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CITY OF MANHATTAN BEACH 
DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

SUPPLEMENTAL MEMORANDUM 

TO:  Planning Commission 

FROM: Anne McIntosh, Interim Director of Community Development 

THROUGH: Laurie B. Jester, Planning Manager 

BY:  Eric Haaland, Associate Planner 

DATE: March 22, 2017 

SUBJECT: Consideration of a Master Use Permit for a Market with Off-Site Alcohol 
Sales and On-Site Alcohol Consumption and Tastings and a Bank at 
707 North Sepulveda Boulevard; the Provision of Off-Site Parking at 
801 North Sepulveda Boulevard; Reduced Parking; and Mitigated 
Negative Declaration and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program-
CEQA (Paragon Commercial Group- Gelson’s Market) 

RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommends that after CONDUCTING the continued Public Hearing and 
CONSIDERING all the evidence presented, the Planning Commission ADOPT the 
attached Draft Resolution adopting a Mitigated Negative Declaration and Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program-CEQA and conditionally approving the project. 
 
APPLICANT/ OWNER: 
Paragon Commercial Group 
Mark Harrigian, Representative 
133 Penn Street 
El Segundo, CA  90245 
 
BACKGROUND: 
On February 8, 2017, the Planning Commission opened the public hearing, accepted 
public testimony, and asked for additional explanation regarding traffic, parking, noise, 
and light.  This supplemental report addresses these topics, and staff will summarize the 
information below at the continued Public Hearing on March 22, 2017.  Written 
comments received at, or after, that meeting, are also attached to this memorandum. 
 
This memorandum supplements the memorandum dated February 8, 2017 
(Attachment D).  See that memorandum for the project description and a discussion of 
the planning and environmental issues. 
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DISCUSSION: 
At the public hearing, comments were made about traffic, parking, noise, light, and the 
CEQA analysis of the Project.  The following information, derived from the Manhattan 
Beach Municipal Code and the project’s environmental analysis, addresses those 
comments.  There are several references below to the Response to Comments and the 
Master Response to Comments; both documents can be found at Attachment D. 
 
Staff’s recommendation for the format of the continued Public Hearing on this item is as 
follows: 

1. Planning Commission Chairperson – Announce meeting format 
2. Continued Public Testimony - (New speakers only; if any)  
3. Applicant - Rebuttal to public testimony 
4. Project Planner - Project summary presentation 
5. Community Development Director and CEQA-Environmental Consultants – 

Planning and CEQA process review presentation  
6. City Traffic Engineer – Traffic and parking presentation 
7. Planning Commission – Questions & deliberation 

 
The following information addresses the comments from the February 8, 2017 hearing. 
 
Traffic: 

1. Traffic Impact Study Methodology 

The City Traffic Engineer has confirmed that the Project’s Traffic Impact and 
Parking Demand Study (Traffic Study) was prepared in accordance with the 
methodology and guidelines established by the Los Angeles County Congestion 
Management Plan (CMP) to determine significant traffic impacts.  Manhattan 
Beach has not established its own traffic impact guidelines or criteria.  The Traffic 
Engineer worked with the applicant’s traffic consultant to ensure that the trip 
generation, trip distribution, existing conditions, project assumptions, and analysis 
were consistent with the CMP and past City’s practices.  Further, the assumptions 
in the Traffic Study were purposely conservative to study the worst possible case, 
including over estimating the floor areas for each of the uses, and number of seats 
for the dining areas. 

While the project would incrementally increase traffic volumes on the existing 
and future roadway network, it would not result in a “significant impact” as 
defined by the thresholds within the LA County CMP.  (Additional details are 
provided in the MND Response to Comments Master Response 3.0- Attachment 
D) 

2. Project impacts would be higher if existing use trip credit was not used. 

The Traffic Study conducted baseline traffic counts in March and December 
2014, at which time the auto repair shop was in operation.  Therefore, it is proper 
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to take a trip credit for the auto repair because those trips were included in the 
“existing conditions” traffic counts and should be subtracted from the new project 
conditions.  (Additional details are provided in the MND Response to 
Comments 6-Attachment D.) 

3. Grocery stores are busier on weekends so the Traffic Study should have evaluated 
weekend impacts. 

While grocery stores do generate slightly higher peak hour traffic on weekends, 
the project also includes a bank that will be closed on weekends.  In addition, 
weekend peak hour traffic volume is lower than weekday peak hours.  A weekend 
peak hour analysis was conducted and is documented in the MND Response to 
Comments document, which shows that while project trips are somewhat higher 
during a weekend peak hour, the lower peak hour volumes result in a smaller 
change to the intersection Level-of Service.  Therefore, the worst case scenario 
remains the weekday peak hours.  (See also additional details provided in the 
MND Response to Comments Master Response 3.1-Attachment D.) 

4. Project trips should have been distributed differently. 

The Traffic study followed the LA County CMP guidelines which includes a sub-
regional trip assignments based on trip origins and destination within the southern 
California region.  This information, plus the City Traffic Engineer’s professional 
knowledge of the surrounding land uses and City’s Circulation Plan, determined 
the final trip assignment onto the roadway network.  It should also be noted that a 
percentage of project trips would already be on the roadway network for other 
reasons, and are considered “pass-by” trips.  A “pass-by” trip credit was 
incorporated into the project trip generation calculation where appropriate in 
accordance with ITE Trip Generation guidelines.  (Additional details are provided 
in the MND Response to Comments #32 (Rifkin)-Attachment D.) 

5. Summertime traffic counts should have been taken. 

The City follows the LA County Congestion Management Plan Traffic Impact 
Analysis Guidelines, which requires that traffic counts be taken on school days to 
measure a typical weekday.  Abnormal or overly high/low traffic volume days 
should not be used because they do not represent typical conditions.  While 
overall daily traffic volumes in beach communities can be somewhat higher on 
sunny summer days than school days, the AM and PM peak hour volumes tend to 
be lower due to the absence of school traffic.  Also, beach oriented traffic 
generally peaks in the midday, not during the commuting hours. 

6. The Hollywood Gelson’s is not representative of the Manhattan Beach Gelsons. 

The Traffic Study calculated the anticipated parking demand using five methods, 
including City parking codes, Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Parking 
Generation Rates, Gelsons comparable store parking demand, and shared parking 
analyses with ITE and Gelsons comparable store parking demand.  The 
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recommended parking supply is based on ITE parking rates with shared parking 
analysis, not the Hollywood Gelson’s, which is lower.  (See also additional details 
are provided in the MND Response to Comments Master Response 2-
Attachment D.) 

7. Truck trips were not included in the Traffic Study.  Delivery and vendor truck 
routes should be considered. 

The Traffic Study uses ITE Trip Generation rates to calculate the estimated trips 
for the Project, which are based on total project trips for similar land uses, 
including truck trips.  The project has been designed to accommodate the largest 
trucks anticipated to service the site.  Semi-truck delivery routes and access will 
be conditioned in the Resolution so that truck trips will not impede traffic 
circulation. 

8. The deceleration lane would require a 236-foot length and a Caltrans 
Encroachment Permit. 

The Project has included a widened shoulder in its site plan, not a deceleration 
lane.  Neither the City nor Caltrans is requiring a deceleration lane because the 
Traffic Study found that vehicle queuing will not be a factor when entering the 
driveway on Sepulveda Boulevard.  Nevertheless, the widened shoulder will 
provide sufficient width for motorists to slow down out of the traffic flow prior to 
entering the project site.  It will meet the City’s standard width for a right turn 
pocket as well as Caltrans criteria for a widened shoulder.  It should be noted that 
most of the “deceleration lanes” along Sepulveda Boulevard are in fact widened 
shoulders, and do not meet Caltrans design standards for deceleration lanes, due 
to restricted right-of-way and short property frontages.  It should also be noted 
that the proposed Skechers development south of the project site is also being 
designed with a widened shoulder at its driveway, which will not meet Caltrans 
design standards for a deceleration lane. 

9. Additional analysis should have been made regarding the northbound left turn 
pocket on Sepulveda Boulevard at 8th Street during summer and Saturdays.  The 
signal timing on weekends is different. 

The traffic signals on Sepulveda Boulevard have adaptive timing, which increases 
the green time in response to higher volume directions.  This timing compensates 
for periodic truck trips and seasonal fluctuations. 

10. The length of the northbound left turn pocket on Sepulveda Boulevard at 8th Street 
is too short. 

The existing and proposed adaptive traffic signal timing at the intersection adjusts 
based on traffic demand to provide additional green time to clear the northbound 
left turn pocket as needed.  The Traffic Study found that the intersection will 
operate at Level-of-Service “D” in the future plus project conditions, which 
indicates that longer left turn green phases can be provided within the signal cycle 
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length even if vehicles are queued beyond the left turn pocket. 

11. The project should have been analyzed without the City’s left turn phasing project 
at Sepulveda Boulevard and 8th Street. 

The traffic signal project has been approved by both the City and Caltrans, and is 
fully funded. Construction is scheduled to be completed prior to the planned 
opening of the Gelson’s development.  Therefore, the public improvement and 
other related projects that are reasonably anticipated to be completed are typically 
included in the future baseline condition.  (See also MND Response to Comments 
Master Response 3.2-Attachment D.) 

12. The safe stopping distance and safety issues at Sepulveda Boulevard and 8th 
Street should have been considered. 

The safe stopping distance on Sepulveda Boulevard based on the speed limit of 35 
MPH is 250 feet, pursuant to the Caltrans standards.  The crest of the hill to the 
north of the intersection is at 9th Street, which is at least 280 feet to the north.  
Therefore, adequate stopping distance is provided for southbound traffic.  The 
stopping distance for the proposed Gelson’s driveway on Sepulveda Boulevard is 
at least 600 feet. 

13. The site design should be submitted to Caltrans before the environmental 
documents are completed. 

The applicant held a meeting with Caltrans personnel on July 9, 2015 to discuss 
the site plans and preliminary traffic impact study findings.  Caltrans explained 
they would review the project and environmental documents during the regular 
CEQA public notice period. Caltrans comments are included in the Response to 
Comments (See MND Response to Comments - Comment Letter A-
Attachment D). 

14. Truck turning radius and access should be considered for delivery trucks. 

The Traffic Study evaluated the turning radius and access for the largest truck 
expected to serve the project site, namely a semi-truck-trailer combination of 
approximately 61 feet.  Turning radii for trucks is satisfactory for both on-site and 
street access.  Additionally, semi truck-trailers will be restricted to certain routes 
to avoid the southbound Sepulveda Boulevard right turn at 8th Street as well as the 
peak PM periods pursuant to the proposed Conditions of Approval.  (See also 
MND Response to Comments Master Response 3.4 and Appendix A- Attachment 
D). 

15. What is the number of vehicle trips in/out of the project driveways? 

The Traffic Study calculated that the Project would generate approximately 5,317 
driveway trips per day, of which 2,233 (42%) would use the Sepulveda Boulevard 
driveway and 3,084 (58%) would use the 8th Street driveway.  During the AM 
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peak hour, the project would generate approximately 322 driveway trips, of which 
122 would use the Sepulveda Boulevard driveway and 200 would use the 8th 
Street driveway.  During the PM peak hour, the project would generate 
approximately 422 driveway trips, of which 120 would use the Sepulveda 
Boulevard driveway and 248 would use the 8th Street driveway.  In addition, the 
net increase in trips on the roadway network would be approximately 26% less 
than a new project on vacant land, due to the replacement of the prior auto repair 
use on the site.  (See also Traffic Study Table 4 – Project Trip Generation- 
Attachment D.) 

16. The Traffic Study should have analyzed other potential neighborhood impact 
criteria, such as average daily traffic on residential streets, additional 
intersections, cut-thru traffic, bicycle and pedestrian trips. 

Intersections in the neighborhood were studied rather than average daily traffic 
because intersection level-of-service will be impacted well before street segment 
level-of-service is impacted.  The City has not established a significant impact 
criteria for residential street volume or cut through traffic Intersections in the 
neighborhood w.  The study intersections were chosen based on professional 
engineering standards of practice, as most likely to have a potential significant 
impact.  Since the closest intersections to the project site are not expected to 
generate a significant traffic impact, it is reasonable to conclude that subsequent 
intersection with the same or fewer project trips would not be expected to have a 
significant impact.  Conversely, if a significant impact was expected, then 
additional intersections beyond the impacted intersection would have been 
analyzed in the Traffic Study.   (See also MND Response to Comments Master 
Response 3.9- Attachment D) 

17. There should have been a pedestrian study made for the project, including an 
analysis of pedestrian safety. 

Pedestrian access will be provided on all project frontages, including an 
accessible path to the sidewalk and the buildings.  Pedestrian access beyond the 
project site is not the responsibility of the applicant.  Specific pedestrian 
improvements in the surrounding neighborhood have not been identified in the 
City’s General Plan Circulation Element.  (See also MND Response to Comments 
Master Response 3.10- Attachment D.) 

18. The Traffic Study should have reviewed accident data to determine whether 
additional mitigation was required, such as a deceleration or acceleration lane 
should be constructed at the project driveway. 

Traffic collisions are not typically studied in conjunction with a traffic impact 
study.  It is not the responsibility of a developer to correct an existing roadway 
deficiency unless a history of collisions is directly related to the project.  An 
average of 47 reported collisions occur per year on Sepulveda Boulevard within 
the City limits.  Of those collisions, an average of 3.2 collisions per year occurs 
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between 6th Street and 8th Street.  The City Traffic Engineer reviewed the 
collisions on this street segment between 2012 and 2016, and found no collisions 
were associated with the prior land use at the site.  In addition, this street segment 
is not the highest rate segment within the City. 

It should be noted that the City’s project to install left turn phasing at Sepulveda 
Boulevard and 8th Street is a proven traffic safety countermeasure that will reduce 
the potential for left turn broadside collisions at that intersection, with or without 
the Gelson’s project. 

While a deceleration lane is not justified based on the absence of driveway related 
collisions, the developer has proposed a widened shoulder and removal of the 
existing building on the northeast corner of the property that will further reduce 
the potential for collisions on this street segment. 

19. The bus stop should be moved to the deceleration lane. 

There are many factors that affect the placement of bus stops that are determined 
by the transit operator and are not within the City’s jurisdiction.  Therefore, any 
decision to relocate a bus stop would be made by Metro after completion of the 
project. 

Parking: 

20. The Project should be required to provide 171 parking spaces per City Zoning 
Code. 

The City’s code provides for the approval of parking requirements other than 
MBMC Section 10.64.030 Schedule A.  Section 10.64.050 allows the Planning 
Commission to approve a parking reduction based on the submittal of a parking 
survey to determine the probable project parking demand.  It must also meet the 
finding that the long-term occupancy of the building will not generate additional 
parking demand.  The City Traffic Engineer has found that the parking demand 
study in the Traffic Study is sound and reasonable, and is based on professionally 
accepted parking demand methodologies and guidelines.  (See also MND 
Response to Comments Master Response 2-Attachment D.) 

21. Customers and employees may start parking on neighborhood streets, especially 
if street parking is removed on the streets adjacent to the Project. 

The proposed Conditions of Approval require the applicant to prepare and follow 
an Employee Parking Management Plan to prohibit and discourage overflow 
parking onto surrounding streets.  Failure to comply with the requirements would 
be considered a violation of the use permit and can result in penalties, corrective 
measures and/or revocation of the use permit.  (See also MND Response to 
Comments Master Response 2-Attachment D.) 
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22. Since the auxiliary parking lot only holds 18 employee cars, where would the 
other employees park?   

Once the auxiliary parking lot is filled by employee vehicles, employees will park 
in the main parking lot.  The parking demand study includes employees in its 
calculation; therefore, sufficient parking availability is expected for both 
employees and customers within the main and auxiliary lots.  (See also MND 
Response to Comments Master Response 2-Attachment D.) 

23. Street parking along the property frontages will be eliminated. 

The Sepulveda Boulevard frontage has PM parking restrictions.  As part of the 
project, parking will be prohibited at all times.  There is currently no parking 
demand, so no parking impact is expected.  The City will prohibit parking on the 
south side of 8th Street along the property frontage to provide adequate sight 
distance when drivers exit the project driveway.  Additionally, parking will be 
prohibited along the north side of 8th Street adjacent to the commercially-zoned 
properties.  These modifications will eliminate approximately 24 street parking 
spaces.  Pursuant to the Traffic Study, sufficient parking will be provided on-site, 
and existing parking demand on the street is light, so no parking impacts within 
the neighborhood are expected.  No changes to the existing parking configuration 
are anticipated along the Larsson Street or 6th Street project frontages, however, 
the City has the authority to remove street parking for traffic safety reasons in the 
future. 

