






















 

CITY OF REDONDO BEACH 
 

INTER-DEPARTMENTAL MEMORANDUM 
 

 
 
 

 

BLUE FOLDER ITEMS 
 

Blue folder items are additional back up material to administrative reports and/or public comments 
received after the printing and distribution of the agenda packet for receive and file.  

 

Regular Meeting of the Planning Commission 

July 16, 2015 
 
 
VIII. OLD BUSINESS 

10. A Public Hearing to consider adopt/certify a (Revised) Mitigated Negative 
Declaration, Initial Study (IS-MND), and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program (including modified mitigation measures), a revised application for 
Conditional Use Permit, Planning Commission Design Review, Landscape and 
Irrigation Plans, and Minor Subdivision (Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 72662) 
for the construction of a mixed-use development to include 149 residential 
apartment units (a reduction from 180), approximately 37,000 square feet of 
neighborhood serving commercial development (a reduction from 37,600), and 
renovation of the existing 100-room hotel. A total of 649 parking spaces (an 
increase from 614) will be provided, with 587 parking spaces in an enclosed 
parking structure and 62 spaces in an existing surface parking lot. The project is 
designed to be a maximum of three (3) stories and 45 feet above existing grade 
(a reduction from four (4) stories and 56 feet).  The IS-MND is being revised, and 
includes an approximately two page discussion to reflect these and other 
changes, and impacts are anticipated to be reduced in comparison to the 
previously analyzed project description.  The property is located with a Mixed-
Use (MU-3A) zone.  

 
APPLICANT:   Legado Redondo, LLC 
PROPERTY OWNER:           Same as applicant 
LOCATION:              1700 S. Pacific Coast Highway 
CASE NO.:   2015-03-PC-005 
RECOMMENDATION:  The Community Development Department recommends 

that the Planning Commission make the findings as set forth in the staff report and the 
attached Draft Resolution, approve/certify the (Revised) Final Mitigated Negative 
Declaration/Initial Environmental Study and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program, a Conditional Use Permit, a Design Review, the Landscape and Irrigation 
Plan, the Sign Review for a (revised) mixed-use project with 149 units, and a Minor 
Subdivision (Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 72662) subject to the findings and 
conditions as contained in the staff report. 

 
 Comments received after the distribution of the July 16, 2015 agenda and 

given to the Planning Commission on Wednesday July 15, 2015, prior to 
the public hearing 



 

CITY OF REDONDO BEACH 
 

INTER-DEPARTMENTAL MEMORANDUM 
 

 
 
 

 

 

o Department of Transportation CALTRANS comment letter to the Traffic Impact 
Analysis – received July 14, 2015 (2 pages) 

o Gloria Balcom - letter received July 13, 2015 (2 pages) 

o Viviane Giusti - letter received July 14, 2014 (2 pages) 

o Claire McCurry – letter received July 14, 2015 (1 page) 

o Dick Norris – letter received July 14, 2015 (1 page) 

o Julie Moore – letter received July 14, 2015 (4 pages) 

o Joray Zhou Ess – letter received July 14, 2015 (1 page) 

o Peter Verenkoff – packet received July 14, 2015 (29 pages) 

o Michael Dube – Community Outreach Report received July 14, 2015 (26 pages) 

o Amy and Robert Josefek – letter received July 15, 2015 (4 pages) 



















































































































































 

CITY OF REDONDO BEACH 
 

INTER-DEPARTMENTAL MEMORANDUM 
 

 
 
 

 

BLUE FOLDER ITEMS 
 

Blue folder items are additional back up material to administrative reports and/or public comments 
received after the printing and distribution of the agenda packet for receive and file.  

 

Regular Meeting of the Planning Commission 

July 16, 2015 
 

 
VIII. OLD BUSINESS 

10. A Public Hearing to consider adopt/certify a (Revised) Mitigated Negative 
Declaration, Initial Study (IS-MND), and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program (including modified mitigation measures), a revised application for 
Conditional Use Permit, Planning Commission Design Review, Landscape and 
Irrigation Plans, and Minor Subdivision (Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 72662) 
for the construction of a mixed-use development to include 149 residential 
apartment units (a reduction from 180), approximately 37,000 square feet of 
neighborhood serving commercial development (a reduction from 37,600), and 
renovation of the existing 100-room hotel. A total of 649 parking spaces (an 
increase from 614) will be provided, with 587 parking spaces in an enclosed 
parking structure and 62 spaces in an existing surface parking lot. The project is 
designed to be a maximum of three (3) stories and 45 feet above existing grade 
(a reduction from four (4) stories and 56 feet).  The IS-MND is being revised, and 
includes an approximately two page discussion to reflect these and other 
changes, and impacts are anticipated to be reduced in comparison to the 
previously analyzed project description.  The property is located with a Mixed-
Use (MU-3A) zone.  

 
APPLICANT:   Legado Redondo, LLC 
PROPERTY OWNER:           Same as applicant 

LOCATION:              1700 S. Pacific Coast Highway 
CASE NO.:   2015-03-PC-005 
RECOMMENDATION:  The Community Development Department recommends 

that the Planning Commission make the findings as set forth in the staff report and the 
attached Draft Resolution, approve/certify the (Revised) Final Mitigated Negative 
Declaration/Initial Environmental Study and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program, a Conditional Use Permit, a Design Review, the Landscape and Irrigation 
Plan, the Sign Review for a (revised) mixed-use project with 149 units, and a Minor 
Subdivision (Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 72662) subject to the findings and 
conditions as contained in the staff report. 

 

 New project renderings 

 New 3D Models Visual Impact renderings 











AGENDA – REGULAR MEETING 
PLANNING COMMISSION 

CITY OF REDONDO BEACH 
THURSDAY JULY 16, 2015 – 7:00 P.M. 

CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS 
415 DIAMOND STREET 

 
 
 
I. OPENING SESSION 
 

1. Call Meeting to Order 
 

2. Roll Call 
 

3. Salute to the Flag 
 
II.   APPROVAL OF ORDER OF AGENDA 
   
III.   CONSENT CALENDAR 

Routine business items, except those formally noticed for public hearing (agendized as either a “Routine 
Public Hearing” or “Public Hearing”), or those items agendized as “Old Business” or “New Business” are 
assigned to the Consent Calendar. The Commission Members may request that any Consent Calendar 
item(s) be removed, discussed, and acted upon separately. Items removed from the Consent Calendar will 
be taken up immediately following approval of remaining Consent Calendar items. Remaining Consent 
Calendar items will be approved in one motion. 

 
4. Approval of Affidavit of Posting for the Planning Commission meeting of July 16, 2015. 

5. Approval of the following minutes:  Regular Meetings of May 14, 2015 and May 21, 2015. 

6. Receive and file the Strategic Plan Update of June 16, 2015. 

7. Receive and file written communications. 
 
IV. AUDIENCE OATH 
 
V.  EX PARTE COMMUNICATIONS 

This section is intended to allow all officials the opportunity to reveal any disclosure or ex parte 
communication about the following public hearings.  

 
VI. EXCLUDED CONSENT CALENDAR ITEMS 
 
VII. PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 

8. A Public Hearing to consider an Exemption Declaration and Lot Line Adjustment to realign the 
property lines of two adjacent lots located within a Single-Family Residential (R-1) zone. 
 

APPLICANT:   Lori and Richard Kamrath 
PROPERTY OWNER:           Same as applicant 
LOCATION:              537 S. Gertruda Avenue 
CASE NO.:   2015-07-PC-009 
RECOMMENDATION:  Approve and adopt the attached resolution with conditions 
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9. A Public Hearing to consider a Lot Line Adjustment to realign the property lines of three adjacent 
lots to the original 50-foot widths, and Planning Commission consideration of Exemption 
Declarations, Administrative Design Reviews, and Vesting Tentative Parcel Map Nos. 73555, 
73556, and 73557 to allow the construction of three, 3-unit residential condominium 
developments on properties located within a Low-Density Multiple-Family Residential (R-3) 
zone. 
 

APPLICANT:   E&S Prime Builders, Inc. 
PROPERTY OWNERS:         Mike and Traian Cracium; James and Carol Romero 
LOCATION:              2516, 2518, and 2520 Nelson Avenue 
CASE NO.:   2015-07-PC-010 
RECOMMENDATION:  Approve and adopt the attached resolution with conditions 

 
VIII. OLD BUSINESS 

Items continued from previous agendas. 
 
10. A Public Hearing to consider adopt/certify a (Revised) Mitigated Negative Declaration, Initial 

Study (IS-MND), and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (including modified 
mitigation measures), a revised application for Conditional Use Permit, Planning Commission 
Design Review, Landscape and Irrigation Plans, and Minor Subdivision (Vesting Tentative Tract 
Map No. 72662) for the construction of a mixed-use development to include 149 residential 
apartment units (a reduction from 180), approximately 37,000 square feet of neighborhood 
serving commercial development (a reduction from 37,600), and renovation of the existing 100-
room hotel. A total of 649 parking spaces (an increase from 614) will be provided, with 587 
parking spaces in an enclosed parking structure and 62 spaces in an existing surface parking 
lot. The project is designed to be a maximum of three (3) stories and 45 feet above existing 
grade (a reduction from four (4) stories and 56 feet).  The IS-MND is being revised, and includes 
an approximately two page discussion to reflect these and other changes, and impacts are 
anticipated to be reduced in comparison to the previously analyzed project description.  The 
property is located with a Mixed-Use (MU-3A) zone.  

 
APPLICANT:   Legado Redondo, LLC 
PROPERTY OWNER:           Same as applicant 
LOCATION:              1700 S. Pacific Coast Highway 
CASE NO.:   2015-03-PC-005 
RECOMMENDATION:  The Community Development Department recommends that the 

Planning Commission make the findings as set forth in the staff report and the attached Draft 
Resolution, approve/certify the (Revised) Final Mitigated Negative Declaration/Initial Environmental 
Study and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, a Conditional Use Permit, a Design 
Review, the Landscape and Irrigation Plan, the Sign Review for a (revised) mixed-use project with 
149 units, and a Minor Subdivision (Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 72662) subject to the findings 
and conditions as contained in the staff report. 

 
 

IX. NEW BUSINESS 
Items for discussion prior to action. 

 
11. Proposed 2015-2020 Capital Improvement Program: Finding of consistency with the General 

Plan. 
                       RECOMMENDATION:   Adopt the attached resolution finding consistency 
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X. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS 
 This section is intended to provide members of the public with the opportunity to comment on any subject that does not 

appear on this agenda for action. This section is limited to 30 minutes. Each speaker will be afforded three minutes to 
address the Commission. Each speaker will be permitted to speak only once. Written requests, if any, will be considered 
first under this section. 

 
XI. COMMISSION ITEMS AND REFERRALS TO STAFF 
 Referrals to staff are service requests that will be entered in the City’s Customer Service Center for action. 
 
XII. ITEMS FROM STAFF 
 

XIII. COUNCIL ACTION ON PLANNING COMMISSION MATTERS 
 
XIV. ADJOURNMENT 
 
The next meeting of the Planning Commission of the City of Redondo Beach will be a Regular Meeting to 
be held at 7:00 p.m. on Thursday, August 20, 2015 in the Redondo Beach City Council Chambers, 415 
Diamond Street, Redondo Beach, California. 

Any writings or documents provided to a majority of the Planning Commission regarding any item on this 
agenda will be made available for public inspection at the City Clerk’s Counter at City Hall located at 415 
Diamond Street, Door C, Redondo Beach, Ca. during normal business hours. In addition, such writings 
and documents will be posted, time permitting, on the City’s website at www.redondo.org. 

It is the intention of the City of Redondo Beach to comply with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) in 
all respects.  If, as an attendee or a participant at this meeting you will need special assistance beyond 
what is normally provided, the City will attempt to accommodate you in every reasonable manner.  Please 
contact the City Clerk's Office at (310) 318-0656 at least forty-eight (48) hours prior to the meeting to inform 
us of your particular needs and to determine if accommodation is feasible.  Please advise us at that time 
if you will need accommodations to attend or participate in meetings on a regular basis. 

An agenda packet is available 24 hours at www.redondo.org under the City Clerk and during City Hall 
hours, agenda items are also available for review in the Planning Department. 

 
CONSENT CALENDAR 

 
The Planning Commission has placed cases, which have been recommended for approval by the Planning 
Department staff, and which have no anticipated opposition, on the Consent Calendar section of the 
agenda.  Any member of the Planning Commission may request that any item on the Consent Calendar 
be removed and heard, subject to a formal public hearing procedure, following the procedures adopted by 
the Planning Commission. 
 
All cases remaining on the Consent Calendar will be approved by the Planning Commission by adopting 
the findings and conclusions in the staff report, adopting the Exemption Declaration or certifying the 
Negative Declaration, if applicable to that case, and granting the permit or entitlement requested, subject 
to the conditions contained within the staff report. 
 
Cases which have been removed from the Consent Calendar will be heard immediately following approval 
of the remaining Consent items, in the ascending order of case number. 
 

RULES PERTAINING TO ALL PUBLIC TESTIMONY 
(Section 6.1, Article 6, Rules of Conduct) 

 
 
1. No person shall address the Commission without first securing the permission of the Chairperson; 

provided, however, that permission shall not be refused except for a good cause. 
 

http://www.redondo.org/
http://www.redondo.org/
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2. Speakers may be sworn in by the Chairperson. 
 
3. After a motion is passed or a hearing closed, no person shall address the Commission on the 

matter without first securing permission of the Chairperson. 
 
4. Each person addressing the Commission shall step up to the lectern and clearly state his/her name 

and city for the record, the subject he/she wishes to discuss, and proceed with his/her remarks. 
 
5. Unless otherwise designated, remarks shall be limited to three (3) minutes on any one agenda 

item. The time may be extended for a speaker(s) by the majority vote of the Commission. 
 
6. In situations where an unusual number of people wish to speak on an item, the Chairperson may 

reasonably limit the aggregate time of hearing or discussion, and/or time for each individual 
speaker, and/or the number of speakers. Such time limits shall allow for full discussion of the item 
by interested parties or their representative(s). Groups are encouraged to designate a 
spokesperson who may be granted additional time to speak. 

 
7. No person shall speak twice on the same agenda item unless permission is granted by a majority 

of the Commission. 
 
8. Speakers are encouraged to present new evidence and points of view not previously considered, 

and avoid repetition of statements made by previous speakers. 
 
9. All remarks shall be addressed to the Planning Commission as a whole and not to any member 

thereof. No questions shall be directed to a member of the Planning Commission or the City staff 
except through, and with the permission of, the Chairperson. 

 
10. Speakers shall confine their remarks to those which are relevant to the subject of the hearing.  

Attacks against the character or motives of any person shall be out of order.  The Chairperson, 
subject to appeal to the Commission, shall be the judge of relevancy and whether character or 
motives are being impugned. 

 
11. The public participation portion of the agenda shall be reserved for the public to address the 

Planning Commission regarding problems, question, or complaints within the jurisdiction of the 
Planning Commission. 

 
12. Any person making personal, impertinent, or slanderous remarks, or who shall become boisterous 

while addressing the Commission, shall be forthwith barred from future audience before the 
Commission, unless permission to continue be granted by the Chairperson. 

 
13. The Chairperson, or majority of the members present, may at any time request that a police officer 

be present to enforce order and decorum.  The Chairperson or such majority may request that the 
police officer eject from the place of meeting or place under arrest, any person who violates the 
order and decorum of the meeting. 

 
14. In the event that any meeting is willfully interrupted so as to render the orderly conduct of such 

meeting unfeasible and order cannot be restored by the removal of individuals willfully interrupting 
the meeting, the Commission may order the meeting room cleared and continue its session in 
accordance with the provisions of Government Code subsection 54957.9 and any amendments.  

 
APPEALS OF PLANNING COMMISSION DECISIONS: 

 
All decisions of the Planning Commission may be appealed to the City Council.  Appeals must be filed, in 
writing, with the City Clerk’s Office within ten (10) days following the date of action of the Planning 
Commission.  The appeal period commences on the day following the Commission’s action and concludes 
on the tenth calendar day following that date.  If the closing date for appeals falls on a weekend or holiday, 
the closing date shall be the following business day.  All appeals must be accompanied by an appeal fee 
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of 25% of original application fee up to a maximum of $500.00 and must be received by the City Clerk’s 
Office by 5:00 p.m. on the closing date. 
 
Planning Commission decisions on applications which do not automatically require City Council review 
(e.g. Zoning Map Amendments and General Plan Amendments), become final following conclusion of the 
appeal period, if a written appeal has not been filed in accordance with the appeal procedure outline above. 
 
No appeal fee shall be required for an appeal of a decision on a Coastal Development Permit application. 







Minutes 
Regular Adjourned Meeting 

Planning Commission 
May 14, 2015 

 
 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
A Regular Adjourned Meeting of the Planning Commission was called to order by Chair Biro at 7:00 p.m. 
in the City Hall Council Chambers, 415 Diamond Street, Redondo Beach, California. 
 
ROLL CALL 
 
Commissioners Present: Biro, Goodman, Rodriguez, Sanchez  
Commissioners Absent: Gaian, Mitchell, Ung 
Officials Present:  Mike Webb, City Attorney 

Cheryl Park, Assistant City Attorney 
Aaron Jones, Community Development Director 
Diane Cleary, Minutes Secretary 

    
SALUTE TO THE FLAG 
Commissioner Goodman led the Commissioners and audience in a Salute to the Flag. 
 
APPROVAL OF ORDER OF AGENDA 
Motion by Commissioner Sanchez, seconded by Commissioner Rodriguez, to approve the Order of 
Agenda as presented. Motion carried unanimously.  
 
CONSENT CALENDAR #4  
Motion by Commissioner Sanchez, seconded by Commissioner Rodriguez, to approve the following 
Consent Calendar items, and by its concurrence, the Commission: 
 
4. APPROVED AFFIDAVIT OF POSTING FOR THE PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING OF May 

14, 2015. 
 
Motion carried unanimously. 
 
AUDIENCE OATH 
Chair Biro asked that those people in the audience who wish to address the Commission on any of the 
hearing issues stand and take the following oath: 
 
 Do each of you swear or affirm that the testimony 

you shall give shall be the truth, the whole truth,  
and nothing but the truth? 

 
People in the audience stood and answered, “I do.” 
 
EX PARTE COMMUNICATIONS  
Commissioner Rodriguez disclosed speaking to a resident regarding Item #5. 
 
Commissioner Goodman disclosed speaking with Commissioner Sanchez regarding Item #5. 
 
Commissioner Sanchez disclosed speaking with Commissioner Goodman regarding Item #5. 
 
EXCLUDED CONSENT CALENDAR ITEMS – None  
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PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 
5. APPROVE DRAFT AMENDMENTS  

CITY-WIDE 
Case No. 2015-05-PC-007 

 
Motion by Commissioner Sanchez, seconded by Commissioner Rodriguez, to open the Public Hearing and 
receive and file all documents at 7:04 p.m. regarding Case No. 2015-05-PC-007, the applicant being City 
of Redondo Beach, to Draft Amendments to the Redondo Beach General Plan, Harbor/Civic Center 
Specific Plan, Zoning contained in Title 10, Chapter 2 of the Municipal Code, the Coastal Land Use Plan, 
and Coastal Zoning contained in Title 10, Chapter 5 of the Municipal Code collectively referenced as the 
“Draft Amendments” or “Amendments.”  The Amendments relate to the permitted uses of property in the 
Coastal Zone placing further restrictions on uses related to Electrical Generating Facilities and Electricity 
Storage/Battery Storage facilities.  Motion carried unanimously.  
 
City Attorney Webb gave a report and discussed the following: 
 Background 

o City acts as intervenor in AES’ Application for Certification (AFC) 
o AFC requests new 496 Megawatt (MW) electrical generating facility 
o City Council Resolution adopted opposing licensing of new facility 
o Moratorium on construction enacted in 2013 – expires 22 months and 15 days from January 

14, 2013 – end of this year it expires 
o Moratorium creates conflict between Laws, Ordinances, Regulations and Standards (LORS) 

and proposed AFC 
o Zoning and Land Use Amendments must be enacted during moratorium 
o California Energy Commission (CEC) must make additional findings for AFC 

 CEC Permitting Authority 
o Generally defined as: 

 New thermal electricity generating facilities of 50 megawatts or more of electric 
generating capacity 

 Applies to modifications of existing thermal electricity generating facilities that result in 
a 50 megawatt or more increase in electric generating capacity 

 Coastal Commission Authority 
o General position – Electricity Generating Facilities are not subject to Coastal Commission’s 

approval where the CEC has permitting authority 
o Any such regulations adopted by the City for new thermal Electrical Generating Facilities of 50 

MW or more (or modification of such facilities with increases of 50 MW or more ) – effective 
without review or certification by the Coastal Commission 

 Recommended Actions: 
o Adopt Resolution 1 
o Adopt Resolution 2 
o Adopt Resolution 3 

 Resolution 1 – Limited Prohibition 
o Amendments to the City’s Zoning (Title 10, Chapter 2 and Title 10, Chapter 7) to prohibit the 

following uses: 
 New thermal Electricity Generating Facilities of 50 Megawatts or more 
 Modifications, including alteration, replacement, or improvement of equipment, that 

result in a 50 megawatt or more increase in the electric generating capacity of an existing 
thermal Electricity Generating Facility  

 Construction of any facility subject to the California Energy Commission’s jurisdiction 
under Public Resources Code Section 25502.3  

 Tailored so that Coastal Commission review is not necessary 
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 Resolution 1 – Proposed Amendments 
o Amending the definition of “Public Utility Facility” contained in Section 10-2.402(a)(128), to clean 

up language in recognition of prohibition contained in Title 10, Chapter 7 
 Thereby eliminating these uses from zones which allow Public Utility Facilities 

o Adding a specific prohibition on new thermal Electricity Generating Facilities of 50 Megawatts 
or more (or modifications to existing thermal facilities of 50 MW or more), or otherwise subject 
to the CEC’s jurisdiction to Tile 10, Chapter 7, Section 10-7.101 

 Resolution 2 – Electricity Storage 
o Additional amendments to the City’s Zoning (Title 10, Chapter 2) to: 

 Remove off-site Electricity Storage uses and on-site commercial Electricity Storage 
Systems from the definition of Public Utility Facility 

 Amendments to the Harbor/Civic Center Specific Plan to more explicitly cross-reference 
the definitions and regulations contained in Title 10, Chapter 2 

 Avoids restricting on-site non-commercial electricity storage facilities, such as 
emergency power systems for hospitals, electric storage systems for residential 
development, and electric vehicle charging stations 

 Resolution 2 – Proposed Amendments 
o Adding a definition of “Electricity Storage Facility” (Off-Site) to Section 10-2.402(a) 
o Modifying the definition “Public Utility Facility” to eliminate Electrical Storage Systems (Off-Site) 

and eliminating on-site commercial Electricity Storage Systems 
 Resolution 3 – Local Coastal Program Modifications with Facility Limitations 

o Includes modifications to: 
 Coastal Land Use Plan (CLUP) 
 CLUP implementing Ordinance (Title 10, Chapter 5 of the Municipal Code) 

o Modifications to the Local Coastal Plan (LCP): 
 Remove off-site Electricity Storage uses and on-site commercial Electricity Storage from 

the definition of Public Utility Facility 
 Amending the definition of “Public Utility Facility” contained in Section 10-2.402(a)(140), 

to eliminate thermal Electrical Generating Plants 50 megawatts or more (or 
modifications to existing thermal Electricity Generating Facilities resulting in an increase 
of 50 MW or more), or are otherwise subject to the CEC’s jurisdiction 

 Resolution 3 – Proposed Modifications 
o Adding a definition of Electricity Storage Facility (Off-Site) and modifying the definition of Public 

Utility Facility contained in Section 10-5.402(a) of the CLUP implementing Ordinance (Title 10, 
Chapter 5 of the Municipal Cod) 

o Same modifications to be made to the CLUP “Generating Plant” Land Use District, Policy 9 
 
Tyson Sohagi, Sohagi Law Group, gave a report as follows: 
 Environmental Analysis: 

o City adopted a Negative Declaration for its 2013 Moratorium Ordinance, the Addendum 
(Attachment 5) to this Negative Declaration is considered appropriate 

o Amendments are exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to 
Statutory Exemption s in Section 15265 and Categorical exemptions contained in Section 
15061 (b)3) [Common Sense Exemption ] 

o Planning Commission is only required to “review and consider” these CEQA documents 
 Staff Recommendation 

o Open the public hearing and accept testimony 
o Close the public participation section 
o Adopt Resolution(s) 
o Recommend that the City Council act on modifications in Resolution 1 first, then subsequently 

on modifications in Resolutions 2 and 3 



 
MINUTES 
PLANNING COMMISSION 
MAY 14, 2015 
PAGE 4 

 

o Forward the report and Resolutions to the City Council  
 
In response to Commissioner Goodman, City Attorney Webb clarified that the moratorium expires at the 
end of this year.  He also explained that Resolution 1 would prevent creation of a new power plant, 
modifications to existing thermal facilities of 50 MW or more, prevention of getting a business license 
approved for the establishment, or maintenance or construction of an electrical generating facility. He said 
that once through cooling requires that power plants through 2020 no longer be able to use ocean water 
to cool their steam generators.  He also stated that the proposal does not cover a water desalinization plant 
and noted that Resolution 3 bans commercial battery storage facilities in the Coastal Zone.   
 
Commissioner Goodman expressed concern with leaving a non-operable power plant sitting in place and 
addressing any possible outcomes. 
 
City Attorney Webb stated possible outcomes could be addressed by a task force.  He also said if this 
proposal doesn’t pass, AES will be going through the Energy Commission with the goal of getting 
certification and the power purchase agreement, seeking to put the almost 500 MW power plant in place. 
 
In response to Chair Biro, City Attorney Webb stated that AES has been very clear that their application is 
for a new power plant of almost 500 MW, and clarified this proposal would not prevent anything outside 
the Energy Commission’s jurisdiction.  He also said all electrical generating facilities citywide could be 
banned if recommended.   
 
In response to Commissioner Goodman, City Attorney Webb believed the City has spent thus far in excess 
of $400k-$500k. He explained that Council chose Option 1 at first and then changed to Option 3 with 
approximately $360k left budgeted.  He also said it may cost another $200k to continue the process to its 
completion.  He said there has been a full discussion on costs at the last City Council meeting which will 
also be discussed during the budget process next month. 
 
In response to Chair Biro, City Attorney Webb stated he has reviewed the letter received from AES in the 
Blue Folder items. 
 
In response to Chair Biro, Mr. Sohagi stated the Commission is only being asked to review and consider a 
Categorical Exemption or Addendum, and believed that the statements in AES’ letter shows a 
misunderstanding of the requirements of CEQA.   He also said he did not see any evidence in the letter 
that shows that the proposed modifications are causing physical changes to the existing environment.  
 
In response to Commissioner Biro, City Attorney Webb believed that the letter received from AES would 
not change any language in Resolution 1, and stated staff will provide written responses to the Commission 
next week. 
 
In response to Commissioner Goodman, City Attorney Webb stated that the decision will be up to Energy 
Commission and then ultimately the CA Supreme Court if there is a conflict with the LORS.  
 
In response to Commissioner Rodriguez, City Attorney Webb stated if AES chooses to do modifications 
outside the Energy Commission process, staff is not recommending any changes to the ordinance.  
 
In response to Commissioner Goodman, City Attorney Webb stated if the CEC does not have jurisdiction, 
the City would then decide under a conditionally permitted use.  
 
Chair Biro administered the Audience Oath to Delia Vechi.   
 
Delia Vechi, District 2, questioned what would happen if any company comes to the City for the land. 
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In response to Chair Biro, City Attorney Webb explained that the intent is not to change every possible use 
to the site, and only focusing on energy generation and battery storage.  He said this is a much more limited 
approach and ideally the fully comprehensive approach would involve the task force. 
  
Community Development Director Jones referred to Page 4 of Resolution, Section B9, which states the 
City is open to considering subsequent amendments to the Generating Plant District/Zone to incorporate 
additional nonpublic utility uses as outlined in the procedures contained in Redondo Beach Municipal Code, 
Title 10, Chapter 5, Sections 10-5.2504 and 10-5.2505. 
 
Motion by Commissioner Rodriquez, seconded by Commissioner Goodman, to received and file the Blue 
Folder Items.  Motion carried unanimously.  
 
Chair Biro administered the Audience Oath to Lezlie Campeggi.   
 
Lezlie Campeggi, Redondo Beach, supported the recommendation to continue this item for another week. 
She believed there is $335k allocated left to spend with approximately $210k additional expected through 
January.  She suggested following the staff recommendation and the City’s own attorneys.  She also said 
it is important that the resolutions presented are for something new but AES could have chosen to do a 
modification of an existing power plant which wouldn’t have come before the Commission.  She noted that 
Mr. Pendergraft from AES in November 2011 stated he would work collaboratively with the City which didn’t 
happen and in January 2014, AES asked for battery storage and desalinization which didn’t take place 
because AES resumed their application with the CEC that specifically excluded these items.  She stated 
the CEC specifically asked AES if they were changing their application and AES said no and were just 
applying for a new power plant per what they applied for initially.  She also said it is important to understand 
that the other parts of the recommended resolutions that do define things to prohibit such as battery storage 
are important because should AES be granted a permit to build a new power plant, there are still 38 acres 
of the property on which they could build.   
 
Motion by Chair Biro, seconded by Commissioner Rodriguez, to continue the Public Hearing to the May 
21, 2015 meeting.  Motion carried unanimously.  
 
OLD BUSINESS – None  
 
NEW BUSINESS – None  
 
PUBLIC PARTICIPATION ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS - None 
 
COMMISSION ITEMS AND REFERRALS TO STAFF - None 
  
ITEMS FROM STAFF 
Community Development Director Aaron Jones announced that the application for 1700 PCH will not 
appear on the May 21 agenda and has been pulled.  He said the area will be re-advertised and tentatively 
set for June 18, 2015 with full public re-notification, and stated the project is being significantly revised 
down in scale.   
 
Chair Biro stated he will not be at the June 18, 2015 Planning Commission meeting.   
 
In response to Chair Biro, Assistant Attorney Park stated the matter is just taken off the agenda and will 
re-appear, and is not a new application.  She also said the previous testimony can be taken into 
consideration and it doesn’t have to be consecutive.  
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COUNCIL ACTION ON PLANNING COMMISSION MATTERS – None  
 
ADJOURNMENT: 8:16 P.M. 
There being no further business to come before the Commission, Commissioner Goodman moved, 
seconded by Commissioner Sanchez, to adjourn at 8:16 p.m. to a regular meeting to be held at 7:00 p.m. 
on Thursday, May 21, 2015 in the Redondo Beach City Council Chambers, 415 Diamond Street, Redondo 
Beach, California. Motion carried unanimously.   
 
 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
 
 
       ___________________________ 
       Aaron Jones 
       Community Development Director 
 



Minutes 
Regular Meeting 

Planning Commission 
May 21, 2015 

 
 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
A Regular Meeting of the Planning Commission was called to order by Chair Biro at 7:00 p.m. in the City 
Hall Council Chambers, 415 Diamond Street, Redondo Beach, California. 
 
ROLL CALL 
 
Commissioners Present: Biro, Gaian, Goodman, Mitchell, Rodriguez, Sanchez, Ung  
Commissioners Absent: None 
Officials Present:  Mike Webb, City Attorney 

Cheryl Park, Assistant City Attorney 
    Tyson Sohagi, Outside Legal Counsel 

Aaron Jones, Community Development Director 
Anita Kroeger, Associate Planner 
Marianne Gastelum, Assistant Planner 
Alex Plascencia, Assistant Planner 

    Lina Portolese, Planning Analyst 
Diane Cleary, Minutes Secretary 

    
SALUTE TO THE FLAG 
Commissioner Sanchez led the Commissioners and audience in a Salute to the Flag. 
 
APPROVAL OF ORDER OF AGENDA 
Motion by Commissioner Rodriguez, seconded by Commissioner Sanchez, to approve the Order of 
Agenda as presented. Motion carried unanimously.  
 
CONSENT CALENDAR #4 THROUGH #7  
Motion by Commissioner Rodriguez, seconded by Commissioner Sanchez, to approve the following 
Consent Calendar items, and by its concurrence, the Commission: 
 
4. APPROVED AFFIDAVIT OF POSTING FOR THE PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING OF May 

21, 2015. 
 
5. APPROVED THE FOLLOWING MINUTES:  REGULAR MEETING OF APRIL 16, 2015. 
 
6. RECEIVED AND FILED THE STRATEGIC PLAN UPDATE OF APRIL 21, 2015. 
 
7. RECEIVED AND FILED WRITTEN COMMUNICATIONS. 
 
Motion carried unanimously. 
 
AUDIENCE OATH 
Chair Biro asked that those people in the audience who wish to address the Commission on any of the 
hearing issues stand and take the following oath: 
 
 Do each of you swear or affirm that the testimony 

you shall give shall be the truth, the whole truth,  
and nothing but the truth? 

 
People in the audience stood and answered, “I do.” 
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EX PARTE COMMUNICATIONS  
 
Commissioner Rodriguez disclosed speaking with the applicant and a neighbor regarding Item 8.  
 
Commissioner Sanchez disclosed speaking with the Chair regarding Items 8 and 9. 
 
Chair Biro disclosed meeting with the applicant regarding Item 8. 
 
EXCLUDED CONSENT CALENDAR ITEMS – None  
 
BLUE FOLDER ITEMS 
Motion by Commissioner Rodriguez, seconded by Commissioner Goodman, to receive and file all blue 
folder items.  Motion carried unanimously.   
 
PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 
8. APPROVE MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT 

1914-1926 S. PACIFIC COAST HIGHWAY 
Case No. 2015-05-PC-008 

 
Motion by Commissioner Sanchez, seconded by Commissioner Mitchell, to open the Public Hearing and 
receive and file all documents at 7:03 p.m. regarding Case No. 2015-05-PC-008, the applicant being EHOF 
II Redondo Beach LLC, to consider approval and certification of a Mitigated Negative Declaration/Initial 
Environmental Study (including responses to comments) and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program, a Conditional Use Permit, Planning Commission Design Review including Landscape and 
Irrigation Plans, and Minor Subdivision (Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 73195) for the construction of a 
mixed-use development to include 52 residential condominium units and approximately 10,552 square feet 
of ground floor retail and office space with a total of 182 parking spaces on a 1.49 acre property located 
within a Mixed-Use (MU-3A) zone.  Motion carried unanimously.  
 
