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PERSONS, ORGANIZATIONS, AND PUBLIC AGENCIES THAT COMMENTED ON THE PROPOSED 
MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

The public review period for the Initial Study and Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) 
for the City of Manhattan Beach Downtown Specific Plan and Local Coastal Program 
Amendments Project commenced on August 25, 2016, and ended on September 23, 2016. The 
table below lists the persons, organizations, and public agencies that provided comments to the 
City of Manhattan Beach on the Proposed MND. 

COMMENTERS ON THE PROPOSED MND 

Agency, Organization, and/or Person Date of Letter 

Osterhout, Gary 9/23/2016 

Quilliam, Jim 9/23/2016 

Victor, William 9/23/2016 

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 

 Watson, Dianna 
9/27/2016 

California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research 

 Morgan, Scott 
9/28/2016 

 

COMMENTS AND RESPONSES  

The comments and recommendations received on the Proposed MND, along with the lead 
agency’s responses to the environmental points that were raised, are presented herein. All 
comments on the Proposed MND were submitted in written form and are included in their entirety. 
Each point raised in these comment letters was assigned a number (e.g., XY-1), as noted on the 
comment letters included in this section. The lead agency’s response to each enumerated 
comment is provided after the respective comment letter.   
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Responses  

GO-1: Introductory remarks are made; no response is required.   

GO-2: The commenter provides opinions regarding the focus of planning efforts for Downtown 
Manhattan Beach and the importance of residents. This comment does not raise any 
environmental issues and, thus, no response is required pursuant to CEQA.  The comment is, 
nonetheless, duly noted and will be forwarded to the City’s decision makers for their consideration.   

GO-3: The commenter provides background information regarding real estate in Downtown 
Manhattan Beach.  This comment does not raise any environmental issues and, thus, no response 
is required pursuant to CEQA. The comment is, nonetheless, duly noted and will be forwarded to 
the City’s decision makers for their consideration.   

GO-4: The commenter provides background information and opinions regarding tax revenues.  
This comment does not raise any environmental issues and, thus, no response is required pursuant 
to CEQA. The comment is, nonetheless, duly noted and will be forwarded to the City’s decision 
makers for their consideration.   

GO-5: The commenter provides opinions regarding the nature and intent of Downtown 
Manhattan Beach. This comment does not raise any environmental issues and, thus, no response 
is required pursuant to CEQA. The comment is, nonetheless, duly noted and will be forwarded to 
the City’s decision makers for their consideration.   

GO-6: The commenter provides opinions regarding the economic condition of Downtown 
Manhattan Beach.  This comment does not raise any environmental issues and, thus, no response 
is required pursuant to CEQA.  The comment is, nonetheless, duly noted and will be forwarded to 
the City’s decision makers for their consideration.   

GO-7: The commenter provides opinions regarding the attraction of Downtown Manhattan 
Beach. This comment does not raise any environmental issues and, thus, no response is required 
pursuant to CEQA. The comment is, nonetheless, duly noted and will be forwarded to the City’s 
decision makers for their consideration.   

GO-8: The commenter provides recommendations regarding any expansion or additional usage 
decisions in Downtown Manhattan Beach. This comment does not raise any environmental issues 
and, thus, no response is required pursuant to CEQA. The comment is, nonetheless, duly noted 
and will be forwarded to the City’s decision makers for their consideration.   

GO-9: The commenter provides recommendations regarding the commercial parking in 
Downtown Manhattan Beach. This comment does not raise any environmental issues and, thus, 
no response is required pursuant to CEQA. The comment is, nonetheless, duly noted and will be 
forwarded to the City’s decision makers for their consideration.   

GO-10: The commenter provides opinions regarding demand pricing parking. This comment does 
not raise any environmental issues and, thus, no response is required pursuant to CEQA. The 
comment is, nonetheless, duly noted and will be forwarded to the City’s decision makers for their 
consideration.   