Both 6th Street and 8th Street have street widths of 30 feet and right-of-way widths 
of 60 feet.  This is typical of residential streets in the neighborhood.  Curb parking 
is typically allowed on both sides, except in areas with a larger number of vehicle 
conflicts, such as near intersections.  There is sufficient width for truck turning 
radius on 8th Street to enter the project site from Sepulveda Boulevard.  Any 
changes to curb parking or street width would be evaluated independently as part 
of a comprehensive neighborhood circulation plan.  (See also MND Response to 
Comments Master Response 3.11- Attachment D.) 

24. On site parking should be farther away from the entry driveway. 

The project site design includes at least 30 feet between the street curb and the 
first parking stall.  This is sufficient to accommodate at least one queued vehicle 
in either the inbound or outbound direction.  The Traffic Study found that neither 
driveway would generate a vehicle queue in the inbound direction of more than 
one vehicle.  In addition, the widened shoulder on Sepulveda Boulevard would 
provide additional queuing area.  Both driveways will have good visibility to 
anticipate vehicle movements in the parking lot before entering/exiting the project 
site.  (See also MND Response to Comments Master Response 3.5-
Attachment D.) 
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Noise: 

The project noise study was completed using mid-day measurements of existing noise 
levels at the site, and modeling of anticipated project noise around the site’s perimeter. 
Project delivery-truck, outdoor dining, and roof equipment noise levels, were analyzed 
and determined to be less than the ambient noise levels at neighboring residences. Truck 
vibration was found to be less than applicable thresholds.  General traffic noise from the 
abutting segment of Sepulveda Boulevard would be less than significant, and below the 
3dBa CNEL standard considered to be barely perceptible. More detailed discussion of 
project operational noise is located on pages III-56, 57 (Items 15, 17 & 18) of the 
Response to Comments document-(Attachment D). 

Temporary construction noise is exempted by the Municipal Code from noise level 
maximums during permitted construction hours, but is expected to be in low-to-moderate 
ranges, which is considered acceptable by the General Plan.  Additionally, eight 
construction noise mitigation measures are required by the proposed Mitigated Negative 
Declaration that include physical noise barriers and management of construction 
equipment and activities in noise-sensitive manners.  More detailed discussion of project 
construction noise is located on pages III-55, 58 (Items 14 & 20) of the Response to 
Comments document (Attachment D). 

Light: 

The project Initial Study (pages 4.1-4 and 4.1-5) discusses effects of light and glare as 
less than significant, as the project does not include unusually reflective materials, and 
primarily orients windows and lighting toward Sepulveda Boulevard, away from adjacent 
residential areas.  The Municipal Code restricts parking lot lighting to 12 feet in height 
within 25 feet of a residential property, and 20 feet in height otherwise.  All exterior 
lighting is required to be diffused or shielded from residential property within 200 feet. 

Project lighting, including a photometric study, would be reviewed for compliance with 
the City’s glare prevention, and other lighting requirements prior to issuance of building 
permits, as indicated in Condition No. 21 of the Draft Resolution (Attachment A). 

Additional Conditions of Approval: 

Staff has identified two additional potential conditions of approval that the Commission 
may wish to consider adding to the proposed Resolution (Attachment A), regarding 
control of off-site shopping carts, and provision of electric car chargers. Draft language 
for those conditions, which could be added to Condition No. 26, is as follows: 

• The operator shall provide and maintain an “invisible barrier” system that 
prevents shopping carts from being removed from the site by customers.  The 
system shall include electronic sensors that disable carts prior to leaving the site. 

• The operator shall provide and maintain a minimum of two electric vehicle 
chargers within the primary project parking lot that are available to customers.  
The design and signage of the chargers shall not obstruct or prevent use of 
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required parking spaces for general parking purposes. 

CONCLUSION: 
Based upon the evidence presented at the hearing, staff recommends that the Planning 
Commission adopt the attached Resolution adopting the Mitigated Negative Declaration 
and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, and conditionally approving the 
Project as submitted, or revised. 

ALTERNATIVES: 
1. Direct staff to prepare a Resolution denying the request. 

2. Continue the matter. 

Attachments: 

A. Draft Resolution of Approval (Revised) No. PC 17-01 
B. Draft Minutes, dated 2/8/17 
C. Written comments received after 2/8/17 Staff Report 
D. Plans and Staff Report/Attachments dated 2/8/17 and Environmental 

Documentation at website address: 
http://www.citymb.info/city-officials/community-development/planning-
zoning/current-projects-programs 
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RESOLUTION NO. PC 17-01 

RESOLUTION OF THE MANHATTAN BEACH PLANNING COMMISSION ADOPTING 
A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION AND APPROVING A MASTER USE 
PERMIT FOR ESTABLISHMENT OF A BANK AND GROCERY STORE WITH ON-
SITE DINING, ALCOHOL SALES AND TASTING, REDUCED PARKING, AND A 
SIGN PROGRAM AT 707 NORTH SEPULVEDA BOULEVARD AND OFF-SITE 
PARKING AT 801 NORTH SEPULVEDA BOULEVARD (Paragon Commercial 
Group) 

THE MANHATTAN BEACH PLANNING COMMISSION HEREBY RESOLVES, 
FINDS AND DETERMINES AS FOLLOWS:  

SECTION 1. Paragon Commercial Group (“Applicant”) has submitted an 
application for a Master Use Permit for the property located at 707 and 801 North 
Sepulveda Boulevard.  The legal description of the site is Portions of Lots 1-28, Block 
119, and Lot 22, Block 14, of Tract No. 142, of Maps in the office of the Los Angeles 
County Recorder.  The Applicant seeks all the necessary entitlements for:  (i) a 27,900 
square foot specialty grocery store, including on-sale and off-sale alcohol sales and 
instructional tastings, with incidental hot and cold prepared food offerings and incidental 
seating areas (206 square-foot indoor incidental seating area  and 503 square-foot 
incidental outdoor patio seating area), (ii) a 6,684 square foot bank building; (iii) 
associated business identification signage; (iv) a surface parking lot on the primary 
project site; and (v) a surface parking lot for employee use on the auxiliary employee 
parking site (collectively, the “Project”). The proposed tenants are Gelson’s Market and 
First Republic Bank. 

SECTION 2. The proposed uses—grocery store and bank—are permitted uses 
in the CG zone.  Manhattan Beach Municipal Code (MBMC) Section 10.84.105 requires a 
Master Use Permit for the establishment of any new multiple-tenant commercial use in the 
CG zone with floor area exceeding 5,000 square feet, or a site area exceeding 10,000 
square feet. The proposal exceeds both thresholds.  MBMC Section 10.16.020 requires a 
Use Permit for on-site eating and drinking and alcohol sales/service. MBMC Section 
10.64.050(B) requires a Use Permit for reduced parking. Pursuant to MBMC Section 
10.84.105, a separate use permit is not required for such uses identified within the 
scope of this Master Use Permit.  In addition, MBMC Section 10.72.060 requires an 
approved sign program for any multiple tenant site. 

SECTION 3. The Project has been environmentally reviewed pursuant to the 
provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code Sections 
21000, et seq. (“CEQA”)), and the State CEQA Guidelines (California Code of 
Regulations, Title 14, Sections 15000, et seq.).  An initial study was prepared pursuant to 
State CEQA Guideline § 15025 (a).  The initial study identified potentially significant effects 
in five environmental impact categories: Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, 
Hazards & Hazardous Materials, Geology/Soils, and Noise.  In the first four categories, the 
potential environmental effects generally relate to the potential discovery of unanticipated 
resources and hazards, but also to known asbestos in an existing building to be 
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demolished. In the noise category, potential impacts relate to short-term construction noise 
that may increase ambient noise levels above applicable thresholds in the surrounding 
area.  For each potential impact, the initial study and the City determined that revisions to 
the Project, which would be imposed as mitigation measures, reduce potential impacts to 
less than significant.  For example, construction noise in the surrounding area is reduced 
through restrictions on construction activities and a requirement to erect a noise barrier.  
Based on the information contained in the initial study, the City concluded that the Project 
could have a significant effect on the environment, but that implementation of mitigation 
measures would reduce such impacts to a less than significant level. 

SECTION 4. Based upon this determination, a Draft Initial Study and Mitigated 
Negative Declaration (“IS/MND”) was prepared in accordance with CEQA Section 21080 
(c) and Section 15070 of the State CEQA Guidelines.  The Draft IS/MND was circulated to 
public agencies, interested organizations, and individuals for review from July 21, 2016 
through August 22, 2016. Comments were submitted on the Draft IS/MND during the 
public review period, via email and other written correspondence.  Although there is no 
legal requirement to do so, responses to each of the comments were prepared.  A Final 
Mitigated Negative Declaration (“Final MND”) has been prepared, which includes the Draft 
IS/MND documentation, the comments received in response to the Notice of Intent to 
Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration, responses to those comments, and an 
explanation of certain revisions to the Project and to the environmental documentation in 
response to the public comments.  A Mitigation and Monitoring and Reporting Program 
has also been prepared.  

SECTION 5.  On February 8, 2017, the Planning Commission conducted a duly 
noticed public hearing to consider the Project.  The hearing was continued until March 
22, 2017.  Evidence, both written and oral, was presented to the Commission.  All 
persons wishing to address the Commission regarding the Project were given an 
opportunity to do so at the public hearing.  Representatives of Paragon and other 
persons spoke in favor of the Project.  Representatives of Manhattan Beach Residents 
for Responsible Development and other persons spoke in opposition to the Project.The 
record of the hearing indicates the following: 

A. The Project is proposed for two parcels in the General Commercial Zone 
(CG) with a General Plan designation of “General Commercial.”  The primary site 
occupies almost an entire block and contains a vacant auto dealership/repair shop 
comprised of two primary buildings totaling 38,107 square feet of floor area (707 North 
Sepulveda Boulevard).  A single-lot parcel with a vacant 2,242 square-foot automotive 
building (801 North Sepulveda Boulevard) to the north of the primary site is proposed 
for employee parking.  The Applicant proposes to:  (1) retain and modify the main 
building for grocery store use on the primary site; (2) demolish the smaller building near 
the corner of Sepulveda Boulevard and 8th Street; and (3) construct a 6,684 square foot 
bank building near the corner of Sepulveda and 6th Street.  A total of 34,584 square 
feet of floor area is proposed.  In addition, the Applicant has applied for: off-site alcohol 
sales and on-site alcohol sales and service, including tastings, and reduced parking 
based upon a parking analysis for the Project. 
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B. Manhattan Beach Municipal Code (MBMC) Section 10.84.105 requires a 
Master Use Permit for the establishment of any new multiple-tenant commercial use in 
the CG zone with floor area exceeding 5,000 square feet, or a site area exceeding 
10,000 square feet.  The Project exceeds both of these thresholds.  To approve the 
Master Use Permit, the Planning Commission must make the use permit findings listed 
in MBMC Section 10.84.060.  The Project’s Master Use Permit includes the following 
conditionally permitted uses:  (i) on-site eating and drinking and alcohol sales/service 
under MBMC Section 10.16.020, and (ii) reduced parking under MBMC Section 
10.64.050(B).  In addition, MBMC Section 10.72.060 requires an approved sign 
program for any multiple tenant site. 

C. MBMC Section 10.84.060 provides that to approve a use permit, the 
Commission must find as follows: 

1. The proposed location of the use is in accord with the objectives of 
the Zoning Code and the purposes of the district in which the site is 
located. 

2. The proposed location of the use and the proposed conditions 
under which it would be operated or maintained will be consistent 
with the General Plan; will not be detrimental to the public health, 
safety or welfare of persons residing or working on the proposed 
Project site in or adjacent to the neighborhood of such use; and will 
not be detrimental to properties or improvements in the vicinity or to 
the general welfare of the city. 

3. The proposed use will comply with the provisions of the Zoning 
Code, including any specific condition required for the proposed 
use in the district in which it would be located. 

4. The proposed use will not adversely impact or be adversely 
impacted by nearby properties.  Potential impacts are related but 
not necessarily limited to: traffic, parking noise, vibration, odors, 
resident security and personal safety, and aesthetics, or create 
demands exceeding the capacity of public services and facilities 
which cannot be mitigated. 

SECTION 6. Based upon the facts contained in the record, including those 
stated in Sections 1-6 of this Resolution and pursuant to MBMC Chapter 10.84 and 
state law, the Planning Commission hereby finds: 

A. With respect to the Master Use Permit: 

1. The property is located within Area District I and is zoned CG 
(Commercial General). The proposed commercial uses are 
permitted by the zoning code and are appropriate as conditioned 
for the general commercial area. The surrounding Manhattan 
Beach properties consist of CG (General Commercial) to the east, 
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south, and north and RS (Residential Single-Family to the west.  
The proposed location of the Project (Sepulveda Boulevard) is in 
accord with the objectives of the Zoning Code and the purposes of 
the district in which the site is located because Sepulveda is a main 
commercial thoroughfare and is within a commercial district where 
a grocery store and bank will complement a full range of retail and 
service businesses suitable for Manhattan Beach.  

2. The General Plan designation for the property is GC (General 
Commercial).  The General Plan encourages commercial 
development that serves City residents and the regional market. 
The Project is thus consistent with the General Plan designation for 
the property.  

Further, the Project supports and achieves the following specific 
Goals and Policies in the General Plan:  (i) Goal LU-1 and Policy 
LU-1.2 in that its scale and architectural features reduces bulk and 
maintains the City’s small-town atmosphere; (ii) Goal LU-3 and 
Policy LU-3.1 in that its design and architectural features achieve a 
strong, positive community aesthetic; (iii) Policy LU-5.1 in that 
landscaping and setbacks provide a buffer and separation from 
nearby residences; (iv) Policy LU-6.2 in that it further diversifies the 
City’s tax base; (v) Goal LU-6 and Policy LU-6.3 in that it is a 
commercial project in a commercial area and helps maintain the 
viability of the Sepulveda commercial corridor; and (vi) Policy 
LU-8-2 in that the Project would upgrade and remodel existing 
buildings to meet business needs. 

The proposed location of the use and the proposed conditions 
under which it would be operated and maintained will not be 
detrimental to the public health, safety or welfare of persons 
residing or working on the Project site or in the surrounding area 
because Municipal Code requirements and conditions of approval 
below address lighting, security, safety, aesthetics, landscaping, 
hours of operation and parking.  The Project will not be detrimental 
to properties or improvements in the vicinity or to the general 
welfare of the city, in that the site and area already support 
commercial use, and parking supplies are adequate. 

3. The proposed uses will comply with the provisions of the Zoning 
Code, including any specific condition required for the proposed 
use in the district in which it would be located, since it will conform 
to Municipal Code requirements and Use Permit conditions.  

4. The proposed uses are compatible with surrounding uses and will 
not adversely impact, or be adversely impacted by, nearby 
properties.  The proposed commercial uses are compatible with the 
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area because Sepulveda Boulevard is, and is intended to be, a 
commercial thoroughfare.  The building has substantial 
setbacks/landscaping, and buffer walls for compatibility with the 
surrounding commercial and residential uses.   

As shown in the environmental documentation, Sepulveda 
Boulevard and other nearby streets can accommodate the 
anticipated traffic generated by the uses. Parking supplies are 
adequate for the proposed uses.  The proposed uses will not 
generate vibration or odors, and will not adversely impact the 
security and personal safety of residents or aesthetics.  The Project 
will not create demands exceeding the capacity of public services 
and facilities. 

B. In addition to the Master Use Permit findings above, the Commission 
hereby makes additional findings with respect to the proposed alcohol sales and 
service.  Three types of alcohol uses are proposed for the market:  (i) traditional grocery 
store alcohol sales (off-sale beer, wine and liquor), (ii) alcohol beverage tasting in a 
limited designated area (promoting off-sale purchases), and (iii) on-site consumption 
(on-sale of beer and wine in the indoor and outdoor restaurant area only).  The sale and 
service of alcohol is a conditionally permitted use that may be subject to conditions of 
approval to mitigate any potential adverse effects. 

1. Traditional off-sale grocery store alcohol has typically not raised 
concerns in the City.  The Police Department has not identified 
concerns resulting from its experience with stores in the City 
providing alcohol tasting.  However, unregulated alcohol tasting 
could create adverse impacts.  Accordingly, this Resolution 
contains specific conditions to regulate alcohol tasting. 