Associate Planner Anita Kroeger gave a report and discussed the following: 
 Vicinity Map 
 Errata Sheet 
 Project Description 
 Architecture – Eco Contemporary 
 Landscape/hardscape:  Waterwise 
 Lighting:  Well designed, respect residential neighbors 
 Signage: 
 Project Rendering   
 Environmental Review 

o Final IS-MND 
o 3 potentially significant impacts unless mitigation incorporated: 

 CR-1 Unanticipated discovery of cultural resources 
 GEO-1 Geotechnical design considerations 
 N-1 – N-5 construction noise mitigation measures   

o Response to Comments – prepared to address public interest, though not required by CEQA 
 Cumulative Impacts:  Not required for this project by CEQA, GP EIR (92) addressed 

impacts of total “buildout” 
 Traffic Impact Analysis:  Adequate based on results of ITE Trip Generation Analysis 
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 Parking:  Adequate on-site parking provided, church, church/school related vehicles 
have been parking on the subject property 

 No requirements that proposed project solve existing issues related to other sites & land 
uses 

 Alley access for residential garage for proposed project 
o Alley Traffic Analysis 

 Conducted at City’s request, May 12-18, 2015 to; 
 Determine volume of traffic & trip generations during 5 peak periods 
 Compare trip generation on alley between existing & proposed at the subject 

property 
 Assess safety of vehicular traffic in the alley 

 View of Alley 
 Alley Traffic Analysis continued 

 The findings of the analysis are as follows: 
o The proposed project with alley access for 52 condominium units would 

impact traffic volumes in the alley resulting in: 
o Proposed project – reduce pedestrians crossing the alley because 

parking on the subject property would no longer be available 
o Visibility exiting alley northbound would be improved with 20 feet of red 

curb on Prospect Avenue, directly north of the alley. 
 Conclusion:   
 Recommended location for red curb 

o RBPD Data 
o Tragic accident last Friday, May 15, late evening 

 PD Traffic investigation still underway 
 PD traffic investigator reported that the traffic accident occurred 

mid-block, not at an intersection or crosswalk; the traffic accident 
was not a result of any roadway condition or lack of appropriate 
road signage 

 Entitlement Process 
o IS-MND-MMRP 
o Project Entitlements 

 Conditional Use Permit (CUP) 
 Planning Commission Design Review 
 Vesting Tentative Tract Map 

 CUP Evaluation 
o Proposed project meets all criteria 
o Site in conformity with General Plan, and setbacks etc. 
o Site has adequate access to public streets of adequate capacity 
o Use will not have adverse effect on abutting properties 

 PCDR Evaluation  
o Proposed project meets all criteria 

 User impact & needs 
 Relationship to physical features 
 Consistency of architectural style 
 Balance & integration with neighborhood, subject to redesign 

 Recommendation: 
 

Nick Buchanan, representing the applicant, gave a report and discussed the following: 
 Location 
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 52 homes will be provided – walking distance to beach, less energy than typical homes, generate 
common footprint 

 Track home development in Temecula – residents have to commute as opposed to homes where 
people want to be  

 For sale homes, employment, work from home, quality time at home, keeping off roads  
 Organic contemporary style of architecture 
 Newly remodeled home on Avenue F 
 Contemporary lines but soften with wood and natural landscaping 
 Reached out to residents and stakeholders in the community – met with everyone in the immediate 

vicinity and other project several blocks west   
 Community is passionate where they live – validates community pride and Redondo Beach fantastic 

place to live   
 Church to the north – formalize their aspect across Prospect in the alley 
 Traffic in alley – biggest concern by residents   
 Support reduction in traffic – site today – reduce commercial – removing 20,000 sq of commercial 

space – removing tenants – compensates 52 homes 
 
Dan Withee, Withee Malcolm Architects, reviewed the design concepts as follows:   
 Mixed use site 
 Ground floor plan  
 Circulation is key on the properties   
 Locating commercial entrance off PCH   
 Split driveways – one off alley and one off PCH 
 Took pressure off a very busy street 
 Caltrans only allows one entrance off PCH   
 Center of the building – public open space 
 Second floor – court yard surrounded by the units 
 22 three-story townhomes – located closer to the church on the north 
 Residential parking lot is farthest west side – lowest point  - overparked – every unit has a storage 

locker 
 Organic contemporary feel  - give homes light and feeling of space 
 All homes have private decks 
 Top four units have mezzanines  
 Every floor steps back from the floor below it  
 North elevation – street elevation facing the alley – townhomes   
 Floor plans – variety of plan types and sizes  
 All plans have the flex space – people working out of home  
 3D rendering – materials and breakup of the building  
 Stepping back of units and articulation of roof decks/mezzanines 
 Center view – public open space intersecting with two commercial retail uses.   
 Alley elevation – gave it articulation – architecture on four sides 
 Design concept meets intent of MU zone 
 
In response to Commissioner Mitchell, Mr. Buchanan stated there are currently 52 tenants in the building, 
and everyone will eventually be put on notice regarding the redevelopment of this property.  He said the 
bulk of the tenants are short-term and on month-to-month leases and conversations have taken place 
regarding finding alternative locations.  He also noted there are security issues with the current building 
which will be corrected.  He explained that the residential trash will be located on the back of the property 
and stated there is a truck turnaround easement on the church’s parking lot in the back.  He stated 
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commercial trash will be picked up in the front and a smaller vehicle will come onto the site and pick up the 
trash and bring it out to the main truck.   
 
In response to Commissioner Rodriguez, Mr. Buchanan said there is a lot of emotion with mixed-used 
development and believed that most people he has spoken to see this project being different from the other 
proposed project in the area.   He stated concerns have been traffic and the alley, and also said that Pacific 
Coast Highway is regulated by Caltrans and there is only one curb.  He said it was important that they 
separate the commercial traffic from the residential which helps to reduce traffic.  He also stated he has 
been involved with several sustainable housing projects and noted this particular project Title 24 is a 
stringent code which is equivalent to LEED certification.   
 
Mr. Withee stated this project will be LEED Silver, and stated his firm has done seven platinum LEED 
buildings and one net zero, all residential. 
 
In response to Commissioner Rodriguez, Mr. Buchanan stated the landlord will be responsible for leasing 
the spaces with 50% office/commercial serving, and believed there will only be small neighborhood serving 
commercial.  He also said there is a location designated for bicycle storage that allows for 36 and in 
addition, every unit will have a sizable lockable storage space.  
 
In response to Commissioner Gaian, Associate City Planner Anita Kroeger stated there is only one 
driveway onto Sea Breeze Plaza.   
 
Mr. Buchanan stated they are allowed to go up to 45 feet in height of 14% of the project and the balance 
would be below 38 feet.  
 
In response to Commissioner Sanchez, Mr. Buchanan reviewed their outreach and explained that they 
sent out flyers within a 300 foot radius of the project to include the church, animal hospital and commercial 
building.  He said there are no residential neighbors in the immediate vicinity except on the other side of 
PCH.  He said they reached out to the City, everyone on the list regarding the Legado project, and 96 
people who wrote to the City, and community groups and businesses.  He noted concerns have included 
too much mixed-use in the City, traffic and the alley.  He also said he met with the Sunset Riviera 
Association and the Riviera Homeowners Association.  He stated he had a number of meetings with the 
administrative manager of the church, legal counsel representation and Father Paul.  He also said he has 
made himself available to meet with members of the church. 
 
Commissioner Gaian stated the concern has been empty store fronts in the neighborhood and noted mixed 
use has not worked in the City.   
 
Mr. Buchanan stated mixed use development typically works in areas with sufficient pedestrian traffic and 
enough density.  He said he would be building the minimum amount of retail required at this location per 
the code and believed the retail will work.  He stated the site is on Pacific Coast Highway and parking 
needs to be convenient to be successful along with having the right tenant mix.   
 
In response to Commissioner Gaian, Associate Planner Anita Kroeger stated the current zoning precludes 
all residential, and the current property is zoned MU3A, building either exclusively commercial or 
commercial/residential.  She also stated the mixed use projects requires a minimal amount of commercial. 
 
In response to Commissioner Gaian, Mr. Buchanan stated their proposal is minimum and rents will be 
adjusted and should be relatively successful.  He also stated the correct circulation is critical and it is 
important the project face west, putting the vehicle entrance on the east most end of the site, preventing 
people coming to and from the retail crossing a parking structure entrance.   
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In response to Commissioner Rodriquez, Mr. Buchanan stated their goal is to have active retail space 
which will be an amenity for the residents, and will be market rents determined by the market force.   
 
In response to Commissioner Goodman, Mr. Buchanan stated they generally sell the condominiums and 
keep the retail in syndication.  
 
In response to Commissioner Ung, Mr. Buchanan explained that going east on Pacific Coast Highway 
would require going further up to the next turning lane and going back in order to enter the facility. 
 
In response to Chair Biro, Mr. Buchanan stated larger projects make it difficult to have a human scale, and 
noted this project will only have 52 units and everyone will know each other in the project.  He said it will 
be important to have a good mix of housing, and the community aminities will include being close to the 
beach and Riviera. He also said they will be using high efficiency air conditioning, natural ventilation, and 
there will be a substantial courtyard in the middle for good air circulation.  He said they tried to design the 
project in a natural environmentally friendly way to reduce the energy consumption with low water 
consumption.   
 
In response to Commissioner Sanchez, Associate Planner Anita Kroeger stated the ITE includes trip 
generation and is a national standard, commonly used and considered the source. 
 
Community Development Director Aaron Jones explained that the ITE trip generation figures are a national 
source of data but studies are done from a large number of case studies, looking at a wide range of 
numbers to come up with standard numbers.  He said for the uses that are being replaced by this project, 
staff is comfortable that the existing trip generation is consistent with ITE numbers, and noted a traffic 
engineer has worked throughout this project, including up to last week to look at the alley issues.   
 
In response to Commissioner Sanchez, Associate Planner Anita Kroeger stated staff always meets with 
all departments including public safety, and noted part of the approval is based on the turnaround easement 
on the church property.  She said the alley is 20 feet wide which is wider than a typical alley and adequate, 
and public safety will have access to the property who expressed no concerns.  
 
Community Development Director Aaron Jones stated the early consultation with public safety included 
some design changes to the building to include lowering some of the roof heights and rooms/units being 
rearranged for ladder access, hose pull, hydrants and standpipes.  
 
In response to Commissioner Goodman, Community Development Director Aaron Jones stated staff has 
gone back and verified projects later if necessary, but this project is a clear case of substantial reduction 
in average daily traffic from the current condition.  He said there have not been tube counts conducted 
except there were manual counts conduced for alley traffic for origin and destination.  He also said for 
commercial centers of 30,000 square feet, the numbers can be determined which works both citywide, 
countywide and further.   
 
Commissioner Goodman stated that models are only good if they can be tied to the real world, particularly 
long-term, and noted the numbers in the General Plan are based on 1992.   
 
Community Development Director Aaron Jones explained that traffic counts were reviewed on Pacific 
Coast Highway as far back as 1972 and the numbers are roughly the same today per Caltrans and tube 
count.  He also pointed out that the net housing change last year was +14 units and the year before was 
+1 unit.   
 
Commissioner Goodman suggested getting information to people and let them know how the numbers 
have been validated.  
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Community Development Director Aaron Jones stated staff will be reporting to the City Council on June 2 
with the annual Congestion Management Plan Report which will include the housing unit data, explaining 
the change in housing units in the City over the last ten years of 6.8 units per year out of 30,000 homes in 
the City.  He also said the Circulation Element includes some mention of developing traffic impact fees, 
but right now there are more traffic improvement projects than engineers and people to accomplish. 
 
Commissioner Rodriguez referred to a letter dated July 9, 2014 from Overland Traffic Consultants which 
shows that the net total trips decrease by 270 but in an Initial Study Mitigated draft dated April 2015 shows 
the net total trips being down by 255. 
 
Traffic Consultant Liz Culhane explained that the current version is dated August 6, 2014 in the 
environmental document showing an average reduction of daily trips of 273.    
 
In response to Commissioner Rodriquez, Associate Planner Anita Kroeger stated the curb north of the 
alley will be painted 20 feet and south of the alley is already red with no parking and complete visibility.  
 
Commissioner Gaian stated going down from 30,000 feet of commercial space to 10,000 will dictate less 
traffic going into the property off PCH and stated the issue is the alley.  He also did not see a lot of traffic 
coming and going from the condominiums and pointed out that a lot of people telecommute.   
 
Associate Planner Anita Kroeger stated an alley analysis took place, counting trips, and the traffic is mainly 
trips related to the church currently.  She said it was shown that the proposed project will generate fewer 
trips on the alley than the existing development.  
 
In response to Commissioner Goodman, Associate Planner Anita Kroeger stated the entrance/exit is about 
240 feet away from Prospect and said it is beneficial to split the trips.   
 
Commissioner Gaian expressed concern with people from the parking garage turning right and accessing 
PCH through the pet hospital easement.  He also did not encourage people turning left onto Prospect from 
the alley. 
 
Commissioner Rodriguez stated the school’s handbook states that drop-offs are not to be done in the alley.   
 
Associate Planner Anita Kroeger stated the developer, applicant or the City does not have the right to put 
a condition on an adjacent property.  
 
Commissioner Rodriquez stated making a right out of the driveway and then going through the pet hospital, 
making a right onto PCH may be a benefit to help spread the traffic between two different places. 
 
In response to Commissioner Ung, Associate Planner Anita Kroeger stated the alley provides access to 
parking behind the medical center, directly into the residential garage and into the church parking lot.  She 
also agreed that fencing with signage would be the only way to keep traffic from going through the private 
property.  She also informed of a signed memorandum of agreement from the church that states they are 
willing to provide the easement for the Fire Department turnaround and would support the alley becoming 
dedicated as a public alley which would ensure that they will always have access from Prospect.  She also 
explained that the church has two parking lots, one on the north which has access directly from Prospect 
and one to the south which is much smaller.  She said currently, the church has access by driving over a 
portion of a public property and a portion of private property to get there from Prospect or traffic can wind 
their way through the veterinary clinic property.  She pointed out that if the ability to park at Sea Breeze is 
removed, there will be fewer parking spaces where the students’ caretakers can park and there will be 
fewer people who can stop in the alley.  
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Commissioner Mitchell suggested the parents of the children be notified through the administration of the 
church that they have to use the north parking lot only and no use of the alley.  He also suggested having 
signage posted informing people that the alley is not a through street.  
  
Associate Planner Anita Kroeger Anita stated the current applicant has chosen to not tow cars away and 
people have gotten used to taking advantage of the situation.  She also said the current traffic and 
pedestrians are church-related.  
 
In response to Commissioner Goodman, Associate Planner Anita Kroeger stated the trips on the alley are 
actual counts done last Tuesday, Saturday and Sunday. 
 
Jan Abrams spoke on the alley and said it is very crowded when cars are coming both ways.  She said she 
witnessed some events and noted she presented photos.  She also expressed concern with traffic and 
commuting and stated their business does not have telecommuting.  She said the impact to the Redondo 
Beach community will be significant if the project is approved, noting it is out of character, boxy and too 
much for the site.  She also did not support the one and two bedroom condos stacked on commercial and 
stated the beach community feeling is missing from the project.  She asked that the Commission not 
approve this project tonight and that the applicant come back with a project that is a better fit for Redondo 
Beach. 
 
Jeff Abrams, Redondo Beach, stated that MU zoning in Redondo Beach has failed.  He spoke on the alley 
and said there are still no solid numbers since the project doesn’t exist yet.  He said the alley was never 
designed to carry 120 possible vehicles daily that the project could generate, and said the alley is 
overloaded and very narrow.  He also said the medical building wall comes right out to the sidewalk which 
creates and blocks the view when turning left or right.  He also said the reduction of 220+ is being rerouted 
to the back side of the project, cutting down in one spot and adding in another.  He said the CVS plaza and 
gas station have driveways that are directly opposite the thoroughfare, and noted traffic backs up to Avenue 
G with people trying to turn left.   He said everything being built is legal but it doesn’t mean it’s right, and 
zoning of MU3 in Redondo Beach is too liberal and generous and will always overburden the property.  He 
asked that the Planning Commission deny the proposal and ask the developer to come back with a plan 
that better fits the area.  
 
Mike Dube, Paseo De Granada, objected to the high density mixed use project proposed along with the 
Legado project, and expressed concern with impacts to quality. He also believed that the applicant was 
unreceptive to adapting to the beach type of low organic architectural styles.  He noted strong planning 
guidance forced Cape Point to conform to local styles in San Clemente.  He said the high density large 
proposals are not suited for South Redondo Beach where residents value a family friendly neighborhood 
of private homes where the infrastructure depends critically upon automobile commuting via PCH 
especially along the section already operating at maximum capacity per Caltrans.  He also expressed 
concern with the increased water consumption of 52 new homes.  He stated that mixed use has been a 
consistent failure in South Redondo Beach, and supported a vision preserving and enhancing the City’s 
unique beach community, not just meeting zoning requirements.  He asked that the Planning Commission 
and City Council stop developments before committing to massive dysfunctional eyesore developments 
which residents would have to live with for generations.  
 
Motion by Chair Biro, seconded by Commissioner Mitchell, to receive and file material presented by Mr. 
Dube.  Motion carried unanimously.  
 
Carol Perry, Avenue G and Avenue F for 40 years, stated many parked cars on Avenue G are gone during 
the day and not everybody is telecommuting.  She said residents of the condos will be going out the alley 
and parents will be coming into the alley dropping of students, with two-way traffic in a narrow alleyway.  
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She also questioned people being able to make left turns from the alley onto Prospect.  She said there are 
two major projects before the Commission and people on the six streets in between Palos Verdes 
Boulevard and Prospect are going to be squeezed in terms of getting out of the area, which are the only 
two ways to get out. 
 
Scott Crowell, 517 Avenue G since 2008, expressed concern with the alley and stated he has seen traffic 
trying to make a left backing up to Avenue G or past.  He said traffic will make a right turn and go down the 
Avenues to get to Palos Verdes Boulevard to get out, and Avenue G cannot manage this type of traffic.  
He said Sea Breeze currently is almost an empty building and expressed concern with the counts 
presented.    
 
Bruce Szeles, Torrance, said he knows the area very well and stated that traffic cannot flow out onto 
Prospect, and it’s the City’s responsibility to rectify or remedy the situation.  He said it is untenable to make 
a left-hand turn onto Prospect and difficult to make a right-hand turn.  He said 52 units of traffic cannot be 
sustained in the area and also said there will be trash trucks, moving trucks and people wanting to drive to 
the beach.  He suggested that the project be refigured, reduce the footprint, and reduce the residential, 
and work out with Caltrans for a curb cut coming out to PCH and leave the alley onto Prospect alone.    
 
Bruce Cavkin, Via La Circula, stated he is familiar with the area and graduated from South High.  He noted 
currently, there are no trips going in or out and said he questioned fewer trips with this project.  He stated 
Pacific Coast Highway will be extremely impacted by Legado and with this project, it will be difficult getting 
out of the Riviera.  He also suggested having a traffic signal for the project, noting it will be dangerous 
getting in and out of it.  He also said the project will be built on sand as a base which is risky, and he 
suggested adding another fire hydrant down the alley.   
 
Ellen Margetich, 434 Avenue E for the past four years, and prior resident of San Clemente which would 
never approve a project of this size and is out of character.  She expressed concern with the water, and 
she stated 1 out of 4 cars will go through the crosswalk at Avenue G and Prospect which is very dangerous.  
She also questioned having less traffic out of the alley and said the traffic will just be pushed off PCH onto 
Prospect which will now impact the Tulita children who walk to school.  She suggested the project be 
smaller and to think about water impacts.   
 
Joyce Neu, Calle Mirimar, expressed concern that the area having many empty store fronts.  She supported 
sustainable and smart development but the mixed use in the City isn’t working.  She thanked Nick 
Buchanan and his colleagues who have done a nice job trying to listen.  She suggested having a strategic 
plan long-term before approving large developments piecemealed.  She said the City is family oriented 
and believed the proposed architecture is not in character. 
 
Julie Moore, Avenue G, stated traffic has increased, asked that a study be done and supported Mr. 
Buchanan.  She also read a statement from Amie Josifef who believed that the project is too large for the 
parcel, too dense mixed use development, will create more traffic on PCH and alley impacts, and believed 
a beach town setting would work better.  She requested the project be sent back to the drawing board so 
that the residents’ opinions be integrated into a revised and acceptable plan, and have no more piecemeal 
approval of projects which will affect everyone for decades.  
 
Edward Friend, Avenue F for 18 years, supported the previous comments. He expressed concern with 
residents coming onto Prospect, trying to turn left onto PCH, and more traffic backing up in addition to what 
is already taking place. 
  
Judy Brunetti, 4815 Green Meadows Avenue, Torrance, Riviera Homeowners Association, thanked Mr. 
Buchanan and stated she opposed the project which is too large for the parcel.  She believed there could 



 
MINUTES 
PLANNING COMMISSION 
MAY 21, 2015 
PAGE 10 

 

be fewer larger luxury unit with less density, and she also said the General Plan is over 20 years old.  She 
asked about the planning, vision for the future and suggested laying out guidelines for new developments.  
 
Mario Obejos, Torrance, stated they had a business in Sea Breeze and noted there was no elevator.  He 
suggested that Pacific Coast Highway have red curb, expressed concern with backups on Prospect, 
suggested putting up mirrors on the alley for better visibility, and believed that mixed use should be 
changed if it isn’t working.  He suggested seeing a comparison to what’s there now to what will be there.  
He said his business generated about 21 trips a day and replacing them with a smaller residential unit will 
create less traffic.  He also believed there will be fewer people making a U-turn at Robert Road and making 
a left turn and coming back.  He said people cannot go out the funeral home because there is a chain and 
suggested the veterinary building do the same.  He also said it is important to focus on the traffic issues. 
 
George Ikeda, Redondo Beach since 1974, stated that PCH used to only have two lanes and now has 
three lanes, and he questioned the numbers presented.  He also said the backup on PCH never used to 
go all the way down to Albertson’s.  He said the picture shows telephone poles and power lines but the 
applicant’s picture in the alley doesn’t show this, and asked if the power lines will be underground paid by 
the City. 
 
Mary Gillette, Riviera 55 years, stated that traffic has increased dramatically.  She noted the traffic on PCH 
from Calle Mayor is going 45 to 50 mph and expressed concern with trying to get into the parking lot of the 
new development.  She also pointed out many vacant mixed use developments in the City and she 
supported cutting down the density. 
 
Nils Nehrenheim, 343 Avenue E since 2006, stated the alleyway is not a street and there is no striping or 
markings or pavement for pedestrians.  He said the majority of traffic will be put in the alleyway and the 
commercial traffic will go to the PCH side which is the best way to exit.  He said the City is more dense 
today than ever before, and noted traffic on PCH is now using side streets, Catalina or Prospect.  He 
thanked Mr. Buchanan and Cape Point for talking to the residents, and noted the traffic is impacting the 
local streets.  
 
Mr. Buchanan believed that an amount of density allows public transportation, retail, and water recycling, 
and a true village environment works better than a single family track home environment. He said LA does 
not have a functional public transportation system which creates traffic issues.   He said he is complying 
with the rules and is within the height that is allowed.  He said there is mixed use on the site and he is 
trying to provide something that complies with the rules.  He stated the building today is 86% occupied and 
the project will reduce the traffic.  He said the thoroughfare at the animal hospital will always be available 
due to an easement across the property.  He also believed it is a positive to provide a mix of housing which 
will provide a housing option for those who can’t afford to buy elsewhere. 
 
Motion by Commissioner Sanchez, seconded by Commissioner Mitchell, to close the Public Participation 
Section of the Public Hearing at 9:38 p.m.  Motion carried unanimously.  
 
Community Development Director Aaron Jones stated the Commission recommended and Council 
adopted some reforms to the MU zoning in 2011/2012, reducing the allowable building height, allowing 
some office use on the group floor up to 50%.  He said the Commission also recommended to Council 
rezoning mixed use from the 35 units to acre down to 30 units per acre, but this triggers a public vote 
requirement at a cost of about $180k.  He said staff is in the process of updating the codes as problems 
come forward. 
 
In response to Chair Biro, Community Development Director Aaron Jones stated the City has residential 
design guidelines that encourage high quality architectural design, but do not regulate a particular 
architectural style.   He believed the proposed design is a good example of an eco-contemporary style 
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which is becoming the most desired type of architecture in surrounding communities and in Redondo 
Beach.  
 
In response to Commissioner Gaian, Mr. Withee stated the structure of architecture helps achieve the 
energy and green levels much better than other types of architecture.  
 
Commissioner Gaian opposed saying this project is unacceptable, and noted the styles in Redondo Beach 
are eclectic.   
 
In response to Commissioner Gain, Community Development Director Aaron Jones noted infill recycling, 
and unit gains are small compared to the construction activity.   
 
Commissioner Gaian observed no massive housing development in South Redondo Beach, and believed 
that the community has a responsibility to provide housing at some point.   
 
Associate City Planner Anita Kroeger stated the City has removed small units and replaced them with very 
large houses which are perceived as more dense, and this project will provide some smaller new high 
quality units which meet all the current standards.   
 
In response to Commissioner Gaian, Community Development Director Aaron Jones stated the average 
citywide unit change in the last six years is 6.8 dwelling units net gain per year.   
 
Commissioner Gaian clarified that the Planning Commission does not make zoning decisions which are 
made solely by City Council and the public involvement.   
 
In response to Commissioner Ung, Community Development Director Aaron Jones stated that the driveway 
proposed on PCH will be a commercial speed driveway which will be designed for that purpose getting 
vehicles off the highway in a safe manner.  He also said a second driveway would be very difficult and 
would require the project be fully redesigned.     
 
Commissioner Ung suggested making the alley one way going east such that the north entrance to the 
residential parking lot is just an entrance, but would require access from that parking lot to the commercial 
lot, such that traffic could exit being one-way. 
 
Chair Biro stated there is extra parking and asked if there is the possibility of an internal ramp within the 
structure to ease some of the traffic flow from being able to access on PCH and have the residents go 
through the internal structure. 
 
Community Development Director Aaron Jones Aaron stated there is a grade separation between the two 
parking areas, with parking above and beyond code which would be lost if a ramp were installed. He also 
referred to alley utilization rates and stated staff may not be able to make findings that there’s justification 
to limit or deny alley use. 
 
Motion by Commissioner Sanchez, seconded by Commissioner Ung, to reopen the Public Participation 
Section at 9:53 p.m.  Motion carried unanimously.  
 
Mr. Buchanan stated his preference is to have an entrance on the back of the project.  He said circulation 
is important and supported separating commercial and residential parking, with a higher use on the front, 
and less use in the back.   
 
Marcie Guillermo requested that the pedestrians be kept in mind for this project, and expressed concern 
with people walking through that alley which is a safety issue.  She supported a sensible high quality 
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development but in an organized manner and with a plan.  She also suggested surveying the residents of 
1800 PCH to see how they like living in that setting.  She suggested using actual numbers and counts 
regarding traffic, and suggested that the Commission listen to the residents. 
 
Motion by Chair Biro, seconded by Commissioner Mitchell, to close the Public Participation Section at 
10:00 p.m.  Motion carried unanimously.   
 
Commissioner Mitchell noted a recession with housing being led to a shortage and trying to make up for it 
now.  He believed the young professional group would have an opportunity to buy one of these smaller 
units.  He suggested a recommendation to the church to continue to remind the parents to only use the 
main parking lot and there should be discussion about a sign set up for the alley stating it is not a through 
street.  He also suggested restricting the trash trucks going into the alley at certain hours, and also 
suggested possibly doing some more red curbing on PCH. He also supported having mirrors on the alley 
for better accessibility, and possible right-turns only northbound onto Prospect during certain hours.    
 
Community Development Director Aaron Jones stated that signage, restrictions on hours for both loading 
trash, mirrors are not an approved traffic control safety device, red curbing creates sight distance, and 
suggested striping the crossing (do not block) which would free up a space for vehicles to exit and safely 
turn. 
 
Commissioner Goodman stated the City is eclectic and the Commission cannot rezone something if the 
project meets all zoning requirements, and approvals have to be consistent.   
 
In response to Commissioner Goodman, Community Development Director Aaron Jones stated the alley 
serves both the medical buildings, the church buildings, church parking lot, the veterinary building and the 
end building that used to be the mortuary.  He said there are significant power poles on the alleyway along 
with a retaining wall on the left side on the church property and the church could dedicate land for public 
purpose which would allow an alley widening project and/or have a shared cost for that, but this would not 
be a subject of this application.  He said this is a 20-foot alley and staff does not have a concern with the 
small number of users of the alley.  He also stated the City can impose restrictions on stopping, standing 
or passing on public ways.  He suggested requiring striping and signage to create a free zone in front of 
the alley subject to Traffic Engineer’s approval.  He also said further improvements can be made if needed. 
 
In response to Commissioner Rodriguez, Associate Planner Anita Kroeger stated the 20 feet is the legal 
width of the alley but there is no survey that shows whether or not anything encroaches into it.   
 
Commissioner Rodriguez suggested making the curbing in front of the development on PCH red or white 
for loading or unloading.  He also asked if speed humps in the alley could be considered, and he supported 
the applicant adding extra parking.  He hoped that traffic will turn right out of the alley when there is traffic 
backing up behind them and suggested right-turn only during certain hours.   
 
In response to Chair Biro, Community Development Director Aaron Jones stated there is a wide parkway 
at 14 feet from the curb line to the property line of the buildings which provides the needed sight distance 
but the driveway opening could be widened.  He believed the last tree towards the driveway is artistic and 
the driveway apron off PCH will be a type C3 commercial 30-foot driveway minimum width which works off 
the highway.  He also said Caltrans may not support having the trees for the design speed of PCH.  He 
said the owners on the street could come up with the possibility to underground, and would have to do an 
individual assessment.  He also stated the site would have to be rezoned to residential if there was no 
retail or the Commission could consider granting a variance but the property is not unique. 
 
Commissioner Gaian suggested focusing on the alley and come back to the Commission with 
recommendations.   
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Motion by Chair Biro, seconded by Commissioner Rodriguez, to adopt RESOLUTION NO. __________: 
 
A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF REDONDO BEACH APPROVING 
A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION AND A MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING 
PROGRAM, CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT, PLANNING COMMISSION DESIGN REVIEW, SIGN REVIEW 
AND VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 73195 TO ALLOW THE CONSTRUCTION OF A MIXED-
USE DEVELOPMENT INCLUDING FIFTY-TWO (52) RESIDENTIAL CONDOMINIUM UNITS AND 
APPROXIMATELY 10,552 SQUARE FEET OF COMMERCIAL SPACE IN THE MIXED-USE (MU-3A) 
ZONE AT 1914-1926 S. PACIFIC COAST HIGHWAY (CASE NO. 2015-05-PC-008), to include: 
 

 The 9 findings in the staff report 
 The 23 conditions in the staff report 
 The Errata Sheet which includes Condition No. 24 
 Section 5 stating that the location and custodian of documents and other materials which constitute 

the record of proceedings upon which this decision is based are held by the Redondo Beach City 
Clerk, located at City Hall, 415 Diamond Street, Redondo Beach, CA, 90277. 

 Additional condition No. 25 stating that the applicant shall fund and install the following 
improvements, subject to the approval of the City Engineer: 
 That the entrance to the alley off of Prospect Avenue be widened to the maximum extent 

possible as per the approval and design specifications of the City of Redondo Beach 
Engineering and Public Works Divisions. 

 That the portion of Prospect Avenue directly adjacent to the alley be marked as a “Keep Clear 
Zone” to facilitate vehicular turning movements into and out of the alley and the adjacent 
driveway on the south side of the street that provide ingress and egress to the commercial 
center located there as per the approval and design specifications of the City of Redondo Beach 
Engineering and Public Works Division. 

 That the curb on Prospect Avenue directly north of the alley entrance be painted red for a length 
of 20’-0” to improve visibility when turning northbound off of the alley on to Prospect Avenue as 
per the approval and design specifications of the City of Redondo Beach Engineering and Public 
Works Divisions. 

 That a sign be posted in the alley stating that there is “No Parking” and “No Stopping” in the 
alley as per the approval and design specifications of the City of Redondo Beach Engineering 
and Public Works Divisions. 

 That the use of the alley for deliveries and trash removal be restricted to non-peak hours and 
that signage to that effect be posted in the alley as per the approval and design specifications 
of the City of Redondo Beach Engineering and Public Works Divisions. 

 That the public sidewalk that crosses the alley be striped so as to caution the vehicular traffic 
using the alley to the potential for pedestrian traffic at that the placement shall be as per the 
approval and design specifications of the City of Redondo Beach Engineering and Public Works 
Divisions. 

 
Motion carried unanimously.  
 
RECESS:  10:27 P.M. 
 
Motion by Chair Biro, seconded by Commissioner Goodman, to recess at 10:27 p.m.  Motion carried 
unanimously.  
 
RECONVENE:  10:33 P.M. 
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ROLL CALL 
Commissioners Present: Biro, Gaian, Goodman, Rodriguez, Sanchez, Ung  
Commissioners Absent: Mitchell (recused) 
Officials Present:  Mike Webb, City Attorney 
    Aaron Jones, Community Development Director 

Anita Kroeger, Associate Planner 
Diane Cleary, Minutes Secretary 

 
OLD BUSINESS  
 
9.  Planning Commission Hearing to Consider Recommendations to City Council on Modifications to 

Zoning (Title 10, Chapter 2), Harbor/Civic Center Specific Plan, the Local Coastal Program, the 
Coastal Land Use Plan (“CLUP”), the CLUP Implementing Ordinance (contained in Title 10, 
Chapter 5), and Adding Title 10, Chapter 7 to Place Further Restrictions on Uses Related to 
Electricity Generating Facilities and Electricity Storage/Battery Storage Facilities, and to Review 
and Consider California Environmental Quality Act Categorical/Statutory Exemptions Contained in 
Sections 15061(b)(3) and 15265 and an Addendum to the Previously Adopted Negative 
Declaration. 

 
APPLICANT: City of Redondo Beach 
PROPERTY OWNER: N/A 
LOCATION: City-wide 
CASE NO.: 2015-05-PC-007 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
1) Open the public hearing and accept all testimony; 
2) Close the public participation section of the public hearing; and 
3) Adopt: 

a.  Resolution 1 recommending that City Council prohibit specified types of Electricity 
Generating Facilities City-wide by modifying provisions to Title 10, Chapters 2 and 
adding Title 10, Chapter 7of the Municipal Code entitled, “A RESOLUTION OF THE 
PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF REDONDO BEACH 
RECOMMENDING THAT THE REDONDO BEACH CITY COUNCIL ADOPT 
MODIFICATIONS TO TITLE 10, CHAPTERS 2 OF THE REDONDO BEACH 
MUNICIPAL CODE & ADDING TITLE 10, CHAPTER 7 RELATED TO 
ELECTRICITY GENERATING FACILITIES.” 

 
b.  Resolution 2 recommending that City Council modify the Harbor/Civic Center 

Specific Plan to ensure consistency with the City’s Municipal Code entitled, “A 
RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF REDONDO 
BEACH RECOMMENDING THAT THE REDONDO BEACH CITY COUNCIL 
ADOPT MODIFICATIONS TO THE HARBOR/CIVIC CENTER SPECIFIC PLAN 
RELATED TO ELECTRICITY GENERATING FACILITIES.” 

 
c.  Resolution 3 recommending that City Council eliminate certain types of Electricity 

Storage as a Public Utility use, eliminate Electrical Generating Plants 50 megawatts 
or more, or facilities that are subject to the CEC’s jurisdiction from the definition of 
“Public Utility Facility,” by modifying Title 10, Chapter 5 of the Municipal Code and 
the CLUP entitled, “A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE 
CITY OF REDONDO BEACH RECOMMENDING THAT THE REDONDO BEACH 
CITY COUNCIL ADOPT MODIFICATIONS TO THE COASTAL LAND USE PLAN 
(“CLUP”) AND THE CLUP IMPLEMENTING ORDINANCE (TITLE 10, CHAPTER 5 
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OF THE REDONDO BEACH MUNICIPAL CODE) RELATED TO ELECTRICITY 
GENERATING FACILITIES & ELECTRICITY STORAGE FACILITIES.” 

 
4)  Recommend that City Council act on the modifications contained in Resolution 1 first, and 

subsequently act on the modifications contained in Resolutions 2 and 3. 
 
5)  Forward the attached Administrative Report and Resolutions to City Council. 
 

Motion by Commissioner Sanchez, seconded by Commissioner Goodman, to open the Public Hearing at 
10:36 p.m.  Motion carried unanimously.    
 
Commissioners Ung and Gaian affirmed that they reviewed the tapes and documents of the hearing of 
May 14, 2015.  
 
