with the Downtown area; and (2) To provide a mix of unique local serving 
commercial tenants who will compliment and not compete with, the existing Downtown uses.  
Accordingly, it is not the intent of the project to economically overshadow the Downtown Business 
District.  Rather it was anticipated from the onset that the proposed project would result in a beneficial 
economic impact on surrounding businesses because the project would provide an attractive low scale 
commercial project on an vacant property in a prominent location – at a major gateway to the Downtown 
District.  Acknowledging numerous requests by interested individuals, the City retained Economics 
Research Associates (ERA) to conduct an economic analysis to determine the projects draw from 
surrounding businesses.  As provided in the CEQA Guidelines (Section 15131) economic or social 
information may be included in an EIR or may be presented in whatever form the agency desires.  
Additionally, CEQA provides that economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as 
significant effects on the environment.  Based on the characteristics of the proposed project and 
preliminary consultation with the economic analysts, the environmental consultants and City Planning 
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Staff concluded the economic impacts of the proposed project would not be significant enough to induce 
substantial physical environmental changes to the Downtown area.  Notwithstanding this determination, 
the City decided to pursue a project specific economic report, separately and outside of the scope of the 
EIR to satisfy the public interest and provide additional information to the decision makers.  This analysis 
is available for review at the City of Manhattan Beach’s Community Development Department counter, 
the Public Library, and is available to the public.  While the Economic analysis is not a part of the Draft 
EIR, is a part of the administrative record and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their 
consideration.   

 
Response to Comment 12.13:  The Draft EIR identified the Civic Center Only Alternative as the 
environmentally superior alternative because it was the only alternative, aside from the No Project 
Alternative, which would reduce significant unavoidable traffic impacts.  Although the commentor is 
correct in that the Reduced Density Alternative would greatly reduce traffic volumes as compared to the 
project, significant traffic impacts would still occur.  Therefore, despite the fact that the Reduced Density 
Alternative would achieve the project’s goals to a greater degree than the Civic Center Only Alternative, 
the Civic Center Alternative would be superior in reducing environmental impacts.   

 
Response to Comment 12.14:  This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the 
decision makers for their consideration.   
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Response to Comment Letter 13 

 

Paul Aguilar 

Aguilap2@sce.com / Aguilarc@gte.net 

 

Response to Comment 13.1  This comment does not raise any specific objection or issue regarding the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR.  This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision 
makers for their consideration.   
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Response to Comment Letter 14 

 

Jim Aldinger  

James@Aldinger.com 

 

Response to Comment 14.1:  Neighborhood traffic impacts were discussed in the Draft EIR on page 
157.  As stated in the Draft EIR, the assessment of neighborhood “cut through” traffic was not based on 
the assumption that residents were “not capable” of finding a shortcut to the project site by finding 
alternate routes through the residential neighborhood.  Rather, the analysis was predicated on the fact that 
“cut through traffic would not benefit from cutting through the residential neighborhood east of Ardmore 
Avenue.”  As a result of the existing roadway configurations (12th Street, 13th Street, and 14th Street do 
not provide access to the project site) a direct route to the project site is not available to vehicles who cut 
through the residential neighborhood.  Vehicles traveling westbound on 12th Street, 13th Street, or 14th 
Street are required to turn right (northbound) on Ardmore Avenue which is a one way northbound street 
to 15th Street.  Then, to access the site vehicles would be required to turn west on 15th Street or make a u-
turn on Valley Drive.  As a result, for drivers who are familiar with the street system, this would not be an 
attractive route to the project site because of the additional turns and redirections that are required to 
access the site.   

 

Response to Comment 14.2:  The potential mitigation measure options suggested for the Highland/13th 
Street intersection involve implementing turn restrictions or the conversion of 13th Street to a one-way 
street.  If either of these measures were to be implemented, the traffic that would no longer be able to use 
13th Street would shift to other routes, such as 15th Street and Manhattan Beach Boulevard.  While traffic 
volumes would shift to alternative streets, the most directly impacted intersection would be Highland at 
15th Street.  Mitigation measures have been proposed in the DEIR for this intersection. 

 
Response to Comment 14.3:  Please refer to Response to Comments 12.4 and 12.6. 

 
Response to Comment 14.4:  The commentor did not identify which intersections are believed to exceed 
the significance thresholds and were not identified.  A review of the Critical Movement Analysis 
Summary Tables (Table 20, 21, and 22 on pages 154 through 156 in the Draft EIR, respectively) indicate 
that all of the significantly impacted intersections were correctly identified.  The significance criteria cited 
in the DEIR for traffic impacts at an intersection are commonly used by numerous jurisdictions 
throughout Southern California.  The philosophy associated with applying the significance criteria only to 
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a level of service E or F and not to a less congested level of service is that it would not necessarily be 
appropriate to implement a roadway improvement as a mitigation measure if the roadway/intersection 
were operating at an acceptable level, regardless of the traffic increase.  For example, if an intersection 
were currently operating at 50 percent of its capacity and the project traffic caused the intersection to 
operate at 60 percent, 40 percent of the existing capacity would still be available.  In this case, the 10 
percent increase would not be considered significant and mitigation would not be required.  However, if 
the intersection were currently operating at 90 percent of its theoretical capacity or greater, the location is 
already experiencing congestion and a 2 percent increase would be considered as a significant impact.  
Mitigation would, therefore, be recommended.  This philosophy is based on the premise that it would not 
be appropriate or cost effective to expand the infrastructure until it is demonstrated that the existing 
infrastructure is inadequate.  Further, unnecessary expansion of the infrastructure can lead to 
inappropriate secondary impacts (e.g. loss of landscaping or parking). 
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Response to Comment Letter 15 

 

Frank Beltz, and Judy Kerner 

frandyb@earthlink.net 

 

Response to Comment 15.1:  This comment is an introductory comment and does not require a response.   

Response to Comment 15.2:  The Los Angeles County Congestion Management Program (CMP) 
indicates that a designated CMP intersection may be significantly impacted and should be evaluated if a 
proposed development project is expected to contribute 50 or more vehicle trips to the intersection during 
either the AM or PM peak hour.  Similarly, the CMP indicates that a designated CMP freeway monitoring 
location should be evaluated if a proposed project is expected to contribute 150 or more trips to the 
freeway during either of the peak hours.  Based on the peak hour traffic generation estimates cited in the 
DEIR and the anticipated geographical distribution of the site’s patronage, it is expected that the Metlox 
development would contribute well below 50 vehicle trips per hour to the intersection of Sepulveda at 
Rosecrans or PCH at Artesia, which are designated CMP intersections.  The land uses proposed for 
Metlox are not generally considered to be the type that would result in a regional patronage draw.  The 
percentage of site-generated vehicle trips traveling to and from the San Diego Freeway would, therefore, 
be relatively low and the project would contribute well below 150 vehicle trips per hour to the I-405 
Freeway.  While the Sepulveda/Rosecrans and PCH/Artesia intersections as well as the freeway currently 
operate at congested conditions during the peak periods, the project would not result in a significant 
impact based on the significance criteria stated in the DEIR. 

While there are no other CMP intersections in the area between Sepulveda Boulevard and the I-405 
Freeway, the CMP logic could be applied to the major intersections in this area, such as the 
Rosecrans/Aviation intersection.  This intersection operates at unacceptable levels of service (LOS E or 
F) during the peak periods as evidenced by the extreme congestion that occurs at this location.  The 
Metlox project would not, however, result in an increase of 2 percent or greater in the volume/capacity 
ratio at this intersection based on the trip generation and geographical distribution forecasts for the 
proposed land uses.  A detailed technical analysis, therefore, is not necessary.  It is agreed that the project 
would contribute some traffic to this intersection; however, the increase would be well below the 
threshold that would require an analysis. 

With regard to the comment that the CMP standards are not adequate, these standards were developed by 
the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA) and have been in place since the 
early 1990’s.  They are applicable to all jurisdictions in LA County.  With regard to the question about 
whether EIR’s have been prepared in the past for other developments that impact Rosecrans, any projects 
that are within the vicinity of Rosecrans that have had EIR’s prepared are required to evaluate project 
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impacts including cumulative impacts, and mitigate any significant project impacts or adopt a statement 
of overriding considerations.   

With regard to this project being only a part of a set of potential projects that may impact traffic on 
Rosecrans, the Draft EIR adequately addressed the issue of “Related Projects” and cumulative traffic 
impacts.  A discussion of related project was provided on page 45 of the Draft EIR.  Based on a review of 
project applications on file with the City, no major developments were identified within close proximity 
to the project site as having the potential to increase project impacts.  The projects that were identified 
consisted of isolated modernization projects of existing uses which are not expected to intensify 
development patterns in the area.  Therefore, no specific projects were added to the cumulative analysis.  
The cumulative analysis was based on a conservative assumption that areawide traffic volumes would 
increase at a rate of 2 percent each year during the estimated 5-year project buildout time period.  This 
cumulative analysis is a standard and conservative approach in projecting cumulative traffic impacts 
throughout the City, including the Rosecrans area.  The ambient 2% future growth rate (without the 
project) was identified in the traffic analysis as “Future 2005 Without Project.”  See Tables 20-22 on 
pages 154 through 156 respectively.  A discussion of cumulative traffic impacts can also be found on 
page 158 of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment 15.3:  The conceptual site plan depicted in the Draft EIR provides a basic and 
preliminary floor plan of the proposed project.  With regard to the proposed Lookout Tower, the revised 
description of this feature has been more clearly defined and limiting to include a structure that will be no 
larger than 20 by 20 feet at its base extending to a maximum height of 60 feet.  A flag pole or similar 
architectural feature (i.e., weather vane) may extend above the 60 foot height, but shall not extend more 
than ten feet above the highest roof line of the tower structure.  The intent of the Lookout Tower is aimed 
at providing a signature architectural feature for the project in the form of a tower structure that will 
provide public views of the pier, beach, ocean and other local landmarks in the Downtown area.  While 
this feature will exceed the height of the other structures in the Downtown District, it is a relatively small 
structure (with a base of 20 feet by 20 feet) and is proposed to provide the general public with views of 
the surrounding skyline.  In reviewing the illustrative renderings provided in the Draft EIR, the view 
obstruction that this feature would create would be further minimized by the trellised roof cover.   

The views analysis provides a discussion on nearby views because they are the most prominent views that 
will be affected by the proposed project.  Views from locations farther away to the east would either be 
impacted to the same degree as the representative views or to a lesser degree because such views would 
look over the site (because of the ascending topography).  Therefore the views identified were chosen as 
they are best representative of the projects overall visual impacts. 
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Response to Comment Letter 16 

 

John A. & Roberta A. Brown 
4108 Highland Ave., #B 

Manhattan Beach, CA 90266 
 

Response to Comment 16.1:  The existing traffic conditions are summarized in terms of CMA values 
and LOS ratings in Table 15 on page 128 of the Draft EIR.  This comment is noted for the record and will 
be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration.   

 
Response to Comment 16.2:  This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision 
makers for their consideration.   

 
Response to Comment 16.3:  This comment does not make any direct comment regarding this project.  
The parking requirements for this project are discussed on page 131 of the Draft EIR.  This comment is 
noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration.   

 
Response to Comment 16.4:  This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision 
makers for their consideration.   



City of Manhattan Beach  February 2001 

 

 

 
 
Civic Center/Metlox Development Project IV.  Responses to Comments 
Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) Page IV-43 
 

Response to Comment Letter 17 

 

James C. Burton, et. al.  
(10 Signed Petitioners) 

328 11th Street 
Manhattan Beach, CA 90266 

 

Response to Comment 17.1:  This comment provides introductory statements identifying the 
commentor.  No response is required.   
Response to Comment 17.2:  The intersection of Manhattan Beach Boulevard and Morningside Drive 
was identified as a study intersection and was analyzed in the Draft EIR.  Downtown Manhattan Beach is 
a pedestrian oriented commercial district.  As such additional the area already experiences a high degree 
of pedestrian/vehicle interface.  The project is has been designed and planned as a pedestrian oriented 
commercial development that will integrate the commercial uses of the Metlox site with the Civic Center 
through wide walkways and gathering plazas.  The project also proposes increased building setbacks 
resulting in wider sidewalk areas along Manhattan Beach Boulevard.  In addition, while it is expected that 
the project will increase pedestrian activity on site and within the Downtown Commercial District, some 
of the existing the pedestrian flow at Manhattan Beach and Morningside Drive, will be diverted to 13th 
Street, which is proposed to provide through access from Morningside Drive and Valley Drive.  The 
additional traffic volumes would not significantly impact the existing conditions.   

The Draft EIR is not required to address the parking situation in the Downtown Manhattan Beach 
Commercial District. The parking study in the Draft EIR addresses the parking impacts of the proposed 
project, not the Downtown District.  While it is recognized that the existing and proposed parking spaces 
on the project are shared with the general Downtown market area, the goal of the project is not to provide 
as much parking as possible.  The availability of parking in the Downtown District is affected by a 
number of factors including the uses on the project site, the Downtown market, and beach visitors.  The 
community has argued that they do not want to create a destination venue that will attract additional 
visitors from outlying communities.  In keeping with the goal to provide a low scale community oriented 
commercial development, the project seeks to provide enough parking to accommodate the anticipated 
parking demands of the project as well as provide some surplus parking to accommodate the Downtown 
District.  Any additional parking beyond what has been proposed would attract additional beach visitors 
and may result in a destination effect for the proposed project, attracting additional persons to the 
Downtown Manhattan Beach area.   

Response to Comment 17.3:   The intersection of Manhattan Beach Boulevard at Morningside Drive was 
evaluated in the DEIR traffic analysis, and the analysis indicated that the intersection would not be 
significantly impacted by the project based on the significance criteria cited in the report.  The results of 
the analysis are summarized in Tables 20, 21, and 22 of the DEIR.  This conclusion is based primarily on 
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the fact that Morningside Drive is proposed to be converted to a one-way northbound street in conjunction 
with the development of the project. 

Response to Comment 17.4:  With regard to traffic flow, intersection capacity, parking maneuvers, and 
pedestrian activity, Manhattan Beach is considered to have the characteristics of an urban community.  
The methodology used for determining the intersection levels of service is, therefore, appropriate for the 
analysis and is consistent with accepted practice in this region.  Manhattan Beach would not be classified 
as a rural area. 

Response to Comment 17.5:  The projects that have been identified by this commentor are already built 
and operational.  As such, these projects contribute to the existing conditions in the Downtown District.  
The Draft EIR analyzes the parking demand and supply characteristics of the proposed project and, to the 
extent that the project’s impacts are considered, do not address off-site parking conditions for the 
Downtown District.  Off site parking impacts would only be required to be addressed if the project was 
unable to satisfy its parking demand on-site thus contributing to or exacerbating and existing condition.  
However, this is not the case.  The proposed project will provide enough parking to satisfy the project’s 
demands on-site.  Therefore, the proposed project will not contribute to the parking deficiencies of the 
Downtown District.   

Response to Comment 17.6: The Draft EIR is not required to address the parking situation in the 
Downtown Manhattan Beach Commercial District. The parking study in the Draft EIR addresses the 
parking impacts of the proposed project, not the Downtown District.  While it is recognized that the 
existing and proposed parking spaces on the project are shared with the general Downtown market area, 
the goal of the project is not to provide as much parking as possible.  The availability of parking in the 
Downtown District is affected by a number of factors including the uses on the project site, the 
Downtown market, and beach visitors.  The community has argued that they do not want to create a 
destination venue that will attract additional visitors from outlying communities.  In keeping with the goal 
to provide a low scale community oriented commercial development, the project seeks to provide enough 
parking to accommodate the anticipated parking demands of the project as well as provide some surplus 
parking to accommodate the Downtown District.  Any additional parking beyond what has been proposed 
would attract additional beach visitors and may result in a destination effect for the proposed project, 
attracting additional persons to the Downtown Manhattan Beach area.   

Response to Comment 17.7:  As the Draft EIR and this comment letter acknowledges, the project site is 
located in an urbanized environment that already contains a variety of noise sources.  These sources 
include pedestrian activity, automobile traffic (especially along Highland Avenue and Manhattan Beach 
Boulevard), and delivery/disposal truck traffic.  Noise measurements were taken at receptor locations 
surrounding the proposed project in June 2000 to establish a baseline from which to measure construction 
and operational noise impacts.  These daytime and nighttime sound levels are presented in Table 25 (on 
page 176) of the Draft EIR.   
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As required under CEQA, the noise analysis contained in the Draft EIR evaluated and compared “no 
project” conditions with “proposed project” conditions.  The nuisance noises related to truck activity 
(raised in this comment letter) currently exist within the area that may be affected by the proposed project.  
The proposed project will not materially increase the duration or frequency of delivery and disposal truck 
activity.  Therefore, as concluded in the Draft EIR, the proposed project’s incremental long-term 
operational noise contribution, when compared to the “no project” condition, will result in an impact that 
is less-than-significant.   

This comment letter raises the issue of “setting up contingency measures that would be implemented if 
this project causes an increase in trash and noise in surrounding neighborhoods.”  As acknowledged in the 
Draft EIR, the proposed project would be subject to the provisions of the City of Manhattan Beach 
Municipal Code.  As concluded in the Draft EIR, short-term construction noise impacts would be 
significant and unavoidable, even after application of prescribed mitigation measures. 

Response to Comment 17.8:  The noise mitigation measures recommended in the Draft EIR will 
effectively reduce noise levels to the maximum extent possible.  Construction activities will be restricted 
to the acceptable working hours as identified in the Manhattan Beach Municipal Code.  The acceptable 
hours for construction activities established through the Code are aimed at reducing impacts on sensitive 
receptors (schools, residences, libraries, etc.).  Imposing more restrictive hours on the construction 
schedule would prolong the construction process and would not be beneficial to the community.   

Response to Comment 17.9:  The commentor’s opinion is noted and should be considered by the 
decision makers.  The Alternatives sections address other projects with reduced environmental impacts.  
The mitigation measures proposed in the DEIR are consistent with the requirements set forth by the City 
of Manhattan Beach and CEQA.  If proposed mitigation measures are not implemented due to secondary 
impacts, such as the removal of on-street parking and right-of-way acquisition, additional traffic impacts 
would remain significant. 

Response to Comment 17.10:  Neighborhood traffic impacts were discussed in the Draft EIR on page 
157.  As stated in the Draft EIR, the assessment of neighborhood “cut through” traffic was not based on 
the assumption that residents were “not capable” of finding a shortcut to the project site by finding 
alternate routes through the residential neighborhood.  Rather the analysis was predicated on the fact that 
“cut through traffic would not benefit from cutting through the residential neighborhood east of Ardmore 
Avenue.”  As a result of the existing roadway configurations (12th Street, 13th Street, and 14th Street do 
not provide access to the project site) a direct route to the project site is not available to vehicles who cut 
through the residential neighborhood.  Vehicles traveling westbound on 12th Street, 13th Street, or 14th 
Street are required to turn right (northbound) on Ardmore Avenue which is a one way northbound street 
to 15th Street.  Then, to access the site vehicles would be required to turn west on 15th Street or make a u-
turn on Valley Drive.  As a result, for drivers who are familiar with the street system, this would not be an 
attractive route to the project site because of the additional turns and redirections that are required to 
access the site.  Therefore, it is not foreseen that the project will force people into the surrounding 
neighborhoods for free parking because the proposed project will provide enough parking to meet its 
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demand, plus surplus parking of approximately 100 spaces will be provided for the Downtown District.  
The City and the project applicant will coordinate to operate an effective parking plan that will serve the 
project and surrounding commercial district through a shared parking program.  

Response to Comment 17.11:  As stated in the Draft EIR, the proposed project does not have the 
potential to induce future growth because it is the only remaining vacant parcel in the Downtown 
Manhattan Beach.  The commentor has not provided any further direction or cause to warrant additional 
research of this issue. 

Response to Comment 17.12:  This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the 
decision makers for their consideration.   
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Response to Comment Letter 18 

 

James C. Burton 
328 11th Street 

Manhattan Beach, CA 90266 
 

Response to Comment 18.1:  The Draft EIR included within its scope comprehensive studies on local 
noise traffic and parking impacts and provided mitigation measures to reduce impacts in each of these 
three environmental issue areas.  Traffic impacts to the Manhattan Beach Boulevard/Morningside Drive 
intersection were analyzed in the Draft EIR.  This intersection will not be significantly impacted by the 
Metlox project in part due to the conversion of Morningside Drive to a one-way street north of Manhattan 
Beach Boulevard.  The commentor challenges the adequacy of the traffic analysis because the adjacent 
intersections were identified as having significant impacts.  While these intersections are located in close 
proximity to each other there are a number of factors that affect the levels of service at each intersection.  
Factors that are considered in the traffic model analysis include turning movements, adjacent uses, the 
project traffic distribution, etc.  It should be noted that a higher percentage of north–south directional 
traffic occurs along Highland Avenue and Valley Drive than Morningside Drive.  Morningside Drive is 
not a through street past 13th Street to the north.  As such it does not experience the traffic volumes that 
Highland Avenue and Valley Drive experience.  This is just one of many factors that can affect the level 
of service at an intersection.  Thus it does not seem out of the ordinary that an intersection between two 
significantly impacted intersections is impacted to a lower level that is less than significant. 