GO-11: The commenter provides both opinions regarding the type of commercial establishments 
allowed in Downtown Manhattan Beach and suggestions for the land use policies in the Draft 
Specific Plan. This comment does not raise any environmental issues and, thus, no response is 



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

City of Manhattan Beach Downtown Specific Plan 
October 2016 Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 

5 

required pursuant to CEQA. The comment is, nonetheless, duly noted and will be forwarded to the 
City’s decision makers for their consideration.   

GO-12: The commenter provides opinions on art. This comment does not raise any environmental 
issues and, thus, no response is required pursuant to CEQA. The comment is, nonetheless, duly 
noted and will be forwarded to the City’s decision makers for their consideration.   

GO-13: The commenter expresses opposition to the concept of “large festivals that draw 
thousands” to Downtown Manhattan Beach. This comment does not raise any environmental 
issues and, thus, no response is required pursuant to CEQA. The comment is, nonetheless, duly 
noted and will be forwarded to the City’s decision makers for their consideration.   

GO-14: The commenter expresses opposition to rooftop/second floor dining in Downtown 
Manhattan Beach and expresses concerns for potentially related noise impacts. The comment 
will be forwarded to the City’s decision makers for their consideration. Potential noise impacts, 
including those related to rooftop/second floor dining, is addressed in Section 12(a, c) of the Initial 
Study, and Mitigation Measure NOI-1 is included to reduce such potential impacts. This mitigation 
measure requires analysis and implementation of proper design features on a permit-by-permit 
basis to ensure that outdoor commercial restaurant dining complies with the exterior noise 
standards of the Manhattan Beach Municipal Code. With the incorporation of Mitigation Measure 
NOI-1, potential noise impacts related to rooftop/second floor dining are less than significant.  

GO-15: The commenter provides opinions regarding parking standards for residential uses in 
Downtown Manhattan Beach. This comment does not raise any environmental issues and, thus, 
no response is required pursuant to CEQA. The comment is, nonetheless, duly noted and will be 
forwarded to the City’s decision makers for their consideration.   

GO-16: The commenter expresses opposition for office space along alleys in Downtown 
Manhattan Beach. This comment does not raise any environmental issues and, thus, no response 
is required pursuant to CEQA. The comment is, nonetheless, duly noted and will be forwarded to 
the City’s decision makers for their consideration.   

GO-17: The commenter provides a recommendation for building, signage, and landscape design 
in Downtown Manhattan Beach. This comment does not raise any environmental issues and, thus, 
no response is required pursuant to CEQA. The comment is, nonetheless, duly noted and will be 
forwarded to the City’s decision makers for their consideration.   

GO-18: The commenter provides opinions regarding the economic sustainability of Downtown 
Manhattan Beach. This comment does not raise any environmental issues and, thus, no response 
is required pursuant to CEQA. The comment is, nonetheless, duly noted and will be forwarded to 
the City’s decision makers for their consideration.   
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Responses  

JQ-1: The commenter provides opinions and recommendations regarding the access and 
adequacy of garbage facilities for businesses. As stated on page 80 of the Initial Study, the types 
of improvements envisioned by the City (i.e., bicycle and pedestrian facilities, parking facilities, 
and public spaces) would not significantly change the volumes of solid waste. Also, as noted on 
p. 24 of the Initial Study, as a result of the public outreach for the proposed Specific Plan, the City 
will be instituting separate, but concurrent efforts, in trash and litter management in the Downtown 
Commercial area. The proposed Specific Plan includes policies related to improved trash and 
litter management in support of this work effort.   

JQ-2: The commenter provides opinions and recommendations regarding the overflow of 
recyclable trash. As stated on page 80 of the Initial Study, the types of improvements envisioned 
by the City (i.e., bicycle and pedestrian facilities, parking facilities, and public spaces) would not 
significantly change the volumes of solid waste. Also, as noted on p. 24 of the Initial Study, as a 
result of the public outreach for the proposed Specific Plan, the City will be instituting separate, 
but concurrent efforts, in trash and litter management in the Downtown Commercial area. The 
proposed Specific Plan includes policies related to improved trash and litter management in 
support of this work effort.   