City Attorney Webb gave a report and discussed the following: 
 Background 

o City acts as intervenor in AES’ Application for Certification (AFC) 
o AFC requests new 496 Megawatt (MW) electrical generating facility 
o City Council Resolution adopted opposing licensing of new facility 
o Moratorium on construction enacted in 2013 – expires 22 months and 15 days from January 

14, 2013 – end of this year it expires 
o Moratorium creates conflict between Laws, Ordinances, Regulations and Standards (LORS) 

and proposed AFC 
o Zoning and Land Use Amendments must be enacted during moratorium 
o California Energy Commission (CEC) must make additional findings for AFC 

 CEC Permitting Authority 
o Generally defined as: 

 New thermal electricity generating facilities of 50 megawatts or more of electric 
generating capacity 

 Applies to modifications of existing thermal electricity generating facilities that result in 
a 50 megawatt or more increase in electric generating capacity 

 Coastal Commission Authority 
o General position – Electricity Generating Facilities are not subject to Coastal Commission’s 

approval where the CEC has permitting authority 
o Any such regulations adopted by the City for new thermal Electrical Generating Facilities of 50 

MW or more (or modification of such facilities with increases of 50 MW or more ) – effective 
without review or certification by the Coastal Commission 

 Recommended Actions: 
o Adopt Resolution 1 
o Adopt Resolution 2 
o Adopt Resolution 3 

 Resolution 1 – Limited Prohibition 
o Amendments to the City’s Zoning (Title 10, Chapter 2 and Title 10, Chapter 7) to prohibit the 

following uses: 
 New thermal Electricity Generating Facilities of 50 Megawatts or more 
 Modifications, including alteration, replacement, or improvement of equipment, that 

result in a 50 megawatt or more increase in the electric generating capacity of an existing 
thermal Electricity Generating Facility  

 Construction of any facility subject to the California Energy Commission’s jurisdiction 
under Public Resources Code Section 25502.3  

 Tailored so that Coastal Commission review is not necessary 
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 Resolution 1 – Proposed Amendments 
o Amending the definition of “Public Utility Facility” contained in Section 10-2.402(a)(128), to clean 

up language in recognition of prohibition contained in Title 10, Chapter 7 
 Thereby eliminating these uses from zones which allow Public Utility Facilities 

o Adding a specific prohibition on new thermal Electricity Generating Facilities of 50 Megawatts 
or more (or modifications to existing thermal facilities of 50 MW or more), or otherwise subject 
to the CEC’s jurisdiction to Tile 10, Chapter 7, Section 10-7.101 

 Resolution 2 – Electricity Storage 
o Additional amendments to the City’s Zoning (Title 10, Chapter 2) to: 

 Remove off-site Electricity Storage uses and on-site commercial Electricity Storage 
Systems from the definition of Public Utility Facility 

 Amendments to the Harbor/Civic Center Specific Plan to more explicitly cross-reference 
the definitions and regulations contained in Title 10, Chapter 2 

 Avoids restricting on-site non-commercial electricity storage facilities, such as 
emergency power systems for hospitals, electric storage systems for residential 
development, and electric vehicle charging stations 

 Resolution 2 – Proposed Amendments 
o Adding a definition of “Electricity Storage Facility” (Off-Site) to Section 10-2.402(a) 
o Modifying the definition “Public Utility Facility” to eliminate Electrical Storage Systems (Off-Site) 

and eliminating on-site commercial Electricity Storage Systems 
 Resolution 3 – Local Coastal Program Modifications with Facility Limitations 

o Includes modifications to: 
 Coastal Land Use Plan (CLUP) 
 CLUP implementing Ordinance (Title 10, Chapter 5 of the Municipal Code) 

o Modifications to the Local Coastal Plan (LCP): 
 Remove off-site Electricity Storage uses and on-site commercial Electricity Storage from 

the definition of Public Utility Facility 
 Amending the definition of “Public Utility Facility” contained in Section 10-2.402(a)(140), 

to eliminate thermal Electrical Generating Plants 50 megawatts or more (or 
modifications to existing thermal Electricity Generating Facilities resulting in an increase 
of 50 MW or more), or are otherwise subject to the CEC’s jurisdiction 

 Resolution 3 – Proposed Modifications 
o Adding a definition of Electricity Storage Facility (Off-Site) and modifying the definition of Public 

Utility Facility contained in Section 10-5.402(a) of the CLUP implementing Ordinance (Title 10, 
Chapter 5 of the Municipal Cod) 

o Same modifications to be made to the CLUP “Generating Plant” Land Use District, Policy 9 
 
Tyson Sohagi, Sohagi Law Group, gave a report as follows: 
 Environmental Analysis: 

o City adopted a Negative Declaration for its 2013 Moratorium Ordinance, the Addendum 
(Attachment 5) to this Negative Declaration is considered appropriate 

o Amendments are exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to 
Statutory Exemption in Section 15265 and Categorical exemptions contained in Section 15061 
(b)3) [Common Sense Exemption ] 

o Planning Commission is only required to “review and consider” these CEQA documents 
 Staff Recommendation 

o Open the public hearing and accept testimony 
o Close the public participation section 
o Adopt Resolution(s) 
o Recommend that the City Council act on modifications in Resolution 1 first, then subsequently 

on modifications in Resolutions 2 and 3 
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o Forward the report and Resolutions to the City Council  
 
George Ikeda, District 1, questioned why it took 14-15 months to get to this point, and suggested it should 
have been taken care of a long time ago. 
 
City Attorney Webb stated a hearing took place in January and Measure B was proposed by the land owner 
and supported by the Mayor and majority of City Council as a certain way to remove the power plant, with 
no reason to go forward with this different zoning.  
 
Marcie Guillermo, District 1, questioned the 50 MW, and encouraged that the Planning Commission adopt 
the resolutions which is critical due to a conflict with the CEC.    
 
City Attorney Webb explained that the larger power plants will have more of the negative impacts and also 
create a conflict with the CEC.  It also doesn’t prohibit applications for energy generating facilities less than 
50 MW but this is a conditionally permitted use and doesn’t take away the ability to apply for all electrical 
facilities and just creates a conflict with LORS.  He believed the recommendation will address the primary 
concerns and he recommended this more cautious approach.   
 
In response to Chair Biro, City Attorney Webb stated the justification for having the power plant was for 
once through cooling but now this no longer exists.  He suggested it would be better to eliminate the larger 
energy generating facilities within the Energy Commission jurisdiction and no power plant will get 
certification unless the Energy Commission finds it is required for public necessity and convenience.  This 
will require a conflict with LORS if the Energy Commission make the findings. He explained that the broader 
problem is larger power plants and if just the Coastal Zone is restricted, there will not be a conflict with 
LORS.  He suggested banning those energy facilities that are under the Energy Commission jurisdiction 
that can be overridden by the Energy Commission if needed, creating a more recognized conflict with 
LORS. 
 
Mr. Sohagi reviewed the response to comments C7, and stated he has not seen any arguments associated 
with significant environmental impacts to the existing environment in the City. 
 
Community Development Director Aaron Jones stated there is a question of fairness and equity, noting all 
facilities in the City are being treated equally to allow facilities if they are truly needed, overridden and 
directed by the Energy Commission.  
 
City Attorney Webb stated the previous approach would ban all electrical generating facilities in that zone.  
He said there may be smaller plants that land owners may want to use, and this resolution would leave 
room for that and only bans those where the City can be overridden by the Energy Commission.   
 
Mark Hansen, King Harbor Boaters Advisory Panel, stated the boaters and harbor community are 
interested in the AES property which could add a huge amount to the culture in the harbor.  He expressed 
concern with 9 pages of rebuttal to an 11-page letter that he couldn’t find. 
 
Eric Pendergraft, AES, noted changes made from what was presented last Thursday and tonight, and he 
believed things are coming out on this issue at the eleventh hour with blue folder items right before the 
meeting which has made it challenging for them to respond.  He suggested having a redline and strikeout 
version from last Thursday to tonight which would also have been helpful.  He said they are still in 
opposition and changes still have all of the deficiencies noted in their May 14 letter which have not been 
addressed.  He questioned why energy storage is a part of this and it’s clear the intention is to create a 
LORS inconsistency in order to try to force the CEC to issue a public convenience and necessity.  He 
stated the prohibition against energy storage has no relevance to that part of it, and the objectives are 
accomplished by having the prohibition to electrical generating facilities.  He said energy storage is 
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extremely important for the state to meet its policy goals with respect to the environment and going forward.  
He also said it’s necessary to integrate renewables and solar wind which is clean, no water use, no 
emissions, and no traffic.  He said the battery storage building would only be two or three stories at 32 to 
50 feet in height.   He also expressed concern with taking away their ability to do battery storage and all 
they are left with is applying for a power plant.  
 
Motion by Commissioner Rodriguez, seconded by Goodman, to receive and file a picture presented by Mr. 
Pendergraft.  Motion carried unanimously.  
 
Mr. Pendergraft asked that an alternative to a power plant be considered such as a large energy storage 
facility.    
 
City Attorney Webb stated staff has taken into consideration comments from Mr. Pendergraft and other 
members from AES. He stated that bullet point 4 states that the Commission is recommending that the 
City Council act on modifications contained in Resolution 1 first and not Resolution 2 and 3 until a later 
time.  He said the only thing that AES has applied for and had made very clear is the power plant and there 
is no proposal in combination with that power plant that involves battery storage. He said battery storage 
is not a coastal dependent use and is being restricted in the coastal zone.  He also encouraged that AES 
have a separate plan which is the battery storage but it is not a coastal dependent use and there would be 
better locations for it.  
 
In response to Commissioner Goodman, City Attorney Webb stated this is the second meeting and there 
has not been a great outpour of public comment on this item and he didn’t view it as rushed.  However, 
there is an urgency to get to the Mayor and Council zoning being recommended because of the 
moratorium.   
 
Commissioner Goodman stated wording matters and in fairness there are some slight changes.  He also 
questioned restricting energy storage in the area or taking away their alternatives.    
 
Chair Biro stated he would prefer energy storage over a 24-hour shipping distribution center. 
 
City Attorney Webb clarified that the City is not taking AES’ land unless they want to sell it.  
 
Commissioner Goodman suggested recommending Resolution #1 and then consider Resolution #2 and 
#3. 
 
City Attorney Webb would not recommend taking up #2 and #3 at the same time if they were considered.  
 
Commissioner Gaian expressed concern with unintended consequences and going after the landowner to 
impair his ability to utilize his property. 
 
City Attorney Webb stated there has been a conflicting message from AES as to their intent and it was 
staff’s recommendation that battery storage in the Coastal Zone would not be the best place for it.  He also 
said that Resolution 1 would be the most important of the three Resolutions.  
 
Commissioner Gaian stated he only supported Resolution No. 1. 
 
Motion by Commissioner Rodriguez, seconded by Commissioner Goodman, to close the Public Hearing 
at 11:30 p.m.  Motion carried unanimously.  
 
Motion by Commissioner Goodman/Sanchez to adopt: 
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Resolution 1 recommending that City Council prohibit specified types of Electricity Generating Facilities 
City-wide by modifying provisions to Title 10, Chapters 2 and adding Title 10, Chapter 7of the Municipal 
Code entitled, “A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF REDONDO 
BEACH RECOMMENDING THAT THE REDONDO BEACH CITY COUNCIL ADOPT MODIFICATIONS 
TO TITLE 10, CHAPTERS 2 OF THE REDONDO BEACH MUNICIPAL CODE & ADDING TITLE 10, 
CHAPTER 7 RELATED TO ELECTRICITY GENERATING FACILITIES.” 
 
Motion carried with the following roll call vote: 
 
AYES:  Rodriguez, Gaian, Ung, Goodman, Sanchez, Biro 
NOES:  None 
RECUSED: Mitchell 
 
Commissioner Mitchell returned to the dais at 11:46 p.m. 
 
NEW BUSINESS – None  
 
PUBLIC PARTICIPATION ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS 
Marcie Guillermo, expressed concern with the Commission only adopting Resolution No. 1, noting this 
issue is about the health of the residents and AES has not played fair to the residents or proposed an 
alternative.  She also expressed concern with accidents involved with pedestrians, asked when the General 
Plan will be updated, and to update the zoning at AES.  She also suggested the City grow in an organized 
manner.  
 
George Ikeda expressed concern with the decision made by the Commission and not taking action for the 
City. 
 
Motion by Commissioner Rodriguez, seconded by Commissioner Goodman, to close the Public 
Participation Section on Non-Agenda Items.  Motion carried unanimously.    
 
COMMISSION ITEMS AND REFERRALS TO STAFF 
Commissioner Goodman suggested putting something together showing changes in density along with 
traffic.     
 
Chair Biro stated he will not be present at the next Planning Commission meeting of June 18, 2015. 
 
ITEMS FROM STAFF 
Community Development Director Aaron Jones state that the Legado project will be brought back at the 
next Planning Commission meeting of June 18, 2015. 
   
COUNCIL ACTION ON PLANNING COMMISSION MATTERS  
Community Development Director Aaron Jones stated the budget was introduced which is up for public 
review. 
 
ADJOURNMENT: 11:58 P.M. 
There being no further business to come before the Commission, Chair Biro moved, seconded by 
Commissioner Mitchell, to adjourn at  11:58 p.m. to a regular meeting to be held at 7:00 p.m. on Thursday, 
June 18, 2015 in the Redondo Beach City Council Chambers, 415 Diamond Street, Redondo Beach, 
California. Motion carried unanimously.   
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Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
 
 
       ___________________________ 
       Aaron Jones 
       Community Development Director 
 



 
 
 
 
                Council Action Date:  June 16, 2015 
 
 
To: MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL 
 
From: JOE HOEFGEN, CITY MANAGER 
 
Subject: STRATEGIC PLAN UPDATE ON SIX-MONTH OBJECTIVES 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION 

 
Receive and file the monthly updates to the six-month strategic objectives established 
at the Strategic Planning Retreat held on April, 2, 2015.  
 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
On April 2, 2015, the City Council held a Strategic Planning Workshop to establish six-
month objectives.  The objectives set were adopted by the City Council at the April 21, 
2015 Council Meeting.  Monthly updates are provided to the Mayor and Council to 
enable them to monitor the City’s progress. This current update is the second of the 
April 2, 2105 Strategic Planning session’s six-month objectives.  The next Strategic 
Planning Retreat will be held on October 14, 2015. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The City Council’s Strategic Plan directs the development of the City budget, program 
objectives, and performance measures.  The goals provide the basis for improving 
services, and preserving a high quality of life in the City. 
 
The City began strategic planning in 1998 with the creation of the first three-year 
strategic plan covering the period of 1998-2001.  In October 2001, a second three-year 
plan was developed for 2001-2004.  At the February 25, 2003 retreat, these Core 
Values were added: Openness and Honesty, Integrity and Ethics, Accountability, 
Outstanding Customer Service, Teamwork, Excellence, Environmental Responsibility, 
and Fiscal Responsibility.  A third three-year plan was developed in March 2004, 
covering the period of 2004-2007, and including a vision statement.  In September 
2007, the fourth three-year plan was developed with new goals and objectives.  A fifth 
three-year plan was developed on March 3, 2010.  Finally, the sixth three-year strategic 
plan was developed on September 12, 2013.  The following are the five strategic plan 
goals for 2013-2016.  They are not in priority order: 
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 Vitalize the waterfront, Artesia Corridor, Riviera Village and North Redondo 
Beach Industrial complex 

 Improve public infrastructure and facilities in an environmentally responsible 
manner 

 Increase organizational effectiveness and efficiency 
 Build an economically vital and financially sustainable city 
 Maintain a high level of public safety with public engagement 

 
The City Manager provides monthly updates to the adopted six-month objectives to 
enable the Mayor and City Council to monitor the City’s progress on the Strategic Plan. 
 
COORDINATION 
 
All departments participated in the development of the Strategic Plan and in providing 
the attached update.  
 
FISCAL IMPACT 
 
The total cost for this activity is included in the Mayor and City Council’s portion of the 
FY 2014-2015 Adopted Annual Budget. 
 
 
Submitted by:  
 
Joe Hoefgen, City Manager 
 
 
 
 
 
Attachment: 

 Strategic Plan Update - Six-Month Objectives dated June 16, 2015 



 A 

C I T Y  O F  R ED O N D O  B EA C H        S I X - M O N T H  S T R A T E G I C  O B J E C T I V E S  

A p r i l  2 ,  2 0 1 5  –  O c t o b e r  1 ,  2 0 1 5  
 
 

ACM=Assistant City Mgr      CD=Community Development       PW=Public Works        WED=Waterfront and Economic Development       CS=Community Services 
 
 

 

THREE-YEAR GOAL: VITALIZE THE WATERFRONT, ARTESIA CORRIDOR, RIVIERA VILLAGE AND NORTH 

REDONDO INDUSTRIAL COMPLEX 
 

 
WHEN 

 
WHO 

 
WHAT 

 
STATUS 

 

 
COMMENTS 

 
   DONE ON 

TARGET 
REVISED  

1. 
At the May 19, 2015 
City Council meeting 

 
City Manager, City 
Attorney, PW Director, 
Finance Director 

 
Develop and present to the City Council for action consideration of a resolution in support of 
the formation of a BID for Artesia Boulevard. 
 

   
X 

Staff to provide NRBBA 
with BID calculations 
prior to July 1, 2015. 
Resolution to be 
prepared upon receipt of 
request from NRBBA. 

2. 
By September 1, 
2015 

 
PW Director 

 
Recommend to the City Council for action the renaming of Torrance Blvd. west of PCH to the 
water. 
 

 
 

 
X 

 
 

 
 

3. 
By September 15, 
2015 

 
CD Director and PW 
Director working with 
Riviera BID 

 
Present to the City Council for action a site-specific pilot project for an outdoor dining deck in 
Riviera Village. 
 

  
X 

  

4. 
By October 1, 2015 

 
Assistant City Manager 

 
Present options for alternative locations for installation of a new boat ramp to the City Council 
for action. 
 

  
X 

  

5. 
By October 1, 2015 

 
PW Director 

 
Present to the City Council for action the restoration of the name Redondo Beach Blvd. instead 
of Artesia Blvd. within the City of Redondo Beach. 
 

  
X 

  

6. 
By October 1, 2015 

 
WED Director, working 
with regional agencies 

 
Report on the status of the analysis of sea level rise and its potential impact on the Redondo 
Beach waterfront. 
 

  
X 

  

7. 
Future objective 
 

 
PW Director (lead), WED 
Director, and CS Director 
 

 
Present to the City Council for action the recommended option for the development of 
Moonstone Park. 
 

    

 
 

BRAINSTORMED STRATEGIES TO ADDRESS IN THE NEXT 6 MONTHS: 
 Rezoning or reuse of the AES property and surrounding properties east of Harbor Drive (shown as #8 below) 



 B 

 Report on Manhattan Beach Boulevard landscaping and bike-ability (shown as #9 below) 
8. 
At the June 16, 2015 
City Council Meeting 
 

 
PW Director  

 
Present to the City Council a Budget Response Report on Manhattan Beach Boulevard 
landscaping and bike-ability. 
 

 
X 

   

9. 
May 2015 to 
_______ 

 
City Council, Task Force, 
City Staff, Consultants 

 
COMPREHENSIVE REZONING AND LAND USE PLAN AMENDMENTS FOR THE AES SITE 
AND SURROUNDING PROPERTIES EAST OF HARBOR DRIVE 
 

    

  
a. At the May 5, 2015 
City Council Meeting 

 
City Attorney working with 
the City Manager 

 
Agendize for City Council direction on whether to continue to serve as an Intervenor before 
the California Energy Commission, the Public Utilities Commission, the Air Quality 
Management District and other agencies pertinent to AES Southland’s efforts to seek 
approval of a new Power Plant.  (The City’s Intervenor Activities were temporarily suspended 
pending the outcome of Measure B which appeared on the March 3, 2015 ballot.). 
 

 
X 

  Council approved 
continued Intervenor 
activities 

 
b. Prior to May 30, 
2015 

 
CD Director working with 
City Attorney 

 
Present an ordinance to the Planning Commission to consider amending the Zoning Ordinance 
to clarify and further define “Electricity Generating Facility” and “Electricity Storage Facility” 
uses and specify that such facilities are not permitted uses in any zone in the City unless the 
California Energy Commission makes certain specified findings. (The existing moratorium on 
development of the AES site was enacted on December 3, 2013, extended on January 14, 
2014 for 22 months and 15 days and expires on November 28, 2015). 
 

  
X 

 Planning Commission 
held a public hearing on 
May 14, 2015 to provide 
recommendations to the 
City Council 

 
c. At the May 5, 2015 
City Council Meeting 

 
City Manager working with 
the City Attorney and CD 
Director 

 
Provide a report to the City Council providing a recommended process for a City Council 
appointed task force and stakeholders to identify a recommended comprehensive rezoning 
and Land Use Plan amendments for the re-use of the AES property and surrounding properties 
east of Harbor Drive. 
 

 
X 

  City Council received 
report on May 5, 2015 
and deferred land use 
process decision until 
September 1, 2015 

 
d. At the June 2, 
2015 City Council 
Meeting 

 
City Manager working with 
City Attorney and CD 
Director 

 
Present to the City Council for action, a scope of work and an RFP process to retain a 
facilitator and other consulting services needed to support the work of the Task Force. 

   
X 

On hold pending follow 
up report on possible 
Task Force formation at 
the Sept. 1st, 2015 
Council Meeting. 

 
e. At the June 16, 
2015 City Council 
Meeting 

 
City Attorney working with 
City Manager 

 
City Council to consider allocating funding in the FY 2015-2016 operating 
budget for continued Intervenor status. 

  
X 

  

 
f. At the June 16, 
2015 City Council 
Meeting 

 
City Manager working with 
City Attorney 

 
City Council to consider allocating funding in the FY 2015-2016 operating budget for 
facilitator/consulting services needed to support the work of the Task Force. 
 

   
X 

Initially deferred until 
September 1, 2015 -  
now to be considered on 
June 16, 2015 

 
g. At the August 4th 
City Council Meeting 

 
City Manager with City 
Attorney and CD Director 

 
City Council to select consulting services firms needed to support the Task Force following the 
RFP Process. 
 

   
X 

Deferred until September 
1, 2015 



 C 

 
h. Future date 
________ 
 

 
Task Force, working with 
Consultants 

 
Task Force/Consultants present findings and recommendations to the City Council. 

    

 
 



 D 

 
 
 

 
THREE-YEAR GOAL: IMPROVE PUBLIC INFRASTRUCTURE AND FACILITIES IN AN ENVIRONMENTALLY 

RESPONSIBLE MANNER 
 

 
WHEN 

 
WHO 

 
WHAT 

 
STATUS 

 

 
COMMENTS 

 
   DONE ON 

TARGET 
REVISED  

1. 
At the June 2, 2015 
Council Meeting 

 
PW Director 

 
Report the status of Bike Path improvements and connectivity. 
 

  
 

 
X 

Budget Response Report 
to be presented on June 
16, 2015 

 
 
 

BRAINSTORMED STRATEGIES TO ADDRESS IN THE NEXT 6 MONTHS: 
 Options to the City Council for a new or upgraded police station (shown as #2 below) 
 Alternative financing options for the pier parking structure and other harbor public infrastructure (shown as #3 below) 

 

2. 
By October 1, 2015 

 
ACM working with Police 
Chief and PW Director 

 
Present to the City Council a Report on the process for renovating or building a new Police 
Station. 
 

  
X 

  

3. 
At the May 19, 2015 
City Council Meeting 

 
WED Director working with 
PW Director 

 
Present to the City Council for review, options for financing the construction of a replacement 
Pier Parking Structure and other Harbor area public infrastructure. 
 

   
X 

Deferred to July 21, 2015 
City Council Meeting 



 E 

 
 

THREE-YEAR GOAL: INCREASE ORGANIZATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS AND EFFICIENCY 
 

 
WHEN 

 
WHO 

 
WHAT 

 
STATUS 

 

 
COMMENTS 

 
   DONE ON 

TARGET 
REVISED  

1. 
At the April 21, 2015 
City Council meeting 

 
CS Director (lead), City 
Attorney, City Manager and IT 
Director 
 

 
Recommend to the City Council for action a pilot program for the use of social 
media. 

 
X 

   

2. 
By July 15, 2015 
 
 

 
IT Director, working with the 
City Clerk 

 
Present to the City Council for action a plan to update the city’s website. 

  
X 

  

3. 
At the July 21, 2015 
City Council meeting 

 
City Attorney, working with the 
CD Director 
 

 
Present to the City Council for direction options for the restructuring of the 
Redondo Beach Sister City Committee as a separate non-profit 501(c)(3) and/or 
an official city committee or commission. 
 

 
 

 
X 

 
 

 
 

4. 
By August 1, 2015 

 
City Treasurer, working with 
the City Attorney and City 
Manager 
 

 
Present a status report on the Transient Occupancy Tax (TOT) to the City 
Council for direction. 
 

 
 

 
X 

 
 

 
 

FUTURE: 
By December 31, 
2015 
 

 
City Manager 

 
Appoint permanent department head positions: Public Works, Waterfront and 
Economic Development, Police Chief, Community Services, and Human 
Resources Director. 

 
 

 
X 

 
 

HR and WED Director 
appointed June 1, 2015 
 

FUTURE: 
By Sept. 1, 2016 
 

 
Finance Director, working with 
the IT Director 
 

 
Recommend to the City Council for action update to the business license 
process, including printing of a certificate. 

 
 

 
X 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 

BRAINSTORMED STRATEGIES TO ADDRESS IN THE NEXT 6 MONTHS: 
 Report to the City Council how the City complies with and enforces the Historic Preservation Act (shown as #5 below) 
 Need for an internal audit process on revenue and expenditure side (shown as #6 below) 
 Expand opportunities for public outreach (shown as #7 below) 

 
5. 
At the June 16, 205 
City Council meeting 
 

 
CD Director 
 

 
Provide a Budget Response Report describing how the City complies with and 
enforces the Historic Preservation Act. 

 
X 

 
 

 
 

BRR completed on June 2, 
2015 
 



 F 

6. 
At the June 2, 205 
City Council meeting 

 
City Treasurer working with the 
City Manager and Finance 
Director 

 
Present to the City Council for action an internal audit process for enhanced 
review of City revenues and expenditures. 

 
X 

 
 

  

7. 
At the August 18, 
2015 City Council 
Meeting 

 
City Manager 

 
Present to the City Council an informational report on possible methods for 
expanded public outreach. 

  
X 

  

 



 G 

 
 
 

 

THREE-YEAR GOAL: BUILD AN ECONOMICALLY VITAL AND FINANCIALLY SUSTAINABLE CITY  
 

 
WHEN 

 
WHO 

 
WHAT 

 
STATUS 

 

 
COMMENTS 

 
   DONE ON 

TARGET 
REVISED  

1. 
At the May 5, 2015 
City Council meeting 

 
Finance Director 

 
Present to the City Council for direction a proposal to update the City’s purchasing 
ordinance. 
 

 
X 

   

2. 
At the June 16, 2015 
City Council meeting 

 
CD Director 

 
Report to the City Council a Budget Response Report on what has been done to ease 
parking restrictions for businesses citywide. 
 

 
X 

 
 

  

 

BRAINSTORMED STRATEGIES TO ADDRESS IN THE NEXT 6 MONTHS: 
 Improve the passport process (e.g., take passport photos) as a revenue source (shown as #3 below) 

 
3. 
At the June 2, 2015 
City Council Meeting 
 

 
City Clerk 
 

 
Provide a Budget Response Report describing 1) the existing Passport Program, 
and 2) options for program improvement for enhanced revenue (e.g. take 
passport photos). 
 

 
 

 
X 

 
 

Budget Response Report to 
be presented on June 16, 
2015 
 

4. 
At the May 5, 2015 
City Council Meeting 

 
CS Director working with City 
Attorney 

 
Present to the City Council for direction a report on whether and how to negotiate 
with Car2Go for continuing service in Redondo Beach beyond June 6, 2015. 
 

 
X 

  Car2Go decided to suspend 
their service to Redondo 
Beach residents until further 
notice on Sunday, May 31, 
2015 

 



 H 

  

 

THREE-YEAR GOAL: MAINTAIN A HIGH LEVEL OF PUBLIC SAFETY WITH PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT 
 

 
WHEN 

 
WHO 

 
WHAT 

 
STATUS 

 

 
COMMENTS 

 
   DONE ON 

TARGET 
REVISED  

1. 
At the April 7, 2015 
City Council meeting 

 
City Attorney, working with the 
CD Director, Police Chief and 
City Manager 
 

 
Present to the City Council options for an ordinance banning mobile vendors 
from within 500 to 1000 feet from schools. 

 
X 

  Ordinance presented at the 
June 2, 2015 council 
Meeting 

2. 
At the April 7, 2015 
City Council meeting 

 
City Attorney, working with the 
CD Director, Police Chief and 
City Manager 

 
Review current regulations and the feasibility of regulating amplified sound 
from mobile vendors. 
 
 

 
X 

   

3. 
At the May 19, 2015 
City Council meeting 

 
Police Chief and City Attorney 

 
Present to the City Council for action an ordinance to regulate parking in 
municipal public parking lots. 
 

 
 

 
X 

 
 

Ordinance to be presented  
for second reading at the 
June 16, 2015 council 
meeting. 

4. 
By July 1, 2015 

 
Police Chief, working with the  
ACM 
 

 
Provide training and fully implement the jail surveillance video camera 
system. 

 
 

 
X 

 
 

Human Resources 
Department is working with 
employee association 
groups to get concurrence 
on the associated APP. 

5. 
At the August 4, 2015 
City Council Meeting 

 
Fire Chief, working with the PW 
Director, IT Director and Library  

 
Report on the status of implementing an EOC on the Main Library Meeting 
Room. 

  
X 

  

6. 
By September  1, 
2015 

 
PW Director and Police Chief 

 
Develop plans and specifications for security fencing around the police 
station. 
 

  
X 

  

7. 
By August 1, 2015 

 
Police Chief, working with the 
HR Director 
 

 
Report on the number of sworn police personnel in place to achieve the 
budgeted 93 positions. 

 
X 

 
 

 
 

A Budget Response Report 
that provides a sworn 
staffing update presented to 
City Council on June 2, 
2015.  
 

8. 
By October 1, 2015 

 
Police Chief, working with the 
PW Director and CS Director 
 

 
Research and present to the City Council for direction options for 
construction of a canine training facility on an existing unused city parcel. 
 

  
 

 
X 

On hold pending decisions 
by Northrop Grumman on 
construction plans at their 
facility that may impact the 
Police Department’s use of 
an identified City parcel.   

 

BRAINSTORMED STRATEGIES TO ADDRESS IN THE NEXT 6 MONTHS: 
No suggestions 



 I 

 

9. 
At the May 5, 2015 
City Council Meeting 

 
City Attorney working with the 
City Manager and Police Chief 
 

  
Provide a report on a potential change to the Municipal Code to allow for 
extended hours of parking meter enforcement. 
 

   
X 

Work not completed as City 
Council designate did not 
provide follow up information 

 



 
 
 
 

Planning Commission Hearing Date:  July 16, 2015 
 
 
AGENDA ITEM:  8 (PUBLIC HEARING) 
 
PROJECT LOCATION: 537 S. GERTRUDA AVENUE 
 
APPLICATION TYPE: LOT LINE ADJUSTMENT AND AN EXEMPTION 

DECLARATION 
 
CASE NUMBER: 2015-07-PC-009 
 
APPLICANT’S NAME:  LORI AND RICHARD KAMRATH 
 
 
APPLICANT’S REQUEST AS ADVERTISED:  
 
Consideration of an Exemption Declaration and Lot Line Adjustment to realign the 
property lines of two adjacent lots located within a Single-Family Residential (R-1) zone. 
 
DEPARTMENT’S RECOMMENDATION: 
 
The Planning Division recommends that the Planning Commission make the findings as 
set forth in the staff report and attached resolution, approve the Lot Line Adjustment and 
adopt the Exemption Declaration subject to the plans and applications submitted. 
 
BACKGROUND/EXISITING CONDITIONS: 
 
The subject property consists of an existing site with two underlying parcels totaling 
10,370 square feet in area. Prior to the Subdivision Map Act, it was common practice to 
deed a portion of property to an abutting property. The subject property is an example of 
two side by side portions of lots that that make up the site. The two underlying parcels 
have lot frontages of approximately 21.16 feet and 60.00 feet along S. Gertruda 
Avenue. The site is currently developed with a single family residence built in 1942. 
 
This block is part of the City’s Townsite of Redondo Beach tract which is the historic 
tract subdivision was founded on in 1889. This tract is unique for its winding streets, 
front property line curvature and irregular lot shapes.  
 
DETAILED DESCRIPTION OF REQUEST: 
 
The request involves relocating the property line between the two underlying parcels 
approximately 20 feet to the south. The lot line adjustment will result in lot frontages 
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widths of 40.58 feet for both parcels and will maintain average lot depths over 100 feet 
in depth. The adjustment to the property line will result in parcel sizes and shapes that 
are consistent with other properties in the neighborhood and consistent with the City’s 
zoning ordinance.  
 
EVALUATION OF REQUEST: 
 
Pursuant to Section 10-1.1101 of the Redondo Beach Municipal Code the adjustment of 
property lines may be permitted when such change can be shown to be in the best 
interest of the public health, safety and welfare and when such adjustment will result in 
boundary lines, which allows properties to be developed according to the property 
standards for that zone.   
 
In order for the adjusted parcels to be conforming under the zoning ordinance, the 
parcels must comply with the lot standards set forth in the zoning ordinance. These 
standards are as follows 1) parcel dimensions and area shall be consistent with the 
neighborhood; 2) have a minimum lot depth of 100 feet, and 3) have 40 foot lot widths 
where the prevailing lot width is 40 feet.   
 
Based on staff’s analysis, the average lot area for this block is between 4,400 square 
feet to 4,800 square feet. The lot line adjustment proposal as shown in Exhibit A would 
move the property line approximately 19.43 feet to the south and would increase the 
size of Parcel A from 2,573 square feet to 5,044 square feet, and adjust the size of 
Parcel B from 7,797 square feet to 5,325 square feet. The resulting lot square footages 
exceeding 5,000 square feet are consistent with other parcels in the neighborhood.   
 
With respect to the proposed lot depth, Parcel A will have a 122.59 foot lot depth and 
Parcel B a 101.60 foot average lot depth which meets the minimum 100 foot lot depth. 
Lot depth varies considerably between the parcels due to the unique lot shapes and 
front property line curvature, but meet the minimum 100 foot lot depth criteria. 
 
Currently, one parcel has 60 feet of lot frontage while the other has just over 20 feet of 
frontage along Gertruda Avenue. The proposed lot line adjustment will result in revised 
lot widths of 40.58 feet for both parcels which is consistent with other parcels within this 
block.  
  
Both parcels will continue to have public street access. The proposed lot widths and 
depths are consistent with the prevailing neighborhood lot patterns. Both parcels will 
exceed 5,000 square feet in size.  
 
This request brings the two properties into improved conformance with the municipal 
code. The adjustments are designed to have the least amount of impact to all properties 
involved. Factors taken into consideration were maintaining functional parcel shape, 
size and orientation to be properly developed under the zoning code. All adjustments 
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RESOLUTION NO.  2015-07-PCR-0XX 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY 

OF REDONDO BEACH APPROVING AN EXEMPTION 

DECLARATION AND GRANTING THE REQUEST FOR A LOT LINE 

ADJUSTMENT TO REALIGN THE PROPERTY LINE BETWEEN 

TWO ADJACENT PROPERTIES LOCATED WITHIN A SINGLE-

FAMILY RESIDENTIAL (R-1) ZONE AT 537 S. GERTRUDA AVENUE  
 

WHEREAS, an application was filed on behalf of the owners of property located 
at 537 S. Gertruda Avenue for approval of an Exemption Declaration and consideration 
of a Lot Line Adjustment on properties located within a Single-Family Residential (R-1) 
zone; and 

 
WHEREAS, notice of the time and place of the public hearing where the 

Exemption Declaration and application would be considered was given pursuant to 
State law and local ordinances by publication in the Easy Reader, by posting the 
subject property, and by mailing notices to property owners within 300 feet of the 
exterior boundaries of the subject property; and 
 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission of the City of Redondo Beach has 
considered evidence presented by the applicant, the Planning Division, and other 
interested parties at the public hearing held on the 16th day of July, 2015, with respect 
thereto. 
 