Response to Comment 18.2:  The impacts to parking were addressed in the Draft EIR on page 158.  
Please refer to responses to comments 10.3 through 10.6. with regard to the loss of existing parking in Lot 
5 and Lot M.   

Lot M was never intended to be used as a permanent parking lot.  As discussed on page 90 of the Draft 
EIR, the City Council approved a Use Permit and Coastal Development Permit to permit temporary 
parking on the Metlox site.  The current use of these spaces is available to the general public, as well as 
businesses participating in the Downtown Merchant parking program.  The parking lot was explicitly 
approved as a temporary use only, and was not intended, nor approved to ever be utilized as a permanent 
parking area.  Specifically, the temporary permit stated that: “The Use Permit and Coastal Development 
Permit, under no circumstances, shall remain valid after April 22, 2002.”  Therefore, the loss of these 
parking spaces is not considered a project impact.   

Parking Lot 5 was discussed in the Draft EIR on page 124.  Although the Draft EIR states that there are 
40 parking spaces in Lot 5, there are actually only 35 spaces.  With regard to the loss of these parking 
spaces, it is expected that these spaces can easily be replaced within the proposed Civic Center/Metlox 
parking lots.  The proposed parking for the Civic Center/Metlox project will include a surplus over their 
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peak demand hours of approximately 101 spaces (see Draft EIR page 158).  Therefore, the proposed 
parking plan will be able to accommodate the parking demands of the project’s uses, as well as provide 
replacement parking for the 35 spaces lost from the removal of Lot 5, including those that are utilized as 
part of the merchant parking program.   

Response to Comment 18.3:  The intersection of Manhattan Beach Boulevard and Morningside Drive 
was identified as a study intersection and was analyzed in the Draft EIR.  Downtown Manhattan Beach is 
a pedestrian oriented commercial district.  As such, the area already experiences a high degree of 
pedestrian/vehicle interface.  The project has been designed and planned as a pedestrian oriented 
commercial development that will integrate the commercial uses of the Metlox site with the Civic Center 
through wide walkways and gathering plazas.  The project also proposes increased building setbacks 
resulting in wider sidewalk areas along Manhattan Beach Boulevard.  In addition, while it is expected that 
the project will increase pedestrian activity on site and within the Downtown Commercial District, some 
of the existing the pedestrian flow at Manhattan Beach and Morningside Drive, will be diverted to 13th 
Street, which is proposed to provide through access from Morningside Drive and Valley Drive.  The 
additional traffic volumes would not significantly impact the existing conditions.   

Response to Comment 18.4:  The commentor has misread the Draft EIR.  The significant and 
unavoidable noise impacts discussed on page 16 of the Draft EIR are presented in a discussion regarding 
noise from construction activities, not operational noise.  Operational noise from commercial uses and 
trash pick up operations are evaluated in Section V.H., Noise on page 180 of the Draft EIR under the 
subtitle nuisance noise.  To reiterate this discussion, the noise levels associated with the proposed 
operations would be consistent with the existing noise levels that are present in the Downtown Manhattan 
Beach Area.  The project does not propose any uses that would generate noise levels above and beyond 
what is currently experienced in that area.  As such, the anticipated noise levels are not anticipated to be 
significant.  Moreover, to add to that discussion, the proposed site plan is designed in a way that would 
shield the adjacent residential uses from the highest levels of activity (i.e., noise sources) of the project 
site.  As such, nuisance noise is expected to be less than significant. 

Response to Comment 18.5:  As discussed above in Response to Comments 18.1 through 18.4, the 
commentor’s assertions regarding noise traffic and parking impacts are unfounded.  The commentor’s 
opinion regarding the approval of a smaller project is noted and will be forwarded to the decision makers.  
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Response to Comment Letter 19 

 

Peggy Chase  
216 13th Street 

Manhattan Beach, CA 90266 
plgchase@hotmail.com 

 

Response to Comment 19.1:  The automatic machine traffic counts taken with the rubber tube were used 
to determine localized traffic volumes on local roadways adjacent to the project site.  The traffic tube 
placed on 13th Street east of the alley was used to provide supplemental baseline data for the air quality 
and noise studies.  The data from this tube was not used to determine traffic volumes on 13th Street.  
Traffic volumes for 13th Street were based on data from traffic count tubes placed at the intersection of 
13th Street and Highland Avenue.  All vehicles were counted that traveled on the link of 13th Street 
between Highland and the alley.   

Response to Comment 19.2:  The project proposes to convert Valley Drive to a two-way street between 
13th Street and 15th Street so that motorists intending to travel north from the project site would have the 
option of using Valley as a travel route and thereby avoid the more congested locations along Highland 
Avenue and Manhattan Beach Boulevard.  The project does not propose to convert Ardmore to a two-way 
street.  Valley Drive and Ardmore Avenue are physically separated between 15th Street and Manhattan 
Beach Boulevard by a center island that is used as a public parking lot, landscaping and a jogging trail.  
Converting this roadway to allow two way traffic would result in the loss of valued community amenities 
and would not be feasible.   

Response to Comment 19.3:  A single entrance/exit on Valley Drive would not adequately accommodate 
the volumes of traffic expected to be entering and exiting the Metlox parking facility.  Furthermore, a 
single driveway would limit the access opportunities and result in a concentration of traffic at a single 
location, thereby creating unnecessary congestion and traffic delays.  It is typically considered better 
design to provide several ingress/egress options for a parking facility of the size proposed instead of just 
one driveway. 

 

Response to Comment 19.4:   A new traffic signal would not likely be needed at Highland and 13th 
Street if the Metlox site were provided with a single driveway on Valley Drive.  Such a design would, 
however, result in traffic congestion, additional delays, and more pronounced traffic impacts at the critical 
intersection of Manhattan Beach Boulevard at Valley/Ardmore.  It would also result in more circuitous 
routing for patrons to access the site.  The proposed 13th Street extension is intended to improve access 
and circulation into and out of the project area and will reduce traffic congestion at nearby intersections.  
A traffic signal is not proposed at the intersection of Manhattan Beach Boulevard at Morningside Drive. 
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Response to Comment Letter 20 

 

Jeri Deardon 
2500 Pine Avenue 

Manhattan Beach CA 90266 
 

Response to Comment 20.1:  Although the sewer project was under construction when the DEIR was 
prepared, Marine Avenue was open to traffic in both directions at the times when the baseline traffic 
counts were taken.  The DEIR traffic analysis indicates that the project would contribute some traffic to 
Marine Avenue; however, the impacts were shown to be less than significant based on the analysis of 
Marine Avenue at Sepulveda Boulevard and Marine Avenue at Pacific Avenue/Ardmore Avenue. 
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Response to Comment Letter 21 

 

Mike Dunitz 
1440 10th Street  

Manhattan Beach CA 90266 
 

Response to Comment 21.1:  This comment does not raise any specific concern regarding the adequacy 
of the environmental analysis.  This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision 
makers for their consideration.   
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Response to Comment Letter 22 

 

Susan A. Enk  
586 27th Street 

Manhattan Beach, CA 90266 
 

Response to Comment 22.1:  This is an introductory comment identifying the concerns listed in 
comments 22.2 through 22.6  below.  No response is required. 

Response to Comment 22.2:  The comment and the DEIR indicate that many of the intersections in the 
study area currently operate at unacceptable levels of service during the peak periods, as indicated by a 
LOS E or F designation.  While the proposed project is anticipated to add traffic to these intersections, the 
impacts are not considered to be significant unless the additional traffic would result in an increase of 
0.02 or greater in the intersection’s volume/capacity ratio.  This significance criterion is commonly used 
in Southern California to assess the impacts of development projects and to determine if project-related 
mitigation would be required.  The philosophy is that it would not be appropriate to require a particular 
development project to be responsible for mitigating existing traffic problems unless the anticipated 
impacts are above a designated threshold.  While it is acknowledged that there are numerous locations 
that have traffic congestion under current conditions, it would not be necessary for these conditions to be 
mitigated in conjunction with the Civic Center/Metlox development unless the designated significance 
threshold is exceeded.  The locations that would be significantly impacted by the project have been 
identified in the DEIR and mitigation measures have been proposed, where feasible.  The DEIR 
acknowledges that there are two intersections that would have unavoidable significant impacts during 
peak periods in the summer, as there are no feasible mitigation measures to alleviate the impacts. 

Response to Comment 22.3:   The comment and the DEIR indicate that many of the intersections in the 
study area currently operate at unacceptable levels of service during the peak periods, as indicated by a 
LOS E or F designation.  While the proposed project is anticipated to add traffic to these intersections, 
project impacts, according to City of Manhattan Beach significance criterion, are not considered to be 
significant unless the additional traffic would result in an increase of 0.02 or greater in the intersection’s 
volume/capacity ratio.  This significance criterion is commonly used by many other Southern Californian 
jurisdictions to assess the impacts of development projects and to determine if project-related mitigation 
would be required.  The underlying philosophy is that it would not be appropriate to require a particular 
development project to be responsible for mitigating existing traffic problems unless the anticipated 
impacts are above a designated threshold.  State law, in fact, does not allow a project to be held 
responsible for the impacts of others.  While it is acknowledged that there are numerous locations that 
have traffic congestion under current conditions, it would not be necessary for these conditions to be 
mitigated in conjunction with the Civic Center/Metlox development unless the designated significance 
threshold is exceeded.  The locations that would be significantly impacted by the project have been 
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identified in the DEIR and mitigation measures have been proposed, where feasible, to reduce such 
impact to less than significant levels.  For intersections that can not be mitigated to less than significant 
levels, or for which the recommended mitigation measures are determined to be infeasible due to 
secondary impacts, a statement of overriding considerations will be required by the Lead Agency if the 
project is approved.  

Response to Comment 22.4:  The project’s impact at each of the 16 study intersections is quantified and, 
where appropriate, will be mitigated to less than significant levels.  Please refer to Tables 20, 21 and 22 
on pages 154 through 156 of the Draft EIR, respectively for a quantitative summary of the project impacts 
at each of the 16 study intersections.   

Response to Comment 22.5:  This commentor is incorrect in referring to the existing building heights of 
the buildings surrounding the project.  The proposed project will not be built 4 feet higher than the rest of 
downtown.  A review of the City’s records for the buildings surrounding the project site indicate the 
adjacent office building at 1219 Morningside Drive (at 13th) is 30' in height and the office building at 
1201 Morningside Drive (at 12th) is 31' 8" in height.  These structures are within the Downtown 
Commercial District and lie directly adjacent to the proposed project site.  Additionally, numerous other 
existing commercial and residential buildings in the downtown within several blocks of the project site 
are 2 to 4 stories, and 30 feet or more in height, including 316 13th Street, 321 12th Street, 505 Manhattan 
Beach Boulevard, 400 Manhattan Beach Boulevard, 228 Manhattan Beach Boulevard, 333 11th Street and 
1035 Morningside Drive, 325 11th Street, and 1000 Highland Avenue.  The project structures will be 
consistent with the height of these structures, as they are proposed to be a maximum of 30 feet in height.  
Additionally, as stated in the Draft EIR, with the exception of the Lookout Tower, which will require a 
height variance or other discretionary approval, the height of the proposed structures is consistent with the 
underlying zoning code requirements.   

With regard to the Lookout Tower feature proposed for the Metlox property, the project applicant has 
provided additional information to clarify this project feature.  The revised description of the proposed 
Lookout Tower has been more clearly defined and limiting to include a structure that will be no larger 
than 20 by 20 feet at its base extending to a maximum height of 60 feet.  A flag pole or similar 
architectural feature (i.e., weather vane) may extend above the 60 foot height, but shall not extend more 
than ten feet above the highest roof line of the tower structure.  The intent of the Lookout Tower is aimed 
at providing a signature architectural feature for the project in the form of a tower structure that will 
provide public views of the pier, beach, ocean and other local landmarks in the Downtown area.  
Although the preliminary architectural illustrations of the project depicted in the Draft EIR are not exact, 
the general aesthetic effect can be realized (See Draft EIR, Figures 6, 7, 20 and 21 on pages 34, 37, 64, 
and 65).  As depicted in the illustrations, the Lookout Tower includes an open trellised patio cover 
element at the top of the structure.  The trellised patio cover is considered a structural component of the 
Lookout Tower which will not exceed the proposed 60 foot height.  Approval of a height variance or 
other discretionary approval will still be required for the Lookout Tower.  Additional mitigation measures 
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have also been incorporated into the Final EIR to clarify and limit the design and placement of this project 
feature.   

Response to Comment 22.6:  Regarding the project’s potential economic impact on the Downtown 
Commercial District, two of the project objectives were as follows (1) To keep new commercial 
development at a low-scale and architecturally compatible with the Downtown area; and (2) To provide a 
mix of unique local serving commercial tenants who will compliment and not compete with, the existing 
Downtown uses.  Accordingly, it is not the intent of the project to economically overshadow the 
Downtown Business District.  Rather it was anticipated from the onset that the proposed project would 
result in a beneficial economic impact on surrounding businesses because the project would provide an 
attractive low scale commercial project on an vacant property in a prominent location – at a major 
gateway to the Downtown District.  Acknowledging numerous requests by interested individuals, the City 
retained Economics Research Associates (ERA) to conduct an economic analysis to determine the 
projects draw from surrounding businesses.  As provided in the CEQA Guidelines (Section 15131) 
economic or social information may be included in an EIR or may be presented in whatever form the 
agency desires.  Additionally, CEQA provides that economic or social effects of a project shall not be 
treated as significant effects on the environment.  Based on the characteristics of the proposed project and 
preliminary consultation with the economic analysts, the environmental consultants and City Planning 
Staff concluded the economic impacts of the proposed project would not be significant enough to induce 
substantial physical environmental changes to the Downtown area.  Notwithstanding this determination, 
the City decided to pursue a project specific economic report, separately and outside of the scope of the 
EIR to satisfy the public interest and provide additional information to the decision makers.  This analysis 
is available for review at the City of Manhattan Beach’s Community Development counter and is 
available to the public.  While the Economic analysis is not a apart of the Draft EIR, is a part of the 
administrative record and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration.   
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Response to Comment Letter 23 

 

Harry A. Jr. Ford 
54 Village Circle 

Manhattan Beach, CA 90266-7222 
 

Response to Comment 23.1:  This comment is part of a transmittal letter summarizing the issues 
discussed in later comments.  This comment does however, incorrectly indicates CEQA exemptions were 
utilized as part of the study.  This is not a true statement because no exemptions were utilized in any part 
of this environmental review process.   

Response to Comment 23.2:  This comment does not present any direct questions or challenges 
regarding the adequacy of the environmental review.  No response is required. 

Response to Comment 23.3:  This comment does not present any direct questions or challenges 
regarding the adequacy of the environmental review.  The commentor is incorrect in its assertion that the 
project includes 140,000 square feet for the Metlox portion of the project.  Issues regarding the density of 
the project, crime levels, traffic and parking concerns were all addressed in the Draft EIR.  The Metlox 
project is proposed with only 90,000 square feet of commercial uses.  No response is required. 

Response to Comment 23.4:  The DEIR traffic analysis is based on traffic counts that were taken in the 
year 2000, as opposed to data collected for the 1988 General Plan.  The recent traffic counts provide a 
more accurate account of “current” traffic conditions.  The recent traffic counts and associated levels of 
service described in the DEIR are consistent with the General Plan in that both documents indicate that 
the downtown area has locations that operate at unacceptable levels of service (LOS E and F).   

It would be infeasible to analyze every intersection in the City of Manhattan Beach within the scope of 
the Traffic Impact Analysis for the proposed project.  Therefore representative intersections are selected 
to best represent traffic impact on the entire roadway system.  The project’s traffic analysis analyzed 16 
study intersections, one of which was intersection of Manhattan Beach Boulevard and Manhattan Drive.  
The intersection of Manhattan Beach Boulevard and Ocean drive was not included as a study intersection 
because it does not directly access the project site and would not be a highly traveled route to the project 
site.  Since Ocean Drive runs parallel and closest to the Beach, traffic volumes from the west are limited 
to residents of that immediate area and from vehicles traveling from the south.  The project’s impact to 
the Ocean Avenue/Manhattan Beach Boulevard intersection would be less than that anticipated for the 
Manhattan Beach Boulevard/Manhattan Avenue intersection because: (1) it is located farther away from 
the project site and (2) not all vehicles traveling on Ocean Drive are project-related trips.   



City of Manhattan Beach  February 2001 

 

 

 
 
Civic Center/Metlox Development Project IV.  Responses to Comments 
Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) Page IV-57 
 

The DEIR traffic analysis addresses six peak-period scenarios:  winter weekday AM peak hour, winter 
weekday PM peak hour, summer weekday AM peak hour, summer weekday PM peak hour, summer 
Saturday afternoon peak hour, and summer Sunday afternoon peak hour.  The winter scenarios represent 
fall, winter, and spring as the traffic volumes are essentially the same for these non-summer periods.  The 
winter data represent days when the weather was warm and sunny.  As the peak summer weekend 
scenarios represent the reasonable worst-case weekend scenario, it is not necessary to also evaluate the 
winter weekend.  The target year for the DEIR traffic analysis was 2005, which is a reasonable time frame 
for the completion and occupancy of the project.  It is not necessary for an EIR to also evaluate a long-
range future scenario such as the year 2020.  Caltrans has reviewed the DEIR and has not requested 
additional data for the 2020 scenario. 

Response to Comment 23.5:  It is beyond the scope of this project to assess the supply and demand of 
parking availability at off-site locations in the Downtown Area.  The project will provide adequate on-site 
parking to meet the demands of the proposed uses.  Thus, the project will not contribute to any existing 
parking problems in the surrounding area.  Rather, the proposed project will help to alleviate the parking 
problems by providing surplus parking and implementing a shared parking program with the Downtown 
Commercial District.  As referenced by the commentor, The Downtown Manhattan Beach Parking 
Management Plan Report, prepared by Meyer Mohaddes Associates, dated February 1998 was previously 
prepared to assess the existing and future parking demands for the downtown area at the time of that 
study.  That study did not include any estimate for future growth at the Metlox site. Specifically the 
Downtown Manhattan Beach Parking Management Plan Report stated: “For purposes of this analysis, the 
Community Development Department requested that a range of 10 to 20 percent growth be analyzed with 
respect to future parking demand (not including the Metlox site).” 

The restaurant uses were included in the parking demand calculations presented in the Traffic Study for 
the Proposed Civic Center/Metlox Development Project.  The parking demand calculations used a base 
parking demand rate of 20 spaces per 1,000 square feet of restaurant uses (6,400 square feet /1,000  x 20 
=128 parking spaces).  This projection was further adjusted to account for internal shared use walk-in 
factors.  These estimated parking demand rates are based on specific project uses (i.e., restaurants, office, 
hotel, etc.,) and are inclusive of employee parking demands. 

 Additionally, Lot M is a temporary parking facility that was never intended to be used as a long-range 
remedy for the downtown parking demands.  While the lot has provided additional temporary parking 
spaces for the employees and patrons of the downtown businesses, it has consistently been publicized that 
the land would ultimately be considered for a use other than parking.  The DEIR indicates that the Metlox 
project would be provided with more parking spaces than that which would be required to satisfy the 
demands of the proposed on-site land uses.  The excess parking supply is intended to be available for 
general public use and would accommodate the loss of the 35 parking spaces in the existing Lot 5.  There 
is no expectation or requirement that a proposed development project such as Metlox would be 
responsible for supplying parking for existing businesses in the surrounding area as long as the project 
itself does not result in a significant parking impact.  The Downtown Parking Management Report 
evaluates the parking within the downtown as a whole, while the Metlox EIR evaluates the parking 
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required for the project itself.  The merchant parking program and the Code required parking for other 
downtown businesses are also beyond the scope of the project specific Metlox EIR.  As the site would be 
provided with a sufficient number of spaces to satisfy the project’s parking demand, additional parking-
related mitigation is not required. 

Response to Comment 23.6:  The proposed project is not designed or planned to serve as a regional 
draw venue.  The Draft EIR does acknowledge the fluctuating seasonal demands in parking demands of 
the project as it provides a December project demand estimate and a July parking demand estimate.  The 
purpose of the Draft EIR is to analyze the project’s impacts on the existing environment.  Thus, it is 
beyond the scope of this project to assess the supply and demand of parking availability at off-site 
locations in the Downtown Area.  The project will provide adequate on-site parking to meet the demands 
of the proposed uses and the project will not contribute to any existing parking problems in the 
surrounding area.   