JQ-3: The commenter provides opinions and recommendations regarding the illegal parking of 
delivery vehicles, deliveries during nonoperational hours, and congestion from delivery vehicles in 
the Downtown area. As stated on page 76 of the Initial Study, none of the contemplated 
measures in the proposed Specific Plan would redirect traffic, decrease the level of service, or 
degrade the performance of the roadway network. This comment does not address the 
adequacy of the environmental analysis and, thus, no response is required pursuant to CEQA. The 
comment is, nonetheless, duly noted and will be forwarded to the City’s decision makers for their 
consideration.   

JQ-4: The commenter provides opinions and recommendations regarding litter, specifically 
cigarette butts. This comment does not raise any environmental issues or address the adequacy 
of the environmental analysis and, thus, no response is required pursuant to CEQA. The comment 
is, nonetheless, duly noted and will be forwarded to the City’s decision makers for their 
consideration.   

JQ-5: The commenter provides opinions and recommendations regarding the use of illegal drugs 
in the city.  This comment does not raise any environmental issues and, thus, no response is required 
pursuant to CEQA. The comment is, nonetheless, duly noted and will be forwarded to the City’s 
decision makers for their consideration.   

JQ-6: The commenter provides opinions regarding the parking situation and the conversion of 
residential spaces to metered spots. As stated on pages 76–77 of the Initial Study, Circulation Plan 
Goal 6 supports alternatives to reduce demand for surface parking facilities. The proposed 
Specific Plan recommends the development of various parking strategies to manage and 
accommodate commercial parking demand, such as the provision of shuttle services to and from 
existing and potential future remote parking lots. Through the use of these strategies, overall 
parking demand will decrease, resulting in more available parking capacity. 

JQ-7: The commenter provides opinions regarding valet parking as it relates to congestion in 
Downtown Manhattan Beach. As stated on page 76 of the Initial Study, none of the contemplated 
measures in the proposed Specific Plan would redirect traffic, decrease the level of service, or 
degrade the performance of the roadway network.   
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JQ-8: The commenter provides opinions regarding the increase in height limits in Downtown 
Manhattan Beach. As stated on page 32 of the Initial Study, the proposed Specific Plan includes 
a 2-foot height limit exception (to a maximum height of 28 feet) in the Downtown Commercial 
designation, Area B, for mechanical equipment, solar panels, and pitched roofs, and possibly 
other similar features. The potential impacts of the proposed Specific Plan on views and aesthetic 
character, including potential impacts related to the proposed height exception, are addressed 
on pages 32–34 of the Initial Study. Such impacts were determined to be less than significant. As 
noted in the Initial Study, projects seeking the height exception would be subject to the City’s 
design review process, which would consider the potential to block existing views from surrounding 
properties.   

JQ-9: The commenter provides opinions and recommendations regarding the integration of 
police and code enforcement. This comment does not raise any environmental issues and, thus, 
no response is required pursuant to CEQA. The comment is, nonetheless, duly noted and will be 
forwarded to the City’s decision makers for their consideration.   

JQ-10: The commenter provides opinions and recommendations regarding community policing 
and assigning officers to specific regions. This comment does not raise any environmental issues 
and, thus, no response is required pursuant to CEQA. The comment is, nonetheless, duly noted 
and will be forwarded to the City’s decision makers for their consideration.   

JQ-11: The commenter provides opinions and recommendations regarding proactive 
enforcement of the City’s laws. This comment does not raise any environmental issues and, thus, 
no response is required pursuant to CEQA. The comment is, nonetheless, duly noted and will be 
forwarded to the City’s decision makers for their consideration.   
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Responses  

WV-1: The commenter provides opinions regarding the subject Specific Plan work program and 
staff. This comment does not raise any environmental issues and, thus, no response is required 
pursuant to CEQA. The comment is, nonetheless, duly noted and will be forwarded to the City’s 
decision makers for their consideration.   