NOW, THEREFORE, THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF 
REDONDO BEACH DOES HEREBY FIND: 

 
1. That the proposed lot line adjustment conforms to the City of Redondo Beach 

zoning, building and engineering ordinances and is consistent with the 
Comprehensive General Plan. 
 

2. That the lot line adjustment is in the best interest of the public health, safety, and 
welfare since the adjustment will result in new boundary lines which provide 
code-conforming parcels consistent with all property development standards, 
and consistent with prevailing neighborhood lot size and shape. 

 
3. The project is Categorically Exempt from the preparation of environmental 

documents, pursuant to Section 15315 of the Guidelines of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

 
4. The Planning Commission hereby finds that the proposed project will have no 

effect on fish and game resources pursuant to Section 21089(b) of the Public 
Resources Code. 
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 NOW, THEREFORE, THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF 
REDONDO BEACH DOES HEREBY RESOLVE AS FOLLOWS: 
 
Section 1.  That based on the above findings, the Planning Commission does hereby 
approve the Exemption Declaration and Lot Line Adjustment pursuant to the plans and 
application considered by the Planning Commission at its meeting of the 16th day of 
July, 2015. 
 
Section 2.  That the approved Lot Line Adjustment shall become null and void if not 
vested within 36 months after the Planning Commission’s approval. 
 
Section 3.  That, prior to seeking judicial review of this resolution, the applicant is 
required to appeal to the City Council.  The applicant has ten days from the date of 
adoption of this resolution in which to file the appeal. 
 
FINALLY RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission forward a copy of this resolution 
to the City Council so the Council will be informed of the action of the Planning 
Commission. 
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PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED this 16th day of July, 2015. 
 
 

  ________________________ 
      Nicholas Biro, Chair  
      Planning Commission 
      City of Redondo Beach 
 
ATTEST: 
 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA          ) 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES   )      SS 
CITY OF REDONDO BEACH   ) 
 
I, Aaron Jones, Community Development Director of the City of Redondo Beach, 
California, do hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution No. 2015-07-PCR-0xx was 
duly passed, approved and adopted by the Planning Commission of the City of 
Redondo Beach, California, at a regular meeting of said Planning Commission held on 
the 16th day of July, 2015, by the following roll call vote: 
 
AYES:         
 
NOES:        
 
ABSENT:    
 

 

 
 
 
_______________________________ 
Aaron Jones 
Community Development Director 
 
 
 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
 
__________________________ 
City Attorney’s Office 

























 
 
 
 
 
 
                            Planning Commission Hearing Date:  July 16, 2015 
 
 
AGENDA ITEM:  9 (PUBLIC HEARING) 
 
PROJECT LOCATION: 2516, 2518 AND 2520 NELSON AVENUE 
 
APPLICATION TYPE: LOT LINE ADJUSTMENT, EXEMPTION DECLARATIONS, 

ADMINISTRATIVE DESIGN REVIEWS, AND VESTING 
TENTATIVE PARCEL MAP NUMBERS 73555, 73556, 
AND 73557 

 
CASE NUMBER: 2015-07-PC-010 
 
APPLICANT’S NAME:  E&S PRIME BUILDERS, INC. 
 
APPLICANT’S REQUEST AS ADVERTISED:  
 
Consideration of a Lot Line Adjustment to realign the property lines of three adjacent 
lots to the original 50-foot widths and Planning Commission consideration of Exemption 
Declarations, Administrative Design Reviews, and Vesting Tentative Parcel Map 
Numbers 73555, 73556, and 73557 to allow the construction of three 3-unit residential 
condominium developments on properties located within a Low-Density Multiple-Family 
Residential (R-3) zone. 
 
DEPARTMENT’S RECOMMENDATION: 
 
The Planning Division recommends that the Planning Commission make the findings as 
set forth in the staff report and attached resolution, and grant the request for a Lot Line 
Adjustment, Exemption Declarations, Administrative Design Reviews, and Vesting 
Tentative Parcel Map Numbers 73555, 73556, and 73557 with the stated conditions. 
 
BACKGROUND/DETAILED DESCRIPTION OF REQUEST: 
 
The subject adjoining lots are currently configured with lot sizes that do not conform to 
the original nor typical standards of the R-3 zone. At some time in the past, 5-feet of 
2516 Nelson Avenue and 5-feet of 2520 Nelson Avenue were conveyed to 2518 Nelson 
Avenue, leaving the lot widths at 45-feet for the prior two properties and 60-feet for the 
latter property. The applicant proposes to restore the three lots to their original 
conforming lot sizes, and construct 3-unit residential condominium developments on 
each now conforming lot. 
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The applicant initially submitted three Administrative Design Review applications for the 
condominium developments located at 2516, 2518 and 2520 Nelson Avenue with 
Vesting Tentative Parcel Maps exhibiting parcels that restored the individual lots to their 
original sizes of 7,500 square feet. Notices of Pending Decision were mailed to 
neighbors within a 100-foot radius of the subject properties, as required by Section 10-
2.2500 of the Zoning Ordinance. In response to the notices, a letter was received from 
adjoining property owners raising concerns. Specifically, the property owners stated that 
the increased density would result in losses of view, privacy, street parking, and natural 
light, as well as increases in neighborhood traffic and noise. 
 
In order to best address the neighbors’ concerns, the signees of the letter were invited 
to attend a meeting held by the Community Development Director and planning staff. 
The neighbors provided a list of suggestions to staff for the project developer to 
consider revising the plans for 2520 Nelson Avenue as submitted. They proposed that 
the developer construct a green wall on the building wall facing their property, lower the 
overall height, reconfigure the placement of windows to maximize their privacy, lower 
the finished floor of the building by 6-inches in the rear, and replace their two existing 
side property line walls on the west side of their property with a single boundary wall 
between the lots. Staff consulted with the developer, who was agreeable to lower the 
height of the development located at 2520 Nelson Avenue, immediately to the west of 
the neighbors’ properties, by 1-foot. The developer considered the other proposed 
changes to be infeasible or not in the best interest of the project. 
 
An additional comment was received from a neighbor located down the street from the 
subject properties, expressing concern that the developments would lead to increased 
parking congestion on Nelson Avenue. Staff contacted this neighbor to advise them that 
the projects meet the parking requirements for developments of this type, and that they 
would be further reviewed at an upcoming Planning Commission meeting. 
 
After further review with the City’s Engineering Division, it has since been determined 
that a formal Lot Line Adjustment is necessary, which requires the approval of the 
Planning Commission. In order to expedite the review process for the proposed three 3-
unit condominium developments, out of convenience for all parties involved, the 
Community Development Director has referred the project design reviews to the 
Planning Commission rather than process than administratively. 
 
The following information summarizes the development layout and design for the three 
proposed 3-unit condominium projects. 
 
Zone: R-3 
 
Lot Sizes (after lot line adjustment): Approximately 50’ x 150’, with a total land area of 

7,500 square feet per lot 
 
Number/Type of Units per Lot: Three attached residential condominium units 
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Number of Stories: 2, on grade 
 
Height: 

2516 Nelson Ave:   30-feet 
 2518 Nelson Ave:   29-feet, 10-inches 
            2520 Nelson Ave:   28-feet, 6-inches (revised/lowered by 1-foot) 
 
Topography: The lots slope downward from the front to the rear 

with a slope of approximately 2% 
 
Parking: 2 enclosed spaces per unit and 1 guest parking 

space per lot 
 
Setbacks, Turning Radius,   Yes  
Projections Meet Code? 
 
Living Space in Square Feet: 

Unit 1 (on each lot):   1,992 square feet 
 Unit 2 (on each lot):   1,925 square feet 
 Unit 3 (on each lot):   1,903 square feet 
 
First Floor Rooms: 
 Unit 1 (on each lot):  Entry, 2 bedrooms, 1 bathroom, laundry area, 

garage 
 Unit 2 (on each lot): Entry, 2 bedrooms, 1 bathroom, laundry area, 

garage 
          Unit 3 (on each lot): Entry, 2 bedrooms, 1 bathroom, laundry area, 

garage 
 
Second Floor Rooms: 
 Unit 1 (on each lot): Living room, dining room, kitchen, 2 

bedrooms, and 2 bathrooms 
 Unit 2 (on each lot):  Living room, dining room, kitchen, 2 

bedrooms, and 2 bathrooms 
 Unit 3 (on each lot):  Living room, dining room, kitchen, 2 

bedrooms, and 2 bathrooms 
Outdoor Living Space: 
 Unit 1 (on each lot): Deck off living room 
 Unit 2 (on each lot):   Deck off living room 
 Unit 3 (on each lot):   Deck off living room and rear yard 
 
Storage Space: 
 Unit 1:     Storage in garage and under stairs 
 Unit 2:     Storage in garage and under stairs 
 Unit 3:     Storage in garage and under stairs 
  
Architectural Style: Modern 
 
Exterior Materials:    Stucco 
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Roofing Materials:    Flat Cap Sheet 
 
EVALUATION OF REQUEST: 
 
Lot Line Adjustment 
Section 10-1.1101 of the City’s Zoning Ordinance (Subdivision section) permits the 
Planning Commission to grant lot line adjustments in those instances where it can be 
shown that such change will clearly be in the best interest of the public health, safety, 
and welfare and when such adjustment will result in new boundary lines that provide 
code-conforming parcels consistent with all property development standards and where 
a greater number of parcels is not created. The application will not create new parcels. 
 
The purpose of lot line adjustments is to facilitate and streamline review of minor 
alterations of property lines that are consistent with the General Plan, Zoning Code, 
Uniform Building Code and engineering requirements.  
 
The lot line adjustment application request will restore the original lot configuration of 
the three subject properties. Such an adjustment will be in the best interest of the 
community safety and welfare by allowing for development consistent with the 
neighborhood.  
 
Design Review 
 
In response to the Notice of Pending Decision dated May 20, 2015, a letter was 
received from the property owners of a 3-unit condominium located down the street 
from the subject property, raising a concern that their property values would be lowered 
by this development. Specifically, the property owners stated concerns over losses in 
view, privacy, street parking, and natural light, as well as increases in neighborhood 
traffic, and noise resulting from increased density. 
 
The subject properties and neighboring property are located in an R-3 zone, where 
multi-family developments are permitted as long as they meet the applicable 
development standards. Regarding the neighbors’ concerns over loss in view, the City 
does not have a view protection ordinance that restricts an owner’s right to impact a 
private view. As for the concerns over losses in privacy and natural light, the 
developments comply with the maximum building height of 30-feet, and are not subject 
to any other restrictions regarding the obstruction of natural light to adjacent properties 
or the lessening of their privacy. 
 
The proposed 3-unit condominium developments meet the off-street parking 
requirements established in the Zoning Code.  As designed, each unit has a full-size 
two-car garage with overhead storage and a larger than typical garage door opening.  
Additionally, there is one full-size guest parking space onsite for each lot.  Typically, 
inadequate parking occurs to a large extent in areas where there are older buildings 
that were developed at higher densities under previous parking standards of less than 
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the 2.3 parking spaces per unit required by the current code.  Given the City’s average 
household size of 2.31 persons per unit and the fact that not all residents will be of 
driving age, the parking provided is adequate.   
 
As for the concern over increased traffic around the neighborhood, these developments 
are typical of other 3-unit condominiums throughout the city, comply with the 
requirements and intent of both the Zoning Ordinance and General Plan, and are not 
subject to additional standards. Similarly, the noise potential of these residential 
developments is typical of other developments of this density in Redondo Beach, and 
the projects are permissible under all development codes. 
 
The proposed projects meet all of the development standards and are typical of other 
projects approved throughout the city, including the neighboring sites. Exemption 
Declarations stating that the projects do not require additional environmental review 
have been prepared.  
 
The proposed design of each of the projects is a California contemporary adaptation of 
modernist architecture, using a combination of materials such as wood siding and 
stucco, and having flat roofs with parapet walls. The overall designs are in keeping with 
typical architecture throughout the neighborhood and the rest of the city. The massing 
and scale are consistent with the Residential Design Guidelines, and the exterior 
materials and architectural details are stylistically consistent. The designs of the three 
project sites complement each other, but will vary enough in color and detail to create 
an aesthetically pleasing appearance from the street. A condition of approval has been 
added to this staff report and the attached resolution to that effect. 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL STATUS:   
 
The proposed Lot Line Adjustment and each project is Categorically Exempt from 
further environmental analysis, pursuant to Sections 15315 and 15332 of the 
Guidelines to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 
 
FINDINGS FOR LOT LINE ADJUSTMENT AND ADMINISTRATIVE DESIGN REVIEW 
FOR THREE 3-UNIT CONDOMINIUM PROJECTS: 
 

1. That the proposed lot line adjustment conforms to the City of Redondo Beach 
zoning, building, and engineering ordinances and is also consistent with the 
Comprehensive General Plan. 

 
2. The Planning Commission hereby finds and determines that the proposed 

projects will not have a significant effect on the environment. 
 

3. The Lot Line Adjustment is Categorically Exempt from the preparation of 
environmental documents, pursuant to Section 15315 (Minor Subdivisions) of the 
Guidelines of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The projects are 
Categorically Exempt from the preparation of environmental documents, 
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pursuant to Section 15332 (Infill Development) of the Guidelines of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

 
4. The Planning Commission hereby finds that the proposed projects will have no 

impact on fish and game resources pursuant to Section 21089(b) of the Public 
Resources Code. 

 
5. In accordance with Section 10-2.2500(b) of the Redondo Beach Municipal Code, 

the applicant’s requests for Administrative Design Reviews are consistent with 
the City’s General Plan, the Zoning Ordinance, specific development standards 
and design criteria set forth therein for the following reasons: 

 
a) The proposed use is permitted in the land use district in which the sites are 

located, and the sites are adequate in size and shape to accommodate the 
use and all yards, open spaces, walls, and fences, parking, landscaping 
and other features, and the projects are consistent with the requirements of 
Chapter 2, Title 10 of the Redondo Beach Municipal Code, with the existing 
predominant land and uses in the neighborhood; 

 
b) The projects are consistent with the Comprehensive General Plan of the 

City; 
 

c) The location and design of the projects do not significantly impact 
surrounding properties or harmfully impact the public health, safety and 
general welfare; 

 
d) Traffic congestion or impairment of traffic visibility is avoided; 

 
e) The designs are compatible with the overall community and surrounding 

neighborhood; 
 

f) The architectural styles and designs of the projects: 
  

i) Enhance the neighborhood, contribute beneficially to the overall design 
quality and visual character of the community, and maintain a stable, 
desirable character; 

 
ii) Make use of complementary materials and forms that are harmonious 

with existing improvements and that soften the appearance of volume 
and bulk, while allowing flexibility for distinguished design solutions;  

 
iii) Avoid a box-like appearance through variations in the roof lines and 

building elevations and through distinguishing design features;       
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                       

iv) Continue on all elevations the architectural character established for the 
street facing elevations to the extent feasible; 
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v) Ensure that the physical proportion of the projects and the manner in 

which the projects are designed is appropriate in relation to the size, 
shape, and topography of the sites; 

 
vi) Include windows on the front façade; 

 
vii) Provide sufficient area available for use of extensive landscaping to 

complement the architectural design of the structures, and to minimize 
the amount of paving to the degree practicable. 

 
g) Pedestrian safety and welfare are protected; 
 
h) The condominium projects conform to all of the requirements of the Zoning 

Ordinance; 
 
i) The projects are consistent with the intent of the Residential Design 

Guidelines adopted by the City Council; 
 
j) The design of the projects consider the impact and needs of the user in 

respect to circulation, parking, traffic, utilities, public services, noise and 
odor, privacy, private and common open spaces, trash collection, security 
and crime deterrence, energy consumption, physical barriers, and other 
design concerns. 

 
6. Vesting Tentative Parcel Map Nos. 73555, 73556 and 73557 are consistent with 

the Comprehensive General Plan of the City, and the Subdivision Map Act of the 
State of California. 

 
7. The Planning Commission hereby finds that the proposed projects will have no 

impact on fish and game resources pursuant to Section 21089(b) of the Public 
Resources Code. 

 
8. The plans, specifications and drawings submitted with the applications have been 

reviewed by the Planning Commission, and are approved. 
 
CONDITIONS FOR ADMINISTRATIVE DESIGN REVIEWS: 
 
Plan Check 
 
1. That a copy of the adopted Resolution from the July 16, 2015 Planning 

Commission public hearing shall be included as part of the final set of construction 
documents for each site. 
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2. The precise architectural treatment of the building exterior, roof, walks, walls, and 
driveways shall be subject to Planning Division approval prior to issuance of a 
building permit. 

 
3. The applicant shall submit a landscape and sprinkler plan, including a clock-

operated sprinkler control, for approval prior to issuance of building permits. 
 
4. If the selected design of the water and/or heating system permits, individual water 

shut-off valves shall be installed for each unit, subject to Community Development 
Department approval. 

 
5. The garage doors shall be equipped with remotely operated automatic door 

openers and maintain a minimum vertical clearance of 7-feet, 4-inches with the 
door in the open position.   

 
6. No plastic drain pipes shall be utilized in common walls or ceilings. 
 
7. Color and material samples shall be submitted for review and approval of the 

Planning Division prior to the issuance of Building Permits. 
 
8. The applicants and/or their successors shall maintain the subject properties in a 

clean, safe, and attractive state until construction commences. 
 

9. That an automatic fire sprinkler system is required and installation shall comply 
with Redondo Beach Fire Department regulations. 

 
Construction 
 
10. The applicant shall provide on-site erosion protection for the storm drainage 

system during construction, to the specifications of the Engineering Division. 
 
11. Barriers shall be erected to protect the public where streets and/or sidewalks are 

damaged or removed. 
 
12. The Planning Division shall be authorized to approve minor changes. 
 
13. A new 6-foot decorative masonry wall or a 6-foot high mixed construction wall 

measured from finished grade shall be constructed on all common property lines 
with adjacent properties, exclusive of the front setback.  Mixed construction walls 
shall consist of a masonry base and masonry pilasters, which shall be composed 
of a least thirty percent (30%) masonry and seventy percent (70%) wood.  Projects 
may only utilize existing property line walls when the walls are 6-foot masonry or 
mixed construction, exclusive of the front setback. 

 
14. The applicant shall finish all new property line walls equally on both sides 

wherever possible.  Projects utilizing existing property line walls shall restore the 



Administrative Report             July 16, 2015 
2015-07-PC-010 
Page 9 
 

 
 

walls to an “as new condition,” on both sides at time of final condominium 
inspection subject to Planning Division approval. 

 
15. That a minimum of 15% decorative material will be utilized for all driveways. 

 
16. The applicant shall utilize materials and colors that allow the three project sites to 

complement each other, yet still maintain a varied and aesthetically pleasing 
appearance from the street.  

 
17. The sites shall be fully fenced prior to the start of construction. 
 
18. All on-site litter and debris shall be collected daily. 
 
19. Construction work shall occur only between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. 

on Monday through Friday, between 9:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. on Saturday, with no 
work occurring on Sunday and holidays.   

 
20. Material storage on public streets shall not exceed 48-hours per load. 
 
21. The project developer and/or general contractor shall be responsible for 

counseling and supervising all subcontractors and workers to ensure that 
neighbors are not subjected to excessive noise, disorderly behavior, or abusive 
language. 

 
22. Streets and sidewalks adjacent to job sites shall be clean and free of debris. 
 
Final Inspection 
 
23. The landscaping and sprinklers shall be installed per the approved plan, prior to 

final inspection.  
 
24. Fire protection system shall be equipped with an alarm initiating device and an 

outside horn/strobe located at the front of the front of the building and/or as near 
as possible to the front.  Horn/strobe shall not be obstructed from front of 
residence view by down spouts, gutters, trim or mullions, etc. 

 
25. The existing driveway approaches shall be removed and a new sidewalk, curb, 

gutter, and asphalt concrete pavement shall be constructed, to the specifications 
of the Public Works Engineering Services Division and be noted on the plans. 

 
26. Prior to final inspection, the developer shall provide a pedestrian (ADA) access 

path at each new driveway approach, to the specifications of the Public Works 
Engineering Services Division and note the path of travel on the construction 
drawings. 
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RESOLUTION NO.  2015-07-PCR-XXX 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY 

OF REDONDO BEACH APPROVING A LOT LINE ADJUSTMENT TO 

REALIGN THE PROPERTY LINES OF THREE ADJACENT LOTS TO 

THE ORIGINAL 50-FOOT WIDTHS, EXEMPTION DECLARATIONS, 

ADMINISTRATIVE DESIGN REVIEWS, AND VESTING TENTATIVE 

PARCEL MAP NUMBERS 73555, 73556, AND 73557 TO ALLOW 

THE CONSTRUCTION OF THREE 3-UNIT RESIDENTIAL 

CONDOMINIUM DEVELOPMENTS ON PROPERTIES LOCATED 

WITHIN A LOW-DENSITY MULTIPLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL (R-3) 

ZONE AT 2516, 2518 AND 2520 NELSON AVENUE 

 
 

WHEREAS, an application was filed on behalf of the owner of the properties 
located at 2516, 2518 and 2520 Nelson Avenue for approval of a Lot Line Adjustment 
to realign the property lines of the three adjacent lots to the original 50-foot widths and 
Planning Commission consideration of Exemption Declarations, Administrative Design 
Reviews, and Vesting Tentative Parcel Map Numbers 73555, 73556, and 73557 to 
allow the construction of three 3-unit residential condominium developments on 
properties located within a Low-Density Multiple-Family Residential (R-3) zone; and 

 
WHEREAS, notice of the time and place of the public hearing where the 

Exemption Declaration and applications would be considered was given pursuant to 
State law and local ordinances by publication in the Easy Reader, by posting the 
subject property, and by mailing notices to property owners within 100 feet of the 
exterior boundaries of the subject property; and 
 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission of the City of Redondo Beach has 
considered evidence presented by the applicant, the Planning Division, and other 
interested parties at the public hearing held on the 16th day of July, 2015, with respect 
thereto. 
 

NOW, THEREFORE, THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF 
REDONDO BEACH DOES HEREBY FIND: 

 
1. That the proposed lot line adjustment conforms to the City of Redondo Beach 

zoning, building, and engineering ordinances and is also consistent with the 
Comprehensive General Plan. 
 

2. The Planning Commission hereby finds and determines that the proposed 
projects will not have a significant effect on the environment. 
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3. The Lot Line Adjustment is Categorically Exempt from the preparation of 
environmental documents, pursuant to Section 15315 (Minor Subdivisions) of 
the Guidelines of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The 
projects are Categorically Exempt from the preparation of environmental 
documents, pursuant to Section 15332 (Infill Development) of the Guidelines 
of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 
 

4. The Planning Commission hereby finds that the proposed projects will have no 
impact on fish and game resources pursuant to Section 21089(b) of the Public 
Resources Code. 
 

5. In accordance with Section 10-2.2500(b) of the Redondo Beach Municipal 
Code, the applicant’s requests for Administrative Design Reviews are 
consistent with the City’s General Plan, the Zoning Ordinance, specific 
development standards and design criteria set forth therein for the following 
reasons: 
 

a) The proposed use is permitted in the land use district in which the sites are 
located, and the sites are adequate in size and shape to accommodate the 
use and all yards, open spaces, walls, and fences, parking, landscaping 
and other features, and the projects are consistent with the requirements of 
Chapter 2, Title 10 of the Redondo Beach Municipal Code, with the existing 
predominant land and uses in the neighborhood; 

 
b) The projects are consistent with the Comprehensive General Plan of the 

City; 
 

c) The location and design of the projects do not significantly impact 
surrounding properties or harmfully impact the public health, safety and 
general welfare; 

 
d) Traffic congestion or impairment of traffic visibility is avoided; 

 
e) The designs are compatible with the overall community and surrounding 

neighborhood; 
 

f) The architectural styles and designs of the projects: 
  

i) Enhance the neighborhood, contribute beneficially to the overall design 
quality and visual character of the community, and maintain a stable, 
desirable character; 
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ii) Make use of complementary materials and forms that are harmonious with 
existing improvements and that soften the appearance of volume and bulk, 
while allowing flexibility for distinguished design solutions;  

 
iii) Avoid a box-like appearance through variations in the roof lines and building 

elevations and through distinguishing design features;       
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                       

iv) Continue on all elevations the architectural character established for the 
street facing elevations to the extent feasible; 

 
v) Ensure that the physical proportion of the projects and the manner in which 

the projects are designed is appropriate in relation to the size, shape, and 
topography of the sites; 

 
vi) Include windows on the front façade; 

 
vii) Provide sufficient area available for use of extensive landscaping to 

complement the architectural design of the structures, and to minimize the 
amount of paving to the degree practicable. 

 
g) Pedestrian safety and welfare are protected; 

 
h) The condominium projects conform to all of the requirements of the Zoning 

Ordinance; 
 

i) The projects are consistent with the intent of the Residential Design 
Guidelines adopted by the City Council; 

 
j) The design of the projects consider the impact and needs of the user in 

respect to circulation, parking, traffic, utilities, public services, noise and 
odor, privacy, private and common open spaces, trash collection, security 
and crime deterrence, energy consumption, physical barriers, and other 
design concerns. 

 
6. Vesting Tentative Parcel Map Nos. 73555, 73556 and 73557 are consistent 

with the Comprehensive General Plan of the City, and the Subdivision Map Act 
of the State of California. 
 

7. The Planning Commission hereby finds that the proposed projects will have no 
impact on fish and game resources pursuant to Section 21089(b) of the Public 
Resources Code. 
 

8. The plans, specifications and drawings submitted with the applications have 
been reviewed by the Planning Commission, and are approved. 
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 NOW, THEREFORE, THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF 
REDONDO BEACH DOES HEREBY RESOLVE AS FOLLOWS: 
 
CONDITIONS FOR ADMINISTRATIVE DESIGN REVIEWS: 
 
Plan Check 
 
1. That a copy of the adopted Resolution from the July 16, 2015 Planning 

Commission public hearing shall be included as part of the final set of 
construction documents for each site. 
 

2. The precise architectural treatment of the building exterior, roof, walks, walls, 
and driveways shall be subject to Planning Division approval prior to issuance 
of a building permit. 
 

3. The applicant shall submit a landscape and sprinkler plan, including a clock-
operated sprinkler control, for approval prior to issuance of building permits. 
 

4. If the selected design of the water and/or heating system permits, individual 
water shut-off valves shall be installed for each unit, subject to Community 
Development Department approval. 
 

5. The garage doors shall be equipped with remotely operated automatic door 
openers and maintain a minimum vertical clearance of 7-feet, 4-inches with the 
door in the open position.   
 

6. No plastic drain pipes shall be utilized in common walls or ceilings. 
 

7. Color and material samples shall be submitted for review and approval of the 
Planning Division prior to the issuance of Building Permits. 
 

8. The applicants and/or their successors shall maintain the subject properties in 
a clean, safe, and attractive state until construction commences. 
 

9. That an automatic fire sprinkler system is required and installation shall comply 
with Redondo Beach Fire Department regulations. 

 
Construction 
 
10. The applicant shall provide on-site erosion protection for the storm drainage 

system during construction, to the specifications of the Engineering Division. 
 
11. Barriers shall be erected to protect the public where streets and/or sidewalks 

are damaged or removed. 
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12. The Planning Division shall be authorized to approve minor changes. 

 
13.  A new 6-foot decorative masonry wall or a 6-foot high mixed construction wall 

measured from finished grade shall be constructed on all common property 
lines with adjacent properties, exclusive of the front setback.  Mixed 
construction walls shall consist of a masonry base and masonry pilasters, 
which shall be composed of a least thirty percent (30%) masonry and seventy 
percent (70%) wood.  Projects may only utilize existing property line walls 
when the walls are 6-foot masonry or mixed construction, exclusive of the front 
setback. 
 

14. The applicant shall finish all new property line walls equally on both sides 
wherever possible.  Projects utilizing existing property line walls shall restore 
the walls to an “as new condition,” on both sides at time of final condominium 
inspection subject to Planning Division approval. 
 

15. That a minimum of 15% decorative material will be utilized for all driveways. 
 

16. The applicant shall utilize materials and colors that allow the three project sites 
to complement each other, yet still maintain a varied and aesthetically pleasing 
appearance from the street.  
 

17. The sites shall be fully fenced prior to the start of construction. 
 

18. All on-site litter and debris shall be collected daily. 
 

19. Construction work shall occur only between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 
p.m. on Monday through Friday, between 9:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. on 
Saturday, with no work occurring on Sunday and holidays.   
 

20. Material storage on public streets shall not exceed 48-hours per load. 
 

21. The project developer and/or general contractor shall be responsible for 
counseling and supervising all subcontractors and workers to ensure that 
neighbors are not subjected to excessive noise, disorderly behavior, or 
abusive language. 
 

22. Streets and sidewalks adjacent to job sites shall be clean and free of debris. 
 
Final Inspection 
 
23. The landscaping and sprinklers shall be installed per the approved plan, prior 

to final inspection.  
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24. Fire protection system shall be equipped with an alarm initiating device and an 

outside horn/strobe located at the front of the front of the building and/or as 
near as possible to the front.  Horn/strobe shall not be obstructed from front of 
residence view by down spouts, gutters, trim or mullions, etc. 
 

25. The existing driveway approaches shall be removed and a new sidewalk, curb, 
gutter, and asphalt concrete pavement shall be constructed, to the 
specifications of the Public Works Engineering Services Division and be noted 
on the plans. 
 

26. Prior to final inspection, the developer shall provide a pedestrian (ADA) access 
path at each new driveway approach, to the specifications of the Public Works 
Engineering Services Division and note the path of travel on the construction 
drawings. 
 

27. The three Vesting Tentative Parcel Maps shall be recorded within 36-months 
of the effective date of this approval, unless an extension is granted pursuant 
to law.  If said maps are not recorded within said 36-month period, or any 
extension thereof, the maps shall be null, void, and of no force and effect. 
 

28. The developer shall plant a minimum 36-inch box tree within the front-yard of 
each site, subject to Planning Division approval (not a palm tree).  
 

29. Any future exterior or interior alterations shall require the approval of the Home 
Owner’s Association and the Community Development Department. 

 
FINALLY RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission forward a copy of this resolution 
to the City Council so the Council will be informed of the action of the Planning 
Commission. 
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PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED this 16th day of July, 2015. 
 
 

   ________________________ 
     Nicholas Biro, Chair 
     Planning Commission 
     City of Redondo Beach 
 
 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA          ) 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES   )      SS 
CITY OF REDONDO BEACH   ) 
 
I, Aaron Jones, Community Development Director of the City of Redondo Beach, 
California, do hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution No. 2015-07-PCR-XXX was 
duly passed, approved and adopted by the Planning Commission of the City of 
Redondo Beach, California, at a regular meeting of said Planning Commission held on 
the 16th day of July, 2015, by the following vote: 
 
 
AYES:         
 
NOES:         
 
ABSENT:     
 

 
 
_______________________________ 
Aaron Jones 
Community Development Director 
 
 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 

__________________________ 
City Attorney’s Office 









































































 

Architectural Drawings on file in the Planning Division 



 

 

? 
 
 

Planning Commission Hearing Date: July 16, 2015 
 
 
AGENDA ITEM:   8 (PUBLIC HEARING) 
 
PROJECT LOCATION: 1700 SOUTH PACIFIC COAST HIGHWAY 
 
PROJECT LOCATION: 1700 SOUTH PACIFIC COAST HIGHWAY 
 
APPLICATION TYPE: CONSIDERATION OF ADOPTION OF A (REVISED) 

MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION AND INITIAL 
STUDY (IS-MND), AND MITIGATION MONITORING AND 
REPORTING PROGRAM, (REVISED) CONDITIONAL USE 
PERMIT, PLANNING COMMISSION DESIGN REVIEW 
INCLUDING LANDSCAPE AND IRRIGATION PLANS, AND 
SIGN REVIEW AND VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP 
NO. 72662 FOR THE LEGADO MIXED USE 
DEVELOPMENT 

 
CASE NUMBER: 2015-03-PC-005  
 
APPLICANT’S NAME:  LEGADO  
 
APPLICANT’S REQUEST AS ADVERTISED:  
 
Consideration of the approval/certification of a (Revised) Final Mitigated Negative 
Declaration/Initial Environmental Study (IS-MND), and Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program (including Modified Mitigation Measures), a Conditional Use Permit, 
Design Review, Landscape and Irrigation Plan, Sign Review, and a Minor Subdivision 
(Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 72662) to permit the construction of a mixed-use project 
with 149 residential apartment units, (a reduction from 180 units) and approximately 
37,000 square feet of neighborhood-serving commercial development (a decrease from 
37,600) with a total of 649 parking spaces (an increase from 614) at a maximum height 
of three stories and 45 feet above existing grade (a reduction from four stories and 56 
feet), and the renovation of an existing 110-room hotel, on property located within a Mixed 
Use (MU-3A) zone, located at 1700 South Pacific Coast Highway. 
 
DEPARTMENT’S RECOMMENDATION: 
 
The Community Development Department recommends that the Planning Commission 
make the findings as set forth in the staff report and the attached Draft Resolution, 
approve/certify the (Revised) Final Mitigated Negative Declaration/Initial Environmental 
Study and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, a Conditional Use Permit, a 

Administrative Report 
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Design Review, the Landscape and Irrigation Plan, the Sign Review for a (revised) mixed-
use project with 149 units, and a Minor Subdivision (Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 
72662) subject to the findings and conditions as contained in the staff report. 

 
I. BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

 
On March 19, 2015, a Public Hearing was held on the proposed project. At that meeting 
Staff presented a project overview and discussed the requested entitlements, (See 
attached Administrative Staff Report, dated March 19, 2015, and Planning Commission 
Minutes dated March 19, 2015.) This was followed by a presentation from the applicant 
and a brief report regarding the applicant’s community outreach efforts. Following 
questions from the Planning Commission, public testimony was taken from forty-six (46) 
individuals. 
 
Thereafter, the Planning Commission continued the Public Hearing to May 21, 2015 to 
allow the applicant time to address issues and concerns raised by the Planning 
Commission, and the public during the public hearing.  The primary issues and concerns 
included the need to: 
 

 Perform additional outreach and engage the community 
 traffic impacts of the project and the effectiveness of the required traffic mitigation 
 Provide a security / crime prevention plan and program 
 Address potential noise including mechanical equipment and access driveway 

impacts 
 Consider design revisions to break up the large, linear east/west mass of the 

proposed structure  
 
As of the deadline for the May 21, 2015 meeting the applicants were not able to provide 
the necessary revised plans and information for Planning Commission consideration.  
Therefore, the item was postponed and a notice of postponement was published.  
 
During the intervening time the applicant has assigned Ki Ryu as a new representative 
for Legado.  This has resulted in some difficulty in Staff obtaining information and 
drawings that were previously promised.  Since this change in project management, Staff 
has been extensively engaged in ensuring that the Planning Commission receives all 
plans, materials and information necessary from the applicant to render a decision on this 
project. 
 
In order that the Planning Commission has a complete understanding of the significant 
project modifications that have taken place since the last consideration of this project it is 
important that Staff provides the following synopsis of actions taken.  
 
After the Planning Commission meeting the applicant met with Staff to consider options 
to revise the design while retaining the proposed 180 units.  Staff met with the Legado 
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team, consisting of Heather Lee (Developer Representative), Fernando Villa (Legado 
Legal Counsel), Henry Rogers (Community Outreach Consultant), and Julie Oakes 
(Architect), on five (5) occasions to discuss the concerns and issues that were raised 
during the March 19, 2015 Public Hearing. The discussions focused on possible options 
to reconfigure the project and attempt to retain the requested 180 unit count. The need 
for community outreach and engagement and the needs for a detailed security plan and 
additional acoustical studies were also discussed. (See attached “Summary of Meetings 
regarding Options for 180 Units” for more details.) 
 
After examining at least 5 options for reconfiguration it was determined that none of the 
reconfigurations sufficiently addressed concerns of the large, linear east/west building 
mass.  This opinion was communicated to the applicant, and suggestions were made for 
consideration of further significant reductions. 
 
