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City Council Regular Meeting - February 3, 2026
02-03-26 18:00

Agenda Name Comments Support Oppose Neutral

G. PUBLIC COMMENTS (3 MINUTES PER PERSON) 1 0 1 0

H. CONSENT CALENDAR (APPROVE) 1 0 1 0

7. 26-0046 Conduct a Public Hearing for Consideration of: (1) Ordinance
No. 26-0002, an Ordinance Adopting a Development Impact Fee
Program, Amending The Manhattan Beach Municipal Code, and Making
Findings of Exemption Pursuant to CEQA; and (2) Resolution No. 26-
0010, Approving a Development Impact Fee Nexus Study, Adopting a
Capital Improvement Plan as part of the Nexus Study, Establishing the
Fee Amounts for the City's Development Impact Fees, and Making
Findings of Exemption Pursuant to CEQA  (Not Budgeted) (Finance
Director Bretthauer).
(Estimated Time: 2 Hrs.)
A)    CONDUCT PUBLIC HEARING
B)    INTRODUCE ORDINANCE NO. 26-0002
C)    ADOPT RESOLUTION NO. 26-0010

14 5 2 3

8. 26-0015 Discussion Regarding Potential Code Amendments to Allow
the Use of Outdoor Portable Signs and Benches in the Public Right-of-
Way to Promote Business Engagement in the Downtown Area (No Budget
Impact) (Community Development Alkire).
(Estimated Time: 30 Mins.)
DISCUSS AND PROVIDE DIRECTION

1 0 1 0

10. 26-0022 Consideration of a Resolution Adopting the 2026 Legislative
Platform (No Budget Impact) (City Manager Mirzakhanian).
(Estimated Time: 15 mins) 
ADOPT RESOLUTION NO. 26-0008

3 1 2 0

Sentiments for All Agenda Items

The following graphs display sentiments for comments that have location data. Only locations of users who have commented
will be shown.

Overall Sentiment



Agenda Item: eComments for G. PUBLIC COMMENTS (3 MINUTES PER PERSON)

Overall Sentiment

Fred Taylor
Location:
Submitted At: 11:58am 02-03-26

i am writing to oppose the 7 story structure proposed for Sepulveda and 2nd street. It's high time this city stood
up to Sacramento. They don't live here. They didn't lose 3 highly respected, precious teenagers on the very street
the project is proposed for. Will Sepulveda and Rosecrans look like the concrete tunnels of NYC in 10 years. We
must resist; We're losing our city.

Traffic congestion is terrible. This 7 story monster at 2nd & Sepulveda will hopelessly bottle up traffic, not to
mention to added strain on MBUSD, already starving for adequate budget. 

Let's fight for our city............and stop rolling over for Sacramento..........49 year resident.



Agenda Item: eComments for H. CONSENT CALENDAR (APPROVE)

Overall Sentiment

Jim Burton
Location: 11215, Brooklyn
Submitted At:  6:29am 02-01-26

Item H - No. 6: I oppose Accepting as Complete Work Performed by Carbon Activated Corporation - Parking Lot
3.  The parking space lines, crosswalks, and stop limit line are already failing.  These lines were not 'Painted"
pursuant to the contract but used a more expensive thermoplastic process that is intended to be longer lasting.
However, as in other DTMB projects implementation of thermoplastic, if not properly completed, can fail rapidly.
Such is the case for Lot 3. Many parking space lines, cross walk markings, and the stop limit line east bound 12th
street at Morningside Dr. are already disintegrating.  My suggestion is that this be fixed before the city accepts
failing work as "complete" - it's a ~$1.5M project of taxpayer money and I would encourage Council / Staff -
simply walk by and take a look.