WV-2: The commenter requests that an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) be prepared for the 
proposed project and suggests that certain noticing requirements have not been met. Section 
15070 of the State CEQA Guidelines explains that a public agency shall prepare a negative 
declaration or mitigated negative declaration when there is no substantial evidence that the 
project (or in the case of a mitigated negative declaration, the revised project) may have a 
significant effect on the environment. The Initial Study prepared for the proposed Specific Plan 
analyzed all of the potential environmental impacts of the proposed project and determined that, 
after mitigation, the project would not have a significant effect on the environment. The 
commenter does not provide any evidence to the contrary. In regard to the public review period, 
the City of Manhattan Beach published and distributed a Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated 
Negative Declaration on August 25, 2016, which initiated a 30-day public review period. The 
noticing and duration of the public review period met or exceeded CEQA’s public review 
requirements. Finally, as stated on page 27 of the Initial Study, the California Coastal Commission 
will need to review and certify the project proposal. 

WV-3: The commenter provide opinions regarding the project’s public outreach program. This 
comment does not raise any environmental issues and, thus, no response is required pursuant to 
CEQA. The comment is, nonetheless, duly noted and will be forwarded to the City’s decision 
makers for their consideration.   

WV-4: The commenter states that he was assured the maximum building height would not be 
raised. This comment does not address the adequacy of the environmental analysis and, thus, no 
response is required pursuant to CEQA.  The comment is, nonetheless, duly noted and will be 
forwarded to the City’s decision makers for their consideration. As stated on page 32 of the Initial 
Study, as recommended by the Planning Commission, the proposed Specific Plan includes a 2-
foot height limit exception (to a maximum height of 28 feet) in the Downtown Commercial, Area 
B, designation for mechanical equipment, solar panels, and pitched roofs, and possibly other 
similar features. The potential impacts of the proposed Specific Plan on views and aesthetic 
character, including potential impacts related to the proposed height exception, are addressed 
on pages 32–34 of the Initial Study. Such impacts were determined to be less than significant. As 
noted in the Initial Study, projects seeking the height exception would be subject to the City’s 
design review process, which would consider the potential to block existing views from surrounding 
properties.  

WV-5: The commenter provides background information and opinions regarding the reasons for 
the proposed 2-foot height limit exception. The commenter also asserts potential impacts on air 
circulation and vistas. The potential impacts of the proposed Specific Plan on air quality are 
addressed on pages 37–40 of the Initial Study and were found to be less than significant after the 
incorporation of Mitigation Measure AQ-1, which would minimize air pollutant emissions during 
construction. The potential impacts of the proposed Specific Plan on views and aesthetic 
character, including potential impacts related to the proposed height exception, are addressed 
on pages 32–34 of the Initial Study. Such impacts were determined to be less than significant. As 
noted in the Initial Study, projects seeking the height exception would be subject to the City’s 
design review process, which would consider the potential to block existing views from surrounding 
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properties. See also response to comment WV-2 regarding the lack of need to prepare an EIR for 
the project.   

WV-6: The commenter provides opinions and observations regarding traffic circulation, parking, 
and police enforcement of parking law, including (1) the opinion that the conceptual beach 
head circulation plan would cause congestion due to people unloading cars while potentially 
occupying travel lanes; and (2) the observation that double parking is an existing issued that is not 
properly enforced. The project’s potential impacts on transportation and traffic were analyzed on 
pages 76–79 of the Initial Study and were found to be less than significant with the incorporation 
of mitigation to ensure no net loss of parking from public realm improvements (Mitigation Measure 
TR-1). This analysis includes an evaluation of the conceptual Beach Head improvements noted by 
the commenter. As noted in this analysis, the turnaround included in the conceptual Beach Head 
improvements would eliminate vehicle queuing in the westbound direction and remove a “dead 
end” that currently requires drivers to back up or turn across pedestrian paths or drive through 
parking lots in order to exit the area. The conceptual design would also establish safe pedestrian 
sidewalk connections and crossings that are separated from the vehicular traffic flow, helping to 
reduce the potential for vehicle-pedestrian collisions.   