REVISED PLANS WITH 149 UNITS: 
 
On June 4, 2015, the Planning Division was informed by Legado that they intended to 
submit a revised project proposal that would be code compliant in all respects including 
building height1 and with no more than 149 units. They withdrew their request for a 
Density Bonus (“DBL”) and the commensurate incentives and concessions for building 
height, story and parking, and they requested that the continued public hearing scheduled 
for May 21, 2015 be re-scheduled to the June 18 Planning Commission meeting.  
 
Based on this request the Planning Division notified the public that the May 21, 2015 
hearing was ‘postponed’. The revised project was then noticed in the Easy Reader on 
July 2, 2015. All individuals on our mailing list for this project were also sent notifications 
of the public hearing. 
 

II. DESCRIPTION AND EVALUATION OF REVISED PROJECT 
 
A detailed description of the subject 
property, the existing development, and 
surrounding community is provided in the 
attached Administrative Report, dated 
March 19, 2015. 
 
In brief, the 4.275 acre project site is 
currently developed with a 69,000 square 
foot (SF) 110-room hotel (Palos Verdes 
Inn) and 28,354 square feet (SF) of retail 
space, consisting of a 21,130 square foot 
(SF) former Bristol Farms grocery store 
and 7,224 SF of other retail spaces. 
                                                 
1 Height is defined in Redondo Beach Municipal Code Section 10-2.402(a)(29). 
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The project includes the demolition of all on-site retail space, the new construction of a 
mixed-use development project along with the renovation of the existing hotel.   
 
The revised mixed-use development project (“Revised Project”) is a down-sized variation 
of the original project (“Original Project”). It consists of 149 market rate residential rental 
units and approximately 37,000 SF of neighborhood-serving commercial development.  A 
total of 649 parking spaces are provided with 587 parking spaces located in a 
subterranean parking structure and 62 spaces in an existing surface parking lot located 
directly south of the Palos Verdes Inn (“PV Inn”). The project is substantially lower in 
overall height and story than the Original Project. 
 
The following table (Table 1) summarizes the changes between the Original Project, and 
the Revised Project.  
 
 

TABLE 1 
SUMMARY OF CHANGES 

 
 Original 

Project in the 
MND 

Revised Project Difference between 
Original and 

Revised 
Units Total 180 149 31 less 

Studio 34 0 34 less 
One Bedroom 78 87 9 more 
Two Bedroom 68 62 6 less 

Restaurant/Cafe 7,600 8,600 Increase of 1000 SF 
Retail 6,000 5,600 Decrease of 400 
Market 24,000 22,800 Decrease of 1,200 

Parking Required 548 649 101 more* 
 

Parking Provided 614 649 35 more 
Public Open 

Space 
26,241 26,752 511 sq. ft. more 

Private Open 
Space 

48,995 33,580 15,415 SF less** 

Total (SF) 
including the 
existing Hotel 

278,727 SF 267,572 SF 11,155 SF less 

FAR 1.5 1.5 4% reduction 
Stories 4 stories 2-3 stories 1-2 stories lower 

Height at highest 
point 

56 feet Mostly 38 feet; 45 
feet in limited 

areas 

11-18 feet lower 
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* The Original Project was parked under a reduced parking standard as per the State DBL. 
**The SF of the Private Open Space is the same per unit. The total is reduced based on the 

reduction in total number of units. 
 
The Original Project proposed 180 residential units, 37,600 SF of commercial space and 
the renovation of an existing 110 room hotel. The Original Project included 614 parking 
spaces.  The project requested entitlements under the provisions of the State's DBL under 
SB 1818, which required the Original Project to provide nine (9) very low income units in 
exchange for the right to increase the project density by 22% and to receive one incentive. 
The incentive allowed for an increase in the maximum building height from 45 feet to 56 
feet and included a waiver of the development standard for maximum number of stories 
allowing the applicant to request to develop the project with four (4) stories instead of 
three (3) stories and exceed the allowable height. By operation of law the DBL also 
allowed the project to provide a reduced parking standard for residential units equivalent 
to one (1) parking space for every studio and one (1) bedroom unit.  The City’s 
requirement is to provide two (2) enclosed parking spaces per unit regardless of its size 
or number of bedrooms, and one (1) guest parking space for every three units.   
 
The Revised Project does not rely on the DBL; it has been redesigned to meet the City’s 
development standards and regulations for a mixed-use development in a MU-3A zone. 
The Revised Project complies with the City’s General Plan objectives and policies as 
contained in the Housing Element, Land Use Element and Circulation Element, for this 
subject property. The Revised Project with 149 residential units is in compliance with the 
allowable density. The residential units will be developed as rental units available at 
market rate rents. The size, square footage (“SF”) of commercial tenant space is 37,000 
SF including 22,800 SF planned as a market, 5,600 SF of retail shops and 7,600 SF of 
restaurant and café space. The locations and configuration of the tenant spaces have 
remained essentially the same in the Revised Project as in the Original Project.  
 
The City Planning Commission recently amended the Zoning Ordinance to reduce 
allowable heights in Mixed Use Districts to require that projects be designed to maximum 
heights between 38’-45’. The Revised 
Project is designed to provide that 77% of 
the maximum ridgeline elevations are 
below 38 feet above existing grade.  A total 
of 23% of the project ridgeline elevations 
are between the height of 38’-0” and 45’-0” 
and no portion is above 45 feet as shown 
on Sheet A2.2, the Grade Plane/Height 
Exhibit.  
 
To assist the Planning Commission in fully 
understanding the Revised Project the 
three (3) residential components have 
been labeled A, B, and C. 
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The Revised Project modifies the exit stairways at the southerly ends of Building A and B 
(facing PCH). These components have been moved further back into the buildings and 
the portions of the buildings closest to PCH have been lowered to two (2) stories. The 
combined effect is that the mass and bulk of west-facing PCH elevations has been 
minimized.  
 
Building C, the most easterly residential structure, was four (4) stories high in the Original 
Project.  This building is now three (3) stories with a maximum height of 38’-0” as 
measured from existing grade. The redesign of Building C also incorporates significant 
architectural enhancements along the easterly façade by additional building offsets that 
provide added visual benefits and architectural interest. 
 
Both Staff and the Planning Commission had expressed particular concern with Building 
C as it related to adjacent residential development.  In Staff’s opinion the revisions as 
proposed by the applicant to reduce the project by a full story and add features to the 
architectural design address the concerns raised regarding this project component. 
   
The total size of the public open space has increased slightly in the Revised Project from 
26,241 SF to 26,752 SF (see Sheets A2.4.1 and A2.4.2). 
 
The corner plaza (Area ‘B’ on Sheet A2.4.1) continues to be a 
feature of the Revised Project. The Revised Project has 
additional public open space areas along PCH including two (2) 
areas on the hotel portion of the site (Areas ‘D’ and ‘E’), and the 
public corridor (Area ‘C’) that provide access from the sidewalk 
to the public parking spaces located behind the commercial 
tenant spaces. This corridor, with a proposed market on one side 
and café and retail space on the other, will allow those 
businesses to provide seating opportunities and to attract 
patrons in a marketplace like setting. 
 
The public open space located on the upper level is slightly 
reduced in the Revised Project by 5,230 SF. However, at 9,270 
SF it is reasonable in size and will provide the public with a 
pleasant outdoor setting and significant views to the west and 
the north. The podium level restaurant and outdoor dining area 
will have the best views. While there were many discussions 
between the City and the Legado Team about pushing the restaurant further back into 
the project so as to reserve the best unobstructed views for the public, this modification 
was rejected because the placement of a restaurant with outdoor dining in closer 
proximity to the residential units would increase the potential for conflict between the 
proposed uses.  
 
The Revised Project reduces the overall amount of private open space for the residents 
from 48,995 SF to 33,580 SF.  However, the amount of private open space in size is a 

http://www.theguardian.com/travel/gallery/2010/jan/14/uk-shopping
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direct result of the reduction in the number of units. There are two (2) private residential 
open spaces including the resident’s pool area and gym facilities that is 10,959 SF in size, 
much like in the Original Project, and a more passive landscaped area, that is 2,273 SF 
in size.    
 
Both the public open space and private open space provided in the Revised Project meet 
or exceed the City's zoning code requirements.   
 
The overall floor area of the project has been reduced from 278,727SF to 267,572 SF 
mostly due to the reduction in number of dwelling units. 
 
With the reduction in the number of residential units from 180 units to 149 units, the size 
of the units has increased and the mix of unit types has changed. The Original Project 
included 16 Studios, with unit sizes ranging from 478 SF for the Studios, 656–751 SF for 
the 96 one-bedroom units, and 979–989 square feet for the 68 two-bedroom units. The 
Revised Project has eliminated the Studios, and has 87 one-bedroom units ranging in 
size from 642-872 SF. The two-bedroom units range in size from 991-1,091 SF. 
 
The Revised Project retains some of the overall character, architectural style, site layout 
and functional organization of the Original Project.  However, the Revised Project is 
substantially smaller in apparent size, mass, scale, and bulk in response to community 
and Commission concerns.  In addition, the project incorporates another level of 
subterranean parking (P3), at a substantial cost to address community concerns about 
the adequacy of on-site parking.  The Revised Project now provides the full parking 
requirement as set forth in the City’s Zoning Ordinance.  
 
The proposed architectural style of the Revised Project has been retained as ‘South Bay’ 
eco-contemporary.  This type of architecture reflects current trends and current and future 
resident preferences as has been observed in the greater South Bay real estate market.  
The overall design of the project is appropriate in light of the need to encourage and 
promote environmental sustainability and to design buildings to capitalize on 
environmental opportunities given site characteristics.  In this case, the Revised Project 
proposes a design utilizing high quality materials and incorporating passive and active 
design features that enhance sustainability. The project will be significantly more resource 
efficient than any buildings constructed under prior building codes. 
 
The overall approach to the Revised Project landscaping, hardscape, furnishing and 
lighting plans is essentially the same. The design is considered to be appropriate for the 
Revised Project (see the Administrative Report dated March 19, 2015 for comments and 
an evaluation of these aspects of the project). 
 
The sign program concept as revised for the Proposed Project is essentially the same as 
in the Original Project. The proposed types, sizes, content and locations of the signs, 
shown in concept, are appropriate and compatible with the other design components of 
the Revised Project. 
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The renovation of the existing 110-room hotel, in the Revised Project is the same as in 
the Original Project. If and when the overall Revised Project is approved, the applicant 
has stated that they will partner with a hotel management company with whom they with 
develop exterior and interior exterior remodeling plans. 
The Revised Project includes the same green building/sustainable design features as the 
Original Project. 
 
In summary, the Revised Project meets all of the development standards for a mixed-use 
project on the subject property zoned MU-3A.  In Staff’s opinion the revised design 
addresses concerns raised by the Planning Commission and those concerns raised in 
public testimony.  Therefore, Staff is recommending that the Planning Commission 
consider the following findings.  
 

III. PROJECT ENTITLEMENT CRITERIA AND FINDINGS CRITERIA 
 
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT 
 
Pursuant to RBMC Section 10-2.910 of the Zoning Ordinance any new development on 
a site zoned Mixed-Use (MU-3A) including multi-family residential units, requires the 
approval of a Conditional Use Permit. Approval of a Conditional Use Permit must 
generally meet certain criteria specified in RBMC 10-2.2506.  The City’s past 
interpretation of these provisions allows a balancing of these factors, consistent with 
Santa Clarita Organization for Planning the Environment v. City of Santa Clarita (2011) 
197 Cal.App.4th 1042, 1059-1064.   
 
These CUP Criteria include: 
 

 The site for the proposed use shall be in conformity with the General Plan and shall 
be adequate in size and shape to accommodate such use and all setbacks, 
spaces, walls and fences, parking, loading, landscaping, and other features 
required by this chapter to adjust such use with the land and uses in the 
neighborhood.  (RBMC § 10-2.2506(b)(1)) 

 The site for the proposed use shall have adequate access to a public street or 
highway of adequate width and pavement to carry the quantity and kind of traffic 
generated by the proposed use. (RBMC § 10-2.2506(b)(2)) 

 The proposed use shall have no adverse effect on abutting property or the 
permitted use thereof. (RBMC § 10-2.2506(b)(3)) 

 The conditions stated in the resolution or design considerations integrated into the 
project shall be deemed necessary to protect the public health, safety, and general 
welfare....”  (RBMC § 10-2.2506(b)(4)) 
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Based on a comprehensive analysis, the proposed project complies with the City’s goals, 
policies, development standards and regulations as contained in the Zoning Ordinance, 
the General Plan Land Use Element, the General Plan Housing Element, and the Density 
Bonus Law. It meets the criteria for the approval of a Conditional Use Permit.  
 
PLANNING COMMISSION DESIGN REVIEW CRITERIA 
 
Pursuant to Section 10-2.2502 of the Zoning Ordinance, any new development on a site 
zoned Mixed-Use (MU-3) that is 10,000 square feet in size or more, requires Planning 
Commission Design Review. The purpose of the Design Review is to look at the 
compatibility, originality, variety and innovation within the architecture, design, 
landscaping, and site planning of the project. The purpose of the review is also to protect 
surrounding property values, prevent blight and deterioration of neighborhoods, promote 
sound land use, design excellence, and protect the overall health, safety and welfare of 
the City.  The CEQA analysis differs from the City’s Design Review/CUP procedures.  
CEQA’s analysis focuses upon impacts to the public at large (and not specific 
individuals/structures) and CEQA is based upon adverse environmental changes in 
comparison to existing conditions.   The City’s Design Review and CUP procedures allow 
for broader considerations in issuing project modifications, such considerations can 
include conditions: “to protect the public health, safety, and general welfare” and can 
address abutting property. 
 
Design Review criteria include:  
 

 “User impact and needs. The design of the project shall consider the impact and 
the needs of the user in respect to circulation, parking, traffic, utilities, public 
services, noise and odor, privacy, private and common open spaces, trash 
collection, security and crime deterrence, energy consumption, physical barriers, 
and other design concerns” (RBMC § 10-2.2502(b)(1)),  

 “Relationship to physical features. The location of buildings and structures shall 
respect the natural terrain of the site and shall be functionally integrated with any 
natural features of the landscape to include the preservation of existing trees, 
where feasible.” (RBMC §10-2.2502(b)(2)), 

 “Consistency of architectural style. The building or structure shall be 
harmonious and consistent within the proposed architectural style regarding 
roofing, materials, windows, doors, openings, textures, colors, and exterior 
treatment” (RBMC § 10-2.2502(b)(3)),  

 “Balance and integration with the neighborhood. The overall design shall be 
integrated and compatible with the neighborhood and shall strive to be in harmony 
with the scale and bulk of surrounding properties” (RBMC § 10-2.2502(b)(4)),  

 “Building design. The design of buildings and structures shall strive to provide 
innovation, variety, and creativity in the proposed design solution. All architectural 
elevations shall be designed to eliminate the appearance of flat façades or boxlike 
construction…” (RBMC § 10-2.2502(b)(5)) 
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Additional criteria/conditions can include: (a) Changes to the design of buildings and 
structures (10-2.2502(b)(8)(a)), such other conditions as will make possible the 
development of the City in an orderly and efficient manner…” (RBMC § 10-
2.2502(b)(8)(k).)   
 
User impacts and needs 
 
The site is strategically organized with the placement of the public and commercial spaces 
closest to the public right-of-way and the location of the private living and open spaces to 
the middle and rear of the site. In this way, residential areas are further away from public 
spaces and activities. Both pedestrian and vehicular access is provided onto the site from 
several locations on Pacific Coast Highway and Palos Verdes Boulevard. Internal 
circulation routes allow the residents direct access to their on-site parking facilities and 
private amenities as well as the public spaces and commercial services at the street level. 
Circulation routes for visitors driving to the site provide easy and direct access between 
the parking lot, the commercial use at ground level, and the public open space on the 
podium level. Pedestrian visitors to the site have direct access to the commercial 
storefronts and the public open space on the podium level.  
 
The proposed project provides 649 parking spaces including 587 parking spaces on three 
levels of subterranean parking and 62 parking spaces on a surface lot south of the hotel.  
 
A loading area just east of the story residential structure is available for use by the 
residential tenants. A commercial loading area is located in the P1 parking level directly 
rear of the proposed market space. This loading can be accessed from the main driveway 
entrance on Pacific Coast Highway and the rear access road off of the easterly driveway 
on Palos Verdes Boulevard. Trash facilities for the commercial tenants and the residential 
tenants are provided in the P1 Level of the parking garage. Trash shutes are located 
directly above the residential trash areas located on the P1 level. 
 
The implementation of an approved Security / Crime Prevention System addresses the 
safety needs of the residents, guests and the adjacent neighbors. 
 
Relationship to Physical Features 
 
The predominant physical feature of the existing lot is the downward slope of the existing 
grade towards the northwest corner of the site. The organization of the project around the 
semi-subterranean podium is the most efficient solution for this design challenge. 
 
The existing landscaping on the site is very limited. The proposed plan removes the 
existing landscaping and replaces it with new, landscaped areas, and planted with a 
greater quantity and a more appropriate plant palette. 
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The existing grades along the west side of the adjacent residential property to the east 
on Avenue G vary in elevation, but are generally substantially higher than the highest 
existing grades along the east property line of the subject property. Consequently, the 
residential development east of the proposed project is situated on much higher ground 
than the project site. 
 
Consistency of the Architectural Style & Building Design 
 
The architecture and overall design of the proposed project can be described as an eco-
contemporary style that incorporates an aesthetic balance between cool materials such 
as glass, steel, and concrete and warm, traditional materials such wood and tiles. The 
design is characterized by the use of clean lines, flat roofs with overhangs, large expanses 
of windows, cantilevered spaces and a distinct lack of ornamentation. These design 
elements are used consistently throughout the commercial component, public and private 
open spaces and residential structures. The scale of the Revised Project is is appropriate 
and compatible in the neighborhood context. 
 
The ecological aspect of the architecture consists of the use of wood and recycled 
materials as well as other green building components not readily recognizable or visible 
such as solar photovoltaic paneling on the roof; electric charging stations for electrical 
cars; bicycle parking to encourage less automobile use; low water flow restroom fixtures 
to reduce water waste; energy-efficient Energy Star appliances in the units; and a water-
wise landscaping pallet. 
 
Staff will work with the project developer, the new hotel operator and their architectural 
team to ensure that the exterior modifications and signs for the hotel renovation are in 
keeping with the architectural design of the mixed-use component. 
 
Balance and Integration with the Neighborhood  
 
The Revised Project addresses all concerns raised through the following revisions: 
 
The Revised Project is now three (3) stories high with a maximum of 45’-0” in height. This 
resembles the other structures in the surrounding areas.  The lowering in height of the 
project by 11’-18’, and the fact that 77 percent of the project is now at or below 38’ have 
enabled a finding of balance and integration with the neighborhood. 
 
Signs 
 
The overall project approach to signage as reflected in the conceptual sign design 
package proposed by the applicant is modest and reasonable.  Staff is recommending 
that the final sign design plan be administratively approved should the Planning 
Commission approve the proposed project. The final sign design package would be 
returned to the Planning Commission in the event of a disagreement. 
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The Revised Project meets the criteria for the approval of a Planning Commission Design 
Review subject to the conditions recommended. 
 

IV. PUBLIC RIGHT-OF-WAY DEDICATION 
 
The Revised Project will provide public right-of-way dedication and improvements along 
the frontage of South Pacific Coast Highway, (see Sheet C1.00) required for the purpose 
of providing a 12’-0” wide public sidewalk in keeping with the City’s adopted 
Administrative Policy No. 12.2, Living Streets Guidelines and Policies for Redondo Beach 
(City Council Resolution No. 1310-095, October 1, 2013).  This requirement remains the 
same as the Original Project.  
 

V. VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP 
 

Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 72662 consolidates the subject property for the purposes 
of developing it as a mixed-use project. The proposed Map meets the requirements of 
Chapter 1, Subdivisions, Article 5 of the City’s Zoning Ordinance, and the California State 
Subdivision Map. No change is necessary for the Revised Project. 
 

VI. DEVELOPER COMMUNITY OUTREACH EFFORTS: 
 
The Planning Commission strongly suggested that the applicant meaningfully engage the 
community in a public outreach effort.  The applicant’s response was to conduct a series 
of three (3) community outreach events (open houses) held on site at the PV Inn on April 
11th, April 25th, and May 30th. The applicant’s team included the former project 
representative Heather Lee, Architects Julie and Lee Oakes, Land Use Attorney 
Fernando Villa, LEED Consultant Travis Cage, and the PEAR Strategies outreach team 
members Henry Rogers and Weston LaBar.  It is Staff’s understanding that several other 
individuals assisted the applicant’s team. 
 
A detailed report regarding the community outreach has been provided by PEAR 
Strategies, Legado’s outreach consultants (see the attached Community Outreach 
Report dated June 3, 2015). 
 

VII. NOISE – ACOUSTICAL STUDIES: 
 
In response to concerns regarding 
rooftop HVAC (heating, ventilation, and 
air conditioning) noise the applicant 
enlisted the services of Davy & 
Associates, Inc., a highly qualified 
acoustical consultant to further assess 
the noise. Two (2) separate sets of 
analyses were provided.  The results of 
that analysis demonstrate that neither 
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the rear access roadway nor the project’s mechanical equipment will result in noise 
impacts .  As an initial matter, under CEQA, impacts are based upon a comparison to 
existing conditions.  The existing structures on-site currently include HVAC systems, 
some of which are located approximately 40 feet from the residential structures to the 
north/west of the project.  As also described in the MND, under existing conditions the 
parking lot directly abuts the northern wall in close proximity to the northern residential 
units; the majority of noise in the vicinity of the project site is associated with existing 
traffic and parking lot activities.  With implementation of the proposed project, many of 
these existing parking lot noise sources would occur underground (and be inaudible).  
This topic was addressed on page 72 of the Final MND. 
 
Mechanical Equipment Noise 
 
The Acoustical Analysis, referred to as JN2015-05B, examines the impacts of the rooftop 
mechanical equipment against the City’s standard for both exterior and interior noise 
limits. This analysis examines the noise impacts of the mechanical equipment on the 
surrounding residences. The analysis is based on an estimate of 108 roof-mounted heat 
pump units in seven (7) locations with a worst case scenario of 69 dBA for each unit and 
an assumption that the pumps will run for more than an hour at a time and that they will 
all be running at the same time. Calculating the effects of distance to the residences 
located to the east and north, it is expected that the noise levels from the equipment will 
meet the maximum allowable interior noise limit of 40 dB during nighttime conditions.  
 
In conclusion, the noise impacts of the rooftop mechanical equipment will meet the City 
of Redondo Beach Noise Ordinance for exterior and interior noise limits on the 
surrounding residential developments.  
 

VIII. SECURITY/CRIME PREVENTION: 
 
As discussed in Section XIV(a)(ii) of the Final MND, the proposed project would be 
required to comply with all police department requirements, including the requirements 
for building access and security for subterranean parking garages.  Project security is 
addressed through a number of methods, including secured gates for access to 
residential living areas and private open spaces, appropriate lighting to deter criminal 
activities in hard-to-see areas, and camera surveillance. (See also RBMC 10-2.912(a)(2) 
and (3) and 10-1706(c)(10) [security regulations, including lighting for outdoor and parking 
areas, separate residential access, hallways, and balconies].)  Further Input from the 
Police Department was requested regarding a comprehensive approach towards security 
and the prevention of crime at the proposed project. After several discussions were had 
with the Police Department and the applicant, they (Legado) agreed to the following 
additional security / crime prevention conditions: 
 

 Submit a garage gate design and type that ensures separation between the 
residential and commercial parking locations. 
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 Provide specifications on security hardware to be installed on all residential 
balconies that abut the ground level access road on the East side of the mixed use 
building.  

 Provide specifications for a secured gate system between the 2nd floor public open 
space plaza and the 2nd floor private open space. 

 Provide Security Plans that show the location of audio and visual camera systems 
for any area in which access is granted to outside parties. 

 Provide specifications and/or security plans for the installation of commercial glass 
that provides the police with visual access to the interior of the commercial tenant 
spaces. 

 Provide details on emergency access to the property by police and fire responders 
in the event of an emergency including a numerical address system and an “on-
site” map.  

 Provide information on how a secured mail room will be designed to provide 
restricted access only to mail/delivery services, commercial tenants and residential 
occupants. 

 Provide plans that allow for an “off street” delivery area within the commercial 
parking garage to accommodate the delivery of mail and packages/parcels. 

 Provide  security plans and design specifications for the installation of a security 
camera system that monitors: 
o all public open space areas; 
o all garage floors; 
o access road, including hotel parking areas; 
o all storage and bicycle areas, trash areas, elevator access and stairwells. 

 Provide a garage lighting plan along with design specifications that includes 
lighting the “access road.”  The plan shall ensure that the lighting does not 
encroach on the adjacent residential properties on Avenue G. 

 Provide a painting scheme for the garage areas that employs the use of light and 
highly reflective color to enhance visibility and improve the effectiveness of the 
lights. 

 Provide a detailed way-finding plan.  
 Provide plans for the installation of a “repeater” system for the use of personal cell 

phones on all levels of the parking garage. 
 
 

IX. DISCUSSION OF RENTAL UNITS VERSUS CONDOMINIUM UNITS 
 
The proposed project is designed to provide new, high-end, market rate residential units. 
There is an on-going debate, not only in this community but elsewhere, as to the value or 
benefits of providing rental units versus owner-occupied units. Such a discussion needs 
to address the benefits / advantages, or conversely the drawbacks of providing rented 
versus owned units, in and of itself. A similar discussion needs to take place within the 
context of a mixed-use project. 
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Rental versus Owner-occupied Units 
 
Objective, statistically-based analyses that examine trends related to rental units versus 
owner-occupied units and how those trends impact a community, are not readily 
available. Having said that, the following reports and articles provide some insights on the 
matter. 
 
A report called “America’s Rental housing, Evolving Markets and Needs”, prepared in 
2013 by the Joint Center for Housing Studies of Harvard University 
(www.jchs.harvard.edu/americas-rental-housing) examines the reverse of the long 
upward trend in homeownership comparing the renter share of all US households in 2004 
at 31 percent to 35 percent in 2012. It identifies the interdependent factors responsible 
for this change in trend, namely the economic turmoil and recession after 2008, which 
caused record number of foreclosures and displaced millions of homeowners; resulted in 
the loss of personal wealth for many families; increased unemployment at all levels of 
income preventing would-be buyers from purchasing a home due to financial hardships; 
and the high costs of relocating to better job markets. This has resulted in a renewed 
interest in rental housing with its benefits that include a greater ease in moving, the ability 
to choose housing that more closely matches income, and freedom from the responsibility 
and cost of home maintenance. 
 
While the idea that rental living consists primarily of young, single people and unrelated 
roommates is still predominant in the minds of many, the largest sector of renters (based 
on age of household head) is those who are between 35-39 years of age. Additionally, as 
baby-boomers become empty-nesters, their share of rental households also continues to 
increase. Renters reflect the full diversity of US households in terms of the ‘Age of 
Household Head’, ‘Household Type’ (meaning single, single parent, married with children, 
married without children) and ‘Household Income’. 
 
Future demand for rental housing over the next decade is based on two factors; changes 
in the number and characteristics of households; and changes in the tendency of different 
groups to own homes. The first is easier to project based on existing demographics. The 
second is more difficult to project, since trends towards or away from homeownership can 
fluctuate significantly based on unpredictable economic conditions, as was been the case 
in the recession of 2008.  
 
The report documents a steady increase in rents that have exceeded overall inflation and 
the fact that rental properties have generated solid returns over the period of 2010 to 
2013.  Based on low rental vacancies, increasing rents, and an increasing number of 
individuals and families who are seeking rental housing, it is unlikely that recent 
construction rates for new rental units will surpass demand in the immediate future. The 
report continues at length in examining issues of affordability by household characteristics 
and location. 
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Another extensive study relevant to this discussion is called “Emerging Trends in Real 
Estate 2015”, prepared jointly by the Urban Land Institute and PricewaterhouseCoopers 
(www.pwc.com/.../real-estate/.../emerging-trends). It is a highly regarded trends and 
forecast publication, now in its 36th edition. This study is based on the views of 1,400 
individuals who completed reports or were interviewed as part of the research process 
for the report. Very briefly, some of identified trends reported in the publication include 
the following: 
 
 “The 18-hour City”, which includes key ingredients of housing, retail, dining and walk-

to-work offices spurs investment and development while raising the quality of life. 
 Millennials are becoming a larger cohort than the baby-boomer generation in terms of 

shaping the economy, marketing, consumption, and real estate trends; and that these 
trends will accelerate over the next ten years. 

 Millennials are currently “renters-by choice”. Their desire and ability to become 
homeowners in the future will depend on their ability to pay off student debts, and on 
improved income mobility. 

 There is 50-50 split in the prediction that millennials will become typical suburban 
homeowners over the next 10 years versus that they will continue to exhibit the same 
behaviors including being renters-by choice. 

 Unlike expectations of a decade or more a go, the 77 million baby boomers are not all 
flocking to resorts and retirement communities in the Sunbelt. The leading edge of 
baby boomers, those age 65 to 73 are moving to city centers where they can be close 
to their children. 

 Technology, disruptive and incremental, such as internet shopping and viral offices 
are the driving force behind changes in the use and location of space. 

 The millennial generation is more comfortable with sharing than owning, with impacts 
on the usage of taxis, hotels and offices that are already apparent. 

 On-going geopolitical and economic “event risks” are here to stay. These events 
influence many trends including real estate trends. 

 Global jobs, markets and economies make high-end rental units more desirable. 
 Housing itself, once considered “too big to fail”, is no longer a guaranteed financial 

investment. 
 The trend of the over-65-cohort to move ‘downtown’ instead of to resort communities 

is spurring the trend to urban village concepts such as mixed-use development 
approaches that are meeting with success. 

 
A recent article with the title ‘How Much Does Los Angeles Have to Build to Get Out Of 
Its Housing Crisis’ by Biannca Barragan, published March 18, 2015, 
(http://la.curbed.c0m/archives/2015/03housing_crisis_los_angeles_constructopm.php) 
discusses the fact that Los Angeles has the biggest disconnect between incomes and 
rents of anywhere in the nation. Explained are the some of the measures in California 
that have kept the growth of housing much lower than the demand, especially in Coastal 
communities, which accounts for the fact that the cost of housing in California versus the 
rest of the nation doubled between 1940 and 2015. Furthermore, during the period of 

http://www.pwc.com/.../real-estate/.../emerging-trends
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1980 and 2010 the number of housing units 
in the typical US metro grew by 54 percent, 
compared with 32 percent for California 
coastal metros and 20 percent for Los 
Angeles. According to the US Census, the 
number of housing units in Redondo Beach 
has only increased by 3.6 percent over the 
ten-year period of 2000 to 2010. Why isn’t 
more housing being built? “One reason is 
NIMBY’S…….. while it is important that local 
residents have input on new housing, their 
resistance to new development is 
‘heightened’ especially in coastal California.” 
 
An article by Jason Islas, published March 2015, discusses a report released by the 
California’s Legislative Analyst’s Office that looks at the roots of California’s dire housing 
affordability crisis and how to solve it. The Legislative Analyst’s Office report (discussed 
more specifically below) lays the blame for the current housing crunch (and the 
skyrocketing rents and housing prices it’s producing) at the feet of state’s many coastal 
cities and counties, two thirds of which have enacted formal constraints on housing 
growth. To make up for decades of stifling housing growth, California, and especially, its 
coastal cities would have to roughly double the amount of housing built each year, the 
report says……….  “First, build more housing. Do it in coastal cities and build it densely.” 
“Local residents are often resistant to new housing development and they’ll use their local 
communities’ land- use authority to delay or block new housing development,” said Brian 
Uhler, senior fiscal and policy analyst with the LAO. “We see that this type of resistance 
is particularly heightened in California’s coastal communities.” 
 

The Executive Summary of the publication by the Legislative Analyst’s Office, March 17, 
2015, “California’s High Housing Costs, Causes and Consequences” provides five 
conclusions on the subject as follows: 
 
1. California’s Prices and Rents Are Higher than Just About Anywhere Else 
2. Building Less Housing Than People Demand Drives High Housing Costs 
3. High Housing Costs are Problematic for Households and the State’s Economy  
4. The Legislature Must Consider Targeted Programs to Provide Affordable Housing 

Programs 
5. The Legislature must change policies to Facilitate More Private Home and 

Apartment Building 
 

“Millenials in Adulthood, Detached from Institutions, Networked with Friends” a study 
published March 7, 2014 by the Pew Research Center (www.pewresearch.org), states 
that Millenials are the ‘first in the modern era’ to have higher levels of student loan debt, 
poverty and unemployment, and lower levels of wealth and personal income than their 

http://www.lao.ca.gov/reports/2015/finance/housing-costs/housing-costs.aspx
http://www.santamonicanext.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/Housing-Contstruction.png
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two immediate predecessor generations (Gen Xers and Boomers) had at the same stage 
of their life cycles. 
 
There are several significant points that these reports make as they relate to the proposed 
project: 
 
1) Rental housing units are becoming increasingly attractive to a wide variety of 

households in terms of age, type and income.  
2) The newest generation, known as “Millennials”, are more likely to be renters than 

homeowners, at least over the next decade.  
3) A history of 30 plus years of policies blocking the construction of new housing in 

California, especially in coastal communities, has caused home prices and rents to 
skyrocket causing unintended consequences on the State demographics and 
economy. 

 
Rental versus Ownership Units in a Mixed-Use Project 

Mixed-use projects can take on numerous incarnations with respect to the mix of land use 
types, and the forms of ownership, that are co-mingled within a given physical and legally 
defined project.  

Mixed-use projects, as defined by the City of Redondo Beach zoning ordinance, must 
include both residential and commercial uses (commercial uses include various types of 
uses / businesses such retail, service-oriented, limited office and restaurant uses). The 
development standards for mixed-use projects on properties that are zoned MU-3A 
specify that the projects must include both commercial and residential uses and that such 
projects can have a maximum floor area ratio (F.A.R.) of 1.5. Additionally, all floor area 
exceeding a F.A.R. of 0.7 must be developed for residential uses. Furthermore, the 
commercial component of mixed-use projects must have a minimum floor area of 0.3 
multiplied by the lot area within 130 feet of the property line abutting Pacific Coast 
Highway.  

Not specified in the City’s development standards and regulations for mixed-use projects 
are the forms of ownership that can be established for the various land use types. Three 
basic types of ownership models can be developed as follows: 

1)  all of the land use types, and therefore all of the interior, exterior, subterranean 
floor areas and shard common spaces, with a mixed-use project may remain 
under the ownership and management of one individual or company;  

2)  all of the land use types, and therefore all of the interior, exterior, subterranean 
floor areas and shared common spaces can be made available for sale 
resulting in a conglomeration of multiple residential owners (149 owners) and 
commercial owners (9 owners as currently configured) operating under two (2) 
HOAs, with the hotel operating as a third independent legal entity; or  
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3)  the residential units only within a mixed-use project can be made available for 
sale resulting in multiple residential owners (149) operating under a residential 
HOA, with the shared common spaces, the commercial spaces, a portion of the 
subterranean garage and the hotel  remaining under the ownership and 
management of one individual or company with a master agreement that 
governs the responsibilities of the HOA and the owner/operator of the 
commercial interests and their relationship to each other.  

* What cannot occur after a mixed-use project is approved is a change in the 
ownership of the residential units from rental to units.   

Even without going into a detailed description of the pros and cons of each of these three 
ownership models, it is easy to predict that ownership model (1), where all the land use 
types and all the physical areas and spaces are owned and operated by one legal entity 
would allow for the most consistent and cohesive implementation of the operational rules, 
regulations as well as the physical maintenance and on-going re-investment into the 
project.  