Response to Comment 23.7:  With regard to the status of the Economic Impact Report for the project, 
Economics Research Associates (ERA) prepared a separate economic analysis to determine the projects 
draw from surrounding businesses.  As provided in the CEQA Guidelines (Section 15131) economic or 
social information may be included in an EIR or may be presented in whatever form the agency desires.  
Additionally, CEQA provides that economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as 
significant effects on the environment.  Based on the characteristics of the proposed project and 
preliminary consultation with the economic analysts, the environmental consultants and City Planning 
Staff concluded the economic impacts of the proposed project would not be significant enough to induce 
substantial physical environmental changes to the Downtown area.  To the extent the Economic Impact 
Report was prepared in conjunction with the Draft EIR, the traffic assumptions (i.e., project trip 
generation rates) were forwarded to the economic consultants to provide consistency between analysis.  
The Economic Impact Analysis is available for review at the City of Manhattan Beach’s Community 
Development counter, Public Library, and is available to the public.  While the Economic analysis is not a 
apart of the Draft EIR, is a part of the administrative record and will be forwarded to the decision makers 
for their consideration.   

Response to Comment 23.8:  The utility and cellular towers that are a part of the existing infrastructure 
will likely be upgraded, realigned, or under grounded as part of the project, however project plans do not 
include this level of specificity at this point in time.  These changes will not significantly impact the 
existing visual environment as they are already in place.  The project applicant will be required to 
coordinate and submit utility plans to the City of Manhattan Beach Public Works Department as part of 
the project approval and construction process.    

This commentor is incorrect in referring to the existing building heights of the buildings surrounding the 
project.  The proposed project will not be built 4 feet higher than the rest of downtown.  A review of the 
City’s records for the buildings surrounding the project site indicate the adjacent office building at 1219 
Morningside Drive (at 13th) is 30' in height and the office building at 1201 Morningside Drive (at 12th) is 
31' 8" in height.  These structures are within the Downtown Commercial District and lie directly adjacent 
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to the proposed project site.  Additionally, numerous other existing commercial and residential buildings 
in the downtown within several blocks of the project site are 2 to 4 stories, and 30 feet or more in height, 
including 316 13th Street, 321 12th Street, 505 Manhattan Beach Boulevard, 400 Manhattan Beach 
Boulevard, 228 Manhattan Beach Boulevard, 333 11th Street and 1035 Morningside Drive, 325 11th 
Street, and 1000 Highland Avenue.  The projects structures will be consistent with the height of these 
structures, as they are proposed to be a maximum of 30 feet in height.  Additionally, as stated in the Draft 
EIR, the proposed building height is consistent with the underlying zoning code requirements.   

With regard to the Lookout Tower feature proposed for the Metlox property, the project applicant has 
provided additional information to clarify this project feature.  The revised description of the proposed 
Lookout Tower has been more clearly defined and limiting to include a structure that will be no larger 
than 20 by 20 feet at its base extending to a maximum height of 60 feet.  A flag pole or similar 
architectural feature (i.e., weather vane) may extend above the 60 foot height, but shall not extend more 
than ten feet above the highest roof line of the tower structure.  The intent of the Lookout Tower is aimed 
at providing a signature architectural feature for the project in the form of a tower structure that will 
provide public views of the pier, beach, ocean and other local landmarks in the Downtown area.  
Although the preliminary architectural illustrations of the project depicted in the Draft EIR are not exact, 
the general aesthetic effect can be realized (See Draft EIR, Figures 6, 7, 20 and 21 on pages 34, 37, 64, 
and 65).  As depicted in the illustrations, the Lookout Tower includes an open trellised patio cover 
element at the top of the structure.  The trellised patio cover is considered a structural component of the 
Lookout Tower which will not exceed the proposed 60 foot height.  Approval of a height variance or 
other discretionary approval will still be required for the Lookout Tower.  Additional mitigation measures 
have been incorporated into the Final EIR to clarify and limit the design and placement of this project 
feature.   

Response to Comment 23.9:  Policy 3.1 of the General Plan is a directive to the City to conduct annual 
reviews of on-street parking conditions in neighborhoods adjacent to commercial areas.  This annual 
review is not associated or required by the proposed project.  In addition, the project’s parking demands 
would not have a significant impact on the adjacent residential neighborhoods because the project will 
accommodate the projected peak parking demands of the proposed project within on-site surface and 
subterranean parking areas.  The spillover parking into adjacent neighborhoods that the commentor is 
referring to is not considered a project impact because (1) it is an existing condition that already occurs 
without the proposed project’s presence, and (2) will not be exacerbated by the project because the project 
will provide adequate parking to serve the projects demands.  If anything, the adjacent neighborhoods will 
likely experience fewer spillover parking occurrences because the project will provide surplus parking 
that will serve other uses in the downtown area through a shared parking program.   

Response to Comment 23.10:  Noise impacts are addressed in Section V.H of the Draft EIR beginning 
on page 171.  Public Safety impacts are addressed in Section V.D beginning on page 104 of the Draft 
EIR.  Risk of Upset impacts, including soil contamination and asbestos issues, are addressed in Section 
V.E. of the Draft EIR beginning on page 109.  Hydrology and Water Quality impacts are addressed in 
Section V.G of the Draft EIR beginning on page 161. 
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Response to Comment 23.11:  It is acknowledged that the construction activities associated with the 
proposed project could result in temporary parking impacts because existing parking spaces would be 
displaced.  As construction of the Metlox and Civic Center components would occur at different times, 
the parking impacts during construction would not be cumulative and the existing on-site parking spaces 
would not all be displaced simultaneously.  Although details have not yet been developed, it is proposed 
that the construction activities would be phased such that the parking demands would be accommodated 
on site during construction.  One method of achieving this objective would be to first construct about one-
half of the proposed parking facility while maintaining the other half of the lot for parking.  Then, while 
the second half of the parking facility is being constructed, the completed section would be made 
available for parking.  This type of phased construction program could be used to accommodate the needs 
of the existing Civic Center, the merchants, and the construction workers’ vehicles.  While the total 
number of existing parking spaces would not be maintained, the program would minimize parking 
impacts in the surrounding areas.    The following mitigation measure has been added to the Additions 
and Corrections Section of the Final EIR (See Section II., Additions and Corrections, page II-10) to 
further ensure impacts upon parking during the construction process remain less than significant:  

“Prior to any construction activities, a Construction Plan shall be submitted for review and 
approval to the City of Manhattan Beach Public Works Department and Community Development 
Department.  Construction Plans shall address parking availability and minimize the loss of 
parking for existing on-site Civic Center operations that will continue to operate throughout the 
construction period.  To minimize potential adverse impacts upon the Downtown Commercial 
District construction workers shall not be permitted to park within in the adjacent public parking 
structures or street parking spaces.  The parking plans shall provide adequate on-site parking 
areas for construction workers and/or consider providing additional construction parking at off-
site parking lot locations and providing bussing or car-pool services to the construction site.”   

Response to Comment 23.12:  The activities planned for the town square are community based activities 
aimed at creating a vibrant atmosphere and interactive place for residents of Manhattan Beach to 
congregate and experience culture.  Such activities are proposed as character defining features of the 
project and are not intended or anticipated to be trip generators.  These activities represent typical 
community center activities which will add to the local community oriented experience of the proposed 
project.  These activities would normally be scheduled outside of normal business hours and on 
weekends.  As such, the parking and traffic impacts would be off-set by the commercial office and Civic 
Center office uses, which follow regular working hour patterns.   

Response to Comment 23.13:  The Draft EIR was noticed, distributed, and made available in accordance 
with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft environmental documents, pursuant to the 
California Environmental Quality Act.  Please refer to the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research 
State Clearinghouse letter, identified as Comment Letter 1, herein. 

Response to Comment 23.14:  The Draft EIR is adequate in assessing summer peak hour traffic 
conditions.  To assess traffic conditions during the summer season, two sets of traffic counts were used in 
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the traffic analysis; summer counts and winter counts.  The summer season counts were taken on typical 
warm summer days to specifically capture the beach-related summertime traffic conditions.  Therefore the 
commentor’s assertion that the project underestimates summertime project impacts is unfounded. 

Response to Comment 23.15:  This comment is not directed a the adequacy of environmental analysis.  
The commentor’s opinion is noted and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration.    

Response to Comment 23.16:  The commentor’s opinion is noted and will be forwarded to the decision 
makers for their consideration.    

Response to Comment 23.17:  The referenced list of Exhibits are attached to this comment letter for 
reference purposes.  

Response to Comment 23.18:  This introductory comment explains the format used for the following 
comments and does not require a response.  

Response to Comment 23.19:  It is acknowledged that the construction activities associated with the 
proposed project could result in temporary parking impacts because existing parking spaces would be 
displaced.  As construction of the Metlox and Civic Center components would occur at different times, 
the parking impacts during construction would not be cumulative and the existing on-site parking spaces 
would not all be displaced simultaneously.  Although details have not yet been developed, it is proposed 
that the construction activities would be phased such that the parking demands would be accommodated 
on site during construction.  One method of achieving this objective would be to first construct about one-
half of the proposed parking facility while maintaining the other half of the lot for parking.  Then, while 
the second half of the parking facility is being constructed, the completed section would be made 
available for parking.  This type of phased construction program could be used to accommodate the needs 
of the existing Civic Center, the merchants, and the construction workers’ vehicles.  While the total 
number of existing parking spaces would not be maintained, the program would minimize parking 
impacts in the surrounding areas.    The following mitigation measure has been added to the Additions 
and Corrections Section of the Final EIR (See Section II., Additions and Corrections, page II-10) to 
further ensure impacts upon parking during the construction process remain less than significant:  

“Prior to any construction activities, a Construction Plan shall be submitted for review and 
approval to the City of Manhattan Beach Public Works Department and Community Development 
Department.  Construction Plans shall address parking availability and minimize the loss of 
parking for existing on-site Civic Center operations that will continue to operate throughout the 
construction period.  To minimize potential adverse impacts upon the Downtown Commercial 
District construction workers shall not be permitted to park within in the adjacent public parking 
structures or street parking spaces.  The parking plans shall provide adequate on-site parking 
areas for construction workers and/or consider providing additional construction parking at off-
site parking lot locations and providing bussing or car-pool services to the construction site.”   
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Response to Comment 23.20:  The project’s parking demands would not have a significant impact on 
the adjacent residential neighborhoods because the project will accommodate the projected peak parking 
demands of the proposed project within on-site surface and subterranean parking areas.  The spillover 
parking into adjacent neighborhoods that the commentor is referring to is not considered a project impact 
because (1) it is an existing condition that already occurs without the proposed project’s presence, and (2) 
will not be exacerbated by the project because the project will provide adequate parking to serve the 
projects demands.  If anything, the adjacent neighborhoods will likely experience fewer spillover parking 
occurrences because the project will provide surplus parking that will serve other uses in the downtown 
area through a shared parking program.   

Response to Comment 23.21: The impacts to parking were addressed in the Draft EIR on page 158.  
Please refer to responses to comments 10.3 through 10.6. with regard to the loss of existing parking in Lot 
5 and Lot M.  The proposed project would provide a sufficient number of spaces to satisfy the parking 
demands of the employees and customers of the on-site uses.  There would also be some excess spaces 
that would be available to the general public to partially accommodate the overflow parking demands of 
nearby uses.  This surplus of parking supply is anticipated to minimize the occurrence of parking 
intrusion in the surrounding residential neighborhoods.  It is acknowledged, however, that if the on-site 
parking spaces are pay spaces, that some employees and customers would elect to seek free parking on 
the nearby unrestricted residential streets.  For this reason, the Draft EIR recommended  that the City 
consider establishing an employee parking program to alleviate parking impacts on the Downtown 
Commercial District as a mitigation measure.  Please refer to page 160 of the Draft EIR (third bullet 
point).  To ensure implementation of this mitigation measure, it will be rewritten in the Final EIR and 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting program as follows: 

“Employee parking programs shall be required for the Metlox commercial establishments to 
alleviate the parking demands within the Downtown Commercial District.  Potential mitigation 
options may include satellite parking programs and/or providing tandem parking stalls 
designated for employees only.”   

This comment also references a City policy to annually review on-street parking in neighborhoods 
adjacent to commercial areas through out the city.  This Policy is directed at the City to implement on an 
annual and Citywide basis and is not within the scope of this project.  Spillover parking into adjacent 
residential neighborhoods is not anticipated to occur as a result of this project because the project 
proposes adequate on-site parking to meet the demands of the project.  Further more, as demonstrated in 
the Draft EIR, the project will provide surplus parking that will further alleviate parking demands from 
the Downtown Commercial District during certain peak demand times (i.e., summer weekends).  As such, 
parking demand impacts were determined to be less than significant.   

Response to Comment 23.22:  The Draft EIR did study the potential environmental impacts of the 
project on water runoff, storm drain infrastructure.  Please refer to Section V.G. Hydrology/Water 
Quality.  Potential project impacts on wastewater (sewer infrastructure) were found to be less than 
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significant and were not included as a stand alone EIR analysis.  This issue was adequately discussed in 
the Draft EIR on page 189 and Appendix A, Initial Study Analysis.  

The City’s improvements to the existing storm drain infrastructure are being conducted independently of 
this project as part of the Capital Improvement Program.  Coordination in construction schedules will be 
adequately assessed by City Staff as the approval and schedule of this project becomes more certain.  
Coordination in construction schedules to minimize the potential short-term nuisance and inconveniences 
associated with concurrent earthwork and trenching activities will be handled in accordance within the 
normal scope of project review and approval by the Public Works Department.   

Response to Comment 23.23:  Assessing the quality of the City’s potable water supply is outside the 
scope of this EIR.  The water supplied to the project site via an extension of the existing potable water 
infrastructure system, will be provided in accordance with all applicable laws and regulation regarding 
public water supplies.    

Response to Comment 23.24:  Potential project impacts on wastewater (sewer infrastructure) were found 
to be less than significant and were not included as a stand alone EIR analysis.  This issue was adequately 
discussed in the Draft EIR on page 189 and Appendix A, Initial Study Analysis. 

 

Response to Comment 23.25: The utility and cellular towers that are a part of the existing infrastructure 
will likely be upgraded, realigned, or under grounded as part of the project, however project plans do not 
include this level of specificity at this point in time.  These changes will not significantly impact the 
existing visual environment as they are already in place.  The project applicant will be required to 
coordinate and submit utility plans to the City of Manhattan Beach Public Works Department as part of 
the project approval and construction process.   

With regard to the Lookout Tower feature proposed for the Metlox property, the project applicant has 
provided additional information to clarify this project feature.  The revised description of the proposed 
Lookout Tower has been more clearly defined and limiting to include a structure that will be no larger 
than 20 by 20 feet at its base extending to a maximum height of 60 feet.  A flag pole or similar 
architectural feature (i.e., weather vane) may extend above the 60 foot height, but shall not extend more 
than ten feet above the highest roof line of the tower structure.  The intent of the Lookout Tower is aimed 
at providing a signature architectural feature for the project in the form of a tower structure that will 
provide public views of the pier, beach, ocean and other local landmarks in the Downtown area.  
Although the preliminary architectural illustrations of the project depicted in the Draft EIR are not exact, 
the general aesthetic effect can be realized (See Draft EIR, Figures 6, 7, 20 and 21 on pages 34, 37, 64, 
and 65).  As depicted in the illustrations, the Lookout Tower includes an open trellised patio cover 
element at the top of the structure.  The trellised patio cover is considered a structural component of the 
Lookout Tower which will not exceed the proposed 60 foot height.  Approval of a height variance or 
other discretionary application will still be required for the Lookout Tower.  Additional mitigation 
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measures have been incorporated into the Final EIR to clarify and limit the design and placement of this 
project feature as discussed below.   

A review of the City’s records for the buildings surrounding the project site indicate the adjacent office 
building at 1219 Morningside Drive (at 13th) is 30' in height and the office building at 1201 Morningside 
Drive (at 12th) is 31' 8" in height.  Additionally, numerous other existing commercial and residential 
buildings in the downtown within several blocks of the project site are 2 to 4 stories, and 30 feet or more 
in height, including 316 13th Street, 321 12th Street, 505 Manhattan Beach Boulevard, 400 Manhattan 
Beach Boulevard, 228 Manhattan Beach Boulevard, 333 11th Street and 1035 Morningside Drive, 325 11th 
Street, and 1000 Highland Avenue.  The project structures will be consistent with the height of these 
structures, as they are proposed to be a maximum of 30 feet in height.  Additionally, as stated in the Draft 
EIR, the proposed building height is consistent with the underlying zoning code requirements.   

Response to Comment 23.26:  The antenna and satellite dishes are a part of the Police Departments 
operations.  These components will be incorporated into the proposed site plan as needed to provide 
effective and reliable service.  Since these features are already part of the existing visual character of the 
site, their replacement and or relocation on-site would not be considered significant project impact.  

Response to Comment 23.27:  Visual impact and view corridors are addressed in Section V.A., 
Aesthetics of the Draft EIR.  This comment is noted for the record. 

Response to Comment 23.28:  The proposed project is consistent with the current provisions of the Code 
with regard to height.  The proposed project plans to build structures, with the exception of the Lookout 
Tower, that are (1) consistent with the existing code requirements and (2) at the same height as adjacent 
buildings.  A review of the City’s records for the buildings surrounding the project site indicate the 
adjacent office building at 1219 Morningside Drive (at 13th) is 30' in height and the office building at 
1201 Morningside Drive (at 12th Street) is 31' 8" in height.  Additionally, numerous other existing 
commercial and residential buildings in the downtown within several blocks of the project site are 2 to 4 
stories, and 30 feet or more in height, including 316 13th Street, 321 12th Street, 505 Manhattan Beach 
Boulevard, 400 Manhattan Beach Boulevard, 228 Manhattan Beach Boulevard, 333 11th Street and 1035 
Morningside Drive, 325 11th Street, and 1000 Highland Avenue.  A zone change to make the site more 
restrictive is not proposed and would be outside the scope of this project.   

Response to Comment 23.29:  Impacts associated with hazardous materials are addressed in Section 
V.E., Risk of Upset in the Draft EIR.  As stated in the Draft EIR, historical soil contamination on the 
proposed project site has been remediated, and a closure report from the County of Los Angeles Fire 
Department was issued for the site.  The project site is not located on the UST Cleanup Fund Program 
Revised Priority List or the Leaking Underground Storage Tank Information System (LUSTIS) List that 
records sites known to generate, store, or be contaminated with hazardous materials (See Draft EIR, page 
111).   
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Response to Comment 23.30:  Please refer to Response to Comment 4.1.  Potential impacts associated 
with any unexpected exposure of hazardous or suspected hazardous materials during excavation activities 
will be mitigated to less than significant levels with the inclusion of the following mitigation measure: 

•  “If during construction of the project, soil contamination is suspected, construction in the area 
should stop and appropriate Health and Safety procedures should be implemented.  The 
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) Voluntary Cleanup Program (VCP) should be 
contacted at (818) 551-2866 to provide the appropriate regulatory oversight.”   

Response to Comment 23.31:  The following mitigation measure is prescribed as an addition and 
correction to the Draft EIR (see Final EIR, Section II. Additions and Corrections, page II-12) to mitigate 
the potentially significant noise impacts of police and fire station siren activity to the proposed 40-room 
Inn: 

•  “Based on a review of construction documents prepared for the proposed project, a licensed 
acoustical engineer shall determine the type of construction materials for the Bed and Breakfast 
Inn (i.e., window, door, wall insulation material, weather-stripping, etc.) to ensure an interior 
noise level of no greater than 45 dBA (Leq) when sirens are in use.  A Certificate of Occupancy 
shall not be issued for the proposed Inn until the 45 dBA (Leq) interior noise level performance 
standard, when sirens are in use, is met.” 

Response to Comment 23.32:  Noise related to delivery and disposal truck operations currently exist 
within the area that may be affected by the proposed project.  The proposed project will not materially 
increase the duration or frequency of delivery and disposal truck activity.  Thus, as concluded in the Draft 
EIR, the proposed project’s incremental long-term operational noise contribution, when compared to the 
“no project” condition, will result in an impact that is less-than-significant.   

Response to Comment 23.33:  Comment noted.  The proposed project would comply with the mitigation 
measures prescribed in the Draft EIR, as well as all applicable provisions of the City of Manhattan Beach 
Municipal Code.  A 24-hour emergency construction permit will not be applied for nor approved for this 
project.  However, as concluded in the Draft EIR, short-term construction noise impacts would be 
significant and unavoidable, even after application of prescribed mitigation measures. 

