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Overview of Matrix Environmental

• Qualifications

• Hired by the City of Manhattan Beach

• Supported by Other Technical Experts
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Purposes of CEQA

• Inform decision-makers and the public about 
potential environmental impacts of a project

• Reduce potential impacts of a project

• Encourage coordination among reviewing agencies 
and provide for public participation
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Issues Evaluated in Draft EIR
• Aesthetics/Views/Lighting
• Air Quality/Greenhouse Gases
• Hazards/Hazardous Materials
• Hydrology/Surface Water Quality
• Land Use
• Noise

• Fire Protection 
• Police Protection
• Traffic, Access and Parking
• Water Supply
• Wastewater

• Analyses are based on ten technical reports from experts. 

• For each of these issues, both project and cumulative impacts were 
evaluated.  Mitigation measures were included to reduce significant 
impacts.

• Based on the analyses within the Draft EIR and associated technical 
reports, after implementation of mitigation measures, no significant 
impacts would result from construction or operation of the Project.
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Contents of Final EIR
In accordance with CEQA, the Final EIR includes the 
following:
• Summary

• Errata and Clarifications to the Draft EIR

• Responses to Comments – 36 Comment Letters Received 
and Responded to

• Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program Required to 
Be Implemented by the Applicant.   Additional conditions 
have also been established by the City as part of the Use 
Permit.
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Overview of Key Environmental 
Topics During EIR Process

• Public Safety

• Other Public Services and Utilities

• Aesthetics/Lighting

• Traffic and Access

• Hazards
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Public Safety
• Analysis completed in coordination with MBPD.  

• Impacts were determined to be less than significant with 
implementation of Project Design Features and Mitigation 
Measures that include:  

– Implementation of a Security Plan developed in 
coordination with MBPD and subject to the review and 
approval of MBPD.

– Expansion of Applicant’s 24-hour on-site security personnel 
currently provided on-site.

– Installation of industry standard security lighting.  
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Public Safety Features 
Specific to Parking Structures

In consultation with the MBPD, the parking 
structures will include the following features:
• Illumination 24 hours per day, seven days per week.

• Elevators and stairs located on the perimeters of parking 
structures, with no hidden stairwells.

• The parking structures would include open sides adding to 
“natural surveillance.”

• “Call boxes” would be located in all levels.

• The parking structures would include security cameras.  
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Other Public Services and Utilities
• In coordination with the Fire Department, fire protection impacts were 

determined to be less than significant as the Project would comply 
with all requirements regarding fire flow, access, and fire safety.

• Impacts associated with water supply and wastewater would also be 
less than significant as the Project would implement numerous water 
conservation features (e.g., low flow fixtures, drought tolerant 
landscaping, etc.) and the infrastructure systems would be adequate 
to serve the Project.
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Aesthetics
• The Project would not contrast sharply with existing development 

within the Shopping Center site or the surrounding area.  

• Proposed heights of the new Shopping Center buildings would range 
from up to 26 feet to up to 42 feet in height excluding architectural 
features, and parking facilities would range from up to 26 feet to up to 
41.5 feet in height as measured to the top of the deck rail. 

• The proposed heights would be consistent with existing building 
heights and would be integrated with existing development via 
landscaping and publicly accessible pedestrian pathways and open 
space areas. 

• New buildings and parking decks would be partially obscured from 
Sepulveda Boulevard due to existing structures and landscaping, 
including mature trees. 

•
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Aesthetics (Cont’d)
• Heights would be lower than the height of the existing Belamar hotel 

(approximately 55 feet) to the west along Sepulveda Boulevard, lower 
than the maximum allowable building height for Plaza El Segundo 
(approximately 65 feet) to the north along Rosecrans Avenue and 
lower than the six-story Manhattan Towers building to the east. 

• Uses to the east are separated from the Development Area by the 
existing mall building, mature trees and other landscaping, as well as 
a steep hill that slopes up to approximately 41 feet down to the east 
along a large portion of the site’s eastern boundary.  

• The lower portion of the proposed buildings at the northwestern 
portion of the Development Area would be obscured by the existing 
grade along Sepulveda Boulevard, which drops 18 feet to the east at 
the edge of the roadway.  
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Aesthetics
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Elevation Facing Carlotta Way



Aesthetics

Elevation Facing Carlotta Way
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Aesthetics

Section of Northwest Corner at Sepulveda Boulevard
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Aesthetics

Northwest Corner – Rosecrans Avenue Elevation
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Aesthetics
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Northwest Corner – Rosecrans Avenue Elevation



Lighting
• Exterior light sources would consist of low level lighting for security, 

wayfinding, architectural, and landscaping purposes.  Light poles in 
surface parking areas would be 30 feet in height and 15 feet in height 
when located above the parking structures.  With implementation of 
Project Design Features and Mitigation Measures, potential lighting 
impacts would be less than significant.

– Lighting would comply with the MBMC requirements that require a lighting 
plan and lighting fixtures with sharp cut-off qualities. The plan would 
ensure that lighting does not exceed 2.0 foot-candles at a light-sensitive 
use or 0.5 foot-candles in an R district.  The plan would be field verified.

– Lighting for the parking facilities would be from LED fixtures that utilize 
full-cut off luminaries to limit spill-over onto adjacent uses and reduce light 
trespass.  The light fixtures would also include shielding to prevent light 
from traveling in certain directions and reduce the view of the light fixture.

– Lighting controls would allow the stepping down of light intensity after 
business hours.
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Lighting (cont’d)
• An analysis of lighting impacts associated with the pole lighting above 

the garages was prepared by Lighting Design Alliance (LDA).  Within a 
short distance from the parking structure light poles, light levels 
would be reduced to less than 2.0 foot-candles. Pole lighting would 
produce up to 0.1 foot-candle at the nearest sensitive receptors and, in 
most cases, no measureable light would extend outside the site.

• Other factors that would decrease the sightlines and the glare of the 
lighting from the proposed parking structures include:

– Large distances between the parking structures and the nearest sensitive 
use;

– Major streets with significantly higher light levels from street lights and 
signage intersecting the distance between the Shopping Center and 
several of the receptors; and  

– Mature trees and retail buildings that limit direct view of the parking 
structures to very small windows from the sensitive receptors. 
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Conclusion

• EIR process has been comprehensive and inclusive.

• In addition to the 64 conditions in the Use Permit, the EIR 
includes 35 mitigation measures to reduce potentially 
significant impacts to less than significant levels.  With these 
mitigation measures, no significant impacts would occur.

• EIR has been Certified by the Planning Commission and a 
CEQA Resolution is included in the City Council packet.  

• Hard copies of the Draft and Final EIR were distributed to the 
City Council on September 16.  Copies of the Draft EIR have 
been available on the City’s website since June 2012 and 
copies of the Final EIR have been available since March 2013.



Traffic and Hazards

• Gibson Transportation and Murex Environmental
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