WV-7: The commenter states that the proposed multi-purpose drop-off zones were not 
recommended by the Downtown Resident Group. The multi-purpose drop-off zones are 
conceptual circulation improvements envisioned in the proposed Specific Plan as identified 
through the public process. This comment does not raise any environmental issues and, thus, no 
response is required pursuant to CEQA. The comment is, nonetheless, duly noted and will be 
forwarded to the City’s decision makers for their consideration.   

WV-8: The commenter provides the opinion that the proposed Specific Plan emphasizes visitors 
over residents. This comment does not raise any environmental issues and, thus, no response is 
required pursuant to CEQA. The comment is, nonetheless, duly noted and will be forwarded to the 
City’s decision makers for their consideration.   

WV-9: The commenter provides the opinion that Specific Plan guidelines will not be implemented 
and suggests that an EIR would provide further detail regarding implementation. For clarification, 
an EIR would not provide any further detail or assurances regarding implementation of the Specific 
Plan guidelines. To the contrary, the Initial Study, Mitigated Negative Declaration, and Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program provide the same level of detail and enforcement as an EIR 
with regard to mitigation measures to reduce potentially significant environmental impacts.   

WV-10: The commenter provides the opinion that the Specific Plan need not provide goods and 
services primarily to beachgoers. This comment does not raise any environmental issues and, thus, 
no response is required pursuant to CEQA. The comment is, nonetheless, duly noted and will be 
forwarded to the City’s decision makers for their consideration.   

WV-11: The commenter states that the construction of a streetscape will have serious 
environmental impacts due to narrow streets and close proximity to residential property, yet 
provides no evidence to support this assertion. The potential environmental impacts of the 
streetscape improvements envisioned in the proposed Specific Plan are evaluated on pages 37-
41 (Air Quality); pages 70-73 (Noise); and pages 76-80 (Transportation/Traffic) in the project’s Initial 
Study.   

WV-12: The commenter provides opinions regarding the process undertaken for the proposed 
Specific Plan. This comment does not raise any environmental issues and, thus, no response is 
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required pursuant to CEQA. The comment is, nonetheless, duly noted and will be forwarded to the 
City’s decision makers for their consideration.   

WV-13: See response to comment WV-4. The commenter expresses opposition to the proposed 
height limit exception, which is duly noted and will be forwarded to the City’s decision makers for 
their consideration.   

WV-14: The commenter suggests that more consideration be afforded to the provision of parking 
spaces dedicated to electric cars. The comment is not related to the proposed Specific Plan but 
is, nonetheless, duly noted and will be forwarded to the City’s decision makers for their 
consideration.  

WV-15: The commenter claims that the Notice of the Initial Study is flawed and is not compliant 
with the Local Coastal Program (LCP), though provides no evidence to substantiate this assertion. 
The notice indicates that Local Coastal Program Amendments are proposed and it provides a 
description of those proposed Amendments in compliance with all local and state Coastal 
regulations. The comment is, nonetheless, duly noted and will be forwarded to the City’s decision 
makers for their consideration.  

WV-16: The commenter expresses opinions regarding the process the City undertook to develop 
the proposed Specific Plan and concerns for view impacts related to the 2-foot height exception 
included in the proposed Specific Plan.    The commenter’s opinions and concerns are duly noted 
and will be forwarded to the City’s decision makers for their consideration. The potential impacts 
of the proposed Specific Plan on views and aesthetic character, including potential impacts 
related to the proposed height exception, are addressed on pages 32–34 of the Initial Study. Such 
impacts were determined to be less than significant. As noted in the Initial Study, projects seeking 
the height exception would be subject to the City’s design review process, which would consider 
the potential to block existing views from surrounding properties.  

WV-17: The commenter states that page 26 of the Initial Study is false because not all parcels in 
the Specific Plan area are developed, though provides no specifics as to what particular issue on 
page 26 is false. Furthermore, the commenter provides no indication of the false or incorrect 
analysis in the language on page 26 of the Initial Study.  