2. On-site consumption in dining/bar areas typically generates the 
most concern for alcohol-licensed establishments in the City.  The 
Project includes 12 dining seats inside, including an interior 
sushi/wine service counter, and 16 dining seats outside, all located 
near the northeast corner of the market building.  This location is 
oriented toward the entry and parking area, and is also adjacent to 
8th Street, with a landscape buffer separation.  While the proposed 
outdoor dining area has some exposure to residential neighbors, 
grocery store eating and drinking areas such as this typically do not 
generate alcohol related problems. Nevertheless, unregulated 
alcohol tasting could create adverse impacts.  Accordingly, this 
Resolution contains specific conditions to regulate alcohol tasting. 

C. Under MBMC Section 10.64.050(B), the Commission may approve a 
reduction in the number of parking spaces to less than the number specified in the 
schedules in MBMC Section 10.64.030.  The Commission hereby makes the following 
findings with respect to the proposed parking reduction for the Project: 
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1. Reducing parking requirements is appropriate because the parking 
demand generated by the Project will be less than the requirement 
in Schedule A of MBMC Section 10.64.030 and the probable long-
term occupancy of the buildings, based on their designs, will not 
generate additional parking demand. 

2. The probable long-term occupancy of the buildings, based on their 
design, will not generate additional parking demand beyond 
quantities anticipated by the parking study because the use permit 
will limit the uses on the site to those proposed and analyzed in the 
study. 

D. Under MBMC Chapter 10.72.060, a sign program must be consistent with 
the regulations of Chapter 10.72 and meet the Code’s purpose of establishing uniform 
sign design guidelines and sign area allocations for all uses on the site.  The 
Commission here by makes the following findings with respect to the Project’s proposed 
sign program: 

1. As conditioned, the Applicant’s sign program is consistent with the 
regulations of MBMC Chapter 10.72 and meets the Code’s purpose 
of establishing uniform sign design guidelines and sign area 
allocations for all uses on the site. Project signs primarily include 
tenant identification wall signs, and one large pole sign.  The pole 
sign would somewhat replicate the existing auto dealership pole 
sign, located slightly to the south within the landscape area abutting 
Sepulveda Boulevard.  The below conditions of approval prohibit 
excessive lighting for sign purposes.  

SECTION 7. The Planning Commission has considered the Final MND, along 
with all comments received and the responses to the comments that are contained in the 
Final MND.  The Planning Commission finds, in its independent judgment after considering 
all relevant evidence in the record of proceedings for the Project, including without 
limitation the information set forth in the Final MND, that there is not substantial evidence 
supporting a fair argument that the Project may actually produce any significant 
environmental impacts that cannot be mitigated to a less than significant level through 
implementation of those mitigation measures identified in the Final MND.  Therefore, the 
Planning Commission finds that the Project will not have a significant environmental effect.  
The Planning Commission further finds that the Final MND reflects the Commission’s 
independent judgment and analysis. 

SECTION 8. Based upon the foregoing, and after considering all of the 
evidence in the record, the Planning Commission hereby adopts the Final MND and the 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the Proposed Project, and approves  (a) 
a Master Use Permit for a 27,900 square foot specialty grocery store, including on-sale 
and off-sale alcohol sales and instructional tastings, with incidental hot and cold prepared 
food offerings and incidental seating areas (206 square-foot indoor incidental seating area  
and 503 square-foot incidental outdoor patio seating area), a 6,684 square foot bank 
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building, a surface parking lot on the primary Project site; a surface parking lot for 
employee use on the auxiliary employee parking site and reduced parking; and (b) a Sign 
Program, subject to the following conditions: 

1. The Project shall be in substantial conformance with the plans and 
Project description submitted to, and approved by, the Planning 
Commission on February 8, 2017.  Applicant shall submit a final 
plan incorporating all of the refinements, modifications, and 
conditions approved in this resolution within 30 days of the date of 
approval of this Resolution. The Director of Community 
Development (“Director” hereinafter) shall determine whether any 
deviation from the approved project is substantial which requires an 
amendment to the Master Use Permit or any other discretionary 
entitlements.  Any substantial deviation from the approved plans or 
Project description shall require approval from the Planning 
Commission. 

2. The developer and operator(s) of the Project shall comply with the 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program attached to this 
Resolution as Exhibit A, and each mitigation measure set forth 
therein. 

3. The Applicant shall pay all costs and fees incurred by the City in 
connection with the Project: (a) in ensuring that the conditions of 
approval are complied with, as well as monitoring of the mitigation 
measures in the adopted Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program attached to this Resolution as Exhibit A; (b) in the 
processing of Project-related permits and applications, including 
time spent by City staff and legal staff to process and review all 
necessary permits, applications, and land use entitlements, and the 
preparation of this Agreement and the Consultant Services 
Agreements; (c) the costs of staff review of Owner submittals and 
the costs of Consultants retained by City in connection with the 
Project.   

Site Preparation/Construction 

4. All electrical, telephone, cable television system, and similar service 
wires and cables shall be installed underground to the appropriate 
utility connections in compliance with all applicable Building and 
Electrical Codes, safety regulations, and orders, rules of the Public 
Utilities Commission, the serving utility company, and specifications 
of the Public Works Department. Final utility equipment locations 
and visual screening shall be subject to Community Development 
review and approval. 
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5. Modifications and improvements to the site shall be in compliance 
with applicable requirements of the Building Division, Fire 
Department, Health Department, and State Department of Alcohol 
Beverage Control. 

6. During demolition and construction on the site, the soil shall be 
watered in order to minimize the impacts of dust on the surrounding 
area.  

7. A site landscaping and irrigation plan utilizing drought tolerant 
plants, including large-box-sized trees, shall be submitted for 
review and approval by the Community Development and Public 
Works Departments concurrent with the building permit application.  
All plants shall be identified on the plan by the Latin and common 
names.   Substantial tree buffers shall be provided along the 
property lines abutting/facing the neighboring residences. A low 
pressure or drip irrigation system shall be installed in the 
landscaped areas, which shall not cause any surface run-off. 
Landscaping and irrigation shall be installed per the approved plan 
prior to building final. 

8. Backflow prevention valves shall be installed as required by the 
Department of Public Works, and the locations of any such valves 
or similar devices shall be subject to approval by the Community 
Development Department prior to issuance of building permits. 

9. All defective, damaged, inadequate or substandard curb, gutter, 
street paving, sidewalk improvements, catch basins or similar 
public infrastructure shall be removed and replaced with standard 
improvements, subject to the review and approval of the Public 
Works Department.  Adjacent sidewalks shall be installed or 
replaced with landscaping enhancements, and disabled access 
improvements as determined by the City’s Traffic Engineer and 
Public Works Department. 

10. No waste water shall be permitted to be discharged from the 
premises. Waste water shall be discharged into the sanitary sewer 
system. 

11. Property line clean outs, mop sinks, erosion control, and other 
sewer and storm water items shall be installed and maintained as 
required by the Department of Public Works or Building Official.  Oil 
clarifiers and other post-construction water quality items may be 
required. 

Commercial Operational Restrictions 
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12. The facility shall include bank, food and beverage sales, and eating 
and drinking establishment uses. Eating and drinking use shall only 
be permitted as a secondary component of a primary food and 
beverage sales use (grocery store) as shown on the approved 
plans and the project description. 

13. Food and beverage sales and on-site eating and drinking shall be 
limited to operating hours of 7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. daily. 

14. The food and beverage sales tenant may conduct off-sale alcohol 
sales, on-sale beer and wine sales, and alcohol tasting provided no 
more than 15 percent of the area is devoted to alcohol 
display/drinking/tasting, and the tenant operates as a grocery store 
as determined by the Community Development Director.  
Entertainment, dancing, and alcohol licenses other than Type 21, 
Type 41, and Type 86, shall be prohibited.  Alcohol consumption 
shall not be separated from the food and beverage operations 
beyond the extent required by Alcoholic Beverage Control.  All 
activities associated with the alcohol tasting shall take place within 
the tasting area. Alcohol tastings shall be limited to the amounts 
specified in the ABC regulations for Type 86 license, and shall be 
subject to all other ABC regulations concerning Type 86 tastings.  
The design, location, and layout of the tasting area shall be subject 
to approval of the Community Development Director, shall be 
limited to 100 square feet, shall have no seating, furniture or 
fixtures, and shall be separated by a physical barrier from other 
store areas. The drink counter shall be the only level surface for 
placing glasses and other alcohol tasting items. Sampling shall be 
limited to patrons at least 21 years in age.  Tastings shall be poured 
by store employees or the authorized licensee, or designated 
agents in accordance with ABC regulations.  Only one tasting shall 
be provided to any person on any day.  No special events, alcohol 
tastings parties or similar functions will be allowed in connection 
with the Type 86 license. .No exterior signage for advertising 
alcohol tasting shall be permitted.  Alcohol tasting shall be limited to 
11 am to 9 pm daily.  

15. Entertainment on the site shall be prohibited. 

16. The management of the facility shall police the property and all 
areas immediately adjacent to the businesses on the site during the 
hours of operation to keep it free of litter. 

17. The operators of the facility shall provide adequate management 
and supervisory techniques to prevent loitering and other security 
concerns outside the subject businesses.  Security items or 
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procedures shall be implemented and maintained on-site as 
determined to be appropriate by the Police Department. 

18. A covered trash and recycling enclosure(s), with adequate capacity 
shall be provided on the site subject to the specifications and 
approval of the Public Works Department, Community 
Development Department, and City's waste contractor.  A trash and 
recycling plan shall be provided as required by the Public Works 
Department and shall be implemented prior to building permit final 
and occupancy of the site. 

19. All signs shall be in compliance with the City's Sign Code and 
submitted Sign Program for the Project.  A final sign program shall 
be submitted to the Community Development Department for 
review and approval prior to sign permit issuance. Internally 
illuminated awnings or other architectural elements shall be 
prohibited. Signs shall be installed per the approved Program prior 
to building permit final and occupancy. 

20. Noise emanating from the site shall be in compliance with the 
Municipal Noise Ordinance.  Any outside sound or amplification 
system or equipment is prohibited. 

21. A lighting plan, including a photometric study, shall be submitted for 
the surface parking lots and entire project site for approval by the 
Community Development and Police Departments.  The Plan shall 
include energy efficient security lighting for the site. All outside site 
lighting shall be directed away from the public right-of-way and shall 
minimize spill-over onto the sidewalks and street.   Shields and 
directional lighting shall be used where necessary to prevent 
spillover onto adjacent properties.  (MBMC 10.64.170) 

Traffic and Parking 

22. The applicant shall maintain sufficient dedicated parking supply to 
provide a minimum of 135 parking spaces at all times, as shown on 
the approved plans and project description.  The Director of 
Community Development shall determine whether any deviation 
from the Approved Plans and project description requires an 
amendment to the Master Use Permit or any other discretionary 
entitlements, and a written determination shall be made by the 
Community Development Director. 

23. A Construction Management and Parking Plan (CMPP) shall be 
submitted by the applicant with the submittal of plans to plan check. 
The CMPP shall be reviewed and approved by the City, including 
but not limited to, the City Traffic Engineer, Planning, Fire, Police 
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and Public Works, prior to permit issuance. The Plan shall include, 
but not be limited to, provisions for the management of all 
construction related traffic, parking, staging, materials delivery, 
materials storage, and buffering of noise and other disruptions. The 
Plan shall minimize construction related impacts to the surrounding 
neighborhood, and shall be implemented in accordance with the 
requirements of the Plan. 

24. Prior to the first building permit final and occupancy, an Employee 
Parking Management Plan shall be submitted to the Traffic 
Engineering and Planning Divisions for City review and approval to 
minimize the potential for overflow parking into the surrounding 
neighborhood.  The Plan shall include the recommendations 
included in the Traffic Impact and Parking Demand Study, within 
the Initial Study.  Penalties and corrective measures for non-
compliance shall be identified in the Plan.  The Plan shall be 
approved prior to building final and occupancy, and shall be 
implemented immediately.  

25. Deliveries and loading shall be limited to the hours between 7:00 
a.m. and 1:30 p.m. Monday-Saturday with the exception of 2-axle 
delivery vans, which may deliver during regular business hours of 
7:00 AM to 10:00 PM.  No delivery vehicles shall be allowed to 
remain in the loading dock or on the property outside of business 
hours.  No deliveries are permitted on Sundays. 

26. All on-site and off-site improvement plans, shall be submitted to 
plan check, at the same times as the building plans. The plans shall 
be reviewed and approved by the City Traffic Engineer, Planning, 
Public Works, Police, Fire and Caltrans, where applicable, prior to 
the issuance of permits. The project shall be fully constructed per 
the approved plans prior to issuance of a permit final and 
occupancy. The plans shall include, but not be limited to the 
following features: 

a. All two-way driveways and approaches shall be as wide as the 
aisle they serve, not including approach wings or radii.  The 
Sepulveda Boulevard driveway and deceleration lane shall be 
constructed per Caltrans standards. 

b. All raised landscaping planters along the property frontages 
shall begin or end perpendicular to the lower portion of the 
driveway wings.  

c. The driveway on Sepulveda Boulevard shall be restricted to 
Right Turn In/Right Turn Out and posted with signs and striping 
as directed by the City Traffic Engineer and Caltrans.  
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d. Outbound traffic at the driveway on 8th Street shall be restricted 
to Right Turn Out only and posted with signs and other design 
criteria as directed by the City Traffic Engineer.   

e. All parking spaces in the main parking lot shall remain 
unrestricted for all users during business hours.   

f. Parking stall cross-slope shall not exceed 5%.  

g. Doors, gates, staircases, and similar improvements, shall not 
swing into a vehicle aisle or walkway.   

h. Provide unobstructed triangle of sight visibility (5’ x 15’) adjacent 
to each driveway and behind the ultimate property line, after 
dedications, when exiting the parking areas without walls, 
columns, landscaping, or similar obstructions over 36 inches 
high. (MBMC 10.64.150)   

i. All parking spaces adjacent to a vertical obstruction, except 
columns and obstructions adjacent to the front five feet (5′) of a 
parking space, must be at least one foot wider than a standard 
space. (MBMC 10.64.100B)  

j. Wheel stops shall be provided for all parking spaces except 
parallel spaces or those spaces abutting a masonry wall or 
protected by a 6-inch high curb. (MBMC 10.64.100.D)  

k. At least two feet of additional aisle is required beyond the end of 
a dead end aisle to provide sufficient back-up space for vehicles 
in the last space of the aisle.   

l. Disabled parking must comply with current standards including 
but not limited to ADA and the CBC, and one or more van size 
spaces may be required.   

m. Construct new minimum 8-foot wide sidewalk along property 
frontages on the south side of 8th Street and north side of 6th 
Street.  

n. Construct new 4-foot minimum wide sidewalk along the rear 
property frontage on the east side of Larsson Street.  

o. All unused driveways and undeveloped property frontages shall 
be reconstructed with curb, gutter and sidewalk.  Remove and 
replace existing driveway approaches to be reused in 
conformance with City and State standards.  
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p. All compact spaces shall be labeled with signs and stencil 
markings at the back of each space.   

q. Bicycle parking shall be provided at a rate of 5% of all parking 
spaces.  (MBMC 10.64.80)  

r. The folding architectural screen walls adjacent to the loading 
dock shall remain closed at all times except when delivery 
trucks are entering or exiting the loading area. 

s. All parking lots shall be signed and marked to the satisfaction of 
the City Traffic Engineer. 

27. The applicant shall provide dedications as detailed below for ADA 
access, other improvements and to upgrade the area to current 
standards for pedestrian and vehicular circulation. The applicant 
shall submit plans for the improvements to the Public Works, Fire, 
Police and Community Development Departments, the City Traffic 
Engineer, and Caltrans, as applicable, for review and approval, with 
the submittal of the building plan check. All dedications shall be 
recorded and required improvements completed per the approved 
plans prior to the issuance of a building final and occupancy of the 
site. 

a. A street dedication shall be granted to Caltrans that includes the 
entire width of existing and proposed sidewalks and widened 
shoulder along the Sepulveda Boulevard frontage. 

b. A triangular 25-foot corner cut-off dedication shall be provided to 
the City at the southwest corner of Sepulveda Boulevard and 8th 
Street as formed by the future property lines. The applicant shall 
construct a public sidewalk and pedestrian ramp on this corner 
to City and Caltrans, if applicable, standards or reimburse the 
City for the project if it is constructed by the City prior to project 
Construction.  The applicant shall show the proposed right of 
way dedication on all plans. 

c. A triangular cut-off dedication shall be provided to the City at the 
northwest corner of Sepulveda Boulevard and 6th Street, as 
determined by the City Traffic Engineer.  The applicant shall 
construct a public sidewalk and pedestrian ramp on this corner 
to City and Caltrans, if applicable, standards.  The applicant 
shall show the proposed right of way dedication on all plans. 

d. A triangular 10-foot corner cut-off dedication shall be provided to 
the City at the southeast corner of 8th and Larsson Street as 
formed by the future property lines. The applicant shall construct 
a public sidewalk and pedestrian ramp on this corner to City 
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standards.  The applicant shall show the proposed right of way 
dedication on all plans. 