Agenda Item: eComments for 7. 26-0046 Conduct a Public Hearing for Consideration of: (1) Ordinance No. 26-0002, an
Ordinance Adopting a Development Impact Fee Program, Amending The Manhattan Beach Municipal Code, and Making
Findings of Exemption Pursuant to CEQA; and (2) Resolution No. 26-0010, Approving a Development Impact Fee Nexus Study,
Adopting a Capital Improvement Plan as part of the Nexus Study, Establishing the Fee Amounts for the City's Development
Impact Fees, and Making Findings of Exemption Pursuant to CEQA  (Not Budgeted) (Finance Director Bretthauer).
(Estimated Time: 2 Hrs.)
A)    CONDUCT PUBLIC HEARING
B)    INTRODUCE ORDINANCE NO. 26-0002
C)    ADOPT RESOLUTION NO. 26-0010

Overall Sentiment

Sharon Lewis
Location:
Submitted At: 11:50am 02-03-26

I echo the previously submitted comment.

The proposed seven-story development at Sepulveda and 2nd Street would exacerbate safety risks along an
already dangerous corridor with a history of serious accidents and fatalities. Traffic generated by this high-density
project would require significant off-site infrastructure changes, including intersection widening, signal and lane
modifications, pedestrian safety measures, and permanent parking restrictions on BOTH Sepulveda and 2nd
Street.

Second Street lacks ADA-compliant sidewalks and would require restricted parking and additional roadway and
traffic-control changes due to constrained turn lanes, pedestrian crossings, and peak-hour MCHS/MBMS school
traffic.

These costs should be borne by the development that creates them, not shifted to the City, residents, or nearby
businesses through long-term public safety and infrastructure obligations.

James Atkinson
Location:
Submitted At: 11:48am 02-03-26

I strongly encourage our city council to make it as difficult as possible for these high-rise buildings to be built in



our already crowded community.  No one who lives in Manhattan Beach wants them.  The increased density and
eyesores will irrevocably harm the character of our city and push it towards becoming Santa Monica 2.0.
Members of my family were involved in traffic accidents twice in the past year on Sepulveda right next to the
proposed site, and forcing extra density will only make our roads more dangerous, not to mention the negative
impact on parking, schools, and other city services.  If our only power in the fight against draconian state density
laws is through permitting and fees, then I support any effort to strengthen these deterrents.  Let the developers
and state sue us if they wish.  Litigation=time.  Time=cost.  Increasing building costs may be the only force which
can stop these awful projects from ruining our city.

Julie  Iko
Location:
Submitted At: 11:37am 02-03-26

The proposed seven-story development at Sepulveda and 2nd Street would exacerbate safety risks along an
already dangerous corridor with a history of serious accidents and fatalities. Traffic generated by this high-density
project would require significant off-site infrastructure changes, including intersection widening, signal and lane
modifications, pedestrian safety measures, and permanent parking restrictions on BOTH Sepulveda and 2nd
Street.

Second Street lacks ADA-compliant sidewalks and would require restricted parking and additional roadway and
traffic-control changes due to constrained turn lanes, pedestrian crossings, and peak-hour MCHS/MBMS school
traffic.

These costs should be borne by the development that creates them, not shifted to the City, residents, or nearby
businesses through long-term public safety and infrastructure obligations.

Mike Kersey
Location:
Submitted At: 11:22am 02-03-26

It i vitally important that the impact fees be collected ESPECIALLY for these forced high rise style buildings that
the State and the ROD are trying to force.  The burden on already crowded schools, gridlocked traffic, overloaded
utilities and police and fire that are already overworked cannot be underestimated.  Just because there is a
minimal amount of short term low income units does not mention these burdens and impacts disappear.   We just
had another very serious accident on Sepulveda with a kid and there is a proposal to add a huge building
there…Developers must pick up this burden and those costs should not be dumped in the lap of the local
taxpayers to line the pockets of the developers who in many cases could care less about our little city and the
impact of their project.

Michael Allmon
Location:
Submitted At: 11:05am 02-03-26

As a 50 year resident, I am strongly opposed to the several proposed high rise residential structures in our town-
Manhattan Beach already has a severe parking shortage, especially downtown.  Further, our city does not have
the infrastructure, nor the roads to accommodate these proposals.  Any fees for these projects must consider the
exorbitant costs to maintain our city-  the current fees are substantially too low for this purpose.