WV-18: The commenter states that the proposed project should be brought to the attention of the 
California Coastal Commission and claims that notice was insufficient. As described on page 27 
of the Initial Study, in order to implement the proposed project, the City of Manhattan Beach will 
need to amend the LCP and Implementation Program, including but not limited to the Land Use 
Plan Policy Map, Coastal Zone Zoning Map, policies, and text to reflect any corresponding 
changes in development standards, guidelines, policies, and the other proposed zoning and land 
use revisions, and the California Coastal Commission will need to review and certify the 
amendment. Per Section A.96.250 of the City of Manhattan Beach Local Coastal Program, LCP 
Amendments, the City Council may amend all or part of the LCP, but the amendment will not 
take effect until it has been certified by the Commission. The certification process includes the 
following steps: 

• Initiation of Amendments to the LCP by the Planning Commission or initiated by the City 
Council directing the Planning Commission to initiate the amendments. 

• Planning Commission action on the amendments, in the form of a written 
recommendation to the City Council, whether to approve, approve in modified form, or 
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disapprove, following a duly noticed public hearing, in accordance with the Coastal Act 
and the California Code of Regulations. 

• City Council action on the amendments, whether to approve, approve with modifications, 
or disapprove the amendments following a duly noticed public hearing, in accordance 
with the Coastal Act and the California Code of Regulations. 

• Coastal Commission certification of the amendments in accordance with Sections 30512 
and 30513 of the Public Resources Code, Section 13551 of the California Code of 
Regulations, and Chapter 6, Article 2 of California Coastal Act. 

WV-19: The commenter expresses concern about the proposed 2-foot height limit exception (to a 
maximum height of 28 feet) in the Downtown Commercial designation, Area B, for mechanical 
equipment, solar panels, and pitched roofs, and possibly other similar features. The comment is 
duly noted and will be forwarded to the City’s decision makers for their consideration. See also 
response to comments WV-4 and WV-5 regarding the height limit exception.  

WV-20: The commenter states that the project proposal to change the tree canopy instigates the 
need to prepare an EIR. Pages 33 and 34 of the Initial Study states that the project could include 
changes to the tree canopy, which has the potential to partially obstruct views. However, future 
street tree replacements and installations would be undertaken in compliance with the City’s 
street tree planting guide (Municipal Code Section 7.32.090) and would be similar in species and 
scale to the existing street tree canopy. In certain limited instances, it is possible that the 
landscaping and tree canopy improvements undertaken to implement the proposed Specific 
Plan could partially obstruct intermittent views from vehicular streets and walkstreets that act as 
“view corridors.” Any new street trees and landscaping would be designed to be in harmony with 
the street lighting and would act to soften the urban context of the built environment, as well as 
serving to frame existing views of the Manhattan Beach Pier, the beach areas, and the Pacific 
Ocean. In addition, any proposed street tree would be required to conform to the City’s Municipal 
Code Chapter 7.32 – Tree, Shrub and Plant Regulations. Specifically, Section 7.32.080 requires that 
any new street tree comply with the Street Tree Master Plan, as approved by the Public Works 
Director. At full implementation of the public realm improvements envisioned in the proposed 
Specific Plan, the primary public views of the ocean, beach areas, and geographic features, 
including the Palos Verdes Peninsula from the Beach Head area near the pier, would remain 
largely unobstructed. Furthermore, future improvements would be subject to applicable City 
regulations and requirements and to the proposed design guidelines that are intended, in part, to 
preserve the visual character of the plan area. Such improvements would also be subject to 
project-level CEQA documentation.  

WV-21: The commenter expresses the opinion that impacts to agricultural resources should be 
determined to be potentially significant, though provides no evidence to substantiate this 
assertion. Page 36 (Agriculture and Forestry Resources) of the Initial Study analyzes potential 
impacts, and there are no forestlands, timberlands, or timberland zoned Timberland Production 
within the project area, therefore, there are no impacts.  The comment is, nonetheless, duly noted 
and will be forwarded to the City’s decision makers for their consideration.  