28. The applicant shall submit to the City a cost estimate for completion 
of all of the required off-site improvements, including but not limited 
to the traffic and public improvements, with the submittal of plans to 
plan check.  If the City accepts the final cost estimate, the applicant 
shall provide a bond or other financial security, equal to 1.25 times 
the estimated cost of the improvements, acceptable to the 
satisfaction of the Finance Director, Director of Public Works and 
the City Attorney, prior to the issuance of building permits.  

29. The off-site parking lot portion of the project shall allow reciprocal 
vehicle access through the parking lot and driveway with adjacent 
properties for any future approved project upon which a similar 
reciprocal access condition is imposed.  Parking lot configuration 
shown on the subject plans shall be modified (at the expense of the 
subject property owner) at the time of implementation of the 
reciprocal access. Reciprocal access agreements shall be provided 
to the Community Development Department for review, and 
approval at the time of any such future project, and recorded.   

30. There shall be no change to the land use or square footage of land 
uses on the site as described in the Parking Analysis unless the 
change receives prior written approval by the Community 
Development Director, who may require a supplemental parking 
study to determine whether there is a change in parking demand 
and whether sufficient parking will be provided. 

Procedural 

31. Terms and Conditions are Perpetual; Recordation of Covenant.  
The provisions, terms and conditions set forth herein are perpetual, 
and are binding on the Applicant, its successors-in-interest, and, 
where applicable, all tenants and lessees of the site.  Further, the 
Applicant shall record a covenant indicating its consent to the 
conditions of approval of this Resolution with the Office of the 
County Clerk/Recorder of Los Angeles.  The covenant is subject to 
review and approval by the City Attorney.  APPLICANT shall deliver 
the executed covenant, and all required recording fees, to the 
Department of Community Development within 30 days of the 
adoption of this Resolution.  If APPLICANT fails to deliver the 
executed covenant within 30 days, this Resolution shall be null and 
void and of no further effect.  Notwithstanding the foregoing, the 
Director may, upon a request by APPLICANT, grant an extension to 
the 30-day time limit. 
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32. Indemnity, Duty to Defend and Obligation to Pay Judgments and 
Defense Costs, Including Attorneys’ Fees, Incurred by the City. 
APPLICANT shall defend, indemnify, and hold harmless the City, 
its elected officials, officers, employees, volunteers, agents, and 
those City agents serving as independent contractors in the role of 
City officials (collectively “Indemnitees”) from and against any 
claims, damages, actions, causes of actions, lawsuits, suits, 
proceedings, losses, judgments, costs, and expenses (including, 
without limitation, attorneys’ fees or court costs) in any manner 
arising out of or incident to this approval, related entitlements, or 
the City’s environmental review thereof. APPLICANT shall pay and 
satisfy any judgment, award or decree that may be rendered 
against City or the other Indemnitees in any such suit, action, or 
other legal proceeding.  The City shall promptly notify APPLICANT 
of any claim, action, or proceeding and the City shall reasonably 
cooperate in the defense.  If the City fails to promptly notify 
APPLICANT of any claim, action, or proceeding, or it if the City fails 
to reasonably cooperate in the defense, APPLICANT shall not 
thereafter be responsible to defend, indemnify, or hold harmless the 
City or the Indemnitees.  The City shall have the right to select 
counsel of its choice. APPLICANT shall reimburse the City, and the 
other Indemnitees, for any and all legal expenses and costs 
incurred by each of them in connection therewith or in enforcing the 
indemnity herein provided.  Nothing in this Section shall be 
construed to require APPLICANT to indemnify Indemnitees for any 
Claim arising from the sole negligence or willful misconduct of the 
Indemnitees. In the event such a legal action is filed challenging the 
City’s determinations herein or the issuance of the approval, the 
City shall estimate its expenses for the litigation.  APPLICANT shall 
deposit that amount with the City or enter into an agreement with 
the City to pay such expenses as they become due. 

 
SECTION 9. The entitlements conferred by this Resolution shall lapse two 

years after the date of this resolution, unless the subject improvements are installed or 
the Applicant seeks an extension pursuant to Municipal Code Section 10.84.090. 

SECTION 10. Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21089(b) and Fish 
and Game Code Section 711.4(c), the Project is not operative, vested or final until the 
required filing fees are paid. 

SECTION 11. The Planning Commission’s decision is based upon each of the 
totally independent and separate grounds stated herein, each of which stands alone as 
a sufficient basis for its decision. 
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SECTION 12. The Secretary shall certify to the adoption of this Resolution and 
shall forward a copy of this Resolution to the applicant.  The Secretary shall make this 
resolution readily available for public inspection. 

SECTION 13. The Secretary to the Planning Commission shall certify to the 
adoption of this Resolution. 

I hereby certify that the foregoing is a 
full, true, and correct copy of the 
Resolution as adopted by the Planning 
Commission at its regular meeting of 
March 22, 2017, and that the Resolution 
was adopted by the following vote: 

AYES:  
NOES:  
ABSENT:  
ABSTAIN:  

______________________________  
ANNE MCINTOSH 

Secretary to the Planning Commission  
Interim Community Development Director 

 

_____________________________ 
Rosemary Lackow 

Recording Secretary 
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Manhattan Beach Gelson’s Market Project Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
February 2017 

Impact Mitigation Measure 
Implementation, 
Responsibility & 

Timing 

Monitoring 
Responsibility 

Verified 
Implementation

Biological Resources  

BIO-1: The project site 
does contain trees, which 
could provide habitat for 
migratory birds. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-1: 
Inhibition of Nesting  
All potential nesting substrate 
(e.g., bushes, trees, grasses, and 
other vegetation, as well as 
buildings) that are scheduled to be 
removed by the project should be 
removed prior to the start of the 
nesting season (e.g., prior to 
February 1). The purpose would be 
to preclude the initiation of nests 
on these substrates, and minimize 
the potential for delay of the 
project due to the presence of 
active nests. 

Prior to February 1st 
Applicant/Construction 
Contractor 

Applicant/Construction 
Contractor 

City of 
Manhattan 
Beach 

 Mitigation Measure BIO-2: 
Nesting Bird Pre-Construction 
Surveys 
If any construction activities are to 
occur during the nesting bird 
season (February 1-August 31), 
then pre-construction surveys for 
nesting birds shall be conducted by 
a qualified biologist to ensure that 

February 1st-August 
31th  
Applicant/Construction 
Contractor 

Applicant/Construction 
Contractor 

City of 
Manhattan 
Beach 
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no nests shall be disturbed by 
project construction activities. 
These surveys shall be conducted 
no more than seven days prior to 
the initiation of construction 
activities in any given area; 
because construction may be 
phased, surveys shall be conducted 
prior to the commencement of each 
phase of construction. During each 
survey, the biologist shall inspect 
all potential nesting habitats (e.g., 
trees, shrubs, grasslands, and 
buildings) within the work area 
and within 250 feet of the work 
area for raptor nests and within 100 
feet of the work area for nests of 
non-raptors. 

If an active nest (i.e., a nest with 
eggs or young, or any completed 
raptor nest attended by adults) is 
found close to work areas to be 
disturbed by these activities, the 
qualified biologist shall determine 
the extent of a disturbance-free 
buffer zone to be established 
around the nest (typically 250 feet 
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for raptors and 50 to 100 feet for 
non-raptors), to ensure that no 
active nests of species protected by 
the MBTA and California Fish and 
Game Code shall be disturbed 
during construction. In some 
circumstances, a qualified 
biologist, in consultation with the 
CDFW, can recommend that these 
buffers be modified based on 
topography, existing levels of 
disturbance, screening vegetation, 
and other factors. 

Cultural Resources  

CR-1: Project excavation 
and construction could 
unearth unanticipated 
cultural resources. 

CR-1: Unanticipated 
Archeological Resources  
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
15064.5 (f), “provisions for 
historical or unique archaeological 
resources accidentally discovered 
during construction” shall be 
instituted. Therefore, in the event 
that any prehistoric or historic 
subsurface cultural resources are 
discovered during ground 

During excavation, 
grading, and 
construction activities. 
Applicant/Construction 
Contractor 

Applicant/Construction 
Contractor 

City of 
Manhattan 
Beach 
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disturbing activities, all work 
within 50 feet of the resources 
shall be halted and the City of 
Manhattan Beach shall consult 
with a qualified archaeologist to 
assess the significance of the find. 
If any find is determined to be 
significant, representatives of the 
City and the qualified 
archaeologist would meet to 
determine the appropriate course of 
action. All significant cultural 
materials recovered shall be 
subject to scientific analysis, 
professional museum curation, and 
a report prepared by the qualified 
archaeologist according to current 
professional standards. 

CR-2: Project excavation 
and construction could 
unearth unanticipated 
paleontological resources. 

Mitigation Measure CR-2: 
Unanticipated Paleontological 
Resources  
The project proponent and the City 
shall notify a qualified 
paleontologist of unanticipated 
discoveries, made by construction 
personnel and subsequently 

During excavation, 
grading, and 
construction activities. 
Applicant/Construction 
Contractor 

Applicant/Construction 
Contractor 

City of 
Manhattan 
Beach 
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document the discovery as needed. 
In the event of an unanticipated 
discovery of a possible fossil 
during construction, excavations 
within 50 feet of the find shall be 
temporarily halted or diverted until 
the discovery is examined by a 
qualified paleontologist. The 
paleontologist shall notify the 
appropriate agencies to determine 
procedures that would be followed 
before construction is allowed to 
resume at the location of the find. 

CR-3: Project excavation 
and construction could 
unearth undiscovered 
human remains.  

Mitigation Measure CR-3: 
Discovery of Human Remains  

In the unlikely event of the 
discovery of human remains, 
CEQA Guidelines 15064.5 (e)(1) 
shall be followed, which is as 
follows:  

1) There shall be no further 
excavation or disturbance of the 
site or any nearby area reasonably 
suspected to overlie adjacent 
human remains until: 

During excavation, 
grading, and 
construction activities. 
Applicant/Construction 
Contractor 

Applicant/Construction 
Contractor 

City of 
Manhattan 
Beach 
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(A) The Coroner of the county 
in which the remains are 
discovered is contacted to 
determine that no investigation of 
the cause of death is required, and 

(B) If the coroner determines 
the remains to be Native 
American: 

1. The coroner shall contact 
the Native American Heritage 
Commission (NAHC) within 24 
hours. 

2. The NAHC shall identify 
the person or persons it believes to 
be the most likely descended from 
the deceased Native American. 

The most likely descendent may 
make recommendations to the 
landowner or the person 
responsible for the excavation 
work, for means of treating or 
disposing of, with appropriate 
dignity, the human remains and 
any associated grave goods as 
provided in Public Resources Code 
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Section 5097.98. 

Geology and Soils  

BMP-GEO During construction, the 
construction contractor shall 
follow all site preparation 
recommendations included in the 
latest geotechnical report for the 
project including related to 
vegetation removal, removal of 
existing and subsurface 
improvements and structures, 
excavations, slope grades, 
compaction, and site fills. 

During excavation, 
grading, and 
construction activities. 
Applicant/Construction 
Contractor 

Applicant/Construction 
Contractor 

City of 
Manhattan 
Beach 

GEO-1: The project site is 
located in an area that 
could be subject to minor 
seismic related ground 
failure. 

GEO-1: Geotechnical Plan 
Review  
Prior to the issuance of grading and 
building permits, the City Engineer 
shall review all geotechnical 
reports, grading plans, and building 
plans for site preparation and 
grading, site drainage 
improvements, and design 
parameters for foundations, 
retaining walls, landscaped rooftop 
area, and pavement areas, to ensure 

Prior to approval of 
grading and building 
permits/City of 
Manhattan Beach 

City of Manhattan 
Beach 

City of 
Manhattan 
Beach 
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that the recommendations in the 
Geotechnical Report have been 
properly incorporated into the 
project design. The City Engineer 
shall provide recommendations 
regarding the geotechnical 
design/feasibility that are to be 
incorporated as conditions of 
approval for the project, satisfied 
as part of the building 
permit/construction/grading 
permits for the project.  

 GEO-2: Geotechnical Plan 
Review 
During construction, the City shall 
inspect, test (as needed), and 
approve all geotechnical aspects of 
project construction, including site 
preparation and grading, site 
surface and subsurface drainage 
improvements, and excavations for 
foundations and retaining walls 
prior to the placement of steel and 
concrete. A final inspection of site 
drainage improvements and 
excavations shall also be 

Prior to approval of 
grading and building 
permits/City of 
Manhattan Beach 

City of Manhattan 
Beach 

City of 
Manhattan 
Beach 
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completed by the City to verify 
conformance with geotechnical 
recommendations. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

HH-1: Project excavation, 
grading, and construction 
activities could uncover 
previously unknown and 
undocumented 
contamination.  

Mitigation Measure HH-1: 
Unknown and Undocumented 
Contamination  

If previously unknown and 
undocumented hazardous materials 
are encountered during 
construction or accidentally 
released as a result of construction 
activities the following procedures 
shall be implemented:  

• A hazardous materials 
expert be on call in the event any 
unknown or undocumented 
hazardous materials are 
encountered during construction. 

• If hazardous materials are 
encountered work shall stop 
immediately and the hazardous 
materials expert shall be brought in 
to assess risk and determine 

During excavation, 
grading, and 
construction activities. 
Applicant/Construction 
Contractor 

Applicant/Construction 
Contractor 

City of 
Manhattan 
Beach 
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appropriate remediation. The 
hazardous materials expert shall 
identify the scope and immediacy 
of the problem.  

• Coordination with the 
responsible agencies shall take 
place (Department of Toxic 
Substances Control, the Regional 
Water Quality Control Board, or 
the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency). 

• The necessary investigation 
and remediation activities shall be 
conducted to resolve the situation 
before continuing construction 
work. 

 Mitigation Measure HH-2: 
Asbestos Containing Materials  
Asbestos was detected in flooring 
materials. In order to prevent 
impacts to construction workers 
and the public the following 
procedures shall be implemented: 

• Developer shall notify 
employees and occupants 

During demolition 
construction activities. 
Applicant/Construction 
Contractor 

Applicant/Construction 
Contractor 

City of 
Manhattan 
Beach 
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regarding the presence and location 
of asbestos materials as required 
under California Health and Safety 
Code.  

• An abatement contractor 
shall remove asbestos materials 
prior to demolition, (refer to 
regulations regulated under 
California Title 8 1529, 29 CFR 
1926.1101, South Coast Air 
Quality Management District 
(SCAQMD) Rule 1403 and other. 
Removal of lead shall be 
performed by lead-certified 
workers following 5-day California 
Dept. of Public Health (CDPH) 
notification, under Cal. Title 8 
S1532.1. Contractor shall drum 
and profile all waste prior to 
transport and disposal. When 
profiling, Contractors shall not mix 
potential lead-containing waste 
with any other materials (e.g. paper 
suits). 

Hydrology 
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BMP-HYDRO During construction, the 
construction contractor shall 
implement erosion and 
sedimentation controls, dewatering 
(nuisance-water removal), runoff 
controls, and construction 
equipment maintenance in 
compliance with the 2012 MS4 
Discharge Permit that requires the 
City to condition development 
approvals with incorporation of 
specified stormwater controls.  

During project operation, the 
project owner shall be responsible 
for maintaining and repairing 
landscaping, building, and parking 
areas to maintain proper drainage, 
operation of water quality 
treatment features, and efficient 
conveyance of project site run-off 
to site drainage features. 

During excavation, 
grading, and 
construction activities. 
Applicant/Construction 
Contractor 

Applicant/Construction 
Contractor 

City of 
Manhattan 
Beach 

Noise 

NOI-1: Project 
construction could result 
in exposure of persons to 

Mitigation Measure NOI-1: A 
temporary, continuous sound 
barrier shall be erected along the 

During excavation, 
grading, and 
construction activities. 

Applicant/Construction 
Contractor 

City of 
Manhattan 
Beach 
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noise.  perimeter of the project site. The 
barrier shall be at least 8 feet in 
height and constructed of materials 
achieving a Transmission Loss 
(TL) value of at least 20 dBA, such 
as ½ inch plywood. 