Response to Comment 23.34:  Although the proposed project would accommodate potential “nuisance 
noise” events, such as live music performances, children’s readings, and children’s school performances, 
an amplified sound system is not a part of the project design.  These events may, or may not, require 
amplified sound.  In the event that amplified sound is required, a temporary public address (PA) or sound 
system would be required.  As mentioned on page 180 under “Nuisance Noise Impacts”, and illustrated in 
the Figure 5 “Conceptual Site Plan” on page 33 of the Draft EIR, the Town Square portion of the 
proposed project would be substantially enclosed by surrounding buildings.  These buildings will 
effectively serve as a sound barrier, and can be expected to reduce sound levels by at least 10 dBA (Leq) 
at receptor areas located outside the venue.  In an effort to ensure that potential long-term operational 



February 2001  City of Manhattan Beach 

 

 

 
 
 
IV.  Responses to Comments  Civic Center/Metlox Development Project 
Page IV-66  Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) 
 

noise impacts related to outdoor activities (mentioned above) that may occur at the Town Square venue 
are sufficiently addressed, the following additional mitigation measures are  prescribed as additions to the 
Draft EIR.  (See Final EIR, Section II. Additions and Corrections, page II-12): 

•  “An annual City permit in accordance with Chapter 4.20 of the MBMC shall be required prior to 
the installation/setup of any temporary, or permanent, PA or sound system. 

•  The maximum allowable sound level shall be in conformance with Chapter 5.48 of the MBMC.   

•  Based on a review of construction documents prepared for the proposed project, a licensed 
acoustical engineer shall determine the type of construction materials for the Bed and Breakfast 
Inn (i.e., window, door, wall insulation material, weather-stripping, etc.) to ensure an interior 
noise level of no greater than 45 dBA (Leq) when sirens are in use.  A Certificate of Occupancy 
shall not be issued for the proposed Inn until the 45 dBA (Leq) interior noise level performance 
standard, when sirens are in use, is met.” 

As concluded in the Draft EIR, long-term noise impacts related to the proposed project are anticipated to 
be less-than-significant. 

Response to Comment 23.35:  As stated on page 186 of the Draft EIR, the former Metlox Potteries 
property is not listed as a federal or state historical resource or landmark.  While the former Metlox 
property is not officially recognized as a local historical landmark, the developer intends on incorporating 
elements of the sign into the proposed project.  In addition, the project plans on including a Lookout 
Tower within its Town Square plaza that is proposed to include historic photographs depicting the history 
of the project site and its environs.  

Response to Comment 23.36(a):  As stated on page 63 of the Draft EIR, the project will incorporate low 
level thematic and security lighting throughout the pedestrian walkways and the Town Square.  The 
orientation of the commercial structures around the Town Square will shield the neighboring land uses 
from potentially obtrusive light and glare impacts.  Vehicular access will be provided generally in 
conformance with the existing driveway areas.  Therefore, light and glare impacts from vehicular 
headlights would remain generally unchanged.  In addition, fewer cars will be parking on-grade as a 
larger portion of parking will be provided below grade levels.  As such, less light and glare would be 
expected from vehicles maneuvering through the parking areas.   

With regard to potential shade and shadow impacts, the following discussion was added to the Additions 
and Corrections Section of the Final EIR: 

“The proposed project will not impact any sensitive shadow receptors.  Shadow impacts are 
normally considered significant if shadow sensitive uses are shaded by project structures for 
more than three hours between the hours of 9:00 a.m. and 3:00 p.m.  The nearest sensitive shade 
and shadow receptors to the proposed project site are residential structures along the east side of 
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Ardmore Avenue and the north side of 15th Street.  The residential structures along Ardmore are 
separated from the project site by Valley Drive, a raised median that is improved with a parking 
lot and landscaped parkway, and Ardmore Avenue.  The total distance separating the project site 
from the residences on Ardmore Avenue (from property line to property line) is over 115 linear 
feet.  These residential structures are topographically situated approximately 10 feet higher than 
the project site.  The residential structures located on the north side of 15th Street are located 
over 100  feet away from the existing Fire and Police Station buildings.   

With the exception of the Lookout Tower, all of the proposed structures would be a maximum of 
30 feet high.  The longest shadow that could be cast from a 30 foot high structure would be 
approximately 91 feet in a eastward direction.2  Given the distance between the project structures 
and any shadow sensitive uses and the distance of the project-related (not including the Lookout 
Tower) shadows, a shadow would not be cast on any shadow sensitive uses.  Therefore, shadow 
impacts from any of the project’s 30 foot high structures would be less than significant. 

The revised height of the proposed Lookout Tower is a maximum of 60 feet in height.  Because 
the site plan is conceptual at this time and may include slight variations prior to final approval, 
the exact location of the Lookout Tower structure can not be determined and evaluated at this 
time.  However, a shadow envelop can be assessed to ensure shadows are not cast on adjacent 
shadow sensitive uses between 9:00 a.m. and 3:00 p.m. on any day.  Using the shadow 
characteristics discussed above, the maximum shadow lengths from a 60 foot structure would be 
approximately 182 feet during the Winter Solstice.  To ensure shadows are not cast upon any 
shadow sensitive uses, the following mitigation measures will be incorporated into the Additions 
and Corrections Section of the Final EIR. 

•  “The Lookout Tower shall not exceed a maximum of 60 feet in height as measured from the 
base of the structure to the top of any roof or trellis-type covering.  A flag pole or similar 
architectural feature (i.e., weather vane) shall not extend any more than ten feet above the 
highest roof line of the proposed structure.   

•  To ensure shadows are not cast upon any shadow sensitive use during the hours of 9:00 
a.m. and 3:00 p.m., the location of the Lookout Tower shall be located at least 182 feet 
away from any residential property line.”   

Response to Comment 23.36(b):  Trash problems in the Downtown District are not within the scope of 
this EIR.  The proposed project uses will be required to dispose of trash in accordance with all applicable 
laws and regulations.   

                                                      

2  Based on the Winter Solstice (December 22) shadow multiplier of 3.03 times the height of the structure (Shadow 
bearing: 45 degrees East).  City of Los Angeles Draft CEQA Thresholds Guide, Section L3 Shading, Exhibit 
L.3-1.  1995 
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Response to Comment 23.37:  The Manhattan Beach Police Department was consulted with during the 
preparation of the EIR.  The MBPD’s comments on the Draft EIR are included herein in Comment Letter 
No. 9.  The proposed uses will be required to operate in accordance with all applicable laws and 
regulations.  The project applicant will be required to submit site plans to the MBPD to ensure the project 
is designed in a manner that deters crime.   

Response to Comment 23.38:  The proposed project will be designed in a manner that links the Civic 
Center and Metlox site with the Downtown District.  This theme is reiterated throughout the document 
numerous times.  Please refer to Section V.A., Aesthetics Views, and Section V.C., Land Use. 

Response to Comment 23.39:  One of the stated goals of the project is “to promote strong integration 
with the remainder of downtown including pedestrian orientation, a public plaza and/or other public 
uses”.  As reflected in the proposed site plan the project incorporated wide sidewalk and hardscape plaza 
areas to facilitate foot traffic.  The suggestions made by the commentor will be forwarded to the decision 
makers for their consideration.   

Response to Comment 23.40:  Coastal access is not an issue as the proposed project site is not located in 
a position that has the potential to block any direct accessways to the beach.  Consistency with the LCP is 
also discussed in Table IV-1 on page IV-8.   

Response to Comment 23.41:  Site plans will be submitted to the Community Development Department 
for review and approval.  Consistency with all applicable sign regulations will be reviewed at that time. 

In addition it should be noted that the following mitigation measure was recommended in the Draft EIR 
(see Draft EIR, page 73).  “Signs should be designed at a scale appropriate to the desired village character 
of downtown.  The size and location of signs should be appropriate to the specific business.   Pre-
packaged "corporate" signs should be modified to a scale and location appropriate to the desired village 
character of downtown Manhattan Beach.  Signs should not block, or obliterate, design details of the 
building upon which they are placed.  Pedestrian oriented signage is encouraged.  Such signs may be 
located on entry awnings, directly above business entrances, and "hanging signs" located adjacent to 
entrances.”   

Response to Comment 23.42:  The Draft EIR included a total of six alternative development scenarios.  
Please refer to Section VII of the Draft EIR, Alternatives to the Proposed Project. 

Response to Comment 23.43:  The Cultural Arts Center and the Library expansion were proposed as 
part of the proposed project.  Alternative scenarios excluding these uses were included in the alternatives 
analysis.  Please refer to Section VII of the Draft EIR, Alternatives to the Proposed Project.   

Response to Comment 23.44:  This comment is a request for detailed information relative to the 
proposed location of truck loading/unloading zones, trash pick-up, the library loading dock, and the 
library book drop-off bin.  While these issues are important relative to the design and operation of the 
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proposed facilities, such detailed plans were not available at the time of the project analysis and thus 
could not have been evaluated in detail in the EIR.  However, as discussed in the various sections of the 
Draft EIR additional site plan review will be required at various stages of the projects entitlement process 
including several plan checks by the appropriate City Departments.  Such review includes procurement of 
a LCP Permit (see DEIR page 101), submittal of a Drainage Plan (see DEIR page 170) submittal of 
detailed safety designs to the MBPD and MBFD (DEIR page 107).  It is therefore anticipated that through 
the various plan check processes the siting of these loading and trash receptacle facilities will comply 
with the requirements of the Manhattan Beach Municipal Code.  Therefore, no significant impacts to the 
environment are anticipated to occur due to these elements. 

Response to Comment 23.45:  CEQA provides that economic or social effects of a project shall not be 
treated as significant effects on the environment.  Based on the characteristics of the proposed project and 
preliminary consultation with the economic analysts, the environmental consultants and City Planning 
Staff concluded the economic impacts of the proposed project would not be significant enough to induce 
substantial physical environmental changes to the Downtown area.  Notwithstanding this determination, 
the City decided to pursue a project specific economic report, separately and outside of the scope of the 
EIR to satisfy the public interest and provide additional information to the decision makers.  This analysis 
is available for review at the City of Manhattan Beach’s Community Development counter, the Public 
Library, and is available to the public.  While the Economic analysis is not a apart of the Draft EIR, is a 
part of the administrative record and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration.   

Response to Comment 23.46:  Comment noted.  An additional analysis addressing the project’s 
compliance with applicable LCP policies, as identified by the California Coastal Commission (See 
Comment Letter No.2) is presented in the Additions and Corrections Section of the Final EIR (See page 
Table IV-1 on page IV-8). 

Response to Comment 23.47:  Comment noted.   

Response to Comment 23.48:  Comment noted.   

Response to Comment 23.49:  Comment noted.   

Response to Comment 23.50:  This comment challenges the appropriateness of the City’s Code 
requirements for office parking spaces.  The City of Manhattan Beach’s parking requirements for general 
office uses (one space per 300 square feet), is reasonable and similar to other nearby jurisdictions.  The 
Cities of El Segundo, Torrance, and Redondo Beach all employ the same or less restrictive requirements 
for commercial office uses.  It is beyond the scope of this project and Draft EIR to reassess the City’s 
Municipal Code.  Additionally, it should be noted that the office examples provided by the commentor 
(i.e., Skechers and William Raffin Realty) are atypical downtown offices due to their larger size.  Typical 
offices within the downtown area are much smaller in scale and number of employees. 

Response to Comment 23.51:  Housing Hermosa Beach prisoners is not an environmental impact that 
needs to be addressed in the Draft EIR. The future daily operations of the MBPD will not be consistent 
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with their current operations.  No significant increase in police personnel, administrative staffing or 
criminals is anticipated.   

Response to Comment 23.52:  No significant increase in police personnel, administrative staffing or 
criminals at the MBPD is anticipated as a result of the proposed project.  Details were provided in the 
Draft EIR regarding the proposed parking layout of the Civic Center.  As indicated on page 158 of the 
Draft EIR, “Parking for the Civic Center portion of the development will contain 116 secure subterranean 
parking spaces for police and fire vehicles as well as an additional 87 spaces for Civic Center public and 
staff.   Additional at-grade parking will provide 61 spaces for police and fire vehicles, and 86 spaces for 
Civic Center public and staff parking needs.” 

Response to Comment 23.53:  This comment is not directed at the EIR.  No response is required. 

Response to Comment 23.54:  The DEIR traffic analysis is based on traffic projections to the year 2005, 
which is the time frame that the proposed project is anticipated to be completed and occupied.  There is 
no requirement that a long-range traffic analysis be conducted in conjunction with an individual 
development project.  Such issues are typically addressed through the periodic updating of the General 
Plan circulation element.  If valid long-range traffic projections were available, the project-specific 
impacts could then be quantified.  There is no expectation, however, that city-wide or regional long-range 
traffic forecasts should be prepared as a component of an EIR traffic analysis not including a General 
Plan update.  The analysis presented in the DEIR is sufficient for evaluating the project’s impacts.  
Caltrans has reviewed the DEIR and has not requested any additional information regarding long-range 
forecasts or the 2020 scenario. 

Response to Comment 23.55:  The DEIR traffic analysis is based on traffic counts that were taken in 
1999/2000, as opposed to data collected for the 1988 General Plan.  The recent traffic counts and 
associated levels of service described in the DEIR are consistent with the General Plan in that both 
documents indicate that the downtown area has locations that operate at unacceptable levels of service 
(LOS E and F).  While there may be some discrepancies between the DEIR and the 1988 General Plan, 
the more recent data and analysis techniques are substantially more reliable and defensible, particularly 
since the technical data and calculation sheets for the 1988 General Plan assessed traffic conditions over 
13 years ago. 

Response to Comment 23.56:  The traffic counts that were used to develop the baseline information for 
the DEIR were taken on warm clear days in the winter and spring of 1999/2000 for the winter weekday 
scenarios and on a warm clear non-holiday week in July of 2000 for the summer weekday and summer 
weekend scenarios.  For the weekday scenarios, traffic counts were taken at each intersection from 7:00 to 
9:00 a.m. and from 4:00 to 6:00 p.m.  Then, the highest one-hour period of traffic flow within each two-
hour period was identified for each location to represent the peak hour.  This methodology is consistent 
with the guidelines of the Los Angeles County Congestion Management Program (CMP) for determining 
the peak hour for a traffic analysis.  For the weekend scenario, traffic counts were taken for a period of 
four hours on a Saturday and Sunday afternoon and the highest one-hour period of traffic flow within 
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each four-hour time frame was identified.  In addition, 24-hour tube counts were taken at various 
locations in the study area and the resulting data were monitored to confirm that the peak periods were 
accurate.  The traffic volume adjustments cited in the CAJA proposal were not necessary because the 
DEIR schedule provided the opportunity to conduct summertime traffic counts instead of estimating the 
summer counts based on winter data, as was originally proposed. 

Response to Comment 23.57:   Manhattan Avenue in the downtown area was addressed in the DEIR as 
traffic counts were taken at the intersection of Manhattan Avenue and Manhattan Beach Boulevard, 
before and after traffic volumes are shown for Manhattan Avenue north and south of Manhattan Beach 
Boulevard, and traffic conditions are evaluated for the Manhattan Avenue/Manhattan Beach Boulevard 
intersection. The DEIR indicated that the project would not have a significant impact at the intersection of 
Manhattan Avenue and Manhattan Beach Boulevard.  Ocean Drive was not evaluated because it is not 
expected that a measurable volume of project-related traffic would use Ocean Drive as an access route.  
The intent of providing a right-turn lane on southbound Highland Avenue at 15th Street is to mitigate the 
significant impact identified at that intersection, not to redirect traffic to another street.  If the proposed 
right-turn lane on Highland Avenue at 15th Street were to be implemented, it would result in the loss of 
approximately four or five parking spaces.  The proposed project would provide a sufficient number of 
spaces to satisfy the parking demands of the employees and customers of the on-site uses, and a review of 
the downtown parking inventory is outside of the scope of this project EIR. 

Response to Comment 23.58:  The DEIR indicates that the significant impact at the intersection of 
Highland Avenue and Manhattan Beach Boulevard, which would occur only for the summertime Sunday 
afternoon scenario, could potentially be mitigated by widening the roadway.  It also indicates that such 
mitigation may not be acceptable.  The Draft EIR recommended mitigation measures, which may or may 
not be acceptable, to demonstrate what roadway improvements would be required to reduce significant 
traffic impacts to less than significant levels.  The Draft EIR is clear in identifying mitigation measures 
that may (or may not) be acceptable and/or could result in secondary impacts (i.e., loss of street parking 
or sidewalk amenities).  This information is essential in the decision making process in that (1) the 
decision makers are well informed the project’s impacts and (2) the decision makers understand the 
implications of approving or not approving the project or project alternatives with (or without) the 
respective mitigation measures.  The Draft EIR clearly indicates all of the traffic impacts before and after 
mitigation.  Therefore, for intersections for which mitigation measures are deemed unacceptable, or may 
result in undesirable secondary impacts, the impact that would be realized is identified in the Draft EIR 
under the 2005 Plus Project column (see Tables 20, 21, and 22 on pages 154 through 156 of the Draft 
EIR).  For significantly impacted intersections, where the decision makers find the mitigation measure is 
unacceptable, or decide that the secondary impacts resulting from mitigation measures are greater than the 
benefit they would provide, a statement of overriding considerations would be required.  In addition, since 
the project Traffic Analysis utilized conservative and “worst case” estimates for projecting future traffic 
conditions, it is acknowledged that some of significant impacts identified in the EIR may not be realized 
once the project is constructed.  The analysis can only provide a reasonable and good faith “estimate” of 
what may occur as a result of the project.  As such, some mitigation measures are provided with the 
caveat that they would be implemented only if actual impacts warrant their implementation.  These 
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mitigation measures require secondary studies to determine the realized impact.  In either case, the impact 
is identified in the Draft EIR, and, in the event the impact is realized, an effective mitigation measure will 
be provided.  To further clarify this issue and to ensure secondary traffic assessments are implemented for 
significantly impacted intersections, the following mitigation will be incorporated into the Additions and 
Corrections Section of the Final EIR (see Additions and Corrections, page II-11): 

“The City Traffic Engineer shall conduct secondary “post-project” traffic assessments at the 
intersections of Highland Avenue & 13th Street, and Manhattan Beach Boulevard & Valley 
Drive/Ardmore Avenue to determine the actual traffic impacts of the proposed project.  Should 
the results of this assessment verify significant impacts are realized, the mitigation measures 
recommended in the Draft EIR, or equivalent and effective measures shall be implemented.” 

Response to Comment 23.59:  The Draft EIR is not required to address the parking situation in the 
Downtown Manhattan Beach Commercial District. The parking study in the Draft EIR addresses the 
parking impacts of the proposed project, not the Downtown District.  While it is recognized that the 
existing and proposed parking spaces on the project are shared with the general Downtown market area, 
the goal of the project is not to provide as much parking as possible.  The availability of parking in the 
Downtown District is affected by a number of factors including the uses on the project site, the 
Downtown market, and beach visitors.  The community has argued that they do not want to create a 
destination venue that will attract additional visitors from outlying communities.  In keeping with the goal 
to provide a low scale community oriented commercial development, the project seeks to provide enough 
parking to accommodate the anticipated parking demands of the project as well as provide some surplus 
parking to accommodate the Downtown District.  Any additional parking beyond what has been proposed 
would attract additional beach visitors and may result in a destination effect for the proposed project, 
attracting additional persons to the Downtown Manhattan Beach area.   

Response to Comment 23.60:  The City of Manhattan Beach Municipal Code does not specify the 
parking requirements for Civic Center Uses.  The Draft EIR utilized the parking demand assessment that 
was presented in the Manhattan Beach Public Safety Facility Review, City of Manhattan Beach and 
Leach Mounce Architects, July 6, 1995.   

Parking Lot 5 was discussed and adequately accounted for in the parking availability impact analysis in 
the Draft EIR (see Draft EIR page 124).  Although  the Draft EIR states that there are 40 parking spaces 
in Lot 5, there are actually only 35 spaces.  The Downtown Vehicle Parking District which the 
commentor is referring to is a City Policy to provide merchants within the Downtown Business District 
the option of purchasing quarterly parking passes.  These parking passes permit employees to park in 
designated public parking lots without feeding the meters. Currently there are 38 permits for the lot.  
Since on average approximately only one-half of the permit holders occupy the lot at any one time, there 
are additional spaces that are available for general use by the public.  Of these 38 permits only 2 are 
required off-site parking spaces.   The City has the authority to modify or stop the merchant parking 
program at its sole discretion.  There are no vested rights to merchants or any other individuals to park in 
City owned parking lots.  With regard to the loss of these parking spaces, it is expected that these spaces 
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can easily be replaced within the proposed Civic Center/Metlox parking lots.  The proposed parking for 
the Civic Center/Metlox project will include a surplus over their peak demand hours of approximately 
101 spaces (see Draft EIR page 158).  Therefore, the proposed parking plan will be able to accommodate 
the parking demands of the project’s uses, as well as provide replacement parking for the 35 spaces lost 
from the removal of Lot 5, including those that are utilized as part of the merchant parking program.    