Kelly Frazier
Location:
Submitted At: 11:03am 02-03-26

Although I support the imposition of Development Impact Fees (DIFs), the proposed DIFs set forth in the report
are inadequate. The proposed seven-story development at Sepulveda and 2nd would significantly increase safety
risks along an already hazardous corridor. Introducing high-density residential traffic at this location would
intensify vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian conflicts in an area that is operating beyond safe capacity and would
require substantial infrastructure improvements, including intersection widening, traffic signal and lane
reconfiguration, enhanced pedestrian safety measures, and permanent parking restrictions. Second Street lacks
ADA-compliant sidewalks, has limited roadway width, inadequate turn lanes, and insufficient pedestrian
crossings. These deficiencies are magnified during peak hours by heavy MCHS and MBMS school traffic. The



DIFs must be set at a level that fully reflects the real, site-specific safety and infrastructure costs created by this
project.

Jennifer Ramirez
Location:
Submitted At: 11:02am 02-03-26

Please consider applying all appropriate fees to help mitigate the impact of this structure and the increased traffic
and safety impact to the community.  We have many pedestrians, bikes, and vehicle traffic already in that area. It
is a common thoroughfare for residents going to schools and businesses each morning, there are individual
homes on all sides of that intersection and beyond and the large build from the senior rehab center that's going in
across the street, as welll.  We've had so many horrible accidents and fatalities in that area already. The dangers
will compound with additional traffic from deliveries ,residents ,visitors , and more. Changes for the signals and
sidewalks Road protections Etc and more will cost the city money that should be offset by the build that will likely
come to pass due to the Builder's remedy and State situation. Please do what you can to protect our community
and that already congested area.
Thank you.

Dow-Li Kou
Location:
Submitted At: 10:57am 02-03-26

I support instituting sufficient annual, ongoing impact fees for new large-scale developments so the City has the
resources needed to address long-term public works demands—particularly traffic, safety, and transportation
impacts—and so these future costs are not shifted onto the general taxpayer. Large developments create
continuous and cumulative strain on streets, intersections, signals, pedestrian infrastructure, and emergency
access. While one-time fees at entitlement or construction are necessary, they do not adequately cover the
ongoing operational and capital costs required to safely accommodate sustained traffic increases. Without a
recurring funding mechanism tied to new development, these costs shift unfairly to existing residents through
deteriorating infrastructure, delayed safety improvements, or future general fund expenditures. Please help keep
our city walkable, livable, and traffic impacts to a minimum.

Emily Arneson
Location:
Submitted At: 10:47am 02-03-26

The city needs to evaluate the development fees that are appropriate for this residential development. As this
development will impose several safety concerns that will require infrastructure in order to protect the safety of
residence

Kelly Gordon
Location:
Submitted At: 10:46am 02-03-26

This giant building and addition of 110 new families on 2nd street will cause even more traffic congestion and
danger to our community.  2nd street is a RESIDENTIAL street - this isn't Rosecrans!  Every family east of
sepulveda with kids attending Costa or MBMS cross over 2nd street twice a day and already there is no sidewalk
so now we're adding even more cars to the already dangerous highway with kids walking and biking across.  Two
teens have already died in the last year plus many more awful accidents.  There needs to be extreme
infrastructure safety improvements before allowing this building to be constructed right in the middle of a small
town residential neighborhood.

Megan Atkinson
Location:
Submitted At: 10:32am 02-03-26

We're very concerned that the current proposed developments (7 to 18 stories high) will harm our residential
community.  The one at the corner of 2nd Street and Sepulveda is especially dangerous given the many
accidents that have recently occurred near that intersection.  The high rise buildings will create traffic, require
infrastructure improvements, and increase demand for limited resources, including schools, police and fire.  We
hope the development fees are substantial enough to account for the full impact on our City and neighborhood.