Applicant/Construction 
Contractor 

 Mitigation Measure NOI-2: 
Exterior noise-generating 
construction activities shall be 
limited to Monday through Friday 
from 7:30 A.M. to 6:00 P.M., and 
from 9:00 A.M. to 6 P.M. on 
Saturdays. No noise-generating 
exterior construction activities 
shall occur on Sundays or City-
observed holidays. 

During excavation, 
grading, and 
construction activities. 
Applicant/Construction 
Contractor 

Applicant/Construction 
Contractor 

City of 
Manhattan 
Beach 

 Mitigation Measure NOI-3: 
Construction activities shall be 
scheduled so as to avoid operating 
several pieces of heavy equipment 
simultaneously when close to 
nearby sensitive uses, which 
causes high noise levels. 

During excavation, 
grading, and 
construction activities. 
Applicant/Construction 
Contractor 

Applicant/Construction 
Contractor 

City of 
Manhattan 
Beach 

 Mitigation Measure NOI-4: 
Noise-generating construction 

During excavation, 
grading, and 

Applicant/Construction 
Contractor 

City of 
Manhattan 
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equipment shall be equipped with 
effective noise control devices; i.e., 
mufflers, lagging, and/or motor 
enclosures. All equipment shall be 
properly maintained to assure that 
no additional noise due to worn or 
improperly maintained parts would 
be generated. 

construction activities. 
Applicant/Construction 
Contractor 

Beach 

 Mitigation Measure NOI-5: 
Engine idling from construction 
equipment such as bulldozers and 
haul trucks shall be limited. Idling 
of haul trucks shall be limited to 
five (5) minutes at any given 
location as established by the 
South Coast Air Quality 
Management District. 

During excavation, 
grading, and 
construction activities. 
Applicant/Construction 
Contractor 

Applicant/Construction 
Contractor 

City of 
Manhattan 
Beach 

 Mitigation Measure NOI-6: 
Noise and groundborne vibration 
construction activities whose 
specific location on the site may be 
flexible (e.g., operation of 
compressors and generators, 
cement mixing, general truck 
idling, staging) shall be conducted 
as far as possible from the nearest 

During excavation, 
grading, and 
construction activities. 
Applicant/Construction 
Contractor 

Applicant/Construction 
Contractor 

City of 
Manhattan 
Beach 
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noise- and vibration-sensitive land 
uses, and natural and/or manmade 
barriers (e.g., intervening 
construction trailers) shall be used 
to screen propagation of noise 
from such activities towards these 
land uses to the maximum extent 
possible. 

 Mitigation Measure NOI-7: 
Barriers such as, but not limited to, 
plywood structures or flexible 
sound control curtains shall be 
erected around on-site stationary 
equipment (e.g., compressors and 
generators) to minimize the 
amount of noise during 
construction on the nearby noise-
sensitive uses. 

During excavation, 
grading, and 
construction activities. 
Applicant/Construction 
Contractor 

Applicant/Construction 
Contractor 

City of 
Manhattan 
Beach 

 Mitigation Measure NOI-8: The 
construction contractor or project 
applicant shall provide a 
construction site notice that 
includes the following information: 
job site address, permit number, 
name and phone number of the 
contractor and owner or owner’s 

During excavation, 
grading, and 
construction activities. 
Applicant/Construction 
Contractor 

Applicant/Construction 
Contractor 

City of 
Manhattan 
Beach 
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agent, hours of construction 
allowed by code or any 
discretionary approval for the site, 
and City telephone numbers where 
violations can be reported. The 
notice shall be posted and 
maintained at the construction site 
prior to the start of construction 
and displayed in a location that is 
readily visible to the public. 
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CITY OF MANHATTAN BEACH 

[DRAFT] PLANNING COMMISSION 

MINUTES OF REGULAR MEETING 

FEBRUARY 8, 2017 

 

(REVISED) 

A Regular Meeting of the Planning Commission of the City of Manhattan Beach, California, was held on the 

8
th
 day of February, 2017, at the hour of 6:30 p.m., in the City Council Chambers, at 1400 Highland Avenue, 

in said City.   

 

1.  ROLL CALL     

 

Present:  Apostol, Bordokas, Conaway, Ortmann, Chairperson Hersman 

Absent:  None 

Staff Present: Anne McIntosh, Interim Community Development Director 

  Eric Haaland, Associate Planner 

Laurie Jester, Planning Manager 

Michael Estrada, Assistant City Attorney 

 Rosemary Lackow, Recording Secretary 

 

Chair Hersman welcomed Interim Community Development Director Anne McIntosh who is replacing 

former Community Development Director Marisa Lundstedt on an interim basis.  Director McIntosh stated 

that she is happy to be helping the City realize its goals and her door is open to anyone who wishes to meet 

with her.   

 

 

2. AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION (3-minute limit) –  

 

Gerry O’Connor, 36 year resident, stated his concern about the process the Planning Commission follows, 

in particular he believes that the Commission should exercise independent thought, and be aware of all 

information and where it comes from, with goal of promoting unity, not division.  He cited his disagreement 

with the way the Commission processed a recent Variance that he thought should have been administratively 

approved.  

 

Mark Lipps, new President/CEO of the Manhattan Beach Chamber of Commerce echoed the prior 

speaker’s comments, noting that discord occurs when there is a lack or problem in communication.  He also 

invited all interested persons to attend a “State of the City” event being hosted by the Chamber February 

17th.   

 

3. APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES 

 

02/08/17-1 Regular meeting – December 14, 2016 

 

A motion was MADE and SECONDED (Ortmann/Apostol) to APPROVE the minutes of December 14, 

2016 as submitted. 
 

Roll Call:  

AYES:  Apostol, Bordokas, Conaway, Ortmann, Chairperson Hersman  

ATTACHMENT B
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NOES:  None 

ABSENT: None 

ABSTAIN:      None 

 

4. PUBLIC HEARING 

 

02/08/17-2.  Consideration of a Master Use Permit for a Market with Off-Site Alcohol Sales and On-Site 

Alcohol Consumption and Tastings and a Bank at 707 North Sepulveda Boulevard; the 

Provision of Off-Site Parking at 801 North Sepulveda Blvd.; Reduced Parking; and Mitigated 

Negative Declaration and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (Paragon Commercial 

Group- Gelson’s Market) 

 

 

Chair Hersman thanked all for providing input, noting that the Commission had received a high number of 

emails and each Commissioner reads and considers all input in deliberating this matter. The Chair asked that all 

be aware of and respect the following process and order of speakers which is intended to give everyone a 

chance to address the Commission.  After the staff presentation, the applicant will have 15-20 minutes to 

present, followed by the Manhattan Beach Residents for Responsible Development (15 minutes), after which 

all other individuals wishing to speak will each have 3 minutes.  After these speakers, the applicant will have an 

opportunity to rebut.  After all public comments have been heard, the Chair will close the public comment 

portion of the public hearing and the Commission will discuss and deliberate, towards a decision on the project. 

Chair Hersman noted that in the event there is not enough time to complete this process, the meeting will be 

continued.  The Chair asked that anyone wishing to speak fill out a speaker form and submit to the Recording 

Secretary in advance.   

 

Associate Planner Eric Haaland presented the staff report with aid of power-point slides, introducing the 

project, covering topics including but not limited to: proposed uses, the entitlements requested including 

parking reduction, code analysis, issues and concerns of the community and the environmental documentation.  

He noted that upon conduct of an environmental analysis per CEQA, staff determination that no significant 

impacts would be created therefore staff proposes a “Mitigated Negative Declaration” (MND) with 

accompanying Mitigation Monitoring Program. Upon receiving public comments and if in its deliberations the 

Commission votes to approve the project, a draft Resolution of approval has been provided for consideration. A 

1-page Errata for the Draft Resolution was also distributed by staff.     

 

Staff responded to requests for clarification from the Commission. Mr. Haaland clarified that staff has no 

further planned presentations, but the City Traffic Engineer is available to respond to questions.  Interim 

Director McIntosh suggested that questions for the Traffic Engineer be held by the Commission until after 

hearing public comments.    

 

Planning Manager Jester clarified the terms “MND” (Mitigated Negative Declaration) and “EIR” 

(Environmental Impact Report) as referring to levels of environmental review in CEQA.  Ms. Jester further 

explained that the level of review followed by staff is determined after first establishing if a “project” as 

defined in CEQA is exempt or if not, and requires further environmental review. If requiring a review, then an 

“Initial Study” (IS) is undertaken which looks at potential environmental impacts, using a comprehensive list of 

impact types (traffic, parking, archeology, air quality, etc).  If, in the conduct of the IS it is determined that 

impacts in all categories will be at or reduced to a level of “less than significant” after applying all mitigation 

measures, then staff may prepare an MND.  If conversely, impacts in all categories are not at a level of less 

than significant (or not reduced to that level with mitigations), or, if additional study is needed, then an EIR 
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must be performed.  Regardless, as to whether an MND or EIR is prepared, the same entire comprehensive list 

of potential environmental effects is evaluated.   

 

There being no further questions of staff, Chair Hersman invited the applicant to address the Commission.  

 

Jim Dillavou, Principal, Paragon Commercial Group, the applicant, addressed the Commission with the aid of 

Power Point slides, noting that Paragon has worked diligently on the project with a very wide outreach and 

availability to the community.  He feels that there is overwhelming support, believes that the environmental 

review, including a 2,000 page MND which has had City Attorney oversight, has been thorough and that there 

is no substantial evidence to support a fair argument that if an EIR were done, a conclusion different from the 

MND would be reached.  Mr. Dillavou went over the project stating that all citizen comments have been taken 

into serious consideration, and he feels that the project has been designed to a higher standard than minimally 

meeting the code (e.g. all parking spaces to be full sized with wide aisles) and highlighted planned traffic 

circulation improvements such as widening the roadway shoulder on Sepulveda to provide an area for cars to 

decelerate and turn into the site, traffic signal upgrades and dedicated right turn lane on 8
th
 Street. Regarding 

parking, the project can accommodate the absolute maximum parking needed during peak times and should not 

be compared to Trader Joes on Manhattan Beach Boulevard, as Gelson’s does not have the same circulation 

and access challenges.    He concluded by stating that he feels that the project will be an ideal addition to the 

Sepulveda corridor and community and will not result in detrimental impacts which cannot be mitigated.    

 

Eileen Neil, President, Manhattan Beach Residents for Responsible Development (MBRRD), began a slide 

presentation, stated the group is not against the developer, but is focused on the project being a responsible 

development.  She noted that the parking and traffic studies have been commissioned and paid for by the 

applicant and they believe that the project is deficient in parking and will have serious traffic impacts.  She is 

concerned that the analysis of the project may be focused too much on economic benefits from generation of 

sales tax revenue, which is a case that she believes is over stated, as opposed to impacts to residents.    

    

Shawn Cowles, attorney with the firm Buckhalter Nemer and representing the MBRRD stated that an EIR 

requires a higher level of scrutiny than an MND.  He believes that the environmental review process should be 

restarted and an EIR prepared, as he believes that the City has not complied with its duty under CEQA and the 

MND is insufficient and defective.  He believes the MND has the following deficiencies:  1) the IS must 

precede the MND, but believes that the IS and the MND Notice of Intent to Publish were combined in that they 

are both dated July 15, 2016, showing that the preparation of an MND was a pre-determined decision; 2)  the 

traffic analysis should have used the current vacated condition (which has existed for 17 months) instead of the 

prior auto dealership use; 3) the time of year that traffic was studied (October, 2016) does not capture beach 

traffic and including such may result in greater traffic volumes; and comparison with the Hollywood Gelson’s 

is not relevant since there is no beach traffic in Hollywood;  4) the conclusion of the noise analysis that the 

CNEL (Community Noise Equivalent Level) is below the 3 dB threshold is based inappropriately on the 

assumption of site use as an auto care facility, not a vacated use;  5) small truck traffic appears to not have been 

adequately considered; and lastly 6)  the degree of public controversy evidenced by 83 letters of opposition 

should have triggered an EIR instead of the MND which did not involve evidence of consultation with 

responsible agencies.   

 

The Chair invited the MBRRD traffic engineer to make a brief presentation.  

 

Allyn Rifkin, retired Traffic Engineer from City of Los Angeles, was hired to do a peer review of the project 

traffic analysis.  He believes that there will be a significant traffic impact because he feels some important data 

has been omitted and he is also concerned about conditions at the intersection of 8th Street and Sepulveda. 
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Additional data he would like to see included in the analyses are: operating speeds, accident data, summer and 

truck volumes on Sepulveda, Saturday traffic volumes for a supermarket, and daily traffic volumes on adjacent 

neighborhood streets.  He believes that the proposed deceleration lane for the Sepulveda driveway is inadequate 

in that:  Caltrans requested a longer (246 vs. 110 feet) and wider (12 feet vs. 10 feet) lane; no one reviewed the 

need for an acceleration lane, and there is missing data for traffic speeds and accident history.   He is concerned 

that, if the left turn lane is too short there will be overflow impacts.  Mr. Rifkin also pointed out that the 

analysis assumed that the City improvement of 8
th
 Street (new north and southbound left turn arrows) would be 

constructed and therefore the project traffic was not analyzed without a left turn pocket. Regarding 

neighborhood impacts, peak hour counts in non-summer times, based on Level of Service A at intersections 

were used but in his experience daily traffic should have been considered.    He does not believe the response in 

the MND by staff that a construction management program can assuredly address neighborhood impacts 

because such a program is typically established after the project is built.  

 

Chair Hersman invited the audience to address the Commission, requesting that each observe a 3-minute limit.   

 

PUBLIC COMMENTS 

 

Louis Zakin, 2112 Chelsea Rd, Palos Verdes Estates, supports Gelson’s in that it is a quality gourmet store and 

a good fit for the city.   

 

Herb Harger 1230 6
th
 Street, and a 66 year resident, looks forward to this because he will be walking to the 

store, not driving.   

 

Jim Harger, 1420 6
th
 St., 58-year resident is a very strong proponent, believes the store is badly needed and 

will ride his bike to the store.  Regarding sales tax revenues, like medical care facilities which generate zero 

sales tax, the city needs such uses.  He doesn’t believe that the impact analyses should be based on a vacant lot, 

because that is not the historic use of the property.     

 

Shail Versfelt, resident, expressed concerns including parking supply, traffic congestion and safety on 

Sepulveda, noting that she believes that the busiest retail activity will occur between 3 and 7 pm, which 

coincides with the heaviest traffic times on the corridor. She cited 236 accidents on Sepulveda between 2
nd

 

Street and Manhattan Beach Boulevard with 47 occurring at the 6
th
 and 8

th
 Street intersections and in the last 2 

years when the site was vacant, 16 accidents at these intersection and 3 fatalities on the corridor in the last 5 

years.   

 

Greg Haylock, P.E. resident at 1560 9
th
 Street is a transportation engineer with Caltrans, believes that the 

Encroachment Permit will be difficult if not rejected by Caltrans.  He showed slides of the roadway on 

Sepulveda, including other nearby commercial developments and believes that the developer should have gone 

through that Caltrans process first, as he believes all of the state requirements will have to be addressed.   

 

Mark Lipps, MB Chamber of Commerce, notes it’s a tough line to walk because while everyone wants to have 

a small town appeal, it is also necessary to have a strong economic engine. As a resident he supports Gelson’s, 

a “legacy company” as a reasonable and responsible use.     

 

Bill Bloomfield, resident for many years at 940 1
st
 Street, currently on the Strand,  supports the project as a 

good corridor use and preferable to the former use, believes that residents who choose to live near the corridor 

should expect development will come and go along the commercial corridor.  
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Marilyn Scott, resident at 1141 8
th
, believes that the on-site parking will be deficient, especially regarding 

employees; is concerned that employees will park in the residential area, and truck deliveries will be noisy at 

night. Please consider neighbor impacts.     

 

Jan Mills, 30+ year resident lives now on Larsson. She believes the project will destroy their quiet and 

walkable residential street.  She suggested that people going to shop at Gelson’s will use residential streets west 

of the project to get to Gelson’s especially at 5:00 pm.  She asked that the Commission not approve such an 

impactful use.  

 

Steve Plenge, 301 John Street, resident in South Bay for 35 years, is a national shopping center developer, 

commended the developer on planning with sensitivity, believes that there is sufficient information in the MND 

to make a decision and supports the project.  

 

Eric Bauer, 1146 8
th
 Street, doesn’t believe there is an inherent opposition of the developer or such a use, but 

he isn’t confident that the project has been properly analyzed, requests transparency and that an honest and fair 

assessment with unbiased facts be utilized.  