Response to Comment 23.61:  Drop off parking for the library will be from within the Civic Center 
surface parking lot.  This comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration.   

Response to Comment 23.62:  The proposed site plan will be reviewed and approved by the Community 
Development Department prior to construction.  All applicable laws and regulation will be required to be 
complied with, including those associated with the American’s with Disabilities Act (ADA). Such 
requirements are established through law and will be required to be implemented accordingly.   

Response to Comment 23.63:  This comment is acknowledged.  The following reference 
citation will be included to revise page 234 of the Draft EIR in the Additions and Corrections 
Section of the Final EIR.   

“Meyer Mohaddes Associates., Inc., City of Manhattan Beach, Downtown Manhattan 
Beach Parking Management Plan Report, February, 1998.” 

Response to Comment 23.64:  The comment asserts that the land use analysis presented in the Draft EIR 
is flawed, but it does not give any further reference to direct further investigation.  The commentor also 
asserts that public records providing details about the land uses was not provided.  The City of Manhattan 
Beach Zoning Code, Local Coastal Program and General Plan documents are publicly available at the 
public counter.  The Zoning Code has been posted on the City’s internet site since the date of the NOP.  
The DEIR indicates that the Metlox project would be provided with more parking spaces than that which 
would be required to satisfy the demands of the proposed on-site land uses.  The excess parking supply is 
intended to be available for general public use and would, therefore, help to satisfy the parking demands 
in the downtown area and protect the surrounding residential neighborhoods from being significantly 
impacts by downtown parking demands.  There is no expectation or requirement that a proposed 
development project such as Metlox would be responsible for supplying parking for existing businesses in 
the surrounding area as long as the project itself does not result in a significant parking impact.  The 
Downtown Parking Management Report evaluates the parking within the downtown as a whole, while the 
Metlox EIR evaluates the parking required for the project itself.  Although this previous report provides 
valuable information regarding downtown parking and the overall management of the parking, the 
purpose of the Metlox Project is not to provide a solution to all of the Downtown Commercial District.  
As the site would be provided with a sufficient number of spaces to satisfy the project’s parking demand, 
additional parking-related mitigation is not required. 

Response to Comment 23.65:  Parking demands associated with the beach or the Pier Roadhouse are not 
a part of the proposed project.  It is beyond the scope of this project to assess the supply and demand of 
parking availability at off-site locations in the Downtown Area.  The project will provide adequate on-site 
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parking to meet the demands of the proposed uses, plus provide Downtown Overflow parking.  Thus, the 
project will not contribute to any existing parking problems in the surrounding area.   

Response to Comment 23.66:  The Draft EIR provides a mitigation measure that “Valet parking 
operations should be considered during peak demand times, as needed.  Valet parking operations should 
utilize tandem parking methods within the parking garage(s) to increase parking availability for the 
project site.”  Such valet operations would further reduce parking demands as more vehicles could be 
parked in tandem at the Metlox site.   

Response to Comment 23.67:  As stated previously it is not the responsibility of the proposed project to 
solve the parking problems for the Downtown District.  The project will provide adequate on-site parking 
to meet the demands of the proposed uses.  Thus, the project will not contribute to any existing parking 
problems in the surrounding area.   

Response to Comment 23.68:  Policy 3.1 of the General Plan is a directive to the City to conduct annual 
review of on-street parking conditions in neighborhoods adjacent to commercial areas.  This annual 
review is not associated or required by individual projects.  In addition, the project’s parking demands 
would not have a significant impact on the adjacent residential neighborhoods because the project will 
accommodate the projected peak parking demands of the proposed project within on-site surface and 
subterranean parking areas.  The spillover parking into adjacent neighborhoods that the commentor is 
referring to is not considered a project impact because (1) it is an existing condition that already occurs 
without the proposed project’s presence, and (2) will not be exacerbated by the project because the project 
will provide adequate parking to serve the projects demands.  If anything, the adjacent neighborhoods will 
likely experience fewer spillover parking occurrences because the project will provide surplus parking 
that will serve other uses in the downtown area through a shared parking program.   

Response to Comment 23.69:  The Draft EIR parking analysis is thorough in explaining the parking 
situation on site, including the current and future status of Lot M and Lot 5.  This comment is noted for 
the record and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration.   

Response to Comment 23.70:   As discussed on page 90 of the Draft EIR, the City Council approved a 
Use Permit and Coastal Development Permit to permit temporary parking on the Metlox site.  The current 
use of these spaces is available to the general public, as well as businesses participating in the Downtown 
Merchant parking program.  The parking lot was explicitly approved as a temporary use only, and was not 
intended, nor approved to ever be utilized as a permanent parking area.  Specifically, the temporary 
permit stated that: “The Use Permit and Coastal Development Permit, under no circumstances, shall 
remain valid after April 22, 2002.”  Therefore, the loss of these parking spaces is not considered a project 
impact.   

Previous parking studies within the Downtown Business District were reviewed in the preparation of the 
Draft EIR as they included relevant information regarding the existing parking inventory on the project 
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site.  Specifically the Downtown Manhattan Beach Parking Management Plan Report was referenced.  An 
official reference will be added to the Additions and Corrections Section of the Final EIR. 

Parking Lot 5 was discussed and adequately accounted for in the parking availability impact analysis in 
the Draft EIR (see Draft EIR page 124).  Although  the Draft EIR states that there are 40 parking spaces 
in Lot 5, there are actually only 35 spaces.  The Downtown Vehicle Parking District which the 
commentor is referring to is a City Policy to provide merchants within the Downtown Business District 
the option of purchasing quarterly parking passes.  These parking passes permit employees to park in 
designated public parking lots without feeding the meters. Currently there are 38 permits for the lot.  
Since on average approximately only one-half of the permit holders occupy the lot at any one time, there 
are additional spaces that are available for general use by the public.  Of these 38 permits only 2 are 
required off-site parking spaces.   The City has the authority to modify or stop the merchant parking 
program at its sole discretion.  There are no vested rights to merchants or any other individuals to park in 
City owned parking lots.  With regard to the loss of these parking spaces, it is expected that these spaces 
can easily be replaced within the proposed Civic Center/Metlox parking lots.  The proposed parking for 
the Civic Center/Metlox project will include a surplus over their peak demand hours of approximately 
101 spaces (see Draft EIR page 158).  Therefore, the proposed parking plan will be able to accommodate 
the parking demands of the project’s uses, as well as provide replacement parking for the 35 spaces lost 
from the removal of Lot 5, including those that are utilized as part of the merchant parking program.    

Response to Comment 23.71:  Summer traffic counts were conducted between July 13th and July 16th, 
2000.  Traffic counts taken on these days represent typical warm summer days and are representative of 
summer traffic conditions.  These dates occur after the July 4th Weekend when beach crowds are expected 
to be at an “average high”, not an all time high.  The intent of collecting baseline data for the summer 
time period is to obtain a representative sample of an average summer day, not the lowest or the highest 
peak visitor days.  Thus, the sample taken best represents the summer traffic conditions for purposes of 
this analysis.   

Response to Comment 23.72:  The parking study in the Draft EIR addresses the parking impacts of the 
proposed project, not the Downtown District.  While it is recognized that the existing and proposed 
parking spaces on the project are shared with the general Downtown market area, the goal of the project is 
not to provide as much parking as possible.  The availability of parking in the Downtown District is 
affected by a number of factors including the uses on the project site, the Downtown market, and beach 
visitors.  The community has argued that they do not want to create a destination venue that will attract 
additional visitors from outlying communities.  In keeping with the goal to provide a low scale 
community oriented commercial development, the project seeks to provide enough parking to 
accommodate the anticipated parking demands of the project as well as provide some surplus parking to 
accommodate the Downtown District.  Any additional parking beyond what has been proposed would 
attract additional beach visitors and may result in a destination effect for the proposed project, attracting 
additional persons to the Downtown Manhattan Beach area.   
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Response to Comment 23.73:  The DEIR traffic analysis is based on peak hour intersection counts that 
were taken in 1999 and 2000 as well as projections to the year 2005 for the scenarios with and without the 
proposed development.  The project’s impacts are evaluated based on a quantification of the project-
related change that would occur at each study area intersection.  The analysis does not rely on outdated 
traffic count data from the 1988 General Plan.  The General Plan compares the traffic volumes for 
specific roadway links to the desirable capacity of the roadway and indicates the overall level of service 
for each roadway link.  The DEIR traffic analysis, as a comparison, focuses on the impacts at the affected 
intersections and identifies potential mitigation measures for the locations that are shown to be 
significantly impacted by the project.  This type of intersection analysis is considered standard practice 
for traffic impact studies because intersections are typically the constraining locations relative to traffic 
operations.  Whereas General Plans typically address broader issues such as the overall number of 
through travel lanes on each primary street segment, project-specific traffic impact studies focus on more 
detailed issues such as the type of traffic control to be used at intersections, the need for turn lanes, and 
the need for other intersection enhancements.   

Response to Comment 23.74:  It is not required that this project-specific EIR document indicate how 
many annual reviews of the street system have been done since 1988.  While the most recent city-wide 
traffic count program was conducted in 1993, the traffic counts for the DEIR were taken in 1999 and 
2000.  It is not required that this EIR track the annual increases in traffic volumes from 1988 to the 
present or make long-range traffic forecasts to the year 2020.  The DEIR traffic study is based on year 
2005 projections, which were estimated by assuming an annual growth factor of two percent (which is a 
high estimate based on annual growth trends in recent years).  It is more appropriate to base the DEIR 
traffic analysis on actual 1999/2000 traffic counts rather than year 2000 forecasts that were made in 1988 
in conjunction with the 1988 General Plan. 

Response to Comment 23.75:   The comment accurately points out that the City of Manhattan Beach is 
not in compliance with the Congestion Management Program (CMP) because the CMP debits associated 
with development projects in Manhattan Beach outweigh the CMP credits associated with transportation 
improvements that have been implemented.  While the proposed project, if constructed, would add to the 
City’s CMP debit ledger, this is an issue that the City must address independently of this EIR.  There is 
no requirement that an EIR address the city-wide CMP credit/debit issues.  The Draft EIR demonstrated 
that the proposed project would not result in a significant impact at any designated CMP intersection.   

Response to Comment 23.76:  The traffic counts for the Draft EIR were recently conducted in 
1999/2000.  This traffic count data was used to form the baseline or existing traffic conditions at the 
current time.  As such, these actual counts render the projections of past studies irrelevant.  While it is 
acknowledged that Sepulveda Boulevard currently experiences congested, over-capacity conditions, it 
would be unreasonable to expect these existing problems to be alleviated prior to approving any 
additional development within the City.  The project’s impacts at the two most-directly affected 
intersections on Sepulveda were evaluated in the DEIR (i.e., Sepulveda at Manhattan Beach Boulevard 
and Sepulveda at Marine Avenue), and a mitigation measure was identified for the intersection that was 
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shown to be significantly impacted by the project.  The DEIR recommends that the project be responsible 
for contributing to the installation of dual left-turn lanes in the northbound and eastbound directions at the 
Sepulveda/Manhattan Beach Boulevard intersection. 

Response to Comment 23.77:  The DEIR indicates that the intersection of Manhattan Beach Boulevard 
and Morningside Drive would operate at an acceptable level of service without a traffic signal after 
project implementation, primarily because it has been proposed that Morningside would be converted to a 
one-way street in the northbound direction between Manhattan Beach Boulevard and 13th Street.  A signal 
would not be warranted at the intersection of Valley Drive and 13th Street based on the traffic forecasts; 
however, it would be possible to install a signal at this location in the future if warranted based on actual 
traffic conditions.  It is not the responsibility of this project to implement any traffic-related 
improvements that were recommended in previous planning studies such as the streetscape project.  The 
issue of painting white lines at the blue tile crosswalks in the downtown area has been addressed by the 
City in the past and is not directly related to this project. 

Response to Comment 23.78:  It is beyond the scope of the proposed project to asses the cumulative 
impacts of regionally significant future project such as the LAX Master Plan.  The LAX Master Plan is a 
regionally significant project that has the potential to impact traffic conditions on a regional scale.  In 
comparison, the proposed project is a small project with localized impacts.  As assessed in the Draft EIR, 
(see Draft EIR, page 158), it is estimated that the project would add at most five peak-hour trips to the 
Sepulveda Boulevard and Rosecrans Avenue intersection.  Compared to regionally significant projects 
such as the LAX Master Plan, the traffic impacts of the proposed project would be considered “de 
minimus.”   

Response to Comment 23.79: The list of intersections that were evaluated in the DEIR was developed in 
response to the extensive public outreach program that was conducted at the beginning of the 
environmental documentation process, which included the mailing the Notice of Preparation to residents 
expressing interest in the project, and several publicly noticed town meetings.  The intersections that were 
identified in the Draft EIR reflect the critical nodes in the street network that provides access to the 
project area.  It is not necessary that every minor intersection in the project vicinity be evaluated (e.g., 
Morningside at 12th Street, Morningside at 13th Street, Valley Drive at 13th Street, Manhattan Beach 
Boulevard at Ocean Drive, the site access driveways, etc.) or that intersections be evaluated that would be 
only minimally affected by the project (e.g., Highland at Rosecrans, Sepulveda at 30th Street, Sepulveda at 
Rosecrans, Sepulveda at Valley and Ardmore, Rosecrans at Pacific, etc.).  No significant project impacts 
would be anticipated at any of these intersections.  Some of the intersections listed in this comment were, 
in fact, evaluated in the DEIR; i.e., Manhattan Beach Boulevard at Morningside Drive, Highland at 13th 
Street, Highland at 15th Street, and Highland at Marine.  While, it is not the responsibility of this project 
to update the 1988 General Plan or the LCP, the City plans on initiating a comprehensive update to the 
General Plan this year.  Traffic counts were conducted at peak times in July of 2000 for the weekday, 
Saturday, and Sunday scenarios.  Pedestrian access is proposed in conjunction with the development of 
the project, including Valley Drive, 13th Street, Morningside Drive, and Manhattan Beach Boulevard and 
handicapped access would be included in the project design. 
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Response to Comment 23.80:   The DEIR traffic analysis accounts for the effects of regional growth and 
the cumulative impacts of other proposed development projects in the area by applying a two percent 
annual growth rate to the existing traffic volumes.  As this factor is higher than the average growth rate in 
traffic volumes that has historically been observed in Manhattan Beach, it adequately accounts for the 
cumulative impacts of regional growth and development.  No specific significant development projects in 
the immediate project vicinity were identified.  The DEIR traffic analysis is based on the projected 
baseline conditions for the year 2005.  It is not required that this EIR evaluate the effects of a fully built 
out land use scenario for downtown Manhattan Beach or the possibility of building two units per lot in the 
City’s residential areas.  Nor is it necessary for this project-specific analysis to explicitly consider the 
long-range impacts of major development proposals throughout the South Bay such as the ones listed in 
Manhattan Beach, Hermosa Beach, Redondo Beach, Hawthorne, El Segundo, and Playa Vista as well as 
the planned future growth of LAX.  These projects are beyond the sphere of influence evaluated in this 
project EIR, as the Metlox project does not have significant impacts within the areas covered by these 
major development projects.  Further, the ambient growth factor accounts for any impacts these remote 
projects may have on study intersections.  These issues would be more appropriately addressed in the 
context of a General Plan update and the various ongoing regional and sub-regional planning studies.  It 
should also be noted that SCAG’s comments on the Draft EIR indicate the proposed project is not 
regionally significant per Areawide Clearinghouse Criteria.  (See Comment Letter No. 5 on page IV-15). 

Response to Comment 23.81:  This comment provides suggested alternatives that were not evaluated in 
the EIR and includes supplemental analysis with regard to parking impacts.  Various footnotes and side 
notes following the data tables provided reiterating comments made previously in this comment letter.  
The authors of the Draft EIR disagree with the assumptions and information provided in Table 1 and 2 by 
the commentor.  The findings and conclusions of a Parking Demand Analysis is discussed on page 158 of 
the Draft EIR.  The parking demand analysis calculation worksheets are provided at the end of Traffic 
Impact Analysis which can be found in the Appendix to the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment 23.82:  This footnote challenges the adequacy of public review and notice 
provided for the Draft EIR.  The Draft EIR was noticed, distributed, and made available in accordance 
with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft environmental documents, pursuant to the 
California Environmental Quality Act.  The commentor is referred to the Governor’s Office of Planning 
and Research State Clearinghouse letter, identified as Comment Letter 1, herein, which acknowledges 
CEQA compliance with regard to noticing and public review. 

Response to Comment 23.83:  Thank you for your extensive comments on the Civic Center/Metlox 
Project Draft EIR.  They are noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their 
consideration.   
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Response to Comment Letter 24 

 

Sally Ph.D. Hayati 
Director Information Technology Department 

The Aerospace Corporation 
1535 Gates Avenue 

Manhattan Beach, CA 90266 
 

Response to Comment 24.1:  The existing conditions and levels of service for the intersections of 
Marine and Highland Avenue, Manhattan Beach Boulevard and Sepulveda Boulevard, Valley Drive and 
Blanche Road, and Marine Avenue and Sepulveda Boulevard were properly identified in Table 15 on 
page 128 of the Draft EIR.   

Response to Comment 24.2:  The DEIR indicates that the significant impact at the intersection of 
Highland Avenue and Manhattan Beach Boulevard, which would occur only for the summertime Sunday 
afternoon scenario, could potentially be mitigated by widening the roadway.  It also indicates that such 
mitigation may not be feasible.  To finalize this issue, the DEIR concludes that the proposed mitigation 
measure would not be implemented and instead states that this intersection would experience an 
unavoidable significant impact for the summer Sunday peak hour scenario.  The Draft EIR indicates the 
acquisition of right of way property and the removal of existing amenities may be required to implement 
the mitigation measure to widen Highland Avenue at Manhattan Beach Boulevard.  This measure does 
not imply the removal or acquisition of private property.  The amenities referred to include on-street 
parking, sidewalk area, and decorative landscape/hardscape features within the sidewalk area.   

Response to Comment 24.3:  The Traffic Study and the Draft EIR clearly identify traffic impacts for 
three time periods; Winter Weekdays, Summer Weekdays, and Summer Weekends.  The summer impacts 
are quantified and identified accordingly.  The Draft EIR does not “Value” summer traffic impacts at 
25%.  Rather the Draft EIR merely noted that the summer traffic impacts occur on a seasonal basis and 
are not year round impacts.  The seasonality of Manhattan Beach traffic conditions is an important 
characteristic inherent to the community and is accurately analyzed and appropriately discussed in the 
analysis.   

Response to Comment 24.4:  The commentor is incorrect.  The CD Downtown Commercial District 
Height Limits are shown in Figure 23 of the Draft EIR following page 96.   

 

Response to Comment 24.5:  The potential neighborhood traffic impacts are discussed on page 157 of 
the Draft EIR.   
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Response to Comment 24.6: Comment noted.  With regard to the Lookout Tower feature proposed for 
the Metlox property, the project applicant has provided additional information to clarify this project 
feature.  The revised description of the proposed Lookout Tower has been more clearly defined and 
limiting to include a structure that will be no larger than 20 by 20 feet at its base extending to a maximum 
height of 60 feet.  A flag pole or similar architectural feature (i.e., weather vane) may extend above the 60 
foot height, but shall not extend more than ten feet above the highest roof line of the tower structure.  The 
intent of the Lookout Tower is aimed at providing a signature architectural feature for the project in the 
form of a tower structure that will provide public views of the pier, beach, ocean and other local 
landmarks in the Downtown area.  Although the preliminary architectural illustrations of the project 
depicted in the Draft EIR are not exact, the general aesthetic effect can be realized (See Draft EIR, 
Figures 6, 7, 20 and 21 on pages 34, 37, 64, and 65).  As depicted in the illustrations, the Lookout Tower 
includes an open trellised patio cover element at the top of the structure.  The trellised patio cover is 
considered a structural component of the Lookout Tower which will not exceed the proposed 60 foot 
height.  Approval of a height variance will still be required for the Lookout Tower.  Additional mitigation 
measures have been incorporated into the Final EIR to clarify and limit the design and placement of this 
project feature as discussed below.   
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Response to Comment Letter 25 

 

Richard Lewis 
2623 Laurel Avenue 

Manhattan Beach, CA 90266 
 

Response to Comment 25.1:  The City of Manhattan Beach does not have any established criteria for 
determining residential traffic impacts.  The methodology employed for the Second Street/Aviation 
Boulevard Mixed Use Development project were based on City of Los Angeles criteria for purposes 
further explained in that separate project analysis.  That methodology was not used in this analysis.  The 
Civic Center/Metlox Draft EIR does not make reference to or in any way use the City of Los Angeles 
significance criteria for residential neighborhood traffic impacts.  The project’s traffic impacts are instead 
evaluated based on the incremental change in traffic conditions at key intersections in the study area that 
would be affected by the project.  The discussion of neighborhood traffic impacts in the DEIR is 
qualitative and does not use a specific measurable criterion for assessing the impact.  This discussion is 
presented on page 157 of the Draft EIR.   