WV-22: The commenter states that residents in the Downtown are concerned about General Plan 
Land Use Policy LU-3.2, though provides no details about such concerns. The comment is duly 
noted and will be forwarded to the City’s decision makers for their consideration. 
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WV-23: The commenter states that the Specific Plan design guidelines are not described on page 
60 of the Initial Study. The Specific Plan design guidelines are described in Chapter 6 of the Specific 
Plan. 

WV-24: The commenter states that pages 60 and 65 of the Initial Study need clarification. Page 60 
of the Initial Study contains a thorough discussion of consistency between the proposed project 
and the City General Plan. Page 65 of the Initial Study contains a thorough discussion of 
consistency between the proposed project and the Local Coastal Program. 

WV-25: The commenter states that the City is not enforcing the current prohibition on double 
parking associated with valet parking and therefore the use of stacked parking or other parking 
solutions should be analyzed in an EIR. Stacked parking for vehicle storage in off-street parking lots 
does not raise any environmental issues germane to CEQA as it will be attendants or valet 
monitoring and there will be no use of or impact to the public right-of-way. The comment is, 
nonetheless, duly noted and will be forwarded to the City’s decision makers for their consideration.  

WV-26: The commenter states that the proposal to include a 2-foot height limit exception (to a 
maximum height of 28 feet) in the Downtown Commercial designation, Area B, for mechanical 
equipment, solar panels, and pitched roofs, and possibly other similar features, requires the 
preparation of an EIR. Page 67 of the Initial Study describes the project’s consistency with LCP 
Policy II.A.2, which requires the preservation of the predominant existing commercial building 
scale of one and two stories, by limiting any future development to a 2-story maximum, with a 30-
foot height limitation. The proposed Specific Plan is consistent with this policy. The Specific Plan 
maintains the current 26-foot height limit for the majority of the commercial area of the Specific 
Plan, with exceptions in Area B for a 2-foot increase to 28 feet to allow for mechanical equipment, 
solar panels, pitched roofs and similar features which would still be under the 30-foot height 
limitation within the policy. Area A of the commercial area allows a 30-foot height limit and no 
revisions are proposed. The code already provides height exceptions for vent pipes, antennas (up 
to 10 feet) and chimneys (up to 5 feet) and this proposal is consistent with these current 
exceptions.  See also response to comment WV-5. 

WV-27: The commenter suggests that Mitigation Measure NOI-1 is unenforceable and therefore 
the noise-related impacts it seeks to mitigate should be considered potentially significant. 
Mitigation Measure NOI-1 requires that prior to the issuance of a use permit or building permit for 
any second-floor outdoor commercial restaurant dining that includes service of alcohol and hours 
of operation during the late night hours, an acoustical study shall be prepared to the satisfaction 
of the Community Development Director. The study shall quantify the anticipated noise levels 
generated by the use and demonstrate compliance with the “Exterior noise standards” identified 
in Section 5.48.160 of the Manhattan Beach Municipal Code. Design and construction techniques 
may be utilized to reduce and/or shield noise sources to achieve compliance with the standards, 
such as sound-rated plexiglass parapets, noise curtains, and other noise-reducing materials, 
and/or operational conditions may be imposed to reduce any potential impacts. As stated on 
page 71 of the Initial Study, Mitigation Measure NOI-1 shall be implemented during use permit or 
building permit review process and shall be enforced by the City of Manhattan Beach Community 
Development Department. It is unclear why the commenter considers Mitigation Measure NOI-1 
difficult or impossible to enforce.   

WV-28: The commenter states that Mitigation Measure NOI-1 is unenforceable. The commenter is 
referred to Response WV-27.   