Condominium projects and other cooperative forms of housing (collectively referred to as 
Common Interest Developments or CIDS) are very common in California. According to a 
2014 report by CACM (California Community Managers) there are over 50,000 CIDs in 
the State, 56% of which are condominium projects. 14.3 million Californians or 38% of 
the State population live in some form of CID. However, given the operational and legal 
complexities of such ownership models, a niche industry consisting of specialized 
managers, lawyers, accounts and relators has emerged to support them. 
 
Skimming through several of the many on-line websites for HOAs, such as the 
‘Communities Association Network’, the ‘California Homeowners Association’, the ‘HOA 
Leader’ and the California ‘HOA Law Blog’, it quickly becomes obvious that the issues 
dealt with by HOAs are diverse and complex. HOAs function as governing bodies over 
condominium owners and the physical assets of condominium projects creating some of 
the same type of tension that arises between residents and local governments who make 
decisions on their behalf. HOAs deal with a wide variety of issues and processes such as 
arbitration, architectural control, assessments, boards of directors, collections, 
construction defects, contracts & easements, enforcement issues, fixtures, finances, 
governance, insurance, litigation, maintenance, renters, rules & regulations, solar power 
installations, utilities, voting and elections. On the surface, such decisions may not appear 
to be difficult or contentious; what makes the decisions difficult is reaching a consensus 
or a majority vote of the owners on a specific issue or action, especially if they are time 
sensitive in nature. Resolving contentious issues between owners and the HOA can 
create a great deal of friction within a condominium project. Resolving issues between an 
HOA and a third party can be much more complicated, expensive and time-consuming 
since all important decisions made by the HOA require input from their membership. 
Condominium owners include a broad cross section of individuals; being a condominium 
owner does not guarantee, in and of itself, that such individuals are like-minded, much as 

http://hoalaw.tinnellylaw.com/category/architectural-control
http://hoalaw.tinnellylaw.com/category/assessments
http://hoalaw.tinnellylaw.com/category/boards-of-directors
http://hoalaw.tinnellylaw.com/category/collections
http://hoalaw.tinnellylaw.com/category/construction-defect
http://hoalaw.tinnellylaw.com/category/contracts-easements
http://hoalaw.tinnellylaw.com/category/enforcement
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families cannot ensure that its members share economic, social, political, and religious 
views or behaviors. 
 
An examination of the record for HOAs that are embattled with other non-residential 
owners / operators within the physical and legal parameters of a project, indicates that 
conflicts can become very nasty. Experience shows that over time, once the original 
owner relinquishes control over the residential units, it is not uncommon for one or more 
of residential owners to decide, for example, that they are not satisfied with the way the 
rules and regulations (as contained in their CC&R’s and/or in a master agreement for the 
project) address odors created by the restaurant, or by the noise coming from the outdoor 
dining area, or the music that played by a retail shop. As such, the opinions of a minority 
of residential owners can create considerable havoc and ill will not only within the 
residential component of the project but also between the residential, and commercial 
components within a project. 
 
The key points from this discussion are as follows: 
 

1. The on-going management of large condominium projects (51 units plus) is 
complex. More often than not, HOAs must deal with conflict resolution regarding 
both internal and external issues. 

2. Mixing several forms of ownership within the parameters of one physical and legal 
project is extremely complicated, and is exacerbated by the fact that these multiple 
entities with differing priorities must come to terms over the fact that they co-habit 
the same project and that they share responsibilities over common areas including 
subterranean garage. 

 
X. STATUS REPORT ON THE PALOS VERDES INN 

 
The following information was provided by the Legado team with respect to the current 
and future status of the Palos Verdes Inn, which experienced a fire on June 17th, 2015. 
 
 A fire broke out in the hotel around 6:30 pm on June 17th. 
 The fire started in one of the hotel guestrooms and spread to another guestroom as 

well as some common areas. 
 Firefighters were able to extinguish the fire in early evening hours. 
 There is substantial damage to the guestrooms and common areas as a direct result 

of the fire. This includes the smoke damage, as well as the damage from extinguishing 
the fire, including water damage to the floors and ceilings, broken doors and door 
frames.  

 Legado is undertaking every effort to re-open the hotel as quickly as is practically 
possible once the required repairs are undertaken and the required City building 
inspections are completed. The Community Development Department has assured 
Legado that the issuance of building permits and inspections for the repair work will 
be expedited to the maximum extent possible 
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 However, any progress regarding repairs is contingent on the insurance claim 
process.  

 
The applicant’s representative has indicated that he will keep the City updated on this 
matter. 
 

XI. REVISED TRAFFIC EVALUATION 
 
Overland Traffic Consultants prepared a ‘Supplemental Traffic Evaluation’, dated May 29, 
21015 (attached) to address the Revised Project with 149 units, 37,000 SF of commercial 
space and 649 parking spaces. The findings indicate that the Revised Project will result 
in fewer vehicle trips to and from the site, resulting in reduced impacts. It also indicates 
that the supply of parking provided on-site meets the parking requirements as established 
by the City of Redondo Beach zoning ordinance. 
 
Specifically, the number of ‘Combined Net New Trips’ of Daily Traffic for the Original 
Project was 2,677. This number is reduced to 2,433 for the Revised Project, which is 
equivalent to a 9% reduction. There are projected to be 123 AM Peak Hour Trips, a 
reduction of 14% and 245 PM Peak Hour Trips, a reduction of 8.5%. 
 
The following is a brief summary of traffic evaluation parameters and criteria: 
 

 11 intersections were studied of which 6 are signalized and 5 are Stop controlled, 
including PVB & Ave G and Prospect & Ave G, as requested by the community; 

 The trip generation rates used in the analysis come from the National Standards 
established by the Institute of Transportation Engineers; 

 The conditions at each of the intersections is determined using the geometrics and 
signal operation data, as well as traffic counts during Peak Hours; 

 Different methods are used depending on if the intersections are signalized or not; 
signalized intersections – Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU), stop sign 
controlled intersections – ‘Delay Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) Analysis; 

 The performance of an intersection is described as Level of Service (LOS): Letter 
Grades A (Good) through F (Failure); 

 The projected trips are then distributed to the various street intersections; 
 The criteria for determining if a project has a significant impact are contained in 

the 2010 Circulation Element of the Redondo Beach General Plan They are as 
follows:  

o 4% increase or more at LOS C 
o 2% increase or more at LOS D 
o 1% increase or more at LOS E or F 
o Unsignalized Intersections: 3 second increase in delay at LOS E 

intersections and LOS F for side streets;  
 A comparison is then made of the traffic conditions at the 11 intersections as they 

currently exist and what conditions they would be at if the project were built; 
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 A comparison is then made of the traffic conditions at the 11 intersections as they 
will be 2017 (the future) without the project and what conditions they would be at 
in 2017 if the project were built. 

 
Reanalysis of the PCH & PVB intersection for the Revised Project was conducted with a 
more conservative approach.  This included reducing the capacity at the intersection for 
occasional through lane blockage as a result of vehicles stacking in the interior 
northbound travel lane on PCH waiting to make a westbound turn onto Ave I. The impact 
results for the Revised Project are the same as the results for the Original Project. 
Therefore, the Mitigation Measure for this intersection remains the same, as follows: 
 
The impact results for the Revised Project are reduced from the Original Project. 
However, the Mitigation Measure for this intersection will remain the same, as follows: 
 
T1 Palos Verdes Boulevard and Pacific Coast Highway.  

Reconfigure the southbound Pacific Coast Highway approach from a left, 
through and shared through/right lane to a left, two through and right turn 
only lane.  
 
The improvement shall be fully funded by the applicant and implemented 
prior to final inspection and the opening of the project. The Applicant shall 
deposit funds for this measure with the City of Redondo Beach within two 
months of the approval of the Conditional Use Permit. 
 

The project will also be required to implement the following traffic improvements: 
 

 Caltrans is requiring the extension of the bike lanes on PCH, both north and south 
of PVB, which will improve the safety for cyclists.  

 The removal of the raised medians on the north and south legs of PCH, which will 
to improve the left turn storage (stacking area) and thereby reducing the current 
problems that stacked or backed up vehicles sometimes interfere with the traffic 
movements in the intersection.   

 The Northbound left turn pocket to Avenue I will be extended by a minimum of 75 
feet.  

 The travel lanes south of PCH will be widened from the existing widths of 10 and 
11 feet to 12 feet as per the required of Caltrans, which will improve the traffic 
movements in the portion of the intersection. 

 PCH will be widened along the PCH Project frontage to allow for the construction 
of a deceleration and acceleration/merge lane to/from primary PCH Driveway. 

 The raised medians along the PVB frontage will be removed to improve access, 
visibility and provide increased storage (vehicular stacking) to/from driveways. 
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 The sidewalks along with curb and gutter, traffic pole and bus stop will be removed 
and relocated to allow for the construction a new street section with ADA curb ramp 
improvements. 

 
It is difficult for most individuals without a background in transportation planning and 
engineering to understand how the addition of a southbound right only turn lane can solve 
the identified significant traffic impact, which is the addition of 245 additional PM Peak 
Hour Trips at the intersection of PCH and PVB.  
 
The drawing on the following page, Illustration #1, illustrates the current lane configuration 
at the intersection of PCH and PVB. 
 

 The existing lane configuration travelling southbound on PCH consists of one 
dedicated left turn only lane, one through lane and one shared through and right 
turn only lane.  

 The lane configuration travelling northbound on PCH consists of one dedicated left 
turn only lane, one through lane and one shared through and right turn only lane. 
 

Illustration # 1 
Existing Traffic Flow at PCH and PVB 
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The following, Illustration #2, illustrates some of the components of the proposed traffic 
improvements as follows: 
 

 The raised center medians on both the south and north legs of PCH will be 
removed thereby increasing the capacity of the left turn movements northbound at 
PVB and Avenue I as well as southbound at PVB.  The PCH median striping 
between Camino de las Colinas and Paseo de las Delicias northbound and 
southbound currently allows for left turns in both directions. This striping will be 
changed to only allow northbound left turns, which will reduce the traffic conflicts 
that currently slow down the traffic down flow at that loaction.  

 
 The raised center medians on the east leg of PVB will be removed to allow left 

turns only into the two (2) new Legado driveways. This will facilitate the traffic flow 
into the project travelling westbound on PVB without disrupting the traffic flow of 
vehicles travelling westbound through the intersection. 
 

 A new 12’-wide sidewalk will be constructed along the PCH frontage of the project. 
This will increase ‘walkability’ around the site; providing a safer environment for 
pedestrian movements. 
 

Illustration #2 
Proposed Traffic Improvements 

 



Administrative Report     July 16, 2015 
Case 2015-03-PC-005 
 

25 
 

The following, Illustration #3, illustrates some more components of the proposed traffic 
improvements as follows: 
 

 A new right turn only lane will be added travelling southbound on PCH at PVB. 
This is possible because there is an existing street dedication at that corner, 
meaning that  a portion of the property in front of the existing restaurant, known as 
Rock ‘n Brews, that is currently lawn and a sidewalk will be removed and relocated 
to allow for the construction of a new dedicated right turn only lane. 

 
 Travelling northbound on PCH a new deceleration lane along the PCH frontage 

will facilitate right turns only into and out of the primary Legado driveway, thereby 
minimizing the disruption of the traffic flow of other vehicles travelling northbound 
through the intersection.  
 

 The northbound deceleration lane on PCH will transition into a new right turn only 
lane at PVB also minimizing the disruption of the traffic flow of other vehicles 
travelling northbound through the intersection.  

 
 

Illustration #3 
Proposed Traffic Improvements 
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Illustration #4 demonstrates that 
 

 The lane configurations on PCH travelling both southbound and northbound will 
include a dedicated right turn only lane, two (2) through lanes, and a dedicated left 
turn only lane. This will improve the capacity of all the traffic movements at that 
intersection.  

 
 The existing vehicular lanes are 10 feet and 11 feet in width. The new lanes will all 

be 12 feet in width as per the requirements of Caltrans. The increased width of the 
travel lanes will improve the driving conditions around the intersection of PCH and 
PVB thereby minimizing the risks for vehicular collisions. 

 
 The extension of the bike lanes on PCH, north and south of PVB, will increase 

safety for cyclists, thereby encouraging this alternative mode of transportation. 
 

 The signal crosswalk timing on both the south and north side of PVB on PCH will 
be adjusted to give pedestrians more time to walk across PCH. 

 
 

Illustration #4 
Proposed Traffic Improvements 
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Illustration #5, shows all the future lane additions and configurations both southbound 
and northbound on PCH. The combined effect of all the proposed changes include: 
 

 The addition, reconfiguration and re-striping of lanes, along with the removal of 
center medians, will increase the traffic flow capacity at the intersection of PCH 
and PVB to the extent that it will mitigate the 245 additional trips during the PM 
Peak Hour that will be generated by the Revised Project. It will not only mitigate 
the traffic impact from the proposed project, but it will improve the vehicular traffic 
flow condition at the intersection, during the PM Peak hour, from LOS E to D. 

 
 The extension of the bike lanes will improve safety conditions for cyclists travelling 

in either direction on PCH. This will encourage travel via an alternative mode of 
transportation that assists in reducing vehicular trips in the surrounding area. 

 
 The construction of a 12-foot wide sidewalk along the PCH frontage of the subject 

property and an adjustment to the crosswalk timing at the intersection of PCH and 
PVB will improve safety conditions for pedestrians. Improved pedestrian safety 
conditions and enhanced pedestrian environments encourage travel via an 
alternative mode of transportation that assists in reducing vehicular trips in the 
surrounding area. 

Illustration #5 
Combined Traffic Improvements at PCH and PVB 
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Pacific Coast Highway and Torrance Boulevard 
 
As requested by Caltrans, the project will also provide a fair share contribution to the 
proposed improvements at the intersection of PCH and Torrance Boulevard as described 
below: 

 Northbound: Provide a separate northbound right turn lane to reduce congestion. 
The improvements extend approximately 300 feet south of the intersections 

 Southbound: Provide a separate southbound right turn lane to reduce congestion.  
The improvements extend approximately 120 feet north of the intersections.   

The improvements will include removing/relocating the sidewalk along with the curb and 
gutter, relocating traffic signal poles and bus stop improvements, and constructing a new 
street section with ADA curb ramp improvements. 
 
Other Traffic Suggestions  
 
Several community members suggested that the proposed southbound right turn only 
lane onto PVB would be improved if Vista Del Mar were changed to a one-way only 
westbound street or if it were completely closed to PCH.  The City of Redondo Beach has 
discussed with the City of Torrance on several occasions. Unfortunately, they don’t 
appear to have any interest in doing so. As such Redondo Beach is not in a position to 
make any such changes. 
 
Other Traffic Improvements 
 
It should be noted that the City of Redondo Beach in collaboration with the City of 
Torrance is finalizing some mechanisms for the construction of a new right turn only 
pocket on PVB at the intersection of PCH and PVB as part of a series of joint 
improvements designed to improve the flow of traffic throughout the South Bay area.  This 
improvement is not required by the project. 

 
 

XII. (REVISED) MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION AND INITIAL 
STUDY (IS-MND) AND MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING 
PROGRAM, (INCLUDING MODIFIED MITIGATION MEASURES) 

 
The IS-MND-MMRP and Response to Comments (RTC) were updated to reflect the 
changes in the Revised Project. The revisions made to the environmental documents are 
as follows: 
 

a. IS-MND:  
a. The date on the cover page was changed to ‘June 2015’;  
b. The Table of Contents was changed on Page i to reflect the insertion of 

pages v and vi (discussed below), and on Page iii to reflect the  insertion 
of the ‘Supplemental Traffic Evaluation for the Revised Project (May 29, 
2015)  
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c. Pages v and vi, were inserted, which discuss the changes to the Revised 
Project.  

 
b. Appendix  F Traffic:  

a. The ‘Supplemental Traffic Evaluation for the Revised Project (May 29, 
2015) was added to this Appendix.  

 
c. Appendix J RTC:  

o Minor revisions were made, including a footnote on Page 8 reflecting the 
changes that were made to the ‘Fair Share Calculations for Improvements 
to the Torrance and PCH Intersection’. 

o  

REVISIONS TO THE IS-MND 
 
The following is the text that appears on Pages v and vi of the Revised IS-MND: 
 

REVISIONS TO FINAL IS-MND 
 
The IS-MND was circulated for a 30-day public review period that began on August 
7, 2014, and concluded on September 8, 2014. A Final IS-MND was prepared and 
the proposed project was considered by the Planning Commission on March 19, 
2015. Following circulation and the hearing, the project plans were slightly revised 
to reduce the size of the project. The following table summarizes the project 
changes: 

 Original Project Analyzed in 
IS-MND 

Revised Project 

Project Site 
Lot Size 4.275 acres (186,226 sf) Same 

Parking 
Provided 

Commercial: 196 spaces 
Residential: 308 spaces 
Hotel: 110 spaces 
Total: 614 spaces 

Residential Units: 298 spaces 
Residential Guest: 50 spaces 
Hotel: 110 spaces 
Retail: 113 spaces 
Café: 7 spaces 
Restaurant: 71 spaces 
Total: 649 spaces 

Building Floor 
Area 

Residential Units: 168,562 sf 
Retail: 6,000 sf 
Market: 24,000 sf 
Restaurant: 7,600 sf 
Common Amenities 3,565 sf 
Hotel: 69,000 sf (110 rooms) 
Total Floor Area: 278,727 sf 

Residential Units: 132,079 sf 
Retail: 5,600 sf 
Café: 1,500 sf 
Market: 22,800 sf 
Restaurant: 7,100 sf  
Hotel: 69,000 sf (110 rooms) 
Total Floor Area (including 
amenities and circulation): 
267,572 sf 

Residential 
Unit Summary 

Studios: 16 units 
One Bedroom: 96 units 

One bedroom: 87 units 
Two bedroom: 62 units 
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Two Bedrooms: 68 units 
Total: 180 units 

Total: 149 units 

Floor Area 
Ratio (FAR) 1.5 1.5 

Building 
Height 

Hotel: 50 feet (existing) 
New Building: 56 feet at the 
highest point  

Hotel: 50 feet (existing) 
New Building: 45 feet at the 
highest point 

Building 
Stories 

Hotel: 4 stories (existing) 
New Building: 3-4 stories (varies 
throughout the project site) 

Hotel: 4 stories (existing) 
New Building: 2-3 stories (varies 
throughout the project site) 

 
The revised project would increase the number of onsite parking spaces and 
reduce the building height. The reduced building height would reduce the project’s 
impact upon views and visual character compared to the original project. The 
revised project would also reduce the number of residential units by 31 (180 to 149 
units) and reduce the amount of commercial space by 600 square feet (37,600 
square feet of retail, café, market, and restaurant space to 37,000 square feet).  
 
A supplemental traffic evaluation (see Appendix F) was conducted based on the 
changes associated with the revised project. The revised project generates fewer 
overall trips than the original project analyzed in the MND. Nonetheless, traffic 
impacts remain significant unless mitigation is incorporated and mitigation 
measure T-1 is still required.  
 
Overall, as the number of units and amount of commercial space would be reduced 
compared to the original project, impacts associated with operation of the 
proposed project (traffic, wastewater generation, water use, air pollution and 
greenhouse gas emissions, traffic noise, operational noise) would be reduced 
compared to what was analyzed in the IS-MND. In addition, impacts associated 
with construction (noise, air quality, greenhouse gases) would be reduced 
compared to what was analyzed in the IS-MND as the amount of overall floor area 
constructed would be reduced. No new significant impacts would occur and no 
new mitigation measures would be required; therefore, recirculation of the MND is 
not warranted.  

 
The (Revised) Final MND determined that there would be potential impacts associated 
with the following resource areas (1) Air Quality (construction emissions associated with 
Reactive Organic Gas-Paint related emissions), (2) Biology (Bird nests), (3) Geology and 
Soils (unstable soils), (4) Transportation/Traffic (Intersection at Palos Verdes Blvd/Pacific 
Coast Highway), (5) Utilities and Services Systems (Local wastewater infrastructure).   
 
All of these impacts can be mitigated to less than significant with implementation of the 
mitigation measures provided in the (Revised) Final MND (and incorporated into the 
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MMRP).2 These mitigation measures include AQ-1 (Low-VOC Paint), BIO-1 
(Nesting/Breeding Native Bird Protection), GEO-1 (Geotechnical Design Considerations), 
T-1 (Palos Verdes Boulevard and Pacific Coast Highway), and U-1 (Wastewater 
Conveyance).   
 
While impacts to the other resource areas were determined to be less than significant, 
the City has proposed several additional conditions of approval (COA) pursuant to the 
City’s CUP/Design Review procedures, which include CR-1 (Unanticipated Discovery of 
Cultural Resources), N-1 (Construction Equipment Mufflers), N-2 (Stationary 
Construction Equipment placement requirements), N-3 (Construction Equipment Staging 
area requirements), N-4 (Construction Equipment Electric Tool Requirements), N-5 
(Construction Equipment Sound Barriers), a COA for Security/Crime Prevention Plan, and 
a COA for signal crosswalk timing. 

REVISIONS TO APPENDIX  F TRAFFIC:  
 
The ‘Supplemental Traffic Evaluation for the Revised Project (May 29, 2015) is 
discussed in greater detail above.  

REVISIONS TO the RTC 
 
As a reminder, the City made a decision to prepare a formal Response to Comments 
(RTC) document for this project proposal although not obligated to do so according to the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Responses were prepared addressing the 
82 comments that were received from the community and the three (3) public agencies 
including Caltrans, the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA), 
and County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County also provided comments. (See the 
March 19, 2015 Administrative Report for more details.) 
 
Only one revision to the document was required. That revision is a footnote on page 8 of 
the Response to Comments that states the following: 
 

Calculation of fair share contribution: Total intersection volumes with the revised 
project (June 2015) are 3,902 vehicles during the AM peak hour and 4,633 vehicles 
during the PM peak hour. The project contributes 39 and 79 vehicle trips 
respectively. This equates to 1.0% of the morning peak hour traffic and 1.7% of 
the evening peak traffic. The project will contribute 1.0% of the cost for the 
northbound improvement and 1.7% of the cost for the southbound improvement. 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
2 Mitigation Measure U-1 proposes to construct additional wastewater conveyance infrastructure.  
Additional revisions to this measure have been made in the Final MND to clarify that it is the applicant’s 
obligation to construct and fund these improvements.   
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XIII. FINDINGS  
 
1. In accordance with Section 10-2.2506(b) of the Redondo Beach Municipal Code, 

a Conditional Use Permit is in accord with the criteria set forth therein for the 
following reasons: 

 
a) The proposed use is permitted in the land use district in which the site is 

located, and the site is adequate in size and shape to accommodate the 
use and all yards, open spaces, walls, and fences, parking, landscaping and 
other features, and the project is consistent with the requirements of 
Chapter 2, Title 10 of the Redondo Beach Municipal Code, to adjust the use 
with the land and uses in the neighborhood. 

 
b) The site has adequate access to public streets of adequate width to carry 

the kind and quantity of traffic generated by the proposed use provided that 
the project includes a street dedication and improvements for safe access 
to Pacific Coast Highway with the implementation of mitigation measure, T-
1 Palos Verdes Boulevard and Pacific Coast Highway: Reconfigure the 
southbound Pacific Coast Highway approach from a left, through and 
shared through/right lane to a left, two through and right turn only lane.  

 
c) The proposed use shall have no adverse effect on abutting property or the 

permitted use thereof, subject to the conditions of approval. 
 
d) The proposed project conforms to all of the requirements of the Zoning 

Ordinance. 
 
e) The project is consistent with the Comprehensive General Plan of the City. 
 

 
2. In accordance with Section 10-2.2502(b) of the Redondo Beach Municipal Code, 

the applicant’s request for Planning Commission Design Review is consistent with 
the criteria set forth therein for the following reasons: 

  
a) The design of the project considers the impact and needs of the user in 

respect to circulation, parking, traffic, utilities, public services, noise and 
odor, privacy, private and common open spaces, trash collection, security 
and crime deterrence, energy consumption, physical barriers, and other 
design concerns. 

 
b) The location of the structure respects the natural terrain of the site and is 

functionally integrated with natural features of the landscape to include the 
preservation of existing trees, where feasible.   
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c) The design of the project is harmonious and consistent within the proposed 
architectural style regarding roofing, materials, windows, doors, openings, 
textures, colors, and exterior treatment. 

 
d) The design of the project is integrated and compatible with the 

neighborhood and is in harmony with the scale and bulk of surrounding 
properties. 

  
e) The design of the project provides innovation, variety, and creativity in the 

proposed design solution and serves to minimize the appearance of flat 
facades and box-like construction. 

 
4. The Vesting Tract Map 72662 is consistent with the Comprehensive General Plan 

of the City.  
 
5. The plans, specifications and drawings submitted with the applications have been 

reviewed by the Planning Commission, and are approved.  
 
6. The Planning Commission hereby finds that (Revised) Mitigated Negative 

Declaration No. No. 2014-08-IES-MND-001 has been prepared and circulated in 
compliance with the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), 
and the procedures set forth in the ordinances of the City of Redondo Beach. 

 
7. A Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program (MMRP) has been developed that 

includes a mitigation monitoring table listing the mitigation measures and identifies 
the timing and responsibility for monitoring each measure.  

 
8. The Planning Commission hereby finds that the proposed project will have no 

effect on fish and game resources pursuant to Section 21089(b) of the Public 
Resources Code. 

 
9. The Planning Commission further finds that in reviewing the (Revised) Mitigated 

Negative Declaration No. 2014-08-IES-MND-001 it has exercised its own 
independent judgment. 

 
10. The Planning Commission hereby finds and determines that the proposed project 

will not have a significant effect on the environment, subject to the conditions of 
approval and mitigation measures. 

 
 

XIV. CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
 

1. That the approval granted herein is for the demolition of the 21,130 square-foot 
former Bristol Farm grocery store, the demolition of 7,224 square feet of in-line 
retail tenant spaces, the renovation of the existing 110-room hotel, and the 
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construction of a new mixed-use project that consists of 149 residential units and 
approximately 37,000 square feet of commercial development with the required 
private open space and public open space and 649 parking spaces in substantial 
compliance with the plans approved by Planning Commission on July 16, 2015. 

 
2. The precise architectural treatment of the building exterior, roof, walks, walls, and 

driveways shall be subject to Planning Department approval prior to issuance of a 
building permit.  

 
3. The applicant shall continue to work with the Planning staff to complete the sign 

plans with respect to missing dimensions, and other details such the design of the 
directional signs. The sign programs shall be approved by the Planning 
Department prior to issuance of Certificate of Occupancy. 

 
4. The hotel shall be required to provide valet parking services on an on-going basis 

to ensure that the ten (10) tandem parking spaces located on the surface parking 
lot are used to the maximum extent possible. 

 
5. The applicant shall provide complete landscaping plans including planting details 

and irrigations plans pursuant to the requirements of the Assembly Bill (AB) 1881, 
the Water Conservation in Landscaping Act of 2006 (Laird). 

 
6. That the applicant shall provide the Planning Commission with the proposed 

exterior modifications and signs for the hotel renovation at a future date. That the 
review and approval of the hotel renovations by the Planning Commission shall 
occur prior to the issuance of a building permit for the hotel, and the issuance of a 
Certificate of Occupancy for the mixed-use project. 

 
7. The City’s newly adopted Public Art Ordinance requires the project applicant to 

provide a zoning requirement contribution equivalent of one percent (1%) of the 
building valuation above $250,000. This zoning requirement contribution can take 
the form of: 1) an installation of public art on the subject property, commissioned 
by the developer, but subject to the approval of the City’s Public Art Commission; 
2) a request that the installation of public art on the subject property be 
commissioned and approved by the Public Art Commission; 3) an installation of 
public art on the subject property valued at less than the required 1% contribution 
and provide the balance of the 1% for the public art zoning requirement 
contribution to the John Parsons Public Art Fund: or 4) pay the zoning requirement 
fee to The John Parsons Public Art Fund to be used for future public art in public 
places as determined by the Public Art Commission based on the City’s Public Art 
Master Program. If the decision regarding the public art contribution is not finalized 
prior to the issuance of a building permit, the project developer will be required to 
deposit the required 1% zoning requirement fee in a set aside account. The 
monetary deposit will be held by the City until such time as the public art 
contribution is satisfied. If the art contribution for the subject property is not 
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satisfied within a one (1) year period from the date of the issuance of a construction 
permit, the monetary public art deposit will revert to the John Parsons Public Art 
Fund for future public art in public places as determined by the Public Art 
Commission based on the City’s Public Art Master Program. 

 
8. The project shall be prepared in accordance with the approved Standard Urban 

Storm Water Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) / Low Impact Development (LID), prepared 
for the subject site by Kimley-Horn & Associates. Inc., dated February 2014. 

 
9. Color and material samples shall be submitted for review and approval of the 

Planning Department prior to the issuance of Building Permits. 
 
10. The Vesting Tract Map shall be recorded within 36-months of the effective date of 

this resolution, unless an extension is granted pursuant to law.  If said map is not 
recorded within said 36-month period, or any extension thereof, the map shall be 
null, void, and of no force and effect. 
 

11. A Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) shall be included on final 
plans and implemented during construction and the operation of the project. 
 

12. The applicant shall comply with the following mitigation measures and the 
associated procedures listed in the MMRP. 
 
AQ- 1  Low-VOC Paint. The applicant must use low-VOC paint on all interior and 

exterior surfaces. Paint should not exceed: 
 

 50 g/L for residential interior surfaces 
 100 g/L for residential exterior surfaces 
 150 g/L for non-residential interior and exterior surfaces 

 
BIO- 1 Nesting/Breeding Native Bird Protection. To avoid impacts to nesting 

birds, including birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, all initial 
ground disturbing activities, including tree removal, should be limited to the 
time period between August 16 and January 31 (i.e., outside the nesting 
season) if feasible. If initial site disturbance, grading, and vegetation 
removal cannot be conducted during this time period, a pre-construction 
survey for active nests within the project site shall be conducted by a 
qualified biologist at the site no more than two weeks prior to any 
construction activities. If active nests are identified, species specific 
exclusion buffers shall be determined by the biologist, and construction 
timing and location adjusted accordingly. The buffer shall be adhered to until 
the adults and young are no longer reliant on the nest site, as determined 
by the biologist. Limits of construction to avoid a nest should be established 
in the field with flagging and stakes or construction fencing. Construction 
personnel shall be instructed on the sensitivity of the area. 
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T-1 Palos Verdes Boulevard and Pacific Coast Highway. The following 

improvement identified in the Traffic Impact Study (Appendix F) shall be 
implemented: 
Reconfigure the southbound Pacific Coast Highway approach from a left, 
through and shared through/right lane to a left, two through and right turn 
only lane.  
 
The improvement shall be fully funded by the applicant and implemented 
prior to final inspection and the opening of the project. The Applicant shall 
deposit funds for this measure with the City of Redondo Beach within two 
months of the approval of the Conditional Use Permit. 

 
U-1 Wastewater Conveyance. The applicant shall fully fund the construction of 

a new downstream 12-inch mainline wastewater conveyance system 
connection to an alternative sewershed by connecting manhole 3445 to 
manhole 3648 (approximately 300 linear feet). The applicant shall also fully 
fund an upgrade to the existing wastewater collection system between 
manhole 3447 and manhole 3446 (approximately 150 linear feet) to a 12-
inch line. The Applicant shall deposit funds for this measure with the City of 
Redondo Beach within two months of the approval of the Conditional Use 
Permit and shall apply for a Caltrans Encroachment Permit. Construction in 
rights of way will require a Caltrans Encroachment Permit, which includes a 
Traffic Control Plan in compliance with Manual on Uniform Traffic Control 
Devices (MUTCD) [Traffic Control Plans Part 6].  These improvements must 
be implemented prior to final inspection and the opening of the project. 

13. The applicant shall be required to adhere to the adopted Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program prepared in conjunction with approved Initial Environmental 
Study No. 2014-08-IES-MND-001 and Mitigated Negative Declaration No. 2014-
08-IES-MND-001.  

 
14. The applicant shall fulfill the following requirements as they relate to the 

Security/Crime Prevention Program for the proposed project. The plans, 
specifications and other related documents shall be reviewed and approved by the 
Building and Planning Divisions, Police and Fire Departments as appropriate. 
These requirements shall be completed prior to the issuance of a Building Permit. 
Inspections by the appropriate Staff members shall be made to ensure compliance 
with these requirements prior to the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy. 

 
 Submit a garage gate design and type that ensures separation between the 

residential and commercial parking locations. 
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 Provide specifications on security hardware to be installed on all residential 
balconies that abut the ground level access road on the East side of the mixed 
use building.  

 
 Provide specifications for a secured gate system between the 2nd floor public 

open space plaza and the 2nd floor private open space. 
 
 Provide Security Plans that show the location of audio and visual camera 

systems for any area in which access is granted to outside parties. 
 
 Provide specifications and/or security plans for the installation of commercial 

glass that provides the police with visual access to the interior of the 
commercial tenant spaces. 

 
 Provide details on emergency access to the property by police and fire 

responders in the event of an emergency including a numerical address system 
and an “on-site” map.  

 
 Provide information on how a secured mail room will be designed to provide 

restricted access only to mail/delivery services, commercial tenants and 
residential occupants. 

 
 Provide plans that allow for an “off street” delivery area within the commercial 

parking garage to accommodate the delivery of mail and packages/parcels. 
 
 Provide  security plans and design specifications for the installation of a security 

camera system that monitors: 
 all public open space areas; 
 all garage floors; 
 access road, including hotel parking areas; 
 all storage and bicycle areas, trash areas, elevator access and stairwells. 

 
 Provide a garage lighting plan along with design specifications that includes 

lighting the “access road.”  The plan shall ensure that the lighting does not 
encroach on the adjacent residential properties on Avenue G. 

 
 Provide a painting scheme for the garage areas that employs the use of light 

and highly reflective color to enhance visibility and improve the effectiveness 
of the lights. 

 
 Provide a detailed way-finding plan.  
 
 Provide plans for the installation of a “repeater” system for the use of personal 

cell phones on all levels of the parking garage. 
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 The applicant/property owner shall ensure that the audio and visual security 

equipment be monitored on a 24/7 basis and that regular daily patrols of the 
subject property be made by security personnel. 

 
15. The following conditions are required to ensure that the proposed project meets 

the standards as contained in the City of Redondo Beach Noise Ordinance as 
established in the Acoustical Analysis by Davy & Associates, Inc., prepared May 
1, 2015: 

 
 Roof ceiling construction will be roofing on plywood. Batt insulation will be 

installed in joist spaces. The ceiling will be one layer of gypboard nailed direct. 
 
 All exterior walls will be 2x4 studs 16” o.c. with batt insulation in the stud 

spaces. Exteriors will be plaster or stucco. The interiors will be gypboard. 
 

 All southwest and northwest facing perimeter windows and glass doors in all 
buildings will be glazed with STC 29 glazing which would achieve a noise 
reduction of the building of approximately 26 dB. STC 29 glazing can be 
provided with a dual pane assembly with a ½” airspace. The glazing supplier 
should submit test reports documenting the STC ratings. The test reports 
should be prepared in an independent, accredited testing laboratory in 
accordance with ASTM E-90. 
 

 All entry doors should be 1-3/4” solid core flush wood doors with vinyl bulb 
weatherstripping on the sides and top. 

 
 There should be no ventilation openings in the exterior walls or roof/ceilings 

without approved acoustical baffles.  

 
16. That the applicant shall make a dedication of the subject property fronting onto 

South Pacific Coast Highway for the purpose of providing a twelve (12) foot wide 
public sidewalk as per Exhibit C1.00 of the approved plans as prepared by Kimley-
Horn and Associates, January 30, 2015.  The applicant shall also be responsible 
providing the public improvements in keeping with the City’s adopted 
Administrative Policy No. 12.2, Living Streets Guidelines and Policies for Redondo 
Beach (City Council Resolution No. 1310-095, October 1, 2013).  

 
17. The applicant shall work with the City and adhere to Caltrans requirements to 

determine the appropriate length for the PCH northbound left turn pocket. The 
applicant shall prepare a design that appropriately balances the southbound PCH 
left turn pocket and the northbound Avenue I left turn pocket. The applicant shall 
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restripe the lanes as appropriate based on Caltrans criteria and shall obtain a 
Caltrans permit for this work.  
 