Response to Comment 25.2:  The significance criteria cited in the DEIR for traffic impacts at an 
intersection are commonly used by numerous jurisdictions throughout Southern California.  The 
philosophy associated with applying the significance criteria only to a level of service E or F and not to a 
less congested level of service is that it would not necessarily be appropriate to require a roadway 
improvement as a mitigation measure if the roadway/intersection were operating at an acceptable level, 
regardless of the traffic increase.  For example, if an intersection were currently operating at 50 percent of 
its capacity and the project traffic caused the intersection to operate at 60 percent, 40 percent of the 
existing capacity would still be available.  In this case, the 10 percent increase would not be considered 
significant and mitigation would not be required.  However, if the intersection were currently operating at 
90 percent of its theoretical capacity or greater, the location is already experiencing congestion and a 2 
percent increase would be considered as a significant impact.  Mitigation would, therefore, be 
recommended.  This philosophy is based on the premise that it would not be appropriate or cost effective 
to expand the infrastructure until it is demonstrated that the existing infrastructure would be inadequate.  
It should be noted that the capacity and level of service values and the methodology used in the analysis 
are based on industry-accepted guidelines for traffic studies.  This approach addresses the ability of the 
street network to accommodate the anticipated traffic volumes using technical standards and varying 
levels of congestion.  No adjustments are made to address the tolerance of individual residents or 
particular neighborhoods for dealing emotionally with traffic issues, as such an approach would be 
difficult to quantify or evaluate.  Manhattan Beach does not have its own unique policy or set of 
guidelines for evaluating traffic impacts. 
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With regard to the suggestion that Manhattan Beach should not be evaluated using typical standards for a 
metropolitan area, it should be noted that Manhattan Beach is a part of the Los Angeles metropolitan area 
and has traffic patterns and issues that are typical for urban/suburban communities.  It would not be 
appropriate to use rural standards for the traffic analysis.  It should also be noted that the level of service 
analysis for the intersections with stop signs reflects the use of a different intersection capacity value as 
compared to the signalized intersections. 

While Sepulveda Boulevard does not provide direct access to the Metlox site, it does serve as a key 
arterial route through the study area, as the study area for the DEIR extends from the beach to Sepulveda 
Boulevard.  In fact, two intersections along Sepulveda were evaluated in detail and one intersection 
(Sepulveda at Manhattan Beach Boulevard) was determined to be significantly impacted by the project.  
Sepulveda Boulevard at these key intersections is, therefore, a critical component of the traffic analysis 
and should be addressed in the DEIR. 

Response to Comment 25.3:  It is beyond the scope of the proposed project to asses the cumulative 
impacts of regionally significant future project such as the LAX Master Plan.  The LAX Master Plan is a 
regionally significant project that has the potential to impact traffic conditions on a regional scale.  In 
comparison, the proposed project is a small project with limited and localized impacts.  As assessed in the 
Draft EIR, (see Draft EIR, page 158), it is estimated that the project would add at most five peak-hour 
trips to the Sepulveda Boulevard and Rosecrans Avenue intersection.  Compared to a regionally 
significant project such as the LAX Master Plan, the traffic impacts of the proposed project would be 
considered “de minimus.”   

Response to Comment 25.4:  The project vicinity already experiences a high degree of 
pedestrian/vehicle interface.  The project is has been designed and planned as a pedestrian oriented 
commercial development that will integrate the commercial uses of the Metlox site with the Civic Center 
through wide walkways and gathering plazas.  The project also proposes increased building setbacks 
resulting in wider sidewalk areas along Manhattan Beach Boulevard.  In addition, while it is expected that 
the project will increase pedestrian activity on site and within the Downtown Commercial District, some 
of the existing pedestrian flow at Manhattan Beach and Morningside Drive, will be diverted to 13th Street, 
which is proposed to provide through access from Morningside Drive and Valley Drive.  The additional 
traffic volumes would not significantly impact the existing conditions.   

Response to Comment 25.5:  The DEIR traffic analysis addresses the segment of Marine Avenue 
between Pacific Avenue and Sepulveda Boulevard, including an detailed evaluation of the 
Marine/Pacific/Ardmore and Marine/Sepulveda intersections, and concludes that the proposed 
development would not have a significant traffic impact at these locations based on the applicable 
significance criteria.  The DEIR traffic analysis is based on traffic volume data that were collected in 
1999 and 2000, which is more recent and more appropriate to use than the data cited in the Marine 
Avenue study, which was prepared in Spring of 1999.  The focus of the Marine Avenue Neighborhood 
Study was to maintain the “feel” of the residential street, improve safety and enhance the aesthetic 
appearance of the street.  While the Metlox development would result in a slight increase in traffic 
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volumes on Marine Avenue, the impacts would not be significant and mitigation would not be required.  
The proposed Metlox project would not result in any changes or inconsistencies relative to the 
conclusions and recommended actions from the Marine Avenue study. 

The DEIR does not just address a few boundary roads and thoroughfares, but instead addresses 16 key 
intersections within the study area that were selected through an extensive program of public outreach, 
which included responses to the Notice of Preparation and a series of publicly noticed town meetings.  
Impacts at these intersections were quantified and mitigation measures were developed, where feasible, 
for the locations where the impacts were deemed to be significant.  As the traffic analysis concluded that 
the local neighborhood residential streets would not be significantly impacted by the project, no 
associated mitigation measures for such areas would be required. 

With regard to the issue of which intersections are operating within capacity, Table 15 and the text on 
page125 of the DEIR indicate that three intersections are currently operating over capacity at LOS F 
during the winter weekday peak hours (Sepulveda at Marine, Sepulveda at Manhattan Beach Boulevard, 
and Ardmore at 2nd Street).  Furthermore, the table indicates that two additional intersections (Marine at 
Highland and Highland at 15th Street) are operating near capacity at LOS E.  In additional, several other 
intersections are shown to be operating at LOS E and F during the summer scenarios.  So the DEIR does 
not attempt to downplay the fact that there are congested traffic conditions in the study area.  The 
intersection levels of service cited in the DEIR are not ambiguous or vague, but are instead based on 
specific quantifiable volume/capacity ratios that were calculated for each intersection and each analysis 
scenario.  The capacity values used for the unsignalized intersections were lower than those used for the 
signalized intersections to account for the differences in operational characteristics of the two types of 
intersections. 

Response to Comment 25.6:  The approach for the DEIR traffic analysis is to determine the impacts of 
the proposed project on a typical day of operation and the analysis focuses on the peak times of traffic 
activity.  Since the proposed cultural arts center would typically be used at times other than the standard 
commuter peak period and since it would not be used on a daily basis, it would not be appropriate to add 
the traffic generated by the arts center into the standard traffic impact evaluation.  The center would, of 
course, generate traffic on the occasions when functions were to be scheduled, but this is not a daily 
occurrence and is not a necessary component of the traffic analysis. 

Response to Comment 25.7:  The Draft EIR was prepared in coordination and consultation with the 
Manhattan Beach Police Department and the Manhattan Beach Fire Department.  The assessment that the 
proposed project will prove beneficial to public services is a result of the Civic Center Public Safety 
Facility that is proposed to be built as part of this project.  Both the MBPD and MBFD provided their 
review of the Draft EIR to assess their impacts.  Please refer to Comment Letters No. 8 and 9.
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Response to Comment Letter 26 

 

James Lissner  
2715 El Oeste Drive 

Hermosa Beach, CA 90254 
 

Response to Comment 26.1:  To determine the extent of the geographical area and to identify the 
specific intersections to be addressed in a traffic impact analysis, the analyst begins at the critical 
intersections in the immediate vicinity of the project site then incrementally broadens the perimeter of the 
study area until a point is reached at which it becomes clear that the project would not have a significant 
impact.  This approach is used because there is an inverse relationship between the distance an 
intersection is located from the project site and the relative impact of the project.  For the Metlox study, it 
was determined that the intersections to the south of the project beyond 1st and 2nd Streets would not be 
affected to a level that would justify a detailed traffic analysis based on the project-generated traffic 
volumes and the anticipated geographical distribution of project-generated traffic.  This approach is 
supported by the fact that the intersections of Highland at 1st and Ardmore at 2nd were shown not to be 
significantly impacted by the project.  If these intersections would not be significantly impacted, then it 
was determined that locations farther away from the project site that would experience less project traffic 
would likewise not be significantly impacted. 
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Response to Comment Letter 27 

 

Richard Magnuson 
510 17th Street 

Manhattan Beach, CA 90266 
rmarchitect@email.mns.com 

 

Response to Comment 27.1:   The proposed project would provide a sufficient number of spaces to 
satisfy the parking demands of the employees and customers of the on-site uses.  There would also be 
some excess spaces that would be available to the general public to partially accommodate the overflow 
parking demands of nearby uses.   

It is acknowledged, however, that if the on-site parking spaces are pay spaces, that some employees and 
customers would elect to seek free parking on the nearby unrestricted residential streets.  For this reason, 
the Draft EIR recommended a mitigation measure for the City to consider establishing an employee 
parking program to alleviate parking impacts on the Downtown Commercial District.  Please refer to page 
160 of the Draft EIR (third bullet point).  To ensure implementation of this mitigation measure, it will be 
rewritten in the Final EIR and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting program as follows: 

“Employee parking programs shall be required for the Metlox commercial establishments to 
alleviate the parking demands within the Downtown Commercial District.  Potential mitigation 
options may include satellite parking programs and/or providing tandem parking stalls 
designated for employees only.”   

Response to Comment 27.2:   Truck traffic associated with construction of the project would be subject 
to the existing truck route laws, which state that trucks must remain on designated truck routes while 
traveling to and from a particular location and can only use roadways that are not on the designated truck 
route system if the roads are on the most direct or shortest route between the site and the nearest truck 
route.  This restriction requires that trucks use Manhattan Beach Boulevard while traveling between the 
site and Sepulveda Boulevard.     

As part of the entitlement process, the project Applicant and the City of Manhattan Beach will be required 
to submit construction plans that address parking plans for construction workers and haul route plans to 
the Department of Public Works.  As previously indicated in Response to Comment 10.11 the following 
mitigation measure will be incorporated into the Additions and Corrections Section of the Final EIR (see 
Section II., Additions and Corrections, page II-11).   
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“The proposed construction plan shall designate appropriate haul routes into and out of the 
project area.  Truck staging areas shall not be permitted on residential roadways or adjacent to 
any school site.”   

All construction activities will be required to comply with all applicable rules and regulations of the City 
of Manhattan Beach Municipal Code, including time of day and weekend restrictions per code 
requirements.   

Response to Comment 27.3:  Comment noted. 
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Response to Comment Letter 28 

 

Paul R. Milkus  

pmtm@earthlink.com 

 

Response to Comment 28.1:  This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision 
makers for their consideration.  While the commentor believes the Draft EIR underestimates project 
impacts on parking and traffic, the authors of this report disagree.  The Draft EIR and Traffic Analysis 
present a thorough and comprehensive analysis with regard to these issues.  The methodology used for the 
analysis and evaluation of traffic operations at each study intersection is based on procedures outlined in 
the Transportation Research Board Circular 212, Interim Materials on Highway Capacity.3  The traffic-
generating characteristics of land uses similar to the proposed project have been surveyed and 
documented in many studies by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE).  The most current 
information on office, retail, restaurant, bed & breakfast, and day spa trip generation is contained in the 
6th Edition of ITE's Trip Generation handbook.  The hourly parking accumulation assumptions for the 
proposed project's component uses were taken directly from the "Shared Parking" publication by the 
Urban Land Institute (ULI),4 which documents shared parking research conducted across the country.  
The parking analysis assumptions and initial seasonal parking calculations are included in Appendix C to 
this Draft EIR.   

Response to Comment 28.2:  The Draft EIR and Traffic Study did not assume traffic impacts would be 
confined to the study intersections.  Crain & Associates, in conjunction with the City of Manhattan Beach 
traffic engineering consultant, CAJA staff, and input provided by individuals during the public scoping 
process, identified a total of 16 study intersections in the vicinity of the project site to be analyzed with 
regard to the potential traffic impacts of the proposed project.  These 16 study intersections represent a 
sampling of the most direct routes into and out of the project area.  As such they are expected to be most 
directly impacted by project-related traffic and represent the traffic impacts of the proposed project.  With 
regard to the project traffic volumes distribution percentages are provided in Figure 27 on page 132 of the 
Draft EIR.  The intersection of Manhattan Beach Boulevard & Morningside Drive was identified as one 
of the study intersections and was analyzed in the Draft EIR.   

                                                      

3  Interim Materials on Highway Capacity, Circular Number 212, Transportation Research Board, Washington, 
D.C., 1980. 

4  Shared Parking, Urban Land Institute, Washington D.C., 1983. 
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Response to Comment 28.3: Comment noted.  Neighborhood traffic impacts were discussed in the Draft 
EIR on page 157.  As stated in the Draft EIR, the assessment of neighborhood “cut through” traffic was 
not based on the assumption that residents were “not capable” of finding a shortcut to the project site by 
finding alternate routes through the residential neighborhood.  Rather, the analysis was predicated on the 
fact that “cut through traffic would not benefit from cutting through the residential neighborhood east of 
Ardmore Avenue.”  As a result of the existing roadway configurations (12th Street, 13th Street, and 14th 
Street do not provide access to the project site) a direct route to the project site is not available to vehicles 
who cut through the residential neighborhood.  Vehicles traveling westbound on 12th Street, 13th Street, 
or 14th Street are required to turn right (northbound) on Ardmore Avenue which is a one way northbound 
street to 15th Street.  Then, to access the site vehicles would be required to turn west on 15th Street or 
make a u-turn on Valley Drive.  As a result, for drivers who are familiar with the street system, this would 
not be an attractive route to the project site because of the additional turns and redirections that are 
required to access the site.   
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Response to Comment Letter 29 

 

Mary Morigaki  

Mary.baldwintravel@wspan.com 

 

Response to Comment 29.1:  This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision 
makers for their consideration.   
 



February 2001  City of Manhattan Beach 

 

 

 
 
 
IV.  Responses to Comments  Civic Center/Metlox Development Project 
Page IV-90  Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) 
 

Response to Comment Letter 30 

 

Phillip Reardon 
1412 Laurel Avenue 

Manhattan Beach CA 90266 
 

Response to Comment 30.1:  Comment noted.   

Response to Comment 30.2:  The reference to 57,00 square feet is in regard to the total square footage of 
the Public Safety Facility.  There is no reference to building footprint anywhere on the page.   

Response to Comment 30.3:  The purpose of the discussion on page 15 of the Draft EIR is to present a 
summary statement of the areas of controversy.  The significance criteria for defining a significant traffic 
impact is defined in Section V.F., of the Draft EIR. See page 145.   

Response to Comment 30.4:  Highland Avenue is not intended to be widened at 13th Street.  To mitigate 
the impacts at this intersection, the DEIR suggests several options, including installation of a traffic 
signal, restricting left turns from southbound Highland to eastbound 13th Street, or converting 13th Street 
to a one-way street in the eastbound direction.  On southbound Highland Avenue at 13th Street there is 
only one lane, which is a combination through/left-turn lane.  There are no right turns because 13th Street 
west of Highland is a walk street.  On southbound Highland Avenue at Manhattan Beach Boulevard there 
is a left-turn lane and a combination through/right-turn lane.  No additional lanes are proposed in the 
DEIR at either of these intersections. 



City of Manhattan Beach  February 2001 

 

 

 
 
Civic Center/Metlox Development Project IV.  Responses to Comments 
Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) Page IV-91 
 

Response to Comment Letter 31 

 

Bruce & Loretta Summers  
333 11th Street  

Manhattan Beach CA 90266 
 

Response to Comment 31.1:  This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision 
makers for their consideration.   

Response to Comment 31.2:  The recommended traffic mitigation measures are aimed at reducing traffic 
impacts.  The Draft EIR acknowledges that secondary impacts of implementing these measures and notes 
that such measures may by implemented at the discretion of the decision makers after considering the 
secondary impacts (i.e., loss of street parking, sidewalk space, hardscape amenities etc.).  This comment 
is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration.   
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Response to Comment Letter 32 

 

Dottie and Ed Taylor 
205 15th Street  

Manhattan Beach, CA 90266 
Beetle98mb@yahoo.com 

 

Response to Comment 32.1:  Comment noted. 

 

Response to Comment 32.2:  This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision 
makers for their consideration.   
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Response to Comment Letter 33 

 

William Victor 
P.O. Box 24A72 

Los Angeles, CA 90024 
 

Response to Comment 33.1:  This is the only letter received from William Victor.  This letter and all of 
the other comment letters herein are a part of the administrative record and will be forwarded to the 
decision makers for their consideration.   

Response to Comment 33.2:  This comment is not directed towards the EIR or adequacy of 
environmental review.  No response is required. 

Response to Comment 33.3:  This comment is not directed towards the EIR or adequacy of 
environmental review.  This letter and all of the other comment letters herein are a part of the 
administrative record and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration.   

Response to Comment 33.4:  This comment is not directed towards the EIR or adequacy of 
environmental review for this project.  No response is required. 

Response to Comment 33.5:  CEQA does not require the Draft EIR to be copied and distributed to any 
individual who requests it.  Rather, CEQA Guidelines require the EIR be made available for public 
review.  The Draft EIR and Appendices, including all of the CMA calculation worksheets of the Traffic 
Impact Analysis were made available for public review at the City of Manhattan Beach Community 
Development Department, and the Public Library.  The Draft EIR was also posted on the City of 
Manhattan Beach’s official website.  The Draft EIR was noticed, distributed, and made available in 
accordance with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft environmental documents, 
pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act.  Please refer to the Governor’s Office of Planning 
and Research State Clearinghouse letter, identified as Comment Letter 1, herein. 

Response to Comment 33.6:  Acknowledging numerous requests by interested individuals, the City 
retained Economics Research Associates (ERA) to conduct an economic analysis to determine the 
projects draw from surrounding businesses.  As provided in the CEQA Guidelines (Section 15131) 
economic or social information may be included in an EIR or may be presented in whatever form the 
agency desires.  Additionally, CEQA provides that economic or social effects of a project shall not be 
treated as significant effects on the environment.   

Based on the characteristics of the proposed project and preliminary consultation with the economic 
analysts, the environmental consultants and City Planning Staff concluded the economic impacts of the 
proposed project would not be significant enough to induce substantial physical environmental changes to 
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the Downtown area.  Notwithstanding this determination, the City decided to pursue a project specific 
economic report, separately and outside of the scope of the EIR to satisfy the public interest and provide 
additional information to the decision makers.  This analysis is available for review at the City of 
Manhattan Beach’s Community Development counter and is available to the public.  While the Economic 
analysis is not a apart of the Draft EIR, is a part of the administrative record and will be forwarded to the 
decision makers for their consideration.   

The 45-day review period was provided in accordance with CEQA statute and Guidelines.   

Response to Comment 33.7:  Consistency with the Coastal Act requirements and the Local Coastal 
Program (LCP) is discussed in Section V.C., Land Use, beginning on page 89 of the Draft EIR.  
Additional analysis was provided in response to the California Coastal Commissions Comments provided 
in Comment Letter 2.  This analysis did not reveal any significant impacts with regard to the project’s 
consistency with the LCP or any of other CCC policy.  With regard to the project’s consistency with the 
LCP Policies 1.A.2., and 1.A.1 (access to coastal resources) no public roads or accessways will be 
blocked by the proposed project.  Rather, the project proposes to dedicate a 13th Street extension through 
the property to provide through access between Morningside Drive and Valley Drive.  This improvement 
is expected to improve traffic circulation on the surrounding roadways.  In addition, several access 
driveways for the proposed parking structures are proposed to facilitate ingress and egress to the site and 
to provide efficient traffic flow through the area.  As such the project is consistent with these policies.  
(See Table IV-1 on page IV-8). 