WV-29: The commenter expresses the opinion that impacts related to population and housing 
should be determined to be potentially significant, though provides no evidence to substantiate 
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this assertion.  Page 73 (Population and Housing) of the Initial Study describes that the proposed 
Specific Plan does not include any site-specific designs or proposals, or grant any entitlements for 
development. Future improvements implementing the proposed Specific Plan would not include 
the development of any new housing or employment centers that would directly increase the 
population or indirectly induce population growth.  Future improvements implementing the 
Specific Plan would primarily consist of redevelopment of existing buildings as well as pedestrian 
and bicycle improvements. The exact locations of these improvements have not yet been 
determined, but they would not be anticipated to require the removal of any housing in the plan 
area.  Furthermore, future projects would be subject to further CEQA review of project-specific 
impacts.  The comment is, nonetheless, duly noted and will be forwarded to the City’s decision 
makers for their consideration.  

WV-30: The commenter expresses the opinion that impacts related to public services, recreation, 
and transportation/traffic should be determined to be potentially significant and an EIR should be 
prepared, though provides no evidence to substantiate this assertion. The comment is, 
nonetheless, duly noted and will be forwarded to the City’s decision makers for their consideration.  
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Responses  

Caltrans-1: The commenter states that the nearest state facility to the project is Interstate 105 and 
that Caltrans does not expect the project to result in a direct impact to Interstate 105. The 
comment is duly noted and will be forwarded to the City’s decision makers for their consideration. 

Caltrans-2: The commenter recommends that the City consider the use of bicycle corrals to 
accommodate on-street bicycle parking. This comment does not raise any environmental issues 
and, thus, no response is required pursuant to CEQA. The comment is, nonetheless, duly noted 
and will be forwarded to the City’s decision makers for their consideration. 

Caltrans-3: The commenter recommends that the City consider implementing a conventional or 
classic road diet on the block of 15th Street between Highland Avenue and Valley Drive. The 
comment is, nonetheless, duly noted and will be forwarded to the City’s decision makers for their 
consideration. 

Caltrans-4: The commenter notes that the implementation of a conventional road diet at the 
block of 15th Street between Highland Avenue and Valley Drive will make this block more 
consistent with the rest of the street and create space for a dedicated center left-turn lane and 
Class II bike lane. The commenter further states that a conventional road diet is a proven safety 
measure. A road diet is not proposed as part of the Specific Plan, however, the comment is, 
nonetheless, duly noted and will be forwarded to the City’s decision makers for their consideration. 

Caltrans-5: The commenter recommends that the City consider implementing “Lead Pedestrian 
Intervals” and pedestrian scramble crossings in the Specific Plan area, noting these strategies can 
reduce potential vehicle-pedestrian conflicts. Leading Pedestrian Intervals have already been 
implemented at the intersections of Manhattan Beach Boulevard at Highland Avenue and 
Manhattan Beach Boulevard at Manhattan Avenue.  A possible scramble crossing is included in 
the Specific plan as a possible pedestrian enhancement.  This comment does not raise any 
environmental issues and, thus, no response is required pursuant to CEQA. The comment is, 
nonetheless, duly noted and will be forwarded to the City’s decision makers for their consideration. 

Caltrans-6: The commenter recommends that the City consider implementing multimodal safety 
measures such as high-visibility continental crosswalks as well as traffic-calming measures such as 
roundabouts, pedestrian refuge islands, and raised crosswalks. This comment does not raise any 
environmental issues and, thus, no response is required pursuant to CEQA. The comment is, 
nonetheless, duly noted and will be forwarded to the City’s decision makers for their consideration. 

Caltrans-7: The commenter notes that work performed within the state right-of-way will require an 
encroachment permit from Caltrans. The commenter also notes that certain heavy construction 
equipment requires a Caltrans transportation permit if traveling on state highways. No work is 
anticipated within the State right-of-way, therefore, this comment does not raise any 
environmental issues and, thus, no response is required pursuant to CEQA. The City acknowledges 
the comment and will obtain the requisite permits.  
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Responses  

OPR-1: The letter confirms compliance with State Clearinghouse requirements and forwards one 
comment letter from a state agency, Caltrans, received by OPR. The comment letter from 
Caltrans is addressed previously herein.  
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