18. The applicant shall pay a fair share contribution* for the following proposed 
improvements at Pacific Coast Highway and Torrance Boulevard which shall 
include both Northbound and Southbound Intersection Improvements as described 
below.  These physical improvements do not need to be in place prior to the 
issuance of the certificate of occupancy for the proposed project; however the 
funds shall be submitted to Caltrans prior to the issuance of a certificate of 
occupancy for the proposed project.  
 
a) Northbound: To provide a separate north bound right turn lane to reduce 

congestion and improve the levels of service at this intersection. The 
physical limits of the improvements extend to approximately 300 feet south 
of the intersection.  (The improvements include removing/relocating 
sidewalk along with curb and gutter, relocating traffic signal poles, and 
constructing a new street section with ADA curb ramp improvements.) 

 
b) Southbound: To provide a separate south bound right turn lane to reduce 

congestion and improve the levels of service at this intersection. The 
physical limits of the improvements extend to 120 feet north of the 
intersection. (The improvements include removing/relocating sidewalk 
along with curb and gutter and a driveway approach, relocating traffic signal 
poles and bus stop improvements, and constructing a new street section 
with ADA curb ramp improvements.) 

 
(*Calculation of fair share contribution: Total intersection volumes with the revised 
project (June 2015) are 3,902 vehicles during the AM peak hour and 4,633 
vehicles during the PM peak hour. The project contributes 39 and 79 vehicle trips 
respectively. This equates to 1.0% of the morning peak hour traffic and 1.7% of 
the evening peak traffic. The project will contribute 1.0% of the cost for the 
northbound improvement and 1.7% of the cost for the southbound improvement.) 
 

19. In exchange for the City’s issuance and/or adoption of the Project Approvals, the 
Applicant agrees to save, keep, indemnify, hold harmless and defend the City of 
Redondo Beach (with counsel of City’s choice), and its appointed and elected 
officials, officers, employees, and agents (collectively “City”), from every claim or 
demand made, including in particular but not limited to any claims brought seeking 
to overturn the Project Approvals, whether under the California Environmental 
Quality Act (“CEQA”) or other state or local law, including attorney’s fees and costs, 
and any attorneys’ fees or costs which may be awarded to any person or party 
challenging the Project Approvals on any grounds.  In addition,  Applicant  agrees 
to save, keep, indemnify, hold harmless and defend the City of Redondo Beach 
(with counsel of City’s choice), and its appointed and elected officials, officers, 
employees, and agents (collectively “City”), from every  liability, loss, damage or 
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expense of any nature whatsoever and all costs or expenses incurred in 
connection therewith, including attorneys’ fees, which arise at any time, by reason 
of, or in any way related to the City’s decision to grant the Project Approvals, or 
which arise out of the operation of the Applicant’s business on the Property; 
provided, however, that in no case shall the Applicant be responsible for the active 
negligence of the City.” 

 
Construction Related Conditions: 
 
20. The applicant shall provide on-site erosion protection for the storm drainage 

system during construction, to the satisfaction of the Engineering Department. 
 

21. The applicants and/or their successors shall maintain the subject property in a 
clean, safe, and attractive state until construction commences.  Failure to maintain 
the subject property may result in reconsideration of this approval by the Planning 
Commission. 

 
22. In the event of a disagreement in the interpretation and/or application of these 

conditions, the issue shall be referred back to the Planning Commission for a 
decision prior to the issuance of a building permit.  The decision of the Planning 
Commission shall be final. 
 

23. All on-site litter and debris shall be collected daily. 
 

24. Construction work shall occur only between the hours of 7 a.m. and 6 p.m. on 
Monday through Friday, between 9 a.m. and 5 p.m. on Saturday, with no work 
occurring on Sunday and holidays. 
 

25. Material storage on public streets shall not exceed 48-hours per load. 
 

26. The project developer and/or general contractor shall be responsible for 
counseling and supervising all subcontractors and workers to ensure that 
neighbors are not subjected to excessive noise, disorderly behavior, or abusive 
language. 
 

27. Barriers shall be erected to protect the public where streets and/or sidewalks are 
damaged or removed. 
 

28. Streets and sidewalks adjacent to job sites shall be clean and free of debris. 
 
29. CR-1 Unanticipated Discovery of Cultural Resources. If archaeological or 

paleontological resources are encountered during ground-disturbing activities, 
work in the immediate area shall halt and an archaeologist meeting the Secretary 
of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards for archaeology (National 
Park Service 1983) or a paleontologist meeting the Society of Vertebrate 
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Paleontology standards for a Qualified Professional Paleontologist (SVP 2010) 
shall be contacted immediately to evaluate the find. If the discovery proves to be 
an archaeological or paleontological resource, additional work such as data 
recovery excavation may be warranted pursuant to CEQA Section 21083.2. After 
the find has been appropriately mitigated, work in the area may resume. A Native 
American representative should monitor any archaeological field work associated 
with Native American materials 
 

30. GEO-1 Geotechnical Design Considerations. The recommendations included 
on pages 12 through 27 in the 2013 Geotechnical Engineering Exploration Update 
conducted by Irvine Geotechnical, Inc. (Appendix G) related to soil engineering 
must be incorporated into the proposed project grading and building plans. The 
recommendations are related to:  

 
 Site preparation (general grading specifications), 
 Foundation design (general conditions, spread footings, foundation 

settlement), 
 Retaining walls (general design-static loading, seismic surcharge, surcharge 

loading, subdrain, backfill), 
 Temporary excavations (shoring, lateral design of shoring, lagging, earth 

anchors, anchor testing, internal bracing, deflection monitoring), 
 Floor slabs and concrete decking,  
 Corrosion, 
 Drainage (onsite surface water filtration), and 
 Waterproofing.  

 
31. N-1  Equipment Mufflers. During all project construction, all construction 

equipment, fixed or mobile, shall be operated with closed engine doors and shall 
be equipped with properly operating and maintained residential-grade mufflers 
consistent with manufacturers’ standards.  

 
32. N-2  Stationary Equipment. All stationary construction equipment shall be 

placed (at a minimum of 50 feet from the adjacent residential structures) so that 
emitted noise is directed away from the nearest sensitive receptors.  
 

33. N-3 Equipment Staging Areas. Equipment staging shall be located in areas 
that will create the greatest feasible distance between construction-related noise 
sources and noise-sensitive receptors (at a minimum of 50 feet from the adjacent 
residential structures).  
 

34. N-4 Electrically-Powered Tools and Facilities. Electrical power shall be used 
to run air compressors and similar power tools and to power any temporary 
equipment. 
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RESOLUTION NO.  2015-07-PCR-0XX 

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF REDONDO 
BEACH APPROVING A REVISED MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION AND A 
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM WITH REVISED 
MEASURES, CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT, PLANNING COMMISSION DESIGN 
REVIEW, SIGN REVIEW AND VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 72662 TO 
ALLOW THE CONSTRUCTION OF A MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT INCLUDING 
ONE HUNDRED AND FORTY-NINE (149) RESIDENTIAL RENTAL UNITS AND 
APPROXIMATELY 37,000 SQUARE FEET OF COMMERCIAL SPACE WITH 649 
PARKING SPACES IN THE MIXED-USE (MU-3A) ZONE AT 1700 S. PACIFIC COAST 
HIGHWAY (CASE NO. 2015-03-PC-005) 

WHEREAS, an application was filed on behalf of the owner of the property 
located at 1700 S. Pacific Coast Highway for approval/certification of a Mitigated 
Negative Declaration/Initial Environmental Study and Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program, a Conditional Use Permit, Design Review, Sign Review, and 
Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 72662 to allow the construction of a mixed-use 
development including one hundred and forty-nine (149) residential units and 
approximately 37,000 square feet of commercial space with 649 parking spaces in the 
Mixed-Use (MU-3A) zone; and 

WHEREAS, notice of the time and place of the public hearing where the Revised 
Mitigated Negative Declaration and applications would be considered was given 
pursuant to State law and local ordinances by publication in the Easy Reader, by 
posting the subject property, and by mailing notices to property owners within 300 feet 
and occupants within 100 feet of the exterior boundaries of the subject property; and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission of the City of Redondo Beach has 
considered evidence presented by the applicant, the Planning Division, and other 
interested parties at the public hearing held on the 16st day of July, 2015, with respect 
thereto. 

NOW, THEREFORE, THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF 
REDONDO BEACH DOES HEREBY FIND: 

 

1.  In accordance with Section 10-2.2506(b) of the Redondo Beach Municipal Code, 
a Conditional Use Permit is in accord with the criteria set forth therein for the 
following reasons: 

 
a) The proposed use is permitted in the land use district in which the site is 

located, and the site is adequate in size and shape to accommodate the 
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use and all yards, open spaces, walls, and fences, parking, landscaping and 
other features, and the project is consistent with the requirements of 
Chapter 2, Title 10 of the Redondo Beach Municipal Code, to adjust the use 
with the land and uses in the neighborhood. 

 
b) The site has adequate access to public streets of adequate width to carry 

the kind and quantity of traffic generated by the proposed use provided that 
the project includes a street dedication and improvements for safe access 
to Pacific Coast Highway with the implementation of mitigation measure, T-
1 Palos Verdes Boulevard and Pacific Coast Highway: Reconfigure the 
southbound Pacific Coast Highway approach from a left, through and 
shared through/right lane to a left, two through and right turn only lane, and 
other traffic improvements.  

 
c) The proposed use shall have no adverse effect on abutting property or the 

permitted use thereof, subject to the conditions of approval. 
 

d) The proposed project conforms to all of the requirements of the Zoning 
Ordinance. 

 
e) The project is consistent with the Comprehensive General Plan of the City. 

 
2. In accordance with Section 10-2.2502(b) of the Redondo Beach Municipal Code, 

the applicant’s request for Planning Commission Design Review is consistent with 
the criteria set forth therein for the following reasons: 

 
a) The design of the project considers the impact and needs of the user in respect 

to circulation, parking, traffic, utilities, public services, noise and odor, privacy, 
private and common open spaces, trash collection, security and crime 
deterrence, energy consumption, physical barriers, and other design concerns.  

 
b) The location of the structure respects the natural terrain of the site and is 

functionally integrated with natural features of the landscape to include the 
preservation of existing trees, where feasible.  

 
c) The design of the project is harmonious and consistent within the proposed 

architectural style regarding roofing, materials, windows, doors, openings, 
textures, colors, and exterior treatment.  

 
d) The design of the project is integrated and compatible with the neighborhood 

and is in harmony with the scale and bulk of surrounding properties.  
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e) The design of the project provides innovation, variety, and creativity in the 
proposed design solution and serves to minimize the appearance of flat 
facades and box-like construction.  

 
3. The Vesting Tract Map 72662 is consistent with the Comprehensive General Plan 

of the City.  
 

4. The plans, specifications and drawings submitted with the applications have been 
reviewed by the Planning Commission, and are approved.  
 

5. The Planning Commission hereby finds that (Revised) Mitigated Negative 
Declaration No. No. 2014-08-IES-MND-001 has been prepared and circulated in 
compliance with the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), 
and the procedures set forth in the ordinances of the City of Redondo Beach. 
 

6. The Planning Commission has reviewed and considered the Revised Final 
Mitigated Negative Declaration (included in the Administrative Report), together 
with any comments received up to the close of the public hearing. 
 

7. A Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program (MMRP) has been developed that 
includes a mitigation monitoring table listing the mitigation measures and identifies 
the timing and responsibility for monitoring each measure.  The Planning 
Commission further finds that the revised version of Mitigation Measure U-1 is as 
equally effective as the original draft of the Mitigation measure U-1 in mitigating 
potentially significant effects and that it in itself will not cause any potentially 
significant effects on the environment. 

 
8. The Planning Commission hereby finds that the proposed project will have no 

effect on fish and game resources pursuant to Section 21089(b) of the Public 
Resources Code. 
 

9. The Planning Commission further finds that in reviewing the (Revised) Mitigated 
Negative Declaration No. 2014-08-IES-MND-001 it has exercised its own 
independent judgment and analysis. 
 

10. The Planning Commission hereby finds and determines that the proposed project 
will not have a significant effect on the environment, subject to the conditions of 
approval and mitigation measures.  
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 NOW, THEREFORE, THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF 
REDONDO BEACH DOES HEREBY RESOLVE AS FOLLOWS: 

 Section 1.  That based on the above findings, the Planning Commission does hereby 
approve the Revised Final Mitigated Negative Declaration/Initial Environmental Study 
and adopt the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, including the revised 
Mitigation Measure U-1 (included in the Administrative Report), a Conditional Use 
Permit, Design Review, Sign Review, and Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 72662 
pursuant to the plans and applications considered by the Planning Commission at its 
meeting of the 16th day of July, 2015. 

 Section 2.  This permit shall be void in the event that the applicant does not comply 
with the following conditions: 

1. That the approval granted herein is for the demolition of the 21,130 square-foot 
former Bristol Farm grocery store, the demolition of 7,224 square feet of in-line 
retail tenant spaces, the renovation of the existing 110-room hotel, and the 
construction of a new mixed-use project that consists of 149 residential units and 
approximately 37,000 square feet of commercial development with the required 
private open space and public open space and 649 parking spaces in substantial 
compliance with the plans approved by Planning Commission on July 16, 2015. 
 

2. The precise architectural treatment of the building exterior, roof, walks, walls, and 
driveways shall be subject to Planning Department approval prior to issuance of a 
building permit.  
 

3. The applicant shall continue to work with the Planning staff to complete the sign 
plans with respect to missing dimensions, and other details such the design of the 
directional signs. The sign programs shall be approved by the Planning 
Department prior to issuance of Certificate of Occupancy. 

 
4. The hotel shall be required to provide valet parking services on an on-going basis 

to ensure that the ten (10) tandem parking spaces located on the surface parking 
lot are used to the maximum extent possible. 
 

5. The applicant shall provide complete landscaping plans including planting details 
and irrigations plans pursuant to the requirements of the Assembly Bill (AB) 1881, 
the Water Conservation in Landscaping Act of 2006 (Laird). 
 

6. That the applicant shall provide the Planning Commission with the proposed 
exterior modifications and signs for the hotel renovation at a future date. That the 
review and approval of the hotel renovations by the Planning Commission shall 
occur prior to the issuance of a building permit for the hotel, and the issuance of a 
Certificate of Occupancy for the mixed-use project. 
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7. The City’s newly adopted Public Art Ordinance requires the project applicant to 

provide a zoning requirement contribution equivalent of one percent (1%) of the 
building valuation above $250,000. This zoning requirement contribution can take 
the form of: 1) an installation of public art on the subject property, commissioned 
by the developer, but subject to the approval of the City’s Public Art Commission; 
2) a request that the installation of public art on the subject property be 
commissioned and approved by the Public Art Commission; 3) an installation of 
public art on the subject property valued at less than the required 1% contribution 
and provide the balance of the 1% for the public art zoning requirement 
contribution to the John Parsons Public Art Fund: or 4) pay the zoning requirement 
fee to The John Parsons Public Art Fund to be used for future public art in public 
places as determined by the Public Art Commission based on the City’s Public Art 
Master Program. If the decision regarding the public art contribution is not finalized 
prior to the issuance of a building permit, the project developer will be required to 
deposit the required 1% zoning requirement fee in a set aside account. The 
monetary deposit will be held by the City until such time as the public art 
contribution is satisfied. If the art contribution for the subject property is not 
satisfied within a one (1) year period from the date of the issuance of a construction 
permit, the monetary public art deposit will revert to the John Parsons Public Art 
Fund for future public art in public places as determined by the Public Art 
Commission based on the City’s Public Art Master Program. 

 
8. The project shall be prepared in accordance with the approved Standard Urban 

Storm Water Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) / Low Impact Development (LID), prepared 
for the subject site by Kimley-Horn & Associates. Inc., dated February 2014. 
 

9. Color and material samples shall be submitted for review and approval of the 
Planning Department prior to the issuance of Building Permits. 
 

10. The Vesting Tract Map shall be recorded within 36-months of the effective date of 
this resolution, unless an extension is granted pursuant to law.  If said map is not 
recorded within said 36-month period, or any extension thereof, the map shall be 
null, void, and of no force and effect. 

 
11. A Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) shall be included on final 

plans and implemented during construction and the operation of the project. 
 

12. The applicant shall comply with the following mitigation measures and the 
associated procedures listed in the MMRP. 

 
AQ- 1  Low-VOC Paint. The applicant must use low-VOC paint on all interior and 

exterior surfaces. Paint should not exceed: 
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 50 g/L for residential interior surfaces 
 100 g/L for residential exterior surfaces 
 150 g/L for non-residential interior and exterior surfaces 

 
BIO- 1 Nesting/Breeding Native Bird Protection. To avoid impacts to nesting 

birds, including birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, all initial 
ground disturbing activities, including tree removal, should be limited to the 
time period between August 16 and January 31 (i.e., outside the nesting 
season) if feasible. If initial site disturbance, grading, and vegetation 
removal cannot be conducted during this time period, a pre-construction 
survey for active nests within the project site shall be conducted by a 
qualified biologist at the site no more than two weeks prior to any 
construction activities. If active nests are identified, species specific 
exclusion buffers shall be determined by the biologist, and construction 
timing and location adjusted accordingly. The buffer shall be adhered to until 
the adults and young are no longer reliant on the nest site, as determined 
by the biologist. Limits of construction to avoid a nest should be established 
in the field with flagging and stakes or construction fencing. Construction 
personnel shall be instructed on the sensitivity of the area. 

T-1 Palos Verdes Boulevard and Pacific Coast Highway. The following 
improvement identified in the Traffic Impact Study (Appendix F) shall be 
implemented: 

Reconfigure the southbound Pacific Coast Highway approach from a left, 
through and shared through/right lane to a left, two through and right turn 
only lane.  

 
 The improvement shall be fully funded by the applicant and implemented 

prior to final inspection and the opening of the project. The Applicant shall 
deposit funds for this measure with the City of Redondo Beach within two 
months of the approval of the Conditional Use Permit. 

U-1 Wastewater Conveyance. The applicant shall fully fund the construction of 
a new downstream 12-inch mainline wastewater conveyance system 
connection to an alternative sewershed by connecting manhole 3445 to 
manhole 3648 (approximately 300 linear feet). The applicant shall also fully 
fund an upgrade to the existing wastewater collection system between 
manhole 3447 and manhole 3446 (approximately 150 linear feet) to a 12-
inch line. The Applicant shall deposit funds for this measure with the City of 
Redondo Beach within two months of the approval of the Conditional Use 
Permit and shall apply for a Caltrans Encroachment Permit. Construction in 
rights of way will require a Caltrans Encroachment Permit, which includes a 
Traffic Control Plan in compliance with Manual on Uniform Traffic Control 



RESOLUTION NO. 2015-07-PCR-0XX 
1700 S. PACIFIC COAST HIGHWAY 
PAGE NO. 7 

Devices (MUTCD) [Traffic Control Plans Part 6].  These improvements must 
be implemented prior to final inspection and the opening of the project. 

13. The applicant shall be required to adhere to the adopted Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program prepared in conjunction with approved Initial Environmental 
Study No. 2014-08-IES-MND-001 and Mitigated Negative Declaration No. 2014-
08-IES-MND-001.  

 
14. The applicant shall fulfill the following requirements as they relate to the 

Security/Crime Prevention Program for the proposed project. The plans, 
specifications and other related documents shall be reviewed and approved by the 
Building and Planning Divisions, Police and Fire Departments as appropriate. 
These requirements shall be completed prior to the issuance of a Building Permit. 
Inspections by the appropriate Staff members shall be made to ensure compliance 
with these requirements prior to the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy. 
 
 Submit a garage gate design and type that ensures separation between the 

residential and commercial parking locations. 
 
 Provide specifications on security hardware to be installed on all residential 

balconies that abut the ground level access road on the East side of the mixed 
use building.  

 
 Provide specifications for a secured gate system between the 2nd floor public 

open space plaza and the 2nd floor private open space. 
 
 Provide Security Plans that show the location of audio and visual camera 

systems for any area in which access is granted to outside parties. 
 
 Provide specifications and/or security plans for the installation of commercial 

glass that provides the police with visual access to the interior of the 
commercial tenant spaces. 

 
 Provide details on emergency access to the property by police and fire 

responders in the event of an emergency including a numerical address system 
and an “on-site” map.  

 
 Provide information on how a secured mail room will be designed to provide 

restricted access only to mail/delivery services, commercial tenants and 
residential occupants. 

 
 Provide plans that allow for an “off street” delivery area within the commercial 

parking garage to accommodate the delivery of mail and packages/parcels. 
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 Provide security plans and design specifications for the installation of a security 

camera system that monitors: 
 all public open space areas; 
 all garage floors; 
 access road, including hotel parking areas; 
 all storage and bicycle areas, trash areas, elevator access and stairwells. 

 
 Provide a garage lighting plan along with design specifications that includes 

lighting the “access road.” The plan shall ensure that the lighting does not encroach 
on the adjacent residential properties on Avenue G. 
 

 Provide a painting scheme for the garage areas that employs the use of light and 
highly reflective color to enhance visibility and improve the effectiveness of the 
lights. 
 

 Provide a detailed way-finding plan.  
 

 Provide plans for the installation of a “repeater” system for the use of personal cell 
phones on all levels of the parking garage. 

 
 The applicant/property owner shall ensure that the audio and visual security 

equipment be monitored on a 24/7 basis and that regular daily patrols of the subject 
property be made by security personnel. 

 
15. The following conditions are required to ensure that the proposed project meets 

the standards as contained in the City of Redondo Beach Noise Ordinance as 
established in the Acoustical Analysis by Davy & Associates, Inc., prepared May 
1, 2015: 
 Roof ceiling construction will be roofing on plywood. Batt insulation will be 

installed in joist spaces. The ceiling will be one layer of gypboard nailed direct. 
 

 All exterior walls will be 2x4 studs 16” o.c. with batt insulation in the stud 
spaces. Exteriors will be plaster or stucco. The interiors will be gypboard. 

 
 All southwest and northwest facing perimeter windows and glass doors in all 

buildings will be glazed with STC 29 glazing which would achieve a noise 
reduction of the building of approximately 26 dB. STC 29 glazing can be 
provided with a dual pane assembly with a ½” airspace. The glazing supplier 
should submit test reports documenting the STC ratings. The test reports 
should be prepared in an independent, accredited testing laboratory in 
accordance with ASTM E-90. 
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 All entry doors should be 1-3/4” solid core flush wood doors with vinyl bulb 

weatherstripping on the sides and top. 
 

 There should be no ventilation openings in the exterior walls or roof/ceilings 
without approved acoustical baffles.  

 
16. That the applicant shall make a dedication of the subject property fronting onto 

South Pacific Coast Highway for the purpose of providing a twelve (12) foot wide 
public sidewalk as per Exhibit C1.00 of the approved plans as prepared by Kimley-
Horn and Associates, January 30, 2015.  The applicant shall also be responsible 
providing the public improvements in keeping with the City’s adopted 
Administrative Policy No. 12.2, Living Streets Guidelines and Policies for Redondo 
Beach (City Council Resolution No. 1310-095, October 1, 2013). 

 
17. The applicant shall work with the City and adhere to Caltrans requirements to 

determine the appropriate length for the PCH northbound left turn pocket. The 
applicant shall prepare a design that appropriately balances the southbound PCH 
left turn pocket and the northbound Avenue I left turn pocket. The applicant shall 
restripe the lanes as appropriate based on Caltrans criteria and shall obtain a 
Caltrans permit for this work. 

 
18. The applicant shall pay a fair share contribution* for the following proposed 

improvements at Pacific Coast Highway and Torrance Boulevard which shall 
include both Northbound and Southbound Intersection Improvements as described 
below.  These physical improvements do not need to be in place prior to the 
issuance of the certificate of occupancy for the proposed project; however the 
funds shall be submitted to Caltrans prior to the issuance of a certificate of 
occupancy for the proposed project. 

 
a) Northbound: To provide a separate north bound right turn lane to reduce 

congestion and improve the levels of service at this intersection. The 
physical limits of the improvements extend to approximately 300 feet south 
of the intersection.  (The improvements include removing/relocating 
sidewalk along with curb and gutter, relocating traffic signal poles, and 
constructing a new street section with ADA curb ramp improvements.) 
 

b) Southbound: To provide a separate south bound right turn lane to reduce 
congestion and improve the levels of service at this intersection. The 
physical limits of the improvements extend to 120 feet north of the 
intersection. (The improvements include removing/relocating sidewalk 
along with curb and gutter and a driveway approach, relocating traffic signal 
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poles and bus stop improvements, and constructing a new street section 
with ADA curb ramp improvements.) 

 
(*Calculation of fair share contribution: Total intersection volumes with the revised 
project (June 2015) are 3,902 vehicles during the AM peak hour and 4,633 
vehicles during the PM peak hour. The project contributes 39 and 79 vehicle trips 
respectively. This equates to 1.0% of the morning peak hour traffic and 1.7% of 
the evening peak traffic. The project will contribute 1.0% of the cost for the 
northbound improvement and 1.7% of the cost for the southbound improvement.) 
 

19. In exchange for the City’s issuance and/or adoption of the Project Approvals, the 
Applicant agrees to save, keep, indemnify, hold harmless and defend the City of 
Redondo Beach (with counsel of City’s choice), and its appointed and elected 
officials, officers, employees, and agents (collectively “City”), from every claim or 
demand made, including in particular but not limited to any claims brought seeking 
to overturn the Project Approvals, whether under the California Environmental 
Quality Act (“CEQA”) or other state or local law, including attorney’s fees and costs, 
and any attorneys’ fees or costs which may be awarded to any person or party 
challenging the Project Approvals on any grounds.  In addition,  Applicant  agrees 
to save, keep, indemnify, hold harmless and defend the City of Redondo Beach 
(with counsel of City’s choice), and its appointed and elected officials, officers, 
employees, and agents (collectively “City”), from every  liability, loss, damage or 
expense of any nature whatsoever and all costs or expenses incurred in 
connection therewith, including attorneys’ fees, which arise at any time, by reason 
of, or in any way related to the City’s decision to grant the Project Approvals, or 
which arise out of the operation of the Applicant’s business on the Property; 
provided, however, that in no case shall the Applicant be responsible for the active 
negligence of the City.” 

Construction 

20. The applicant shall provide on-site erosion protection for the storm drainage 
system during construction, to the satisfaction of the Engineering Department. 
 

21. The applicants and/or their successors shall maintain the subject property in a 
clean, safe, and attractive state until construction commences.  Failure to maintain 
the subject property may result in reconsideration of this approval by the Planning 
Commission. 
 

22. In the event of a disagreement in the interpretation and/or application of these 
conditions, the issue shall be referred back to the Planning Commission for a 
decision prior to the issuance of a building permit.  The decision of the Planning 
Commission shall be final. 
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23. All on-site litter and debris shall be collected daily. 
 

24. Construction work shall occur only between the hours of 7 a.m. and 6 p.m. on 
Monday through Friday, between 9 a.m. and 5 p.m. on Saturday, with no work 
occurring on Sunday and holidays. 
 

25. Material storage on public streets shall not exceed 48-hours per load. 
 

26. The project developer and/or general contractor shall be responsible for 
counseling and supervising all subcontractors and workers to ensure that 
neighbors are not subjected to excessive noise, disorderly behavior, or abusive 
language. 
 

27. Barriers shall be erected to protect the public where streets and/or sidewalks are 
damaged or removed. 

 
28. Streets and sidewalks adjacent to job sites shall be clean and free of debris. 

 
29. CR-1 Unanticipated Discovery of Cultural Resources. If archaeological or 

paleontological resources are encountered during ground-disturbing activities, 
work in the immediate area shall halt and an archaeologist meeting the Secretary 
of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards for archaeology (National 
Park Service 1983) or a paleontologist meeting the Society of Vertebrate 
Paleontology standards for a Qualified Professional Paleontologist (SVP 2010) 
shall be contacted immediately to evaluate the find. If the discovery proves to be 
an archaeological or paleontological resource, additional work such as data 
recovery excavation may be warranted pursuant to CEQA Section 21083.2. After 
the find has been appropriately mitigated, work in the area may resume. A Native 
American representative should monitor any archaeological field work associated 
with Native American materials. 

 
30. GEO-1 Geotechnical Design Considerations. The recommendations included 

on pages 12 through 27 in the 2013 Geotechnical Engineering Exploration Update 
conducted by Irvine Geotechnical, Inc. (Appendix G) related to soil engineering 
must be incorporated into the proposed project grading and building plans. The 
recommendations are related to:  

 
 Site preparation (general grading specifications). 
 Foundation design (general conditions, spread footings, foundation 

settlement), 
 Retaining walls (general design-static loading, seismic surcharge, surcharge 

loading, subdrain, backfill), 
 Temporary excavations (shoring, lateral design of shoring, lagging, earth 

anchors, anchor testing, internal bracing, deflection monitoring), 
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 Floor slabs and concrete decking, 
 Corrosion, 
 Drainage (onsite surface water filtration), and  
 Waterproofing 

 
31. N-1 Equipment Mufflers. During all project construction, all construction 

equipment, fixed or mobile, shall be operated with closed engine doors and shall 
be equipped with properly operating and maintained residential-grade mufflers 
consistent with manufacturers’ standards.  

 
32. N-2 Stationary Equipment. All stationary construction equipment shall be placed 

(at a minimum of 50 feet from the adjacent residential structures) so that emitted 
noise is directed away from the nearest sensitive receptors.  

 
33. N-3 Equipment Staging Areas. Equipment staging shall be located in areas that 

will create the greatest feasible distance between construction-related noise 
sources and noise-sensitive receptors (at a minimum of 50 feet from the adjacent 
residential structures).  

 
34. N-4 Electrically-Powered Tools and Facilities. Electrical power shall be used to 

run air compressors and similar power tools and to power any temporary 
equipment. 

 
35. N-5 Sound Barriers. Temporary sound barriers shall be installed and maintained 

by the construction contractor between the construction site and sensitive 
residential receptors (residential buildings to the north) as needed during 
construction phases with high noise levels. Temporary sound barriers shall consist 
of either sound blankets capable of blocking approximately 20 dBA of construction 
noise or other sound barriers/techniques such as acoustic padding or acoustic 
walls placed on or in front of the existing residential buildings to the north of the 
project site that would reduce construction noise by approximately 20 dBA. 
Barriers shall be placed such that the line-of-sight between the construction 
equipment and adjacent sensitive land uses is blocked. 

 
36. Cross Walk Timing:  During construction associated with Mitigation Measure T-1 

to widen Pacific Coast Highway, the signal timing on the roadway shall be adjusted 
with sufficient minimum crossing time for pedestrians to completely and safely 
cross the roadway surface. The flashing Don’t Walk sign will be increased by 3.5 
seconds on the south side of Pacific Coast Highway for a total of 18.5 seconds 
and by 1.3 seconds on the north side for a total of 19.3 seconds to accommodate 
the wider roadway width for crossing.  Subsequent adjustments to pedestrian 
crossing sign timing may be made so long as they comply with the requirements 
of Caltrans or the California Department of Transportation. 
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37. The Planning Department shall be authorized to approve minor changes to any of 
the Conditions of Approval. 

 Section 3.  That the approved Conditional Use Permit and Planning Commission 
Design Review Permit shall become null and void if not vested within 36 months after 
the Planning Commission’s approval. 

 Section 4.  That, prior to seeking judicial review of this resolution, the applicant is 
required to appeal to the City Council.  The applicant has ten days from the date of 
adoption of this resolution in which to file the appeal. 

 Section 5.  That the location and custodian of documents and other materials which 
constitute the record of proceedings upon which this decision is based are held by the 
Redondo Beach City Clerk, located at City Hall, 415 Diamond Street, Redondo Beach, 
CA, 90277. 

 FINALLY RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission forward a copy of this resolution 
to the City Council so the Council will be informed of the action of the Planning 
Commission. 
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PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED this 16th day of July, 2015. 
 
 

   ________________________ 
        Nicholas Biro, Chair 
        Planning Commission 
        City of Redondo Beach 

 
 
ATTEST: 

 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA          ) 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES   )      SS 
CITY OF REDONDO BEACH   ) 
 
I, Aaron Jones, Community Development Director of the City of Redondo Beach, California, 
do hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution No. 2015-07-PCR-00X was duly passed, 
approved and adopted by the Planning Commission of the City of Redondo Beach, California, 
at a regular meeting of said Planning Commission held on the 16th day of July, 2015, by the 
following vote: 

 
AYES:         

 

NOES:         
 

ABSENT:     
 
 
 

_______________________________ 
Aaron Jones 
Community Development Director 
 
 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 

__________________________ 
City Attorney’s Office 



































 

 

Revised Full Scale Architectural Drawings on file in the Planning Division office. 



 

Click below for links to 

Sign Program 

Signage Concepts 

http://www.redondo.org/civica/filebank/blobdload.asp?BlobID=29259
http://www.redondo.org/civica/filebank/blobdload.asp?BlobID=29260


 

Click below for link to 

Supplemental Traffic Evaluation for Revised Project 

http://www.redondo.org/civica/filebank/blobdload.asp?BlobID=29261


 

Click below for link to 

Revised Vesting Tentative Map 

http://www.redondo.org/civica/filebank/blobdload.asp?BlobID=29251


 

Click below for links to 

Acoustical Analysis 

Rooftop Mechanical Equipment Analysis 

 

http://www.redondo.org/civica/filebank/blobdload.asp?BlobID=29244
http://www.redondo.org/civica/filebank/blobdload.asp?BlobID=29245
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Administrative Report
Planning Commission Hearing Date:   March 19, 2015

AGENDA ITEM: 9 ( PUBLIC HEARING)

PROJECT LOCATION:     1700 SOUTH PACIFIC COAST HIGHWAY

APPLICATION TYPE:       MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION AND A

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM,
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT,  PLANNING COMMISSION
DESIGN REVIEW INCLUDING LANDSCAPE AND

IRRIGATION PLANS,   AND SIGN REVIEW WITH A
DENSITY BONUS AND VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT
MAP NO. 72662

CASE NUMBER:       2015- 03- PC- 005

APPLICANT' S NAME:      LEGADO

APPLICANT' S REQUEST AS ADVERTISED:

Consideration of the approval/certification of a Final Mitigated Negative

Declaration/ Initial Environmental Study'   and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program,  a Conditional Use Permit,  Design Review,  Landscape and Irrigation Plan,
Sign Review,  a Minor Subdivision  (Vesting Tentative Tract Map No.  72662)  and a
request for a Density Bonus under Government Code Section 65915-65918 of State
Law, which includes an incentive ( or concession) for the maximum building height, a
waiver of development standards for the maximum number of building stories and a
reduction in parking standards,  to permit the construction of a project with 180
residential apartment units, approximately 37, 600 square feet of commercial space, the
renovation of an existing 110- room hotel, with a total of 614 parking spaces on property
located within a Mixed Use  ( MU-3A)  zone,  located at 1700 South Pacific Coast
Highway.

DEPARTMENT' S RECOMMENDATION:

The Community Development Department recommends that the Planning Commission
open the public hearing, accept all testimony and:

1)  OPEN a public hearing to discuss items 2 and 3 below; and

The" Final Mitigated Negative Declaration" or" Final MND" as these terms are used in this Administrative
Report include the Draft MND, the revisions to the Draft MND text and Appendices, and the response to
comments (Attachment 4).
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2)  Initiate a discussion on project design pursuant to Planning Commission Design
Review Procedures, and if additional modifications are made, incorporate those

changes into the proposed Conditions of Approval and then proceed to step 3
below.  Staff recommends modifications to the project as follows:

a.  Redesign the eastern four (4) story structure to break up the large, linear
east/west mass;

b.  Redesign of the project to incorporate an additional 1, 300 square feet of
open space.