Response to Comment 33.8:  It would be infeasible to analyze every intersection in the City of 
Manhattan Beach within the scope of the Traffic Impact Analysis for the proposed project.  Therefore 
representative intersections are selected to best represent traffic impact on the entire roadway system.  
The project’s traffic analysis analyzed 16 study intersections, one of which was intersection of Manhattan 
Beach Boulevard and Manhattan Drive.  The intersection of Manhattan Beach Boulevard and Ocean drive 
was not included as a study intersection because it does not directly access the project site and would not 
be a highly traveled route to the project site.  Since Ocean Drive runs parallel and closest to the Beach, 
traffic volumes from the west are limited to residents of that immediate area and from vehicles traveling 
from the south.  The project’s impact to the Ocean Avenue/Manhattan Beach Boulevard intersection 
would be less than that anticipated for the Manhattan Beach Boulevard/Manhattan Avenue intersection 
because: (1) it is located farther away from the project site and (2) not all vehicles traveling on Ocean 
Drive are project-related trips.   

 

Response to Comment 33.9:  Actual summer traffic counts were taken during peak hours between July 
13 and July 16, 2000.  As discussed in the Draft EIR, the summer and winter weekday counts were 
conducted during the AM and PM peak-hour periods.  Weekday counts were gathered manually from 
7:00 AM to 9:00 AM and 4:00 PM to 6:00 PM.  Summer Saturday and Sunday counts were collected 
between 1 :00 PM and 5:00 PM on a typical summer weekend.  Count personnel counted the number of 
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vehicles at each of the 16 study intersections making each possible turning movement.  The peak hour 
volume for each intersection was then determined by finding the four highest consecutive 15-minute 
volumes for all movements combined.  This method provides a "worst case" scenario, as it calculates the 
peak hour for each intersection independent of all other intersections.   

Response to Comment 33.10:  The project is has been designed and planned as a pedestrian oriented 
commercial development that will integrate the commercial uses of the Metlox site with the Civic Center 
through wide walkways and gathering plazas.  The project also proposes increased building setbacks 
resulting in wider sidewalk areas along Manhattan Beach Boulevard.  In addition, while it is expected that 
the project will increase pedestrian activity on site and within the Downtown Commercial District, some 
of the existing the pedestrian flow at Manhattan Beach and Morningside Drive, will be diverted to 13th 
Street, which is proposed to provide through access from Morningside Drive and Valley Drive.  The 
additional traffic volumes would not significantly impact the existing conditions.   

Response to Comment 33.11:  The Traffic Study prepared for the project did not rely on any previous 
studies to establish the baseline (existing) traffic conditions.  Winter Traffic counts were conducted in 
December 1999.   Summer traffic counts were taken during peak hours between July 13 and July 16, 
2000.   

Response to Comment 33.12:  As provided in the CEQA Guidelines (Section 15131) economic or social 
information may be included in an EIR or may be presented in whatever form the agency desires.  
Additionally, CEQA provides that economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as 
significant effects on the environment.  The Economic Impact Report prepared for the proposed project is 
available for review at the City of Manhattan Beach’s Community Development counter, Public Library, 
and is available to the public.  While the Economic analysis is not a part of the Draft EIR, is a part of the 
administrative record and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration.   

Response to Comment 33.13:  The proposed parking lots and subterranean parking garages will be 
constructed in accordance with all applicable laws and regulations, including the American’s With 
Disabilities Act (ADA).  The commentor is incorrect in summarizing the findings of the Parking 
Analysis.  The proposed project provide enough parking for all of its employees and visitors on-site.  Off 
site remote parking lot employee parking program was provided as a mitigation measure to further 
increase parking availability for a shared parking program with the remainder of the Commercial 
Downtown District. However, this program is not required to mitigate a significant impact.   

 

Response to Comment 33.14:  The proposed project is not designed or planned to serve as a regional 
draw venue.  With the exception of the 40-room Bed and Breakfast Inn, all of the proposed uses are 
community serving uses aimed at attracting a local, not regional crowd.  The issues referenced by the 
commentor (i.e., traffic, public safety, soil contamination, construction impacts) are addressed within the 
scope of the Draft EIR.   
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Response to Comment 33.15:  Economic impacts and business competition are outside the scope of this 
EIR.  However it should be notes that two of the project objectives include the following: (1) To keep 
new commercial development at a low-scale and architecturally compatible with the Downtown area; and 
(2) To provide a mix of unique local serving commercial tenants who will compliment and not compete 
with, the existing Downtown uses.  Accordingly, it is not the intent of the project to economically 
overshadow the Downtown Business District.  Rather it was anticipated from the onset that the proposed 
project would result in a beneficial economic impact on surrounding businesses because the project would 
provide an attractive low scale commercial project on an vacant property in a prominent location – at a 
major gateway to the Downtown District.  Acknowledging numerous requests by interested individuals, 
the City retained Economics Research Associates (ERA) to conduct an economic analysis to determine 
the projects draw from surrounding businesses.  This analysis is available for review at the City of 
Manhattan Beach’s Community Development counter, Public Library,  and is available to the public.  
While the Economic analysis is not a apart of the Draft EIR, is a part of the administrative record and will 
be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration.   

Response to Comment 33.16:  The Draft EIR was noticed, distributed, and made available in a timely 
manner and in accordance with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft environmental 
documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act.  Please refer to the Governor’s Office 
of Planning and Research State Clearinghouse letter, identified as Comment Letter 1, herein. 

Response to Comment 33.17: The proposed project’s potential environmental impacts on water quality 
are addressed in Section V.G., Hydrology/Water Quality, beginning on page 161 of the Draft EIR.  
Potential project impacts upon sewer services and infrastructure were addressed in Section VI, General 
Impact Categories, Impacts Determined to be Less Than Significant.  Visual Impacts were addressed in 
Section V.A. Aesthetics (Views).  Consistency with the LCP was addressed in Section V.C., Land Use.    
With regard to cumulative noise impact associated with the LAX Master Plan, the 65 CNEL dBA noise 
contour related to LAX operations terminates approximately 2.5 miles north of the area that may be 
affected by the proposed project.   In addition, the preferred alternative of the LAX Master Plan does not 
entail adding, nor extending, any southern runways. 
 

Response to Comment 33.18:  The Draft EIR was noticed, distributed, and made available in a timely 
manner and in accordance with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft environmental 
documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act.  Please refer to the Governor’s Office 
of Planning and Research State Clearinghouse letter, identified as Comment Letter 1, herein.  In addition, 
it should be noted for the record that the Draft EIR was posted on the City of Manhattan Beach’s official 
website within three days from the beginning of the public review period.   

Response to Comment 33.19:  Mr. William Victor is on the project mailing list and will continue to be 
advised of future project-related public meetings.  This letter and all of the other comment letters herein 
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are a part of the administrative record and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their 
consideration.   
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Response to Comment Letter 34 

 

Marijo Walsh 
1315 17th Street 

Manhattan Beach, CA 
 

Response to Comment 34.1:  The proposed project would provide a sufficient number of spaces to 
satisfy the parking demands of the employees and customers of the on-site uses.  There would also be 
some excess spaces that would be available to the general public to partially accommodate the overflow 
parking demands of nearby uses.  This surplus of parking supply is anticipated to minimize the 
occurrence of parking intrusion in the surrounding residential neighborhoods.  It is acknowledged, 
however, that if the on-site parking spaces are pay spaces, that some employees and customers would 
elect to seek free parking on the nearby unrestricted residential streets.  For this reason, the Draft EIR 
recommended  that the City consider establishing an employee parking program to alleviate parking 
impacts on the Downtown Commercial District as a mitigation measure.  Please refer to page 160 of the 
Draft EIR (third bullet point).  To ensure implementation of this mitigation measure, it will be rewritten in 
the Final EIR and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting program as follows: 

“Employee parking programs shall be required for the Metlox commercial establishments to 
alleviate the parking demands within the Downtown Commercial District.  Potential mitigation 
options may include satellite parking programs and/or providing tandem parking stalls 
designated for employees only.”   

Response to Comment 34.2:  Traffic impacts at Sepulveda Boulevard and Rosecrans Avenue, and the 
Pacific Coast Highway and Artesia Boulevard/Gould Avenue intersections, which are more than one and 
½ miles from the project site, were addressed in the Draft EIR with regard to whether a CMP analysis was 
required.  The Traffic Study estimated that the project would add at most five peak-hour trips to either 
intersection.  This is well below the 50-trip threshold which requires a CMP analysis to be prepared.  
Additionally, no more than 20 project peak-hour trips in one direction are expected to be added to any 
freeway mainline segment, which is significantly less than the 150-trip threshold.  Therefore, no further 
CMP analysis was performed and impacts at these intersections would be less than significant.   

Response to Comment 34.3:  The project trip distribution patterns presented in the Draft EIR (See 
Figure 27 on page 132) are not inconsistent with the qualitative analysis that addressed neighborhood 
traffic impacts or “cut through traffic”.  The analysis does not state or imply that neighborhood streets 
will not be used in route to the proposed project site.  Rather the analysis finds that for vehicles traveling 
to the site from distant locales on the major arterials, neighborhood “cut through” routes to not provide a 
more direct route to the proposed project site.  As such, neighborhood “cut through routes” are not 
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attractive alternative routes in which to access the site.  With regard to residents of the area traveling on 
the residential roadways, it is assumed that they already travel such routes on a day to day basis and 
would occur regardless of whether the project is approved.   

The intersection of 15th Street and Valley Drive/Ardmore Avenue was analyzed with turning movements 
from all directions.  A northbound trip on Ardmore Avenue making a left hand turn on 15th Street was 
included in the traffic impact modeling.  Still, this intersection is not expected to be significantly impacted 
by the proposed project during any of the time periods that were analyzed.   

Response to Comment 34.4:  The intersection of 15th Street and Valley Drive/Ardmore Avenue was 
analyzed in the project traffic analysis. The existing and future without and with project level of service 
was presented in Tables 20 through 23 on pages 154 through 156 of the Draft EIR, respectively.  As 
detailed in the project traffic analysis, this intersection is not expected to be significantly impacted by the 
proposed project during any of the time periods that were analyzed.   

Response to Comment 34.5:  It is acknowledged that the construction activities associated with the 
proposed project would result in temporary parking impacts because existing parking spaces would be 
displaced.  As construction of the Metlox and Civic Center components would occur at different times, 
the parking impacts during construction would not be cumulative and the existing on-site parking spaces 
would not all be displaced simultaneously.  Although details have not yet been developed, it is proposed 
that the construction activities would be phased such that the parking demands would be accommodated 
on site during construction.  One method of achieving this objective would be to first construct about one-
half of the proposed parking facility while maintaining the other half of the lot for parking.  Then, while 
the second half of the parking facility is being constructed, the completed section would be made 
available for parking.  This type of phased construction program could be used to accommodate the needs 
of the existing Civic Center, the merchants, and the construction workers’ vehicles.  While the total 
number of existing parking spaces would not be maintained, the program would minimize parking 
impacts in the surrounding areas.  The loss of the existing parking spaces at the Metlox site is not 
considered to be a project impact because this is a temporary parking facility that is intended to be 
terminated within a year or two regardless of the status of the proposed project.  In general, it is 
anticipated that the construction activities would result in adverse parking impacts, but the impacts would 
be minimized through the use of a phased construction program.  As previously indicated in Response to 
Comment 10.11 the following mitigation measures will be incorporated into the Additions and 
Corrections Section of the Final EIR (See Section II., Additions and Corrections, page II-10).   

“Prior to any construction activities, a Construction Plan shall be submitted for review and 
approval to the City of Manhattan Beach Public Works Department and Community Development 
Department.  Construction Plans shall address parking availability and minimize the loss of 
parking for existing on-site Civic Center operations that will continue to operate throughout the 
construction period.  To minimize potential adverse impacts upon the Downtown Commercial 
District construction workers shall not be permitted to park within in the adjacent public parking 
structures or street parking spaces.  The parking plans shall provide adequate on-site parking 
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areas for construction workers and/or consider providing additional construction parking at off-
site parking lot locations and providing bussing or car-pool services to the construction site.  The 
proposed construction plan shall designate appropriate haul routes into and out of the project 
area.  Truck staging areas shall not be permitted on residential roadways or adjacent to any 
school site.”   

Response to Comment 34.6:  The vehicle trip generation for the outdoor dining areas are included in the 
6,400 square feet of restaurant space.   

Response to Comment 34.7:  As explained in the Draft EIR, during summer months, retail uses 
generally experience a drop in patronage as compared to their peak November/December holiday usage.   

Response to Comment 34.8:  It is beyond the scope of this project to assess the supply and demand of 
parking availability at off-site locations in the Downtown Area.  However, the project parking analysis 
acknowledges a shared parking program is implemented between the Civic Center and Metlox sites and 
the Downtown Commercial District.  The project will provide adequate on-site parking to meet the 
demands of the proposed uses.  Thus, the project will not contribute to any existing parking problems in 
the surrounding area.  Rather, the proposed project will help to alleviate the parking problems by 
providing surplus parking and implementing a shared parking program with the Downtown Commercial 
District.   

Response to Comment 34.9:  The proposed mitigation measure at the intersection of Highland Avenue 
and 15th Street would eliminate parking on the west side of Highland Avenue north of 15th Street to create 
a southbound right-turn lane.  It is not anticipated that the street would have to be widened except for the 
removal/redesign of the choker at the northwest corner of the intersection.  Although design details have 
not yet been prepared, it is anticipated that approximately four or five parking spaces would be 
eliminated. 

Response to Comment 34.10:  With regard to shadow impacts, the shadows cast by the proposed 
structures are not expected to create significant shadow impact on adjacent residential uses.  The nearest 
residential receptors are located to the east across Valley Drive, Ardmore Avenue and the elevated 
parking median, and to the north across 15th Street.  Based on a building height of 30 feet, the maximum 
shadow length cast to the east would be 90 feet at 3:00 p.m. during the winter solstice (December 22).  
Since the distance between the residential homes and the project site is more than 100 feet, shadows from 
project structures would not be cast upon these residences.  The maximum shadow length cast to the north 
would be 48 feet during the winter solstice at noon (December 22).  Since the distance between the 
residential homes and the project site is approximately 50 feet (from curb to curb), shadows from project 
structures would not be cast on these structures.  Therefore, shadow impact would be less than significant.   

With regard to potential shade and shadow impacts, the following discussion has been incorporated into 
the Additions and Corrections Section of the Final EIR: 
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“The proposed project will not impact any sensitive shadow receptors.  Shadow impacts are 
normally considered significant if shadow sensitive uses are shaded by project structures for 
more than three hours between the hours of 9:00 a.m. and 3:00 p.m.  The nearest sensitive shade 
and shadow receptors to the proposed project site are residential structures along the east side of 
Ardmore Avenue and the north side of 15th Street.  The residential structures along Ardmore are 
separated from the project site by Valley Drive, a raised median that is improved with a parking 
lot and landscaped parkway, and Ardmore Avenue.  The total distance separating the project site 
from the residences on Ardmore Avenue (from property line to property line) is over 115 linear 
feet.  These residential structures are topographically situated approximately 10 feet higher than 
the project site.  The residential structures located on the north side of 15th Street are located 
over 100  feet away from the existing Fire and Police Station buildings.   

With the exception of the Lookout Tower, all of the proposed structures would be a maximum of 
30 feet high.  The longest shadow that could be cast from a 30 foot high structure would be 
approximately 91 feet in a eastward direction.5  Given the distance between the project structures 
and any shadow sensitive uses and the distance of the project-related (not including the Lookout 
Tower) shadows, a shadow would not be cast on any shadow sensitive uses.  Therefore, shadow 
impacts from any of the project’s 30 foot high structures would be less than significant. 

The revised height of the proposed Lookout Tower is a maximum of 60 feet in height.  Because 
the site plan is conceptual at this time and may include slight variations prior to final approval, 
the exact location of the Lookout Tower structure can not be determined and evaluated at this 
time.  However, a shadow envelop can be assessed to ensure shadows are not cast on adjacent 
shadow sensitive uses between 9:00 a.m. and 3:00 p.m. on any day.  Using the shadow 
characteristics discussed above, the maximum shadow lengths from a 60 foot structure would be 
approximately 182 feet during the Winter Solstice.  To ensure shadows are not cast upon any 
shadow sensitive uses, the following mitigation measures will be incorporated into the Additions 
and Corrections Section of the Final EIR. 

•  The Lookout Tower shall not exceed a maximum of 60 feet in height as measured from 
the base of the structure to the top of any roof or trellis-type covering.  A flag pole or 
similar architectural feature (i.e., weather vane) shall not extend any more than ten feet 
above the highest roof line of the proposed structure.   

•  To ensure shadows are not cast upon any shadow sensitive use during the hours of 
9:00 a.m. and 3:00 p.m., the location of the Lookout Tower shall be located at least 
182 feet away from any residential property line. “  

                                                      

5  Based on the Winter Solstice (December 22) shadow multiplier of 3.03 times the height of the structure (Shadow 
bearing: 45 degrees East).  City of Los Angeles Draft CEQA Thresholds Guide, Section L3 Shading, Exhibit 
L.3-1.  1995 
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Response to Comment 34.11:  The existing structures in the Downtown Commercial District along 
Morningside Drive and the project site are between 26 and 32 feet in height.  Additionally, numerous 
other existing commercial and residential buildings in the downtown within several blocks of the project 
site are 2 to 4 stories, and 30 feet or more in height, including 316 13th Street, 321 12th Street, 505 
Manhattan Beach Boulevard, 400 Manhattan Beach Boulevard, 228 Manhattan Beach Boulevard, 333 
11th Street and 1035 Morningside Drive, 325 11th Street, and 1000 Highland Avenue.  Excluding the 
Lookout Tower, the proposed height for the Metlox Development will not exceed 30 feet.  Because the 
size and scale of the proposed development will be consistent with the existing structures within the 12th 
Street view corridor, the project was considered to be consistent with the adjacent built environment.  In 
addition, as stated in the developers proposal to the City, the buildings on the Metlox block will be 
designed to respect and enhance the eclectic mix of architecture in downtown.  Each building will be 
designed with its own look and feel so that the Metlox Block’s buildings mirror the natural evolution of 
Downtown and reference Downtown’s building history and heritage. 

Response to Comment 34.12:  As mentioned on page 180 under “Nuisance Noise Impacts”, and 
illustrated in the Figure 5 “Conceptual Site Plan” on page 33 of the Draft EIR, the Town Square portion 
of the proposed project would be substantially enclosed by surrounding buildings.  These buildings will 
effectively serve as a sound barrier, and can be expected to reduce sound levels by at least 10 dBA (Leq) 
at receptor areas located outside the venue.   

In an effort to ensure that potential long-term operational noise impacts related to outdoor activities 
(mentioned above) that may occur at the Town Square venue are sufficiently addressed, the following 
additional mitigation measures have been prescribed: 

•  “An annual City permit in accordance with Chapter 4.20 of the MBMC shall be required prior to 
the installation/setup of any temporary, or permanent, PA or sound system. 

•  The maximum allowable sound level shall be in conformance with Chapter 5.48 of the MBMC.   

•  Based on a review of construction documents prepared for the proposed project, a licensed 
acoustical engineer shall determine the type of construction materials for the Bed and Breakfast 
Inn (i.e., window, door, wall insulation material, weather-stripping, etc.) to ensure an interior 
noise level of no greater than 45 dBA (Leq) when sirens are in use.  A Certificate of Occupancy 
shall not be issued for the proposed Inn until the 45 dBA (Leq) interior noise level performance 
standard, when sirens are in use, is met.” 

Response to Comment 34.13:  With regard to the Lookout Tower feature proposed for the Metlox 
property, the project applicant has provided additional information to clarify this project feature.  The 
revised description of the proposed Lookout Tower has been more clearly defined and limiting to include 
a structure that will be no larger than 20 by 20 feet at its base extending to a maximum height of 60 feet.  
A flag pole or similar architectural feature (i.e., weather vane) may extend above the 60 foot height, but 
shall not extend more than ten feet above the highest roof line of the tower structure.  The intent of the 
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Lookout Tower is aimed at providing a signature architectural feature for the project in the form of a 
tower structure that will provide public views of the pier, beach, ocean and other local landmarks in the 
Downtown area.  Although the preliminary architectural illustrations of the project depicted in the Draft 
EIR are not exact, the general aesthetic effect can be realized (See Draft EIR, Figures 6, 7, 20 and 21 on 
pages 34, 37, 64, and 65).  As depicted in the illustrations, the Lookout Tower includes an open trellised 
patio cover element at the top of the structure.  The trellised patio cover is considered a structural 
component of the Lookout Tower which will not exceed the proposed 60 foot height.  Approval of a 
height variance or other discretionary application will still be required for the Lookout Tower.  Additional 
mitigation measures have been incorporated into the Final EIR to clarify and limit the design and 
placement of this project feature.  