Regan Davis
Location:
Submitted At:  9:40am 02-03-26

Re: BLDC-25-00576

The proposed seven-story development at Sepulveda and 2nd Street would exacerbate safety risks along an
already dangerous corridor with a history of serious accidents and fatalities. Traffic generated by this high-density
project would require significant off-site infrastructure changes, including intersection widening, signal and lane
modifications, pedestrian safety measures, and permanent parking restrictions on BOTH Sepulveda and 2nd
Street.

Second Street lacks ADA-compliant sidewalks and would require restricted parking and additional roadway and
traffic-control changes due to constrained turn lanes, pedestrian crossings, and peak-hour MCHS/MBMS school
traffic.

These costs should be borne by the development that creates them, not shifted to the City, residents, or nearby
businesses through long-term public safety and infrastructure obligations.

Lee Phillips
Location:
Submitted At:  9:26am 02-03-26

Fee calculations and underlying assumptions should be maximum allowable for multi family housing  to ensure
that all potential costs are fully accounted. We should match the fee El Segundo is capturing slide 63

Philip Wah
Location:
Submitted At: 11:23pm 02-02-26

Developers should pay their fair share of the costs the city will incur to improve and expand infrastructure and
public services. Impact fees should apply to all multi-unit developments, including those designated as low-
income housing. Fee calculations and underlying assumptions should be conservative to ensure that all potential
costs are fully accounted for. Without adequate impact fees, these expenses are unfairly shifted onto existing
residents through higher taxes.



Agenda Item: eComments for 8. 26-0015 Discussion Regarding Potential Code Amendments to Allow the Use of Outdoor
Portable Signs and Benches in the Public Right-of-Way to Promote Business Engagement in the Downtown Area (No Budget
Impact) (Community Development Alkire).
(Estimated Time: 30 Mins.)
DISCUSS AND PROVIDE DIRECTION

Overall Sentiment

Gary Osterhout
Location:
Submitted At: 10:51am 02-03-26

No. Already too cluttered; past lack of enforcement or voluntary compliance is of concern.  All benefits are
unsupported, ancillary or merely tangential.



Agenda Item: eComments for 10. 26-0022 Consideration of a Resolution Adopting the 2026 Legislative Platform (No Budget
Impact) (City Manager Mirzakhanian).
(Estimated Time: 15 mins) 
ADOPT RESOLUTION NO. 26-0008

Overall Sentiment

Gary Osterhout
Location:
Submitted At: 10:59am 02-03-26

Agreed with Michael and Laura. "Broadening" language in city documents tends to obscure initiatives. Our recent
history with environment initiatives is that Council dilutes or reassigns, then abandons, with no impetus or system
for continued review, accountability and transparency.

Michael Jenkins
Location:
Submitted At: 10:42am 02-03-26

I agree with Laura Kiely’s comment regarding the proposed deletion in subsection 5(a). This seems like
backpedaling and this is hardly the time to be abandoning support for legislation that promotes energy efficiency
and combats climate change. I urge the Council to retain this language.

Laura Kiely
Location:
Submitted At:  8:41am 02-03-26

Please adopt the resolution WITHOUT the proposed changes to eliminate references to environmental initiatives
such as energy efficiency, climate change and clean water programs.

I expect my City Council members to be on the forefront of protecting the environment in our gorgeous beach
town!
We cannot take our beach town for granted. CC must recognize, and accurately name, environmental threats,
including climate change, to our town. We must step into the future following Science and research that directly
address ways to keep our environment healthy and thriving.



We are the stewards for future generations.

What are the motives and reasoning behind the recommendations to make changes to the Legislative Platform?

Seems to me a step backward, and certainly doesn’t indicate a seriousness about often stated intentions to
treasure and protect our ocean and environment.

Thank you for considering my point of view.
Laura Kiely, MB resident since 1994