 

Dennis May, 718 Dianthus for 40 years, and a real estate broker for 45 years.  Is concerned that the project will 

diminish the quality of life due to increased neighborhood traffic and that the parking will be deficient.  He 

believes the developer had other options but sold off lots on 8
th
 Street to be developed as homes, and 

underground parking or no bank should be considered to address parking. 

 

Sue Vogl, 1206 6
th
 Street, supports Gelsons in that it being close to residents, will be close enough to walk to.      

 

Brad Sperber, resident and business operator of Manhattan Toyota, supports Gelson’s as a good commercial 

use and the applicant has addressed all major concerns and believes the city is lucky to this use.   

 

Sandy Savaiano, 40 year resident, lives on 28
th
 Street and supports Gelson’s. She disagrees that unfamiliar 

beachgoers will come through the neighborhood to go to Gelson’s and doesn’t think there will be backup at the 

entrances to the project, when comparing to Target, thinks a lot of people will use Valley/Ardmore to get there.   

 

Richard Rizika, supports Gelson’s and thinks the project is an architectural and aesthetic upgrade and will be a 

benefit and good fit to the community.   

 

Jack Driscoll retired and former Executive Director of LAX, believes that an MND is irresponsible and not the 

appropriate environmental review for this site; he is a great believer of community participation and open 

government and residents need to know all the positives and negatives, and he strongly believes that an EIR 

should be prepared.  

 

Tara Klein lives on Dianthus, has small children and likes the idea of a wonderful store nearby, but urges that 

the City require an EIR; specifically thinks that pedestrian safety should be more closely looked at including 

the intersection of 6
th
/Dianthus which would be a common cut-through to the store.  She questioned that photos 

shown by staff of 8
th
 Street with little traffic do not accurately represent conditions where often there are 2 or 3 

cars waiting at the intersection which would block the driveway into the store.    

 

Irl Cramer, 115 N. Dianthus, strongly supports the project in that he believes that it will provide the most 

good for the greatest number of people, thanked the Commission for thinking long term and seeing facts 

clearly.    
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Jim Withers, 501 Larsson Street,long time resident and of a founding family, strongly opposes and urges that 

the City call for an EIR with full reporting and analysis; feels a Caltrans decal lane should be studied carefully 

and generally is very concerned about public safety, citing a recent court award to a plaintiff in a Redondo 

Beach traffic accident case. He opposes a reduction of parking and noted that 2
nd

 and 8
th
 Streets are the main 

arteries on the west side of the project.     

 

Patti Brown, 511 Larsson Street used a Power Point, to illustrate that she feels the project has been 

irresponsibly planned.   She does not believe that this Gelson’s site is similar to other Gelson’s in that it has no 

easy access in all directions and is immediately adjacent to single family, as opposed to commercial or multi-

family.  The other Gelson’s she cited in her slides include: Dana Point, Calabasas, Del Mar, La Costa/Carlsbad, 

Irvine, Newport Beach, La Canada Flintridge, Pacific Palisades, Marina Del Rey, Century City, Hollywood and 

concluded that the Commission should require an EIR be done with complete traffic analysis.   

 

Blake Troop, 20 year resident noted an accident at an unmarked crosswalk at 6
th
 Street and Sepulveda, and he 

believes that pedestrian safety needs to be studied carefully. 

 

Jon Chaykowski, lives at 3
rd

 and John Street, has significant concerns especially for residents west of the 

project and is very interested in whether an acceleration lane as well as a longer deceleration lane is warranted 

and that if traffic is not able to be handled at the corridor, will cause increased congestion on streets west of the 

project. He noted that the Panda Express has a right turn restriction on the side street and urged more traffic 

impact study.  

 

Kathy Fisher, 14 year City resident, has strong concern about auto safety and impacts especially on 

Sepulveda.  She emphasized that people who drive often do not obey the law, and believes that the Caltrans 

standard for a decel lane should be looked at carefully and questions the amount of truck traffic from vendors 

coming to and from the store.  She does not believe her questions submitted to Paragon have been answered.    

 

Barry Fisher, local retailer owner of Grow on Sepulveda showed slides and questioned the parking reduction 

and survey data, which was based on the Gelson’s Hollywood which has different demographics than 

Manhattan Beach.  He believes that comparable densities between Manhattan Beach and Hollywood are 

especially important in showing that a parking reduction should not be granted. He also does not believe that 

people will walk but will drive to the site to shop because groceries are heavy. 

 

Derek Holman 341 10
th
 Street, strongly supports Gelson’s. He doesn’t believe that the site impacts should be 

based on a vacant site, but because some use will be developed, perhaps the comparison should be to other 

possible types of uses that could be developed.  He does not believe that the store will create more frequent 

traffic trips, so perhaps having Gelson’s at this location may even out the dispersal of grocery trips more evenly 

overall in the City.    

 

Don Whinfrey, 1421 3
rd
 Street, supports the project and because he is legally blind and walks a lot, and 

because Gelson’s will be only 8 - 10 minutes away, he is looking forward to the project because his walk will 

be reduced appreciably.     

 

Zane Sax, resident of Hermosa Beach, supports the project, and he believes the traffic will be mainly from 

within the City.  He encourages a fair debate but noted that there can be bias on both sides, by the developer as 

well as professionals hired by the residents. It is routine for a developer to pay for technical reports and it is the 

responsibility of staff to review all reports.  He recognizes that the project is not perfect, but it is pretty good.   

Page 48 of 340
PC MTG 03-22-17



 Draft] Planning Commission Meeting Minutes of  
February 08,  2017 

 Page 7 of 10 

 
   

 

Tom Hastings, 809 N. Dianthus referred to Power Point slides that showed public comments.  He pointed out 

the number of form letters/comments as well as unique comment letters both for and against and does not 

believe that the applicants comment that the public is overwhelmingly in favor of the store is accurate.    

 

John Neill lives on Larsson expressed concerns with noise including from the parking lot and various 

equipment, and delivery trucks, particularly late at night with loud back up beepers and believes that there are 

big differences between the store and the most recent auto dealership use.  He questions how the noise 

ordinance will be enforced and fears it will fall to the residents to enforce noise problems.   

 

Julie Shaffner Brawn, resident, does not support the project due to safety, parking, traffic and noise concerns. 

She feels the project needs an EIR. She questions why the city would grant exceptions (e.g. width and length of 

deceleration lane and on-site parking) and is concerned in doing so would expose the City to a lot of liability 

and urged that the Commission send the project back for more study and require that the developer work with 

theresidents.    

 

Gary Troop, 511 Larsson, used Power Point slides to illustrate points, doesn’t support the project due to 

traffic, including cut through cars and trucks in the neighborhood especially on 2
nd

,  6
th
 and 8

th
 Streets and on 

Larsson, Dianthus, Anderson and Poinsettia.  He believes impacts especially on 6
th
 Street will not be mitigated.   

He noted that there are no sidewalks in the neighborhood and is concerned about pedestrian safety, noting that 

there will be alcohol consumption on the premises.  

 

Mary M. Padilla, Highland Avenue, believes that it will provide a much needed community service, and will 

be a good project if parking and traffic impacts can be mitigated.    

 

At 9:30 pm Chair Hersman called for a break and at 9:41 pm Chair Hersman reconvened the meeting and 

called the next speaker.   

 

Jim Zimmerman 1013 8
th
 St, turns from 8

th
 to Sepulveda southbound daily, and cars tend to accelerate on 8

th 
 

Street which he feels might contribute to accidents.  He believes an EIR should be required to evaluated 

parking and traffic.  

  

John DiLeva, 789 Larsson, directly behind Gelson’s, believes that the developer should do everything “by the 

book” and questions the need to have a bank, and is concerned about traffic, the parking reduction and street 

and pedestrian safety,  particularly with no sidewalks.     

 

Jerry Pancake, 8
th
 Street, is opposed to a project being done poorly and with the bank, on-premise alcohol and 

food consumption and takeout of prepared food, has concerns that the number of cars will exceed the parking 

supply.  He is concerned about the substandard deceleration lane, delivery trucks merging into heavy traffic. He 

urged that the project be modified as it is too dense for the site and should be done right.    

 

Mark Shoemaker, using Power Point slides, noted 8,000 daily entries and exits for the site, stated that 

deceleration lanes are encouraged in the Sepulveda Development Guidelines, and urged the project to comply 

with Caltrans in terms of width and length of a decel lane, including relocation of a storm drain and fire hydrant 

and also an acceleration or exit lane south of the Sepulveda apron. Noting that 205 persons signed a petition to 

require an EIR, he urged that the Commission deny the project and require an EIR.   

 

Don McPherson, 1014 First Street, opposes the project including the parking reduction and he distributed a 
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handout regarding banks.  He believes that only 2 parking reductions have been granted by the City and is 

skeptical that the bank use will be realized as he thinks the size proposed is much larger than other banks 

recently built.  He urged the Commission to not adopt a finding that the long term use (including the bank 

building) will support a parking reduction.   

 

Scott Yanofsky, Larsson Street resident, passed out material to the Commission, and he believes that the 

project should be downsized which could include removal of the bank building, so that the site no longer needs 

a parking reduction.  

 

Peter Joyce, lives at 8
th
 and Dianthus, spoke to the traffic study and believes that the number of round trips 

(4,000 per day) projected will produce a significant impact using common sense.  The lack of sidewalks will be 

a safety factor.  Parking and traffic safety need to be further studied, citing a recent van overturn accident and 

the applicant should consider downsizing and providing underground parking to alleviate impacts.  

 

Tom Troy, lives near the site in the “hill section”, and would shop at Gelson’s but believes that there should be 

an EIR to look more into traffic impacts.  

 

Gary Steinhardt, resident at 32
nd

 and Vista supports Gelson’s, believes the design is well thought out and 

studied, and trusts the Planning Commission to make a good decision.  

 

Douglas Brawn, 601 Larsson, hears common ground that there is support for the project, but believes that the 

project hasn’t had enough study, and believes that the Commission should send the project back to staff to get 

an EIR  

 

Robert Levine, 1401 Manzanita Lane, supports Gelson’s, and he experienced a similar situation in Culver City 

and the City found ways to alleviate citizen concerns.  In various areas of the City there are going to be impacts 

and as a community the citizens learn to share resources.  He does not believe that as a standard, sites that have 

a business that stops operating should be judged as a vacant site for new development.   

 

Tim McGinity, 1700 block of Magnolia, 2 year City resident, understands there are pros and cons and strong 

emotions on both sides. He favors the project because he has belief in the developer to be sensitive to concerns 

and trusts that the developer will be a responsible community partner and will address problems that will arise, 

based on his experience with Gelsons when he lived in Pacific Palisades.  

 

Marilyn Gillette Bennett, 1206 8
th
 Street, and in the nearby area for many years, believes that the southern end 

of Sepulveda is blighted,  she supports the project, as well as new medical and Skechers instead of vacant sites, 

and is concerned that if the City turns away this developer due to a technicality, that something undesirable 

might take its place.   

 

Dr. Ramin Javahery, resident on Anderson Street and pediatric neurosurgeon, works with children who have 

had head trauma and is very concerned regarding child safety in the neighborhoods near the project because 

with high speed traffic there is a lot of risk, given the natural impulsivity of children.   He urged that the store 

be held to applicable safety standards.  

 

Mike Simpson, 1121 W.  6
th
 Street and 101 Dianthus, supports the project in that he believes that this use, as 

opposed to another office building is much needed in this area. He lives next to commercial and understands 

that every use has some impacts.  
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Gerry O’Connor, longtime resident, is very interested in process and believes that the proper process must be 

taken to have a good result.  He believes that there have been three issues with the process: 1- the primary 

planning has been done by a consultant, 2- the MND was only posted on the city website and not presented in a 

public forum, and 3- the staff presentation tonight was brief, only providing an overview.  He urged that the 

Commission send the project back to staff to do more work as there is no rush.   

 

Robert Schuman, 40 year resident and real estate broker and developer, believes that Gelson’s took a risk in 

selling off the residential lots instead of using them for parking, pointed out that residential neighborhoods 

adjacent to Sepulveda have long had to live with commercial impacts, and while Gelson’s will be a big gain 

they also need to address neighbor concerns. 

 

There being no additional persons wishing to speak, Chair Hersman stated that, due to the late hour, it is 

appropriate to stop for the night and continue the public hearing to a future date. The Chair thanked all who had 

participated, and advised that additional new input only from those members of the public that did not have an 

opportunity to speak at this meeting, will be received at the continued hearing. The applicant was offered an 

opportunity to provide a brief comment while postponing their rebuttal to the next meeting.   

 

Jim Dilavou, applicant stated briefly that he felt that all of the comments made tonight have already been 

addressed by Staff in the CEQA document and at the next meeting will be happy to highlight all responses to 

the comments received.     

 

COMMISSION DISCUSSION 

 

Chair Hersman asked the Planning Commissioners for direction to staff.   

 

Commissioner Conaway stated that he would like a full, detailed presentation on the traffic studies including 

signal improvements, the decel and accel lane issues and specifics including surrounding public right of way  

info such as crosswalks, sidewalks, bike lanes, bus stops and intersections, including how they are addressed, 

how public parking on the three streets surrounding the project block will be affected and accident histories for 

the surrounding streets, project parking (how the number of needed spaces was arrived at),  more info on noise 

including anticipated operating equipment and screening, info on anticipated site lighting including whether 

existing will be used, the height and if there is expected to be any spillover, and more information on the 

difference between an MND and EIR and the process on what is actually required with input from the City 

Attorney on the necessary process and responses to points made by the MBRRD attorney.   

 

Commissioner Ortmann stated he is not interested in litigating the issue of MND versus EIR at the next 

meeting but is more interested in understanding staff’s logic as to why an MND and not an EIR was required, 

not so much from a technical perspective, but more from the viewpoint of public interest and perception, and in 

the interest of full transparency and disclosure since there has been so much public interest.       

 

Commissioners Bordokas and Apostal thanked the public for all comments and agreed with the prior 

Commissioner comments.    

 

Chair Hersman stated that, while the Commission understands clearly the residents’ concerns, there were a 

number of issues brought up by the public (e.g. status of public parking on 8
th
 Street) that she would like staff 

to clarify.  She wants the project details to be very clear and any misinformation clarified.  

 

ACTION 
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The Chair subsequently CONTINUED THE PUBLIC HEARING for the Gelson’s project to the date of 

March 22, 2017.    

 

5. DIRECTOR’S ITEMS   - None 

 

6. PLANNING COMMISSION ITEMS – None 

 

7. REORGANIZATION 

 

Planning Manager Jester explained the process for selecting a new Chair and accordingly Commissioner 

Apostol would be the next in line. A motion was made and seconded (Ortmann/Bordokas) to appoint George 

Apostol as the new Chair.  The motion passed unanimously 5-0 with a voice vote and Commissioner Apostol 

assumed the Chair.  It was subsequently moved and seconded (Hersman/Bordokas) to appoint Commissioner 

Ortmann as Vice Chair.  The motion passed unanimously 5-0 with a voice vote.    

 

 

8. TENTATIVE AGENDA – February 22, 2016- None at this time  

 

9. ADJOURNMENT  
 

The meeting was adjourned at 10:43 P.M. to Wednesday, February 22, 2017 in the City Council Chambers, 

City Hall, 1400 Highland Avenue.   
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BRINGING GELSON’S TO MANHATTAN BEACH  
A Neighborhood Serving Use 
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Introduction 

• Gelson’s:  Founded in 1951, Gelson’s is 

known as one of the nations premier 

grocers.  

• Paragon: South bay firm with a combined 

60 year retail development track record. 

• Jim Dillavou: Living in Manhattan Beach 

with wife and three children for 15 years. 

• Mark Harrigian: 22 year Manhattan Beach 

resident now living in PV. 
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Unprecedented Community Engagement! 

Two years of active community engagement and discussion 
 
Detailed project website where the community can learn about the project 
 
Active social media presence providing multiple updates to 2,100+ followers 
 
Presented project at multiple community meetings  
 
Hosted open houses and met with thousands of City stakeholders  
 
Mailed two information pieces to every MB resident encouraging feedback 
 
Placed a full page newspaper ad setting forth facts about the project  
 
As a resident -- available daily for meetings with any community member 
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Overwhelming MB Resident Support! 

“A well needed amenity on the west side.” 

“A better use of the space compared to a 

hotel or fast food chain and will help 

revitalize part of Sepulveda.” 

“Gelson’s is a class act and we always can 

have some competition.” 

“I want this beautiful building to go in!!!!” 

“I predict that it will be successful and an 

asset to our city. Gelson's is a great 

market.” 

“It will likely increase the value of local 

homes since this great amenity will be 

walkable for so many in the Hill section.” 
Registered supporters  
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Strong Neighborhood Support! 