The proposed Lookout Tower is not proposed or envisioned as an architectural element that will 
“compete” with the Manhattan Beach pier.  While the feature will provide a unique architectural element 
to identify the Metlox site as the gateway into the Downtown District it will also provide public views of 
the pier, beach, ocean and other local landmarks in the Downtown area.   

Response to Comment 34.14:  The plans for the bed and breakfast use provided by the developer 
included a +/- 40 Room Bed and Breakfast style in with approximately 30,780 square feet.  The scale of 
the bed and breakfast building does not appear inconsistent or disproportionate with the number of rooms 
proposed, given an average developed floor area of 780 square feet per room.  This are would also be 
inclusive of lobby, hallways, and kitchen areas.  Breakfast is the only meal that will be provided within 
this use.  A full service restaurant is not envisioned or proposed as part of the bed and breakfast use.  
These comments are noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their 
consideration.   
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V.  MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

INTRODUCTION 
 
This section reflects the mitigation monitoring and reporting program (MMRP) requirements of Public 
Resources Code section 21081.6.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15097 states: 

 

“… In order to ensure that the mitigation measures and project revisions identified in the 
EIR or negative declaration are implemented, the public agency shall adopt a program 
for monitoring or reporting on the revisions which it has required in the project and the 
measures it has imposed to mitigate or avoid significant environmental effects. A public 
agency may delegate reporting or monitoring responsibilities to another public agency or 
to a private entity which accepts the delegation; however, until mitigation measures have 
been completed the lead agency remains responsible for ensuring that implementation of 
the mitigation measures occurs in accordance with the program.” 

 

ENFORCEMENT 
 

In accordance with CEQA, the primary responsibility for making determinations with respect to potential 
environmental effects rests with the lead agency rather than the Monitor or preparer of the EIR.  As such, 
the City of Manhattan Beach, Community Development Department is identified as the enforcement 
agency for this Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. 

 

PROGRAM MODIFICATION 
 
After review and approval by the lead agency, minor changes to the MMRP are permitted but can only be 
made by the Applicant with the approval of the Director of the Community Development Department.  
No deviations from this program will be permitted unless the MMRP continues to satisfy the 
requirements of Section 21081.6 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), as determined by 
the Lead Agency.   
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 
 

The organization of the MMRP follows the subsection formatting style as presented within Section V, 
Environmental Impact Analysis, of the Draft EIR.  Subsections of all of the environmental chapters 
presented in the Draft EIR are provided below in subsections A through H, respectively.  For issue areas 
where no mitigation measures were recommended, the MMRP is noted accordingly.  Where mitigation 
measures are provided, they have been numbered sequentially, beginning at number 1 within each 
respective subsection.  For example mitigation measures recommended in Section V.A, Aesthetics of the 
Draft EIR are identified herein as Mitigation Measures A-1, A-2, A-3, etc.  Immediately following each 
mitigation measure, the Implementation Phase, Monitoring Phase, and Enforcement Agency is identified.  
All departmental references are assumed to be that of the City of Manhattan Beach unless otherwise 
noted. 
 

A. AESTHETICS/VIEWS 
 
The project shall be developed in conformance with the following City of Manhattan Beach Downtown 
Design Guidelines: 
 

1. Where feasible, incorporate landscaped areas into new development and existing development.  
Such landscaped areas could utilize window boxes and similar landscape amenities.  Landscaping 
should be designed to enhance and accentuate the architecture of the development.   

 
Implementation Phase: Pre-Construction, Construction  
Monitoring Phase: Plan Check Approval, Certificate of Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Community Development Department 

 
2. Signs should be designed at a scale appropriate to the desired village character of downtown.  The 

size and location of signs should be appropriate to the specific business.   Pre-packaged 
"corporate" signs should be modified to a scale and location appropriate to the desired village 
character of downtown Manhattan Beach.  Signs should not block, or obliterate, design details of 
the building upon which they are placed.  Pedestrian oriented signage is encouraged.  Such signs 
may be located on entry awnings, directly above business entrances, and "hanging signs" located 
adjacent to entrances.   

 
Implementation Phase: Pre-Construction, Construction 
Monitoring Phase: Plan Check Approval, Certificate of Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Community Development Department 
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3. Low level ambient night lighting shall be incorporated into the site plans to minimize the effects 

of light and glare on adjacent properties. 
 

Implementation Phase: Pre-Construction, Construction 
Monitoring Phase: Plan Check Approval, Certificate of Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Community Development Department, Police Department 
 

4.  The Lookout Tower shall not exceed a maximum of 60 feet in height as measured from the base of 
the structure to the top of any roof or trellis-type covering.  A flag pole or similar architectural 
feature (i.e., weather vane) shall not extend any more than ten feet above the highest roof line of 
the proposed structure.   

 
Implementation Phase: Pre-Construction, Construction 
Monitoring Phase: Plan Check Approval, Certificate of Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Community Development Department 

 
5. To ensure shadows are not cast upon any shadow sensitive use during the hours of 9:00 a.m. and 

3:00 p.m., the location of the Lookout Tower shall be located at least 182 feet away from any 
residential property line. 

 

Implementation Phase: Plan Approval, Construction 
Monitoring Phase: Plan Check Approval, Certificate of Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Community Development Department 
 

B. Air Quality 
 

1. The construction area and vicinity (500-foot radius) shall be swept and watered at least twice 
daily.   

Implementation Phase: Construction 
Monitoring Phase: Construction  
Enforcement Agency: Building and Safety Division 
2. Site-wetting shall occur often enough to maintain a 10 percent surface soil moisture content 

throughout all site grading and excavation activity. 

 



February 2001   City of Manhattan Beach 

 

 

 
 
V.  Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program Civic Center/Metlox Development 
Page V-4 Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) 
 
 

Implementation Phase: Construction 
Monitoring Phase: Construction  
Enforcement Agency: Building and Safety Division 
 

3. All haul trucks shall either be covered or maintained with two feet of free board. 

 
Implementation Phase: Construction 
Monitoring Phase: Construction  
Enforcement Agency: Building and Safety Division 
 

4. All haul trucks shall have a capacity of no less than 14 cubic yards. 

 
Implementation Phase: Construction 
Monitoring Phase: Construction  
Enforcement Agency: Building and Safety Division 
 

5. All unpaved parking or staging areas shall be watered at least four times daily. 
 

Implementation Phase: Construction 
Monitoring Phase: Construction  
Enforcement Agency: Building and Safety Division 

 
6. Site access points shall be swept/washed within thirty minutes of visible dirt deposition. 

 
Implementation Phase: Construction 
Monitoring Phase: Construction  
Enforcement Agency: Building and Safety Division 

 
7. On-site stockpiles of debris, dirt, or rusty material shall be covered or watered at least twice daily. 

 
Implementation Phase: Construction 
Monitoring Phase: Construction  
Enforcement Agency: Building and Safety Division 

 
8. Operations on any unpaved surfaces shall be suspended when winds exceed 25 mph. 
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Implementation Phase: Construction 
Monitoring Phase: Construction  
Enforcement Agency: Building and Safety Division 

 
9. Car-pooling for construction workers shall be encouraged. 

 
Implementation Phase: Construction 
Monitoring Phase: Construction  
Enforcement Agency: Building and Safety Division 

 
 

C. LAND USE 
 
With procurement of the necessary land use entitlements (i.e., either a Development Agreement or a 
Master Land Use Permit) land use impacts associated with the proposed project would be less than 
significant and no mitigation measures are required or recommended. 
 

D. PUBLIC SAFETY 
 
Although no significant impacts upon public safety (police services) have been identified, the following 
mitigation measures shall be implemented to further reduce the risk to public safety.   

 

1. Prior to the issuance of building permits, project site plans should be subject to review by the 
MBPD and MBFD.  All recommendations made by the MBPD and MBFD relative to public 
safety (e.g. emergency access) should be incorporated into conditions of project approval (i.e., 
Master Use Permit or Development Agreement).   

 
Implementation Phase: Pre-Construction 
Monitoring Phase: Plan Check Approval, Certificate of Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency:  Police Department, Fire Department 

 
2.   Prior to the approval of the final site plan and issuance of each building permit, the project 

applicant shall submit plans to the MBPD for review and approval for the purpose of 
incorporating safety measures in the project design, including the concept of crime prevention 
through environmental design (i.e., building design, circulation, site planning, and lighting of 
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parking structure and parking areas). ·Design considerations should include an evaluation of 
electronic surveillance systems, emergency call boxes and lighting systems in addition to 
architectural elements that allow direct vertical and horizontal views outside of the structure. 

 

Implementation Phase: Pre-Construction 
Monitoring Phase: Plan Check Approval, Certificate of Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Police Department 
 

3.   The provision of an on-site valet attendant and/or patrol by private security officers during 
operation of the project shall be considered at peak parking demand times, as needed.  This 
mitigation measure shall be incorporated into the conditions of project approval (i.e., Master Land 
Use Permit or Development Agreement) at the discretion of the City Council.   

 
Implementation Phase: Operation 
Monitoring Phase: Operation 
Enforcement Agency: Community Development Department, Police Department 

 
 

E. RISK OF UPSET 
 
Potential impacts associated with the release of potentially hazardous substances during demolition 
activities can be mitigated to a level of insignificance by the following mitigation measure: 
 

1. Comprehensive surveys for asbestos containing materials (ACMs), lead based paint, and Poly 
Chlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs) shall be conducted by a registered environmental assessor for each 
existing on-site structure to be demolished or renovated under the proposed project.  ACMs, lead 
based paint, or PCBs found in any structures shall be stabilized and/or removed and disposed of in 
accordance with applicable laws and regulations including, but not limited to, SCAQMD Rule 
1403 and Cal OSHA requirements. 

 
Implementation Phase: Pre-Construction, Construction 
Monitoring Phase: Plan Check Approval, Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Building and Safety Division 

 
2. If during construction of the project, soil contamination is suspected, construction in the area 

should stop and appropriate Health and Safety procedures should be implemented.  The 
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Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) Voluntary Cleanup Program (VCP) should be 
contacted at (818) 551-2866 to provide the appropriate regulatory oversight. 

 
Implementation Phase: Construction 
Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Building and Safety Division 

 
 

F. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 
 
REQUIRED MITIGATION MEASURES 
 

The following traffic-related mitigation measures are required to mitigate potentially significant project-
related traffic impacts: 

 

1. Prior to any construction activities, a Construction Plan shall be submitted for review and 
approval to the City of Manhattan Beach Public Works Department and Community 
Development Department.  Construction Plans shall address parking availability and minimize 
the loss of parking for existing on-site Civic Center operations that will continue to operate 
throughout the construction period.  To minimize potential adverse impacts upon the Downtown 
Commercial District construction workers shall not be permitted to park within in the adjacent 
public parking structures or street parking spaces.  The parking plans shall provide adequate on-
site parking areas for construction workers and/or consider providing additional construction 
parking at off-site parking lot locations and providing bussing or car-pool services to the 
construction site.  The proposed construction plan shall designate appropriate haul routes into 
and out of the project area.  Truck staging areas shall not be permitted on residential roadways 
or adjacent to any school site.   

Implementation Phase: Pre-Construction, Construction 
Monitoring Phase: Plan Check Approval, Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Community Development Department, Public Works Department 

 

2. Manhattan Beach Blvd. & Sepulveda Blvd. -Contribute to the installation of dual left-turn lanes 
in the northbound and eastbound directions. 

 
Implementation Phase: Construction 
Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction, Plan Check Approval 
Enforcement Agency: Community Development Department, Department of Public Works 
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3.  Highland Avenue & 13th Street -Install a two-phase signal at this intersection if warranted based 

on actual traffic counts taken after the project is developed. The implementation of peak-hour 
southbound left-turn restrictions at this intersection is another option to mitigate project impacts as 
this restriction would improve traffic flow through this intersection, as it would reduce northbound 
through and southbound left-turn conflicts, and allow for the free flow of southbound traffic.  In 
addition, the conversion of 13th Street to a one-way eastbound scheme is another option.   

 
Implementation Phase: Post-Occupancy 
Monitoring Phase: Project Approval, Post Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: City Council, Community Development Department, 

Department of Public Works 

 
4.   Manhattan Beach Blvd. & Valley Drive/Ardmore Ave. -Install a dual southbound left-turn lane at 

this intersection at such a time that two left turn lanes are warranted based on actual traffic 
counts. 

 
Implementation Phase: Post-Occupancy  
Monitoring Phase: Post-Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: City Council, Community Development Department, 

Department of Public Works 

 

5. The City Traffic Engineer shall conduct secondary “post-project” traffic assessments at the 
intersections of Highland Avenue & 13th Street, and Manhattan Beach Boulevard & Valley 
Drive/Ardmore Avenue to determine the actual traffic impacts of the proposed project.  Should 
the results of this assessment verify significant impacts are realized, the mitigation measures 
recommended in the Draft EIR, or measures of equivalent effectiveness shall be implemented. 

 

Implementation Phase: Post-Occupancy, within 1 year of 80% Occupancy Rate 
Monitoring Phase: Post-Occupancy, within 1 year of 80% Occupancy Rate 
Enforcement Agency: Community Development Department, Department of Public Works, 

 City Council 

 

6. An employee parking program shall be required for the Metlox commercial establishments to 
alleviate the parking demands within the Downtown Commercial District.  Potential mitigation 
options may include satellite parking programs and/or providing tandem parking stalls designated 
for employees only. 
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Implementation Phase:  Post Occupancy, On-going Project Operation 
Monitoring Phase:  Post Occupancy, On-going Project Operation 
Enforcement Agency:      Community Development Department 

 

DISCRETIONARY CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL  
 
The City of Manhattan Beach area roadway system currently makes full use of the available rights-of-
way.  The streets are currently either fully utilized for either travel lanes, turn channelization, or on-street 
parking.  In addition, the parkways also contain pedestrian and landscape resources that contribute to the 
aesthetic character of the Downtown Commercial District.  A review of the locations which would have 
significant traffic impacts during one or more time periods shows that physically improving the roadways 
to provide additional traffic capacity would require the removal of other amenities (i.e., loss of street 
parking, sidewalk streetscape and landscape features).  Because of these secondary impacts, 
implementation of the following mitigation measures are contingent and should be implemented at the 
discretion of the City Council.   

 
7. Highland Avenue & 15th Street -Widen Highland Avenue north of 15th Street and remove on-

street parking to provide a southbound right-turn only lane.  This improvement would be subject 
to the approval of the City Council. 

 

Implementation Phase: Pre-Construction, Construction 
Monitoring Phase: Plan Check Approval 
Enforcement Agency: City Council, Community Development Department, 

Public Works Department 
 

8.   Highland Avenue and Manhattan Beach Boulevard –Potential mitigation measures for this impact 
require the widening of the roadway to provide for additional capacity.  This widening may 
require the acquisition of additional right-of-way and the removal of existing amenities.  This 
improvement would be subject to the approval of the City Council as it may not be feasible. 

 
Implementation Phase: Pre-Construction, Construction 
Monitoring Phase: Plan Check Approval 
Enforcement Agencies:   City Council, Community Development Department, 

Department of Public Works 
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RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 
 

Although the proposed project will meet the shared parking demand anticipated for the planned 
development, the following parking mitigation measures are recommended to further increase parking 
availability on the project site, reduce traffic congestion, and to promote shared parking within the 
Downtown Commercial District: 

 
9. Valet parking operations should be considered during peak demand times, as needed.  Valet 

parking operations should utilize tandem parking methods within the parking garage(s) to increase 
parking availability for the project site. 

 
Implementation Phase: Post Occupancy, On-going Project Operation 
Monitoring Phase: Post Occupancy, Ongoing Project Operation 
Enforcement Agency: Community Development Department 

 

 
G. HYDROLOGY/WATER QUALITY 
 

The following mitigation measures would ensure water quality impacts would be less than significant: 
 

1. The project shall comply with the requirements of the National Pollution Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) General Permit for stormwater discharge.  Such compliance shall include 
submittal of a drainage plan to the City of Manhattan Beach Department of Public Works in 
accordance with the minimum applicable requirements set forth in the Los Angeles County 
Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP).   

 

Implementation Phase: Pre-Construction, Construction 
Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction, Plan Check Approval, Grading Permit Approval 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works, Building and Safety Division 

 
2. Design criteria for the project should, to the extent feasible, minimize direct runoff to the adjacent 

streets and alleys by directing runoff from roofs and impervious surfaces to landscaped areas.  In 
addition to reducing runoff volumes, due to infiltration into the soil, landscaped areas may also 
filter some pollutants from stormwater, such as particulate matter and sediment. 
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Implementation Phase: Pre-Construction, Construction 
Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction, Grading Permit Approval 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works, Building and Safety Division 
 

3. Commercial trash enclosures must be covered so that rainwater cannot enter the enclosure and the 
trash enclosure must be connected to the sanitary sewer system. 

 
Implementation Phase: Pre-Construction, Construction 
Monitoring Phase: Plan Check Approval 
Enforcement Agency: Community Development Department, Department of Public Works 

 
 

H. NOISE 
 
The following mitigation measures are recommended to reduce noise impacts during the construction 
phases of the proposed project: 
 

1. Use noise control devices, such as equipment mufflers, enclosures, and barriers.  

 
Implementation Phase: Construction 
Monitoring Phase: Plan Check Approval, Construction 
Enforcement Agency:  Community Development Department, Building and Safety Division 
 

2. Erect a temporary sound barrier of no less than six feet in height around the construction site 
perimeter before commencement of construction activity.  This barrier shall remain in place 
throughout the construction period. 

 
Implementation Phase: Construction 
Monitoring Phase: Plan Check Approval, Construction 
Enforcement Agency:  Community Development Department, Building and Safety Division 
 

3. Stage construction operations as far from noise sensitive uses as possible. 

 
Implementation Phase: Construction 
Monitoring Phase: Plan Check Approval, Construction 
Enforcement Agency:  Community Development Department, Building and Safety Division 
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4. Avoid residential areas when planning haul truck routes. 

 
Implementation Phase: Construction 
Monitoring Phase: Plan Check Approval, Construction 
Enforcement Agency:  Community Development Department, Building and Safety Division 

 
5. Maintain all sound-reducing devices and restrictions throughout the construction period. 

 
Implementation Phase: Construction 
Monitoring Phase: Plan Check Approval, Construction 
Enforcement Agency:  Community Development Department, Building and Safety Division 
 

6. When feasible, replace noisy equipment with quieter equipment (for example, a vibratory pile 
driver instead of a conventional pile driver and rubber-tired equipment rather than track 
equipment). 

 
Implementation Phase: Construction 
Monitoring Phase: Plan Check Approval, Construction 
Enforcement Agency:  Community Development Department, Building and Safety Division 
 

7. When feasible, change the timing and/or sequence of the noisiest construction operations to 
avoid sensitive times of the day. 

 
Implementation Phase: Construction 
Monitoring Phase: Plan Check Approval, Construction 
Enforcement Agency:  Community Development Department, Building and Safety Division 

 
 

8. Adjacent residents shall be given regular notification of major construction activities and their 
duration. 

 
Implementation Phase: Construction 
Monitoring Phase: Plan Check Approval, Construction 
Enforcement Agency:  Community Development Department, Building and Safety Division 
 



City of Manhattan Beach   February 2001 

 

 

 
 
Civic Center/Metlox Development V.  Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) Page V-13 
 
 

9. A sign, legible at a distance of 50 feet, shall be posted on the construction site identifying a 
telephone number where residents can inquire about the construction process and register 
complaints. 

 
Implementation Phase: Construction 
Monitoring Phase: Plan Check Approval, Construction 
Enforcement Agency:  Community Development Department, Building and Safety Division 
 

10. An annual City permit in accordance with Chapter 4.20 of the MBMC shall be required prior to 
the installation/setup of any temporary, or permanent, PA or sound system. 

 
Implementation Phase: Construction, Operation 
Monitoring Phase: Annual Permit Approval, On-Going Project Operation 
Enforcement Agency:  Community Development Department 
 

11. The maximum allowable sound level shall be in conformance with Chapter 5.48 of the MBMC.   
Implementation Phase: Post-Occupancy 
Monitoring Phase: On-going Project Operation 
Enforcement Agency:  Community Development Department, Police Department 

 
12. Based on a review of construction documents prepared for the proposed project, a licensed 

acoustical engineer shall determine the type of construction materials for the Bed and Breakfast 
Inn (i.e., window, door, wall insulation material, weather-stripping, etc.) to ensure an interior 
noise level of no greater than 45 dBA (Leq) when sirens are in use.  A Certificate of Occupancy 
shall not be issued for the proposed Inn until the 45 dBA (Leq) interior noise level performance 
standard, when sirens are in use, is met. 

 

Implementation Phase: Pre-Construction 
Monitoring Phase: Plan Check Approval, Certificate of Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency:  Community Development Department, Building and Safety Division 
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