"Our family is looking forward to welcoming 

Gelson's to our neighborhood and enjoying 

the quality and convenience it will provide. 

What a great addition to Manhattan 

Beach!"  

Lenora and Gary Lyter, longtime residents at  
6th Street and Dianthus Street 

“As a neighbor of the project, I cannot think of a better 

use for the abandoned site – or a more appropriate 

use for Manhattan Beach residents in this part of town 

who currently lack quality shopping options. I will walk 

there and I will shop there.“   

Jim Harger, fifty year resident living three blocks  
from the Gelson’s site 

“We were excited to hear that Gelson’s will be 

our neighbor, especially with the beautiful store 

design, enhanced landscaping and outdoor patio 

area.  Finally a small high quality grocer that is 

walkable and convenient to our area of the City 

so we don’t need to drive to the store!” 

Rudy Salo, lives on Larson Street directly behind  
the Gelson's site 
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Neighborhood Serving Use & Gathering Place 

• The Gelson’s project will be a community gathering place and point of pride for MB 

• Addresses the decades old issue of having to cross Sepulveda to grocery shop  

• Addresses the significant (+/- $29M) in grocery sales leakage (according to City and MB 
Chamber studies) 

• Will increase nearby 
home values by approx. 
10% (according to a 
Zillow study) 

• Provides pedestrian 
friendly setting for local 
residents to gather and 
enjoy high quality 
amenities  
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Social Media Community Outreach 

Facebook activity 

80,000 individuals /month Reach 

2,100+ Followers 

90 likes /month Activity 

2,800 engagements /month Engagement 

Website activity 

15,000+ since inception Users 
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Gelson’s Is Ideal for Manhattan Beach 

• HQ is local with 25 markets in 
So. California in operation 
since 1951 

• Upscale sustainable and 
health oriented neighborhood 
market  

• Each store customized to the 
needs of the community, not 
“one size fits all” 

• Reputation for unparalleled 
customer service for 
discerning shoppers 

• A South Bay first: the nearest 
Gelson’s is in Marina del Rey 
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A HUGE Community Contributor 

• Active MB contributor over the past 2 years 

• Decades long track record of charitable giving to 

their communities.  

• Skechers Friendship Walk 

• Grades of Green partnership 

• Manhattan Beach Education Foundation  

• Manhattan Beach Rotary 

• South Bay Interfaith Church 

• MB Temple Tikvah Jacob 

• City of MB - Halloween Race Donations 

• Golden Heart Ranch Donations 

• Elementary school coloring contests 

• Neptunian Women’s Club of MB Page 205 of 340
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Project Snapshot  

• 27,900 s.f. Gelson’s (reuse of existing building)  

• 6,684 s.f. First Republic Bank 

• Use and design is 100% consistent with zoning  

• Use and design if 100% consistent with the City’s 
vision for Sepulveda Blvd. 

• Existing structure on the corner of Sepulveda 
and 8th will be removed, improving intersection 
safety 

• Patio seating on the northeast side of Gelson’s 
will provide an inviting community gathering 
place 

• Significantly less intrusive and more community 
serving than the previous auto body shop and 
car dealership 
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Project Facts 

• A grocery store is an allowed use under the existing 
zoning 

• The project is 75% smaller than is allowed by the 
current City Code (City Code allows 142,000 s.f. to be 
built on this site and the project is less than 35,000 s.f.) 

• The project is 15% smaller than the prior dealership.  

• The project has received massive citywide support, 
including thousands of letters, emails, phone calls and 
social media postings.  

• Over 2,100 MB residents have personally documented 
their support for the project in writing.  

 • Numerous environmentally sustainable elements 
including drought tolerant landscaping, LED 
lighting throughout the store and site, A "cool 
roof" with skylights, and storm water run-off 
upgrades. 

EXISTING VIEW 

IMPROVED VIEW 
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Formal Public Comment Submissions 

0
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Support Opposition

Formal Submissions to City 
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CEQA Environmental Compliance  

• City staff and City attorney have reviewed the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) and concluded that the project requires a Mitigated 
Negative Declaration (MND).  

• MND thoroughly analyzes impacts related to traffic, noise, hazardous 
materials, and all other technical aspects (i.e., aesthetics, cultural resources, 
geology, biology, etc.). 

• The MND submitted for this project exceeded 2,500 pages and is one of the 
most extensive MND’s ever completed for a project anywhere in the City. 

• The MND contains massive amounts of expert and scientific data concluding  
that the project will not have a significant impact on the environment. 

• An exhaustive traffic study was performed at the direction of the City and 
with comprehensive City oversight. 
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SEPULVEDA BLVD. 

Employee Parking 
Primary Parking 

Gelson’s 
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Traffic Flow: External Improvements 

1. Entrance to site has been 
relocated 

2. Addition of wider 
shoulder for deceleration 
area 

3. Previous site entrance 

4. New disabled curb access 

5. Traffic signal 
improvements (city) 

6. Accommodation for new  
right-turn lane capacity 

7. Closed existing 
ingress/egress on 6th St. 

8. Project supports 
restricted street parking 
on 8th St. adjacent to the 
site 

9. New sidewalk for 
improved pedestrian 
access 

1 3 

4 4 

5 

6 

8 

2 
7 

9 
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Traffic Flow: Internal Improvements 

WIDTH 

EXCEEDS 

CODE 

2-WAY 

DRIVE AISLE 

2-WAY 

DRIVE AISLE 

WIDTH 

EXCEEDS 

CODE 
ALL PARKING SPACES 

ARE FULL SIZE 

WIDTH 

EXCEEDS 

CODE 
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Parking Comparison: Trader Joe’s MB Blvd. 

1. All one-way lanes 

2. No interior circulation 

(exits to street to circle back) 

3. No queueing at entrances 

4. No area for passing waiting cars 

5. Direct conflict of vehicles and shoppers at entrance 

6. No deceleration area 

7. Only 36 spaces, at least 20% of which are compact 

SUBSTANDARD PARKING FEATURES 
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Entrance Issues: Trader Joe’s MB Blvd. 
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SEPULVEDA BLVD. 

Employee Parking 

Gelson’s Market 

B
a
n

k
 

8
T
H
 S

T
. 

2 

1 

6 

3 

4 

7 

The Gelson’s Plan is Dramatically Better! 

STANDARD PARKING FEATURES 

1. All two-way lanes 

2. Interior circulation 

3. Room to queue at entrance 

4. Travel lanes wider than required 

5. All parking spaces are full size 

6. Widen deceleration shoulder 

7. Plenty of room between driveway 

entrance and Gelson’s front door 

5 

Page 214 of 340
PC MTG 03-22-17



JUL 2016 
Draft IS/MND 

published for 

public review 

FEB 2017 
Planning Commission 

Meeting 

Q3-Q4 
Began meeting 

with stakeholders 

NOV 2014 
Acquired the site and 

submitted original  

project application 

Process and Next Steps 

2014 2015 2016 2017 

FEB 2015 
Submitted 

project application 

MAY 2015 
Held introductory 

community meeting 

WINTER 2017 
Anticipated  

Grand Opening 
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Thank you! 
 

A sincere “thank you” to the Manhattan Beach community for the 
significant demonstration of support. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

For more information, visit us at www.GelsonsMB.com or at 
www.facebook.com/GelsonsMB 

Page 216 of 340
PC MTG 03-22-17



All MB Grocery Stores Combined Contribute 
<1% to MB Tax Revenue Bottomline….

….Why would we allow parking code reductions 
and insufficient traffic calming for imperceptible 
economic benefit?!

*Sources:  Manhattan Beach Comprehensive Annual Financial Report, June 2016, Manhattan Beach Sales 
Tax Newsletter, 2Q16,  

MB Total Tax Revenues:  $48.9M*

Sales Tax Revenue Sources*:

Consumer Goods 39% $3,400,000

Restaurants 25% $2,200,000

Gov't Pools 13% $1,200,000

Autos, etc. 9% $800,000

Food Stores 4% $350,000

Drugs 3% $250,000

Other 7% $600,000

(all $ rounded) $8,800,000
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Errors and Omissions

GELSONS TRAFFIC STUDY

Presented by

Allyn D. Rifkin PE
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ERRORS AND OMISSIONS

• Operating speeds on Sepulveda Blvd

• Accident data on Sepulveda Blvd

• Summer traffic on Sepulveda Blvd

• Saturday supermarket traffic count

• Truck traffic on Sepulveda Blvd

• Daily traffic volumes on adjacent 
neighborhood streets
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Deceleration Lane for Sepulveda Driveway 
is Inadequate 
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Deceleration Lane for Sepulveda 
Driveway is Inadequate 

• Caltrans requested a longer deceleration lane 
(246 feet vs 110 feet) 

• Caltrans requested a wider lane (12-feet vs 10 
feet) 

• No one reviewed the need for an acceleration 
lane

• Missing data – traffic speed and accident 
history needed for Caltrans to review a design 
waiver

Page 222 of 340
PC MTG 03-22-17



Left Turn Pocket at 8th and Sepulveda
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Significant Impact

• Finding of no significant impact dependent on:

– Weekday impact vs Saturday impact

• Saturday shopping center traffic is higher than weekday

– Non-summer time traffic counts vs summertime 
traffic

• Summertime traffic counts will show that Saturday 
traffic is higher than weekday traffic

– Assumption that the left turn lane is long enough 
to handle the shopping center traffic
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Length of Left Turn Pocket is 
NOT ADEQUATE

• Staff concludes that 100 foot left turn pocket 
is adequate

• KEY Assumptions by staff  presentation

– 90 second signal cycle

• Traffic study did not document the existing signal cycle

• Actually signal cycle is observed to be 120 seconds

– No adjustments for trucks

• Traffic counts did not detail the existing or projected 
truck movements
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Length of Left Turn Pocket is 
NOT ADEQUATE

• Calculation as presented by staff (see staff comment 
MR3.3 p III-12,13
– 87 vehicles per hour – peak demand
– 90 second signal cycle

• 1 hour = 3,600 seconds
• @ 90 seconds signals cycle – 3,600 divided by 90 yields 40 cycles per 

hour

– 87 vehicles per hour divided by 40 cycles per hour yields 2.18 
vehicles per cycle
• Randomness factor of 1.75 times 2.18 vehicles per cycle yields 3.18 

vehicles need to be stored

– No adjustments for trucks
• Length needed for cars = 25 feet times 3.18 cars = 95.5 feet
• Length for trucks = 62.5 feet  times 0 trucks = 0 feet

– TOTAL:  95.5 feet for cars plus 0 feet for trucks = 95.5 feet
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Length of Left Turn Pocket is 
NOT ADEQUATE

• Calculation with correction for cycle length
– 87 vehicles per hour – peak demand
– 120 second signal cycle (actual observations_

• 1 hour = 3,600 seconds
• @ 120 seconds signals cycle – 3,600 divided by 120 yields 30 cycles 

per hour

– 87 vehicles per hour divided by 30 cycles per hour yields 2.90 
vehicles per cycle
• Randomness factor of 1.75 times 2.90 vehicles per cycle yields 5.08 

vehicles need to be stored

– No adjustments for trucks
• Length needed for cars = 25 feet times 5.08 cars = 127.0 feet
• Length for trucks = 62.5 feet  times 0 trucks = 0 feet

– TOTAL : 127.0 feet for cars plus 0 feet for trucks = 127.0 feet
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Length of Left Turn Pocket is 
NOT ADEQUATE

• Calculation with correction for cycle length and reasonable 
assumption for trucks
– 87 vehicles per hour – peak demand
– 120 second signal cycle (actual observations_

• 1 hour = 3,600 seconds
• @ 120 seconds signals cycle – 3,600 divided by 120 yields 30 cycles 

per hour

– 87 vehicles per hour divided by 30 cycles per hour yields 2.90 
vehicles per cycle
• Randomness factor of 1.75 times 2.90 vehicles per cycle yields 5.08 

vehicles need to be stored

– Adjustments for trucks at assumed value of 10% trucks
• 5.08 time 10% = 0.51 trucks;  5.08 less 0.51 = 4.57 cars per cycle
• Length needed for cars = 25 feet times 4.57 cars = 114.3 feet
• Length for trucks = 62.5 feet  times 0.51 trucks = 31.9 feet

– TOTAL  114.3 feet for cars plus 31.9 feet for trucks = 146.2 feet
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Analysis of Neighborhood Traffic 
Impacts is Inadequate

Page 229 of 340
PC MTG 03-22-17



Analysis of Neighborhood Traffic 
Impacts is Inadequate

• Industry standard for measuring residential 
impacts is based on daily traffic

• Traffic study only measured supermarket peak 
hour traffic on a weekday, not Saturday

• During the summer daily and peak  hour 
traffic is much worse in this community
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Slides from Greg Haylock

Page 231 of 340
PC MTG 03-22-17



Page 232 of 340
PC MTG 03-22-17



Page 233 of 340
PC MTG 03-22-17



Page 234 of 340
PC MTG 03-22-17



Page 235 of 340
PC MTG 03-22-17



Page 236 of 340
PC MTG 03-22-17



Slides from Mark Shoemaker
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Deceleration Lane
Reducing Risk & Liability
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• 8000+ daily entries and exits

•Virtually none for several 
years

• “Drive Home Happy” bar

•City of MB & CalTrans need to 
ensure maximum SAFETY 

Page 239 of 340
PC MTG 03-22-17



Deceleration Lanes are 
Traffic Safety improvements on 

increasingly busy Sepulveda.  
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The City of MB, CalTrans and Developers have a history of working 
together to ensure Traffic Safety is addressed before projects are 
approved by the City of MB Planning Commission.

Required Deceleration Lanes significantly improved Traffic Safety at:
1) Pollo Loco & Hotel - 310' (Northbound @ 8th) 
2) Manhattan Mall - 305' (Northbound dedicated lane)
3) UCLA Medical - 264' (Southbound @ Marine)
4) Skechers - 160' entry, 80' exit (Northbound @ Longfellow)
5) Target - 160' (Northbound @ Manhattan Beach Blvd.
6) Valley turnoff - 125' (Northbound @ Valley)

No one wants unsafe traffic congestion – like Trader Joes on MB Blvd.
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Keep Sepulveda Safe!! 205 Signed Supporters!!!
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Paragon wants a less safe  10’x70’ 
“Widened Shoulder”
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Storm Drain relocation wiil
be required by CalTrans for 
a safe 246’ deleration lane
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Storm Drain relocation 
wiil be required by 
CalTrans for a safe 

deleration lane

Fire Hydrant 
relocation will 

also be required
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Storm drain relocation 
SHOULD NOT SACRIFICE A 

SAFE LANE LENGTH

Fire Hydrant 
relocation 

SHOULD NOT 
SACRIFICE A 
SAFE DECEL 

LANE

Another Fire 
Hydrant 

relocation would 
be required for  A 
SAFE EXIT LANE
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“Widened Shoulder” 
IS NOT SAFE

Storm drain relocation 
SHOULD NOT SACRIFICE A 

SAFE LANE LENGTH

Fire Hydrant 
relocation 

SHOULD NOT 
SACRIFICE A 
SAFE DECEL 

LANE

Fire Hydrant 
relocation 
SHOULD 

NOT 
SACRIFICE A 

SAFE EXIT 
LANE NARROW 

SIDEWALKS 
ARE NOT 

SAFE
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MB General Plan Goals & Policies: 
Ensuring a Balanced Transportation System 

Goal I-1:Provide a balanced transportation system that allows the safe and efficient movement
of people, goods and services throughout the City. 

Policy I-1.9: Require property owners, at the time new construction is proposed, to either 
improve abutting public right-of-way to its full required width or to pay in-lieu fees for 
improvements, as appropriate.

Policy I-1.10: Require property owners, at the time of new construction or substantial 
remodeling, dedicate land for roadway or other public improvements, as appropriate and 
warranted by the project. 

City of MB storm drains direct runoff into major County-owned channels and other facilities 
maintained by the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works (LACDPW).
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CalTrans recommended 246’ Deceleration 
Lane should start at the corner for

SAFE ENTRY & TURNING
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CalTrans recommended 246” 
Deceleration Lane should start at the 

corner for
SAFE ENTRY & TURNING

EXIT LANE 
IMPROVES 

SAFETY
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CalTrans recommended 246” 
Deceleration Lane would start at the 

corner
SAFE ENTRY & TURNING

EXIT LANE 
WOULD 

IMPROVE 
SAFETY

8’ SIDEWALKS
WOULD 

IMPROVE 
PEDESTRIAN  

SAFETY 
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CalTrans recommended 246” 
Deceleration Lane would start at the 

corner
SAFE ENTRY & TURNING

SAFE EXIT 
LANE

8’ 
SIDEWALKS
IMPROVE 

SAFETY 

INSTALL A 
SAFER BUS 

STOP (Target, 
Hermosa 

Hotel)
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CITY OF MB – THINK SAFETY FIRST!!
•The Paragon MND omitted discussion of
•Storm Drain relocation
•Fire Hydrant(s) relocation
•Southbound Exit Lane

•APPROVING UNSAFE PLANS IS A BAD PRECEDENT
•UNECESSARY RISK
•ACCIDENTS WILL HAPPEN 
•POTENTIAL FINANCIAL LIABILITY 
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Assumptions & Omissions create City of MB Risk & Liability

• City of MB/CalTrans will be liable for any design shortcomings 
resulting in injuries – not Paragon

• City of MB refused onsite visit requests from MBRRD to see & hear 
concerns

• City of MB hired MIG to review MND comments
• Will not allow MB residents to review MIG MND comments.

• Serving alcohol onsite increases Risk & Liability of unsafe Plans

• Potential financial contribution from Gelson’s to the City of MB 
Annual Revenue does not justify the current Plan’s Risk & Liability!!
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• Total City of MB Annual Revenue is $72,000,000 million!!

• Food Stores Sales Tax Revenue contribution is only $350,000 thousand!!

• Ralphs, Vons, Bristol Farms, Trader Joes, GROW, Manhattan Meat/Grocery,  
El Porto Market

• Plan Risk & potential Liability is not justified financially for the City of MB!!

Food Stores don’t contribute 
significantly to the City of 

MB Annual Revenue –
only .5%!!

Annual Revenue
$72M MB General Plan - Policy LU-6.2: 

Encourage business diversity supporting 
local tax base, residents, and community 
needs 
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Master Use Permit (MUP) & Resolution are Contradictory

• In regards to a deceleration lane, MUP prepared by MB Staff, states:

• “A right-turn pocket is considered desirable by the City if feasible. “

• “A full-length right turn pocket that conforms to Caltrans guidelines is not 
attainable at this site, due to insufficient project frontage. “

WHY IS MB STAFF STATING A DECELERATION LANE MAY NOT BE FEASIBLE OR 
ATTAINABLE?

• Within Resolution No. PC 17-01, which MB PC is being asked to approve 
tonight, states:

• “The Sepulveda Boulevard driveway and deceleration lane shall be 
constructed per CalTrans standards.”

DECELERATION LANE IS FEASIBLE, ATTAINABLE AND REQUIRED!!

AN EIR WOULD ENSURE MORE SCRUTINY, CLARITY & PUBLIC INVOLEMENT
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Gelson's will have "Significant Impacts" - Please Sign & Demand an 
EIR!! 263 Signed Supporters!!!
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Paragon’s Plan is not ready for MB Planning Commission approval!!

Too many unknowns!!

Too many safety risks!!

Too many contradictions!!

Too much potential liability!!

Take care of the storm drain!!

Reward does not merit the risk!!

Scale the project to MB City Code for the site

Engage CalTrans before MB Planning Commission approval!!

Perform an EIR!!

Please “Direct staff to prepare a Resolution denying the request.” 
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Slides from Tom Hastings
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We analyzed the Public Comments
There were around 1,071 total comments from Aug 4-24, 2016.

We mostly did not attempt to eliminate duplicates.

We counted 2 or 3 when 2 or 3 people signed a comment.

Number Description

78 unique PRO comments

423 form letter* (and Support Letter.pdf attached)

102 unique CON comments (so more CON than PRO)

205 People signed a “Keep Sepulveda Safe” petition, each 
with a unique comment.

263 People signed a “Demand and EIR” petition, each with a 
unique comment

1,071 Total

Tom Hastings

* see next slide

Page 266 of 340
PC MTG 03-22-17



Details about the Form Letter

• The form letter came in between August 4 and 
August 24, roughly 5 to 20 per day, except:  
• Thursday August 4, 162 came in (The first day)

• Tuesday, August 16, 125 came in

• These two bursts were mainly from 9:00 AM to 6 
PM, suggesting that someone was supplying them 
from a list of supporters.

• Perhaps a list that was gathered over a number of 
months…
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Slides from Dennis May
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Is the Proposed Manhattan 
Beach Gelson’s Market Like 

other Gelson’s Markets? 
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Quote from the Paragon July 2016, Everything you need to 
know about... The Gelson’s Traffic Flow and Parking Plan 
 

 
 
 
 

 

“There are currently 25 Gelson’s locations in 
Southern California and they have had a 
sterling reputation in the communities they 
serve since 1951.” 

This statement implies that the Manhattan Beach Gelson’s project 
will be similar to other Gelson’s locations or in other words ”trust 
us, we know what we are doing ...and have been doing it for a very 
long time”. 

The Paragon quote is misleading.... at best. 
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 “25 Gelson’s locations in Southern California and 
they have had a sterling reputation in the 
communities they serve since 1951” 

• Gelson’s was acquired in mid-2014, by TPG, the global private 
investment firm. It is a very different company today than even five 
years ago. 

• Six of the 25 Gelson’s locations were acquired in 2015 as defunct 
Haggan Grocery Stores (Santa Monica, Ladera Ranch, Rancho 
Mirage, Del Mar, San Diego and Thousand Oaks) 

• According to the Gelson’s website “we have lowered our pricing 
position on our regular Grocery, wall Deli, Wine, Liquor and Beer 
Departments. We have changed our Marketing position in our 
newsletter to a more price oriented format with extremely hot 
pricing on featured items. 

• I encourage you to visit the Santa Monica Gelson’s to experience 
the new “lower cost” Gelson’s  

• The Manhattan Beach site is nothing like any Gelson’s site 
constructed in the last fifty years. 
• None of the modern Gelson’s Stores are adjacent to single family homes 
• Other Gelson’s Stores have easy access to major roads in all directions  
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Parking Lot 
sold for 
homes 
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Proposed Gelson’s Manhattan Beach Single family residential 

“The project site is located in a predominantly commercial area 
along Sepulveda Boulevard adjacent to a fast food restaurant and 
an office building.” 
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Gelson’s Dana Point 

Gelson’s Dana Point 
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Gelson’s Calabasas Single family residential 

Page 278 of 340
PC MTG 03-22-17



Gelson’s Del Mar Single family residential 
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Gelson’s La Costa/Carlsbad Single family residential 
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Gelson’s Irvine Single family residential 
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Gelson’s Newport Beach Single family residential 

Page 282 of 340
PC MTG 03-22-17



Gelson’s  La Cañada Flintridge Single family residential 
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Gelson’s Pacific Palisades Single family residential 
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Gelson’s Marina Del Rey Single family residential 
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Gelson’s Century City Single family residential 
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Gelson’s Hollywood 
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Gelson’s Santa Monica Single family residential 
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Gelson’s Tarzana Single family residential 
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Gelson’s Los Angeles Single family residential 
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Gelson’s Encino Single family residential 
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The Facts 

• Gelson’s Market has changed dramatically over the past 
several years and has moved to a ”lower price model” 

• Gelson’s has no modern experience with a site similar 
to the proposed Manhattan Beach location 
• Adjacent to single family homes 
• Limited roadway is two directions 
• Already congested main artery 

• The developer (Paragon) has proposed nothing to 
mitigate the neighborhood cut thru traffic associated 
with Gelson’s development 

• The traffic study conducted concluded that there will 
be no significant impact to Sepulveda Blvd even though 
•  They admit the store will add 3,072 new trips and more then 

3,896 unique visits to the store each day 
• Peak hours during the week for a grocery store are 4pm - 

6pm 
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What to do? 

• Develop an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) that 
recognizes this project is not in a “predominately 
commercial area” 

• Conduct a proper traffic study that accurately 
• Considers the impact to local neighborhood streets 

• Considers the impact to major intersections on Sepulveda 

• Design proper mitigation efforts to 
• Protect neighborhoods east and west of the development 

• Ensure that Sepulveda between 2nd and Manhattan Beach 
Blvd does not become a major choke point for traffic 

• Improve safety  on an already dangerous section of Sepulveda 
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CODE COMPLIANCE IN MANHATTAN BEACH

Meets MB Code
Meets MB Code

Meets MB Code (Rosecrans)
10% reduction from code (MB Blvd)

6% reduction from code
(center contains 28 businesses)

21% Reduction from code
(proposed variances request)
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DECISION FACTORS

The Planning Commission
makes its decision after consideration

of survey data, and limits the overall reduction
that may be granted based on the

project parking demand determined
by the survey data.
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PARAGON TRAFFIC REPORT

Hollywood Gelson’s Parking Demand
is a reliable representation of Manhattan Beach

parking demand because:

1. It’s a specialty grocery store
2. Approximately the same size
3. Located in an urbanized area

with similar demographics
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PARAGON CONSULTANT’S RESPONSES
TO COMMENTS ON THE IS/MND

Some commenters have suggested
that Hollywood Gelson’s is not comparable

because it’s in a higher density
neighborhood where more people

may walk to the site.

Page 297 of 340
PC MTG 03-22-17



PARAGON CONSULTANT’S COMMENTS ON IS/MND REPORT

Higher population density
can result in more customers overall

for commercial use.
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DAILY TRAFFIC COUNTS

Gelson’s Hollywood
Franklin Ave. at Bronson Ave.

City of Los Angeles DOT

33,730
Gelson’s Manhattan Beach
Sepulveda Blvd at 8th St.

Paragon Consultant

54,372
61% higher traffic in Manhattan Beach
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People per household

HOLLYWOOD     MANHATTAN

1.8      2.6
Difference: 45%
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 $113,905   $286,269

AGI

HOLLYWOOD     MANHATTAN

Difference: 151%
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Density/Sq. Mile

HOLLYWOOD     MANHATTAN

2784    9045
Difference: 325%
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DOING THE MATH

Hollywood
33,730

1.8
$113,905

2784
132

Manhattan
54,372

2.6
$286,269

9042
135 (?)

Traffic/cars per day

People/household

AGI

Density/Sq. Mile

Final Result

Page 303 of 340
PC MTG 03-22-17



THE LAST WORD
ACCORDING TO PARAGON

“Higher population density
can result in more customers overall

for commercial use.”

More customers. More parking.
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Concerns of Inadequate Traffic Study 
and Resultant Impact to 

Neighborhood Cut Through Traffic 
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It is inconceivable that a 28,000 square foot 
supermarket and 7,000 square foot bank will have 
less than 2% impact on any roadway/intersection 

surrounding the project.  
“Specifically, per the City's threshold, a significant impact would occur when traffic generated by a project would increase the calculated 
volume to capacity (v/c) ratio by 2% when an intersection is operating at LOS F. Taking into account existing and future projected traffic 
conditions without the project, the IS/MND Traffic and Parking Study demonstrates that the project would only incrementally increase traffic 
in the area, including with respect to the study intersections along the Sepulveda Boulevard commercial corridor, as well as within the 
residential neighborhood at Larsson Street and 8th Street, Dianthus Street and 8th Street, and Larsson and 6th Street. The traffic added by 
the project would not cause existing or future projected a.m. or p.m. peak levels of service that are acceptable without the project to 
worsen to unacceptable levels or cause intersections experiencing LOS F operations without the project to be further delayed by a ratio of 
2% v/c or greater such that a significant traffic impact would occur.” 
 
“Notably, the greatest increase in the calculated v/c attributed to project generated traffic would be 1.1% at the intersection of Sepulveda 
Boulevard/6th Street, which is substantially less than the 2% significance threshold as shown in the IS/MND on Page 4.16‐16 and on Pages 
35‐36 of the IS/MND Traffic and Parking Study.” 
 
“These were selected for analysis because they represent the intersections that are most likely to receive the highest volumes of project 
traffic based on proximity to the project site, project traffic distribution and related anticipated major routes to and from the project, and/or 
because they are known to have existing poor level of service/operations.” 
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Resident’s Concerns 
• Added traffic at the intersection of 8th and Sepulveda  

– Congestion 
– Safety (already a dangerous intersection/block) 
– Left turn pocket for Sepulveda northbound to 8th Street is inadequate (too 

short) 
– Shoulder versus deceleration lane is not adequate 

• Inadequate traffic study 
– Left turn pocket study only included automobiles when consider length of 

vehicle in queuing analysis 
– The number of smaller trucks to service the store is understated. * “The 

Puget Sound grocery stores in the study (all of which were conventional 
supermarkets generated an average of 18 truck trips per day on typical 
weekdays. These daily counts were probably low, as some of the stores 
accepted a few late deliveries outside of the receiving windows.” 

– The impact to intersections surrounding the project are understated 

• Retail traffic cutting through the Hill Section neighborhood 
– Congestion 
– Safety (no sidewalks – kids play on streets, people walking dogs, alcohol 

being served at Gelson’s and cut through traffic is concerning, etc.) 
 

* Final Report, TNW2010-04, Research Project Agreement No. 61-7170, “TRUCK TRIP GENERATION BY GROCERY STORES” 
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Paragon Commitment to Residents 
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MR‐3.9: Residential Cut‐Through 
Traffic 

• “As no significant impacts were identified at the 
neighborhood roadway intersections surrounding the 
project site, there is no evidence that the project 
would cause or exacerbate any traffic safety issues 
within the local residential neighborhoods. Also, the 
project would close the existing site driveway on 6th 
Street and prohibit left turns onto 8th Street to further 
discourage traffic in the residential neighborhood. 
Therefore, no mitigation is required.” 

• “Finally, although not required because this project 
does not result in any impacts, the City does have in 
place a Neighborhood Traffic Management Program to 
address other concerns of its residents.” 
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 X 

Bank 

X 

Bank Proposed entrance/exit points 8th and Sepulveda 

Existing 6th entrance/exit to be closed to reduce neighborhood “cut through” traffic 8th Street Exit 

Proposed new Bank 

Current plan directs unfair amount of traffic to 6th Street for customers exiting 
Beach Areas West, North West and South West of Project 

High traffic intersection drivers will try to avoid over time Page 312 of 340
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Likely Neighborhood Traffic Cut Through Routes to use Gelson’s 8th Street Entrance 
Approaching Gelson’s Northbound on Sepulveda 

High traffic intersection drivers will try to avoid over time. 

Missed approach route if 8th is too backed-up and they don’t take an early turn on 2nd. 
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Likely Neighborhood Traffic Cut Through Route to use Gelson’s Off-Site 
Parking Once the Employee/Customer Determines the Main Lot is Full. 

High traffic intersection drivers will try to avoid over time. 

Mostly paths to off-site parking once a customer determines the primary lot is full. 

Gelson’s leased Off-Site Parking 

No left turn 
during 

peak hours 
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Gelson’s Only Allowed Large Semi-Truck Access is Northbound on Sepulveda for the 8th 
Street  Entrance 7am -1:30pm. Exit is southbound on Sepulveda using Sepulveda exit. 

High traffic intersection. Trucks waiting to turn left onto 8th will likely block northbound traffic on Sepulveda. Trucks waiting to 
clear Sepulveda on turning toward 8th will likely block southbound traffic on Sepulveda. 

Curb space without driveways long enough to support an idling truck. John Street will provide the best 
view for waiting drivers.  

Left turn pocket lane 
off Sepulveda to 8th is 
too short for two 60 

foot trucks. 
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Do people actually pay attention to 
signs restricting traffic through 

neighborhoods? 

Page 316 of 340
PC MTG 03-22-17



The truck ignored multiple traffic signs which restrict the use of 
neighborhood streets to protect resident safety and tranquility. 
Ignoring signs is the norm, not the exception.  

It appears the truck came from Aviation Blvd westbound on 2nd Street (No Through Traffic or 
Trucks > 3 Tons Allowed), proceeded to Ardmore and turned northbound, and then made a 
left on Blanche Street (No Trucks Allowed). Less convenient lawful routes were available.  
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Why Wait on Mitigating Neighborhood 
Cut Through Traffic? 

• Leverage is lost after approval of the project 

• The developer should meet their commitment 
to residents by: 

– Meeting with residents 

– Studying the issue 

– Proposing mitigation solutions 

– Paying for the mitigation of neighborhood cut 
through traffic related to the Gelson’s 
development 
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ATTACHMENT D 

GELSON’S ITEM 
PLANNING COMMISSION 

MEETING 

OF 

MARCH 22, 2017 
Plans and Staff Report/Attachments dated 

2/8/17 and Environmental Documentation at 
website address: 

http://www.citymb.info/city‐
officials/community‐development/planning‐

zoning/current‐projects‐programs 
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