3)  Request Staff to prepare resolutions for conditional approval of Project identified

in the Final MND to incorporate the following actions and any other actions
necessary:

a.  CONSIDER the Final Mitigated Negative Declaration ( Attachment #4, pg.
16) together with any comments received up to the close of the public
hearing; and

b.  FIND that the project that there is no substantial evidence that the project
will have a significant effect on the environment with implementation of the

mitigation measures and that the Final Mitigated Negative Declaration

reflects the City of Redondo Beach' s independent judgment and analysis;
and

c.  ADOPT the Final Mitigated Negative Declaration, including the Response
to Comments and the revisions to the Draft MND and Appendices

Attachment #4); and

d.  FIND that the revised version of Mitigation Measure U- 1 is as equally
effective as the original draft of Mitigation Measure U- 1 in mitigating
potentially significant effects and that it in itself will not cause any
potentially significant effects on the environment; and

e.  ADOPT the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program contained in
Attachment # 4, Appendix K  ( including the revised Mitigation Measure U-
1); and

f.   ADOPT Findings for the Conditional Use Permit,  Planning Commission
Design Review  (including the Landscape and Irrigation Plan and Sign
Review), Vesting Tract Map, and the Density Bonus and related incentives
or concessions) and development waivers, and

2
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g.  APPROVE ( 1) the Conditional Use Permit ( subject to the Conditions of
Approval),  ( 2)  Planning Commission Design Review,  Landscape and
Irrigation Plan, and Sign Review ( subject to the Conditions of Approval),

3)  the Density Bonus and concession/waivers described in the Final
MND,  ( 4)  Vesting Tract Map No.  72662  ( subject to the Conditions
contained of Approval)

While not recommended by Staff at this time, if the Planning Commission is interested
in denial of the Project, Staff recommends further study to support findings for denial.
Unlike most types of projects, this project may require the City to make specific findings
and perform additional studies prior to denial.  Additional details on these procedures

are provided at the end of this report in Section VIII.

I.   EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Project developer,  Legado,  Inc.  is requesting the approval to construct a mixed- use
project with 180 residential apartment units,  approximately 37,600 square feet of
commercial space, renovation of an existing 110- room hotel, with a total of 614 parking
spaces on the 4.275 acre property at 1700 South Pacific Coast Highway. Included are
requests for a density bonus, an incentive ( or concession) for the maximum building
height, a waiver of development standards for the maximum number of building stories
and a reduction in parking standards pursuant to Government Code Section 65915-
65918 of State Law.

Legado first applied to the City in December 2012 to construct the project. Staff's review
of the proposed project led Legado to submit a revised project in September 2013. Staff

has been working with the applicant, the architect, environmental and traffic consultants
since that time to attempt to arrive at a project that can be recommended to the

Planning Commission.

Architectural plans and drawings provide the basic parameters of the project.

Supplemental information is provided in the form of the following background studies: a
Traffic Study;  Visual Impact Assessment;  Sewer Flow Study;  SUSMP/LID  ( on-site
stormwater mitigation plan); Geotechnical Study; and Phase I Environmental Report. In
addition, a Final Mitigated Negative Declaration/ Initial Environmental Study ( IS- MND)
and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program  ( MMRP)  have been prepared
pursuant to the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

The CEQA environmental analysis concludes that the environmental impacts of the
proposed project are  " less than significant"  with the implementation of specified
mitigation measures. This includes, but is not limited to: 1) a Traffic Mitigation Measure

to reconfigure the intersection at Pacific Coast Highway and Palos Verdes Boulevard to
ensure that the Level of Service ( LOS) is not degraded as a result of the proposed

project; and 2) a Utility Mitigation Measure that requires the developer to upgrade the

3
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wastewater infrastructure downstream of the project to increase the capacity of the
existing facilities.

The applicant is requesting approval/ certification of a Mitigated Negative

Declaration/ Initial Environmental Study,   and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program, and the approval of a Conditional Use Permit, Planning Commission Design
Review, a Minor Subdivision (Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 72662) and a request for
a Density Bonus under Government Code Section 65915-65918 of State Law. It also
provides a number of recommended " Conditions of Approval".

Staff recommends additional modifications to the project pursuant to the City's Design
Review procedures.  These modifications include ( 1) a redesign of the eastern four (4)

story structure to break up the large, linear east/west mass, and ( 2) a redesign of the
project to incorporate an additional 1, 300 square feet of open space to comply with the
City's open space requirements.

Should the Planning Commission elect to modify the design of the eastern residential
structure pursuant to the City's Design Review Procedures, the Planning Commission
may determine that it is appropriate to continue the public hearing and direct the
applicant to revise the design and building scale of the eastern structure, in terms of
height and bulk in relation to adjacent buildings and uses.

II.  BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Site Description

The project site is an y.

irregular-shaped lot with d 0'

approximately 520 linear
Nw.

CC y     QQ
all

feet of street frontage on X

the east side of South 742P/I),QPacificCoast Highway
3?

0 V

Q Qand 3800 linear feet of    "
ASE

yP Q  
gafronts a on the south oSUBJECTQPPROPERTY      >    

lt2CUside Palos Verdes y
Boulevard for a total of e fo,

approximately 4. 275 acre sggc     I

or 186,226 square feet.   CC.     

The property is currently CITY OF Sry
developed with 28,354 c TORRANCE

1

square feet of retail

space,  including a 21, 130 square foot former Bristol Farm grocery store and 7, 224
square feet of other in- line retail spaces (a massage parlor, a salon, and a guitar school)

and a 69,000 square foot,  110- room hotel  ( Palos Verdes Inn).  The General Plan

designation for the site is MU- 3 and the zoning of the subject property is Mixed- Use
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MU- 3A).  ( RBMC § 10- 2. 900 et seq.)  One of the purposes behind this mixed use zone

is to " encourage residential uses in conjunction with commercial activities in order to
create an active street life, enhance the vitality of businesses, and reduce vehicular
traffic."  (RBMC § 10-2. 900.)

Given that the subject property and the two adjacent roadways, South Pacific Coast
Highway and Palos Verdes Boulevard, are situated at an angle to the four (4) cardinal
compass points, an agreement was reached with the applicant, the architect and the

traffic consultant that all references to Pacific Coast Highway would be north and south
and all references to Palos Verdes Boulevard would be east and west.  Therefore,

references in the Admin Report to adjacent or neighboring properties are also based on
this geographic orientation.

The site is surrounded by multi-family residential uses to the east on Avenue G and to
the west on Palos Verdes Boulevard and Camino de las Colinas, which are located in

the City of Torrance. A variety of commercial uses are located to the northeast in the
City of Redondo Beach including a fast food restaurant,  a sit-down restaurant and
numerous retail establishments and office uses. A sit-down restaurant is located directly
south of the subject property. Another sit-down restaurant is located northwest in the
City of Torrance. The centerline of Pacific Coast Highway located directly in front of the
subject property (west) serves as the boundary line between the City of Redondo Beach
and the City of Torrance.

The property directly adjacent to the south is also zoned Mixed- use ( MU- 3) as are all
the remaining properties on the east side of South Pacific Coast Highway leading up to
the Torrance City boundary. The properties to the north across Palos Verdes Boulevard
are zoned Commercial ( C- 4A). Properties adjacent to the east are zoned Multi-family
Residential ( RMD).

The properties across South Pacific Coast Highway to the west in the City of Torrance
are zoned multi-family residential.

5
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General Plan Designation Background

The General Plan Land Use Element identifies this portion of Pacific Coast Highway as
Sub-Area 1. As stated in the General Plan:

This area was designated for mixed use development  (" MU- 3")  primarily

because of its physical suitability for development of this scale. In particular, this
area features lot depths in excess of 300 feet and is adjoined to the rear by high
density apartment complexes situated at a higher elevation.  Because of these
factors,  this area is more capable of supporting larger scale,  higher intensity
development without creating undue impacts. This fairly large area also provides
a significant opportunity for the production of new affordable multiple-family
housing."
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General Plan Policy 1. 21 indicates that the subject property is intended for the
development of mixed- use projects integrating residential with commercial uses
southeast of Palos Verdes Boulevard as a primary activity center of the City.

In addition to the potential land use benefits of locating mixed- use zones at nodes and     •
along certain transit corridors,  the mixed use zones also play a role in the City
maintaining state certification of its Housing element without impacting existing
residential neighborhoods.

Under State law, the General Plan is required to include a Housing Element to meet
identified housing needs for all income groups.  The State allocates housing growth
needs to each region in the state and each regional agency  ( Southern California
Association of Governments in this region)  allocates the housing needs to each
jurisdiction in the region.   Each jurisdiction is required by State law to provide zoning
capacity to meet its " fair share" of regional housing allocations.   Under State Housing
Element law, areas zoned to permit 30 or more units per acre may be counted by a
community to show it has provided zoning opportunities to meet both its affordable
housing needs and total housing unit production capacity.

Redondo Beach' s 2013- 2021 Housing Element of the General Plan was reviewed and
certified for compliance with State Law by the Department of Housing and Community
Development in April, 2014. The City does not have the capacity to meet its housing
allocation requirement exclusively in existing residential zones.   Mixed use-zones are
essential in meeting future housing allocations without adversely impacting established
neighborhoods.

As required by State law, the Housing element was updated in 2014 for the 2013-2021
planning cycle. The current allocation for the 2013-2021 Housing Element is 1, 397 total
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new units.   The City must demonstrate in the Housing Element that it has adequate
development capacity to accommodate the RHNA.  The majority of the City's RHNA is
being accommodated on mixed use/commercial sites.

III. DETAILED DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECT:

Introduction

The proposed project includes the demolition of the 21, 130 square-foot former Bristol

Farm grocery store, the demolition of 7, 224 square feet of in- line retail tenant spaces,
the renovation of the existing 110- room hotel, and the construction of a new mixed- use
development.

The mixed- use project consists of 180 residential units and approximately 37,600
square feet of neighborhood- serving commercial development. Commercial uses may
include up to 24,000 square feet of market space, 4,800 square feet of ground floor
restaurant space  ( one 1, 500 square-foot restaurant and one 3, 300 square-foot

restaurant),  6, 000 square feet of ground floor retail space,  and a 2, 800 square-foot
podium level restaurant.

The combined total floor area of the proposed project is approximately 275, 500 square
feet, which is equivalent to a Floor Area Ratio ( FAR) of 1. 5. The project is four stories in

height2 and varies between 47'-4" to 56'- 0" feet at some portions of the project. The

project provides approximately 50,000 square feet of private open space including the
required open space per residential unit and 25, 800 square feet of public open space.

A total of 614 parking spaces are provided including 552 spaces in a subterranean
structure and 62 spaces on a surface lot. One secure bicycle parking space per unit,
180) and 42 short-term bicycle parking spaces are also to be provided for a total of 222

bicycle racks.

Site Layout and Design

The primary project components include the existing four ( 4) story,  50'-0" foot high
hotel, which is to be renovated, and the new mixed- use construction that can be broken

down into: residential space; commercial space; public open space; and parking space.
The existing hotel and a surface parking lot are located on the south end of the subject
property with the new mixed- use construction occurring on the remainder of the site.
The mixed- use space is organized both vertically and horizontally.

Starting at the bottom, the lowest levels of the project consist of a subterranean garage
with two and half levels of parking. Above that at the street level is a corner plaza

2 Height is defined in Redondo Beach Municipal Code 10- 2.402( a)( 29).
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public open space) and commercial tenant spaces facing Pacific Coast Highway and
Palos Verdes Boulevard. Above that on the second level ( podium) is another larger,
public open space, a private open space, and three residential structures. Two of the
residential structures are three ( 3) stories in height while the third structure is four (4)
stories in height.

The spatial design organizes the structures on the basis of their functions placing the
public uses around corner focal point and the private uses further to the side and rear

away from the on-site public open spaces and the public right-of-ways. With that in
mind, structures are also situated on the basis of building mass with the smaller and
lower structures closest to northwest corner of the site the medium size structures in the
middle of the site and the tallest structures along the east side and south of the site. The
result is a semi-circular massing that tiers downward towards the Riviera Village,
providing views both in to and out of the project.

Vehicular access to the site is provided by four (4) two-way driveways; two on each of
the street frontages.  The driveway nearest the east property line on Palos Verdes
Boulevard leads to an access road that runs north/ south adjacent along the periphery of
the site and then turns east onto an internal east/west roadway. The second driveway
on Palos Verdes Boulevard is located mid-way along that frontage and leads directly to
the subterranean parking garage. The internal roadway provides two access points into
the parking structure,  and a north/ south access to the hotel surface lot.  The main
driveway into the project from Pacific Coast Highway leads to the internal roadway with
its various options. An additional driveway off of Pacific Coast Highway south of the
hotel provides direct access to the hotel surface lot.

Residential Component

There are 180 residential units including 16 studios, 96 one-bedroom units, and 68 two-
bedroom units. The units range in size from 478 square feet for the Studios, 656 — 751
square feet for the one-bedroom units, and 979 — 989 square feet for the two-bedroom
units. Nine ( 9) of the units are designated for very low income families. Each unit has a
private balcony and/ or patio that meet the minimum required size equivalent of 200
square feet.

Amenities for the residential units include a 728 square-foot gym and a pool area
approximately 11, 000 square feet in size. Both are located centrally within the clusters
of units with an open-facing west exposure.
Each studio and one-bedroom apartment is provided with one ( 1) parking space, while
two bedroom apartments will be provided with two ( 2) spaces each. Another fifty ( 50)
unassigned parking spaces area are available on the residential parking level.
Additionally each unit has a private secured storage space for a bicycle.  Additional
details on parking are provided on pages 95-96 of the Final MND.

9
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The residential units are located on the Second, Third and Fourth Floors of the project
in three distinct buildings. Two of the residential buildings are located on either side of
the private pool area. These structures are each three ( 3) stories in height and oriented

east/west providing the units with views to the north and south. The third residential
structure that runs along the east property line is four (4) stories in height. These units
have views facing west and the east.

The units are accessible on foot from various locations on both South Pacific Coast

Highway and Palos Verdes Boulevard. Three ( 3) elevators and five ( 5) sets of stairs
provide access up from the subterranean parking garage.

Commercial Component

The proposed mixed- use project consists of approximately 37,600 square feet of
neighborhood- serving commercial development.  Commercial uses located at street
level may include up to 24,000 square feet of market space, two ( 2) restaurants spaces
occupying the equivalent to 4,800 square feet, and 6, 000 square feet of retail space in
three ( 3) different tenant locations.

The market space is located in the southwest corner of the mixed- use structure with its

primary exposure onto Pacific Coast Highway. A pedestrian corridor that runs from the
public sidewalk on Pacific Coast Highway to the commercial parking spaces in the
subterranean garage is located between the market and the other commercial tenant

spaces located to the north.  The five  (5) smaller tenant spaces are located at the

northwest corner of the structure, three ( 3) of which will open up off of the public open
space located at that corner. Public stairs and an elevator lead up to the 2, 800 square
foot restaurant space located on the second level at the northwest corner of the public

open space located on the second level. This restaurant will also have outdoor dining
facing west towards Pacific Coast Highway and northwest to the Riviera Village.

A small lobby is located at the northeast corner of the structure, on the mezzanine level
PIA) accessible off of Palos Verdes Boulevard. The lobby includes a 935 square-foot

leasing office, a security desk, mail room, restrooms and lounge.

Hotel Component

The project also includes the renovation of the existing 110- room hotel, currently known
as the Palos Verdes Inn. The proposed renovation of the hotel includes remodeling both
on the interior and the exterior in terms of aesthetics and design No specific plans for
the hotel have been submitted since the applicant has not yet established a relationship
with a hotel developer/operator who is prepared to take on the project. The only aspect
of the hotel remodel project likely to be certain is the demolition of the front-facing
addition that was previously occupied by a restaurant and ancillary culinary school. The
addition needs to be removed to make way for the project related street and sidewalk
widening.

10
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Private Open Space

Each of the private units is provided with the minimum code required equivalent outdoor

living space of 200 square feet in the form of a balcony or a patio.  In addition,
approximately 11, 000 square feet of outdoor space on the podium level is organized
around a pool. The pool is surrounded by a mix of furnishings including lounge chairs,
tables and cabanas. Planters are interspersed throughout the space with a trellis and

gym located at the west end.

Additionally, another 3, 800 square feet are provided in a private dog park and small
park area which are located east of the residential loading dock and west of the rear
access road.

Public Open Space Component

The Cover Sheet A1. 0 of Architectural Drawings ( Attachment # 1)  indicates that a total
of 28, 870 square feet of public open space is provided, however, the actual amount is

26, 241 square feet as reflected on Sheets OS1. 0 and OS1. 1 of Architectural Drawings
Attachment # 1) .  Furthermore, the Cover Sheet indicates that 27,872 square feet of

public open space is required. This, too, is incorrect as the site is required to have a
total of 27,535 square feet ( 10% of F. A. R.).  Based upon the revised quantities, the

project provides approximately 1, 300 square feet less than the required public open
space.  Should the project receive a positive vote,  the applicant must provide the

additional 1, 300 square feet as a condition of approval.

The focus of the open space at the ground level, approximately 8,000 square feet at the
northwest corner of the site, consists of a set of corner stairs that lead to an open plaza.

The plaza design includes a variety of public amenities such as cast- in- place concrete
benches,  planters of various shapes and sizes,  a public art location,  decorative

freestanding accent walls,  areas designated for outdoor dining and a stylistic project
identification sign. The plaza can also be accessed from a sloped pathway that runs
along the storefronts facing Palos Verdes Boulevard. The public open space extends to
the south along the market storefront that is designed with several recesses. The open
spaces along the storefronts are furnished with custom fixed benches, bicycle racks and
planters.

A larger, self-contained public open space, approximately 14, 500 square feet in size, is
located on the second level.  It is accessible to the public by an open stairway and
elevator off of the corner plaza. A 2, 800 square-foot restaurant with a private outdoor

dining area is situated at the northwest corner. This public space has both west and
north- facing views. As currently designed, there are several smaller niche areas within
the larger space.  A small park- like space south of the stairway includes custom
furnishings for west-facing views. The center of the space is designed with concrete
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benches and a raised stage to the south. A grouping of lounge chairs is located in the
more northerly space along with an overhead trellis. The entire area is interspersed with
an eclectic mix of outdoor furnishings and landscape planters. Another set of stairs at
the southeast corner provides residents' with access to their units and private amenities

within the project.

Parking

The proposed project provides of 614 parking spaces including 552 parking spaces on
three levels of subterranean parking and 62 parking spaces on a surface lot south of the
hotel.

The residential parking spaces are provided on parking level ( P2). One parking space is
provided for each studio and one- bedroom unit, and two spaces are each two- bedroom
unit.  There are also an additional 60 residential spaces available for a total of 308

residential parking spaces.  Each of the units is also provided with a secured bicycle
storage area located on Level P1 and private,  lockable storage areas located

throughout the various subterranean parking levels.

Based on the proposed construction of approximately 30,000 square feet of the retail
space and 7,600 square feet designated for sit-down restaurants,  a total of 196

commercial parking spaces are required.  The majority of these spaces  ( 149)  are
provided on level P1, with 20 spaces available on Level P2 and 27 spaces on P1A. The

renovated hotel requires 110 parking spaces which equates to one space per room. Of
these, 62 spaces, including 15 tandem spaces, will be provided on the surface lot south
of the hotel. The remaining 48 spaces are available on level P1A of the subterranean
parking garage.

Of the parking provided, approximately 68% are standard spaces,  18% are compact,

11% are compact tandem, and 1. 5% are standard tandem.   Twelve ( 12) spaces are

designated for handicap use and Nineteen ( 19) of the spaces are equipped for electric
vehicles.

Both east and west bound traffic on Palos Verdes Boulevard can enter the project via

two, 30'- 0" wide two-way driveways, one located at the most easterly property line, and
another located about mid-way along that street frontage.   Vehicles travelling
northbound on South Pacific Coast Highway can enter the project via a 30'- 0" wide two-
way driveway located just north of the hotel. These internal roadways provide access to
the various subterranean parking levels. Access to the hotel surface parking lot on the
south side of the site is available via a 30'- 0" wide two- way driveway from northbound
traffic on South Pacific Coast Highway. An internal roadway at the rear of the hotel will
allow vehicles to travel between the mixed- use portion of the site and the hotel surface

parking lot.
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Architecture

The architecture of the building is best described as a sophisticated, eco-contemporary
design that incorporates an aesthetic balance of cool materials such as glass, steel,
concrete and other industrial- inspired materials,  interspersed with warm,  traditional
materials such wood and tiles.  Contemporary design is characterized by the use of
simple lines, 90-degree angles, flat roofs with overhangs, large expanses of windows,
cantilevered spaces and a distinct lack of ornamentation. This design style seeks to
create a close connection between the interior and exterior spaces giving nature an
important role in the overall dynamic.

The street level, commercial areas and restaurant space above are distinguishable by
their expansive floor to ceiling,  glass storefronts that are organized into geometric
shapes by minimal metal frames.  The design is further informed by flat roof tops,
stream- lined projecting canopies, cantilevered areas, and building alcoves.  An all-glass
elevator exudes contemporary design. A refined choice of exterior building materials
include smooth finish stucco, tile, and wood accents, within a limited color palette, that
contribute to the clean,  but stylized appearance.  The application of these materials

along horizontal building lines and large surface areas minimizes the busy detailing
found in many other building designs.

The residential components of the project also feature similar eco-contemporary ideas
including the extensive use of glass, flat roof tops with and without overhangs, and
projecting canopies.  The massing of the structures,  and the entire project for that
matter,  is organized around the strategic juxtaposition of geometric forms.  The
application of building colors and materials to large expanses further accentuates the
play on the various building forms, setbacks and heights.

The outdoor areas also respect the principles of contemporary design in how the space
is organized,  the choice and color of the materials,  and other details evident in the
selection of the lighting fixtures, railings, furniture, and planters.

Landscaping

Landscaping concepts for the project are reflected on Sheets L1. 0, L1. 1, and L1. 2 of the
Architectural Drawings  (Attachment # 1) The plans consist of a diverse array of tree
installations including Ginko Biloba ( Maidenhair), Metrosideros ( New Zealand Christmas
tree)  and Lagerstroemia Indica  ' Natchez'  ( Crape Myrtle).  Other trees around the

periphery of the site include Washingtonia X Filibusta  ( Mexican Fan Palm Hybrid),
Arbutus  ' Marina'  ( Strawberry trees),  and Platanus Racemosa  ( California Sycamore)
trees.  Ornamental grasses such as Dianella Tasmanica  ' Variegata'  ( White Striped
Tasman Flax Lilly),  Lomandra Longifolia  ' Breeze'  ( Dwarf Mat Rush),  and shrub- like
plants including Hydrangeas and Philodendrons  ( Xanadu)  will serve as mid- level
plantings. Interesting groundcovers such as Carissa Macrocaropa ( Green Carpet Natal
Plum) and areas of lawn will be interspersed among the other plantings.
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Living walls covered in succulents and Ficus Pumila ( Creeping Fig) provides additional
greenery without sacrificing floor area.  Clusters of decorative pots planted with a
visually interesting mix of Otatea Acuminata Aztecormum ( Mexican Weeping Bamboo)
and succulents such as Senecio Rowleyanus  ( String of Pearls)  provide additional
plantings throughout the public spaces.

Many of the plantings are California natives and low water use plants.

Hardscape

The project includes a variety of hardscape areas such as the corner plaza, the public
open space on the second level, the private residential pool area, and the ground- level
pedestrian pathways and driveways. The hardscape materials at the plaza and ground-
level pedestrian pathways include cast- in- place large concrete,  off-set paving bands
with an acid etch finish in three ( 3) muted gray tones. The public open space and pool
area are finished with similar materials scaled down to smaller pavers arranged to
delineate different uses within those areas. The driveway entrances leading into the
development are finished with granite cobble pavers.

Furnishings

The furnishings throughout the open space areas reflect the contemporary design style
of the project with low profile streamlined concrete or metal forms balanced by modest
natural accents. The public open spaces are furnished with a variety of geometric cast-
in- place concrete or metal-framed furnishings with wood surfaces.  This includes
benches and lounge chairs,  picnic-style tables,  and overhead trellises.  While most
pieces are a blend of materials, some are comprised of only one and these include the
wood- like decking and metal park chairs, both located on the second level. Each of the
open space areas include planters comprised of steel, concrete, or fiberglass. In spaces
where railing is necessary, clear glass railing with metal hardware is utilized.

Items specific to the ground- level plaza include oval- shaped metal bicycle racks and
large table umbrellas. Pieces only found in the second floor park include a wood- like
raised stage, concrete audience seating, u- shaped built- in fire- pit seating, and iron and
wood chess tables.  Cabana structures and a free-standing tile shower wall are only
located in the private pool area.

Most of the furnishings are dressed in muted gray tones while accent pieces in red
provide pops of color throughout the site. These include large table umbrellas along the
ground- level promenade,  concrete accent walls framing the corner plaza steps,  and

strategically placed decorative pots.
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Lighting

The lighting plans are conceptual in nature providing targeted lighting locations and an
array of potential designs and fixtures.  Much of the lighting is provided through
innovative features that integrate and camouflage the light source. Other more visible
options feature clean, unadorned lines, using sleek-looking, metal and glass materials.
The lighting approach is not only functional but an artistic statement in keeping with
contemporary flare of the project.

The corner plaza is lit with down- lighting in the handrails, up-lighting in the planters and
along accent walls,  and recessed lights in the undersides of the canopies and
cantilevered spaces. Custom lighting highlights a public art installation, establishing a
visual focal point of this public entrance to the project.

Lighting on the second level public open space includes light strips beneath built- in
benches, and a creative variety of fixtures that highlight the landscape areas and the
trellis. The open areas are lit by stylized, pole- mounted lights and/ or other post lighting
options. The private pool area uses many of same lighting concepts with the potential to
create some artistic lighting effects around the pool and the cabanas.

The pedestrian corridor that connects the P1 commercial parking area to corner plaza is
lit by suspended pendant lighting fixtures.   Ground- mounted bollard lights are
strategically located to light the rear access road and the east/west internal roadway.
Lastly, the parking structure uses sophisticated surface-mounted fixtures designed to
create a safe, well- lit environment with maximum visibility for vehicular and pedestrian
circulation.

Signage

There are two ( 2) sets of sign plans for the project ( Attachments # la and # 1b); one
provides concepts for project identification, and the other provides locations and design
guidelines for facility signage and retail signage.

The project identification signs consist of variations of the letter " R"  by itself or in
conjunction with the project name  " Legado Redondo".  The designs incorporate

geometric shapes with clean lines or stand-alone lettering fabricated with stainless steel
with blue painted accents. The plans do not specify if any of the signs are interior-
illuminated, nor do they provide any dimensions.

The plans show the locations of seven ( 7) signs, including free-standing, wall- mounted
and projecting signs. The main building identification signs are located at the corner
plaza including one (Sign G) consisting of individual free-standing horizontal letters in a
planter south of the entrance steps and ( Sign F) a vertical monument sign on the north
side of the plaza. A projecting sign ( Sign B) similar in design to the monument sign is
planned for corner of the residential structure facing Palos Verdes Boulevard. Three ( 3)
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logo signs ( Signs A, E and J) consisting only of the letter " R" are located on the street-
facing elevations of the residential structure and the commercial structure on Palos
Verdes Drive, and the more northerly residential structure on Pacific Coast Highway.

The proposed  ' Uniform Sign Program'  provides locations and guidelines for the
commercial tenant spaces including acceptable sign treatments as well as the
submission and review process. Written details of acceptable sign types, design, and
placement criteria are reflected in the Sign Program along with examples of acceptable
designs.

Green Building Features

The proposed project includes several green building design features. These include,
but are not limited to:

Double glazed and operable windows;

Photo sensors and occupancy sensors on lighting;
Energy-efficient lighting fixtures in all interiors;
Use of renewable building materials;
Solar photovoltaic paneling on the roof
Electric charging stations for electrical cars;
Bicycle parking to encourage less automobile use;
Low water flow restroom fixtures to reduce water waste;

Energy-efficient Energy Star appliances in apartment units; and
Water-wise landscaping pallet.

Public Right-of-Way Dedication and Improvements

The project requires a public right-of-way dedication and improvements along the
frontage of South Pacific Coast Highway for the purpose of providing a 12'- 0" wide
public sidewalk in keeping with the City's adopted Administrative Policy No. 12. 2, Living
Streets Guidelines and Policies for Redondo Beach ( City Council Resolution No. 1310-
095,  October 1, 2013). An 11'- 0 wide property dedication approximately 121 feet in
length is required beginning at the northeast corner of the site which tapers down to a
7'- 0" wide dedication for the remainder the frontage along South Pacific Coast Highway
with the exception of the most southerly 58.79 feet that is located in front of the hotel
surface parking lot.

IV.  DEVELOPER COMMUNITY OUTREACH EFFORTS:

Legado enlisted the services of a bi- partisan public affairs and digital strategy firm, Pear
Strategies, to assist them with their public outreach efforts.
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The following is a summary of the applicant/developer' s community outreach efforts:

Legado representatives attended two ( 2) Community Meetings held by Council Member
Ginsburg.  A mailer inviting residents from the condominiums directly behind the project
were sent informing them about the meeting on August 9,  2012,  and inviting their
attendance. There were 35-40 residents in attendance.  A mailer inviting residents from
the condominiums directly behind the project was sent informing them about the
meeting on October 18, 2014 and inviting their attendance. There were about 40-50
residents in attendance.

Legado updated the Redondo Beach Chamber of Commerce on the project on Friday,
October 24,   2014 and again on     "  

Thursday, December 11, 2014 I;       am l`- =    --I-
A presentation was made to the Rivera
Village Business Improvement District         b  _ \ .   i,?

on Wednesday, November 12, 2014 by     (
2- 1020--       

C033\ t.,____._II
Legado.     

I Ni     \

Legado undertook an Every Door     ,     I[   fI  .       e-"      \\Direct Mail ( EDDM) campaign. A direct i u
mail item was sent to 3, 300  ••  

r
f  ;\    \

households within the mail route
I co33  '

indicated below; a comment card with s L   - 1
prepaid postage was included to make    •  \      co2sra`    CO25  '--

it easier for residents to contact them.   i     \     
Thirty-seven    ( 37)    comments were 1  ,„ m- , •     ",;  %      

3,     
returned ( Return Rate of 1. 12%.)    

40 •  )\   .

604/ r°'    A i tc
The Hollywood Riviera Home Owners Association reached out to Legado via their

project Facebook page to schedule a meeting with them in regards to the project. A
meeting was held on Thursday, March 5 at 6: 00 p. m. in the Palos Verdes Inn meeting
was attended by total 32 individuals.

V.  EVALUATION OF THE PROJECT AND DISCUSSION OF DEVELOPMENT
STANDARDS AND THE DENSITY BONUS PROVISIONS:

The proposed project requires the approval of a Conditional Use Permit,  Design

Review,  Landscape and Irrigation Plan,  Sign Review,  a Minor Subdivision  ( Vesting
Tentative Tract Map No. 72662) and a request for a Density Bonus under Government
Code Section 65915-65918 of State Law, which includes incentive ( or concession) for

the maximum building height,  a waiver of development standards for the maximum
number of building stories and a reduction in parking standards,   and the
approval/ certification of a Mitigated Negative Declaration/ Initial Environmental Study
and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program.
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DISCUSSION OF THE CALIFORNIA DENSITY BONUS LAW

The California Density Bonus Law was originally enacted by Senate Bill 1818 in 2004
and is implemented pursuant to Government Code Section 65915  —  65918  (see

attached). It is one of several California statutes designed to promote the construction of

low income housing and to remove any impediments to the development of said
housing. The mechanics of the law are described in greater detail below.

a.  Density Bonus Calculations:

Density bonus requirements are triggered when a residential developer sets aside a
designated percentage of units ( threshold):

10 percent of the total units as affordable to low income households; or

5 percent of the total units as affordable to very low income households; or
senior housing pursuant to Section 798.76 or 799. 5 of the Civil Code.

The density bonus for a residential project that provides housing for very low income
units (Gov. Code § 65915(f)(2)) is calculated as follows:

Percentage Very Low Percentage Density Bonus
Income Units

5 20

6 22. 5

7 25

8 27. 5

9 30

10 32. 5

11 34

The proposed project has proposed to include 6% of the residential units ( 9 units) as

very low income units which would consequently allow a 22. 5% density bonus, which is
equivalent to an additional thirty-four (34) units ( however the project has only proposed
a 21% density bonus, which equates to 31 additional units).

b.  Applicant Requested Incentives and Concessions:  The Density Bonus law also
provides for one applicant elected incentive/concession for projects that propose at

least 5 percent of the units for very low income households.    ( Gov.  Code  §

65915(d)( 2)( A).)   A concession/ incentive includes a reduction in site development
standards.    ( Gov.  Code§  65915(k).)    Legado has requested a concession to

increase the permissible height of the development to 56 ft. ( a waiver of the height

limits contained in RBMC § 10- 2. 916(d)).
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c.  Development Standard Waivers: In addition to incentives/concessions a City must
generally waive a development standard that physically prevents the proposed
project from being constructed with the proposed density bonus and with the
requested incentives.  ( Gov. Code § 65915( e)( 1).)  Legado has requested waiver of

the City' s development standards related to ( 1) number of stories  (RBMC §  10-

2. 916(e)),  and ( 2) maximum residential density ( RBMC §  10-2. 916( b)),  under this

provision of the Density Bonus law.

d.  Parking Standards:  Upon the request of the developer,  the City cannot normally
require a vehicular parking ratio that exceeds the following: one onsite parking space
for units with zero to one bedroom; two onsite parking spaces for units with two to
three bedrooms; the total of which is inclusive of handicapped, guest, tandem and

uncovered spaces.  ( Gov. Code § 65915( p).)  The Legado applicant has requested

the Density Bonus parking ratios for the residential component of the project.

e.  Housing Agreement: The statute requires that the applicant and the City enter into a >;
housing agreement that ensures the continued affordability of the prescribed number
of units for a minimum period of 30 years.

DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS

The proposed project meets the required development standards of the Mixed- Use

MU- 3A) zone ( with the exception of the public outdoor space) with the implementation

of the State Density Bonus Law3 as follows:

Maximum Floor Area Ratio ( F.A.R.) for mixed- use projects:  1. 5. The proposed

size of the project not including the parking garage is approximately 275,000
square, which is equivalent to an F. A.R. of 1. 5.

Maximum permitted commercial F.A.R.  is 0. 7, while the minimum commercial

F. A.R. is 0. 3 multiplied by the lot area within 130 feet of the property line abutting
Pacific Coast Highway. The maximum 0. 7 F. A.R. for this project equals 130, 358
square feet and the minimum equals 20,280 square feet. The proposed 37,600
square feet of commercial space meets this standard.

Residential density of one unit for every 1, 245 feet of lot area equals a

maximum of 149 units. 180 units are being proposed based on provisions of the
State Density Bonus Law described above in greater detail.

The project meets the minimum lot size of 15,000 square feet.

3" The granting of a density bonus shall not be interpreted, it and of itself, to require a general plan
amendment, local coastal plan amendment, zoning change..." ( Gov. Code§ 65915(f)(5) and (j).)
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The maximum building height is thirty-eight ( 38) feet, except that building heights
up to a maximum of forty-five (45) feet may be approved upon portions of the lot,
subject to Planning Commission Design Review. The applicant has requested a
concession under the Density Bonus law for this development standards
because portions of the project are up to fifty-six (56) feet in height.

A maximum of three ( 3) stories is permitted. The project includes four (4) stories

and is relying upon provisions of the State Density Bonus Law.   The project
applicant has already utilized their one voluntary concession on waiving the
City' s height development standards.  The applicant is relying upon the waiver of
this development standard under the Density Bonus law for development
standards that would physically preclude construction of the project.

The project meets the required setbacks for the zone.

The proposed private outdoor space meets the minimum requirement of 200
square feet per unit.

The proposed total of public outdoor space is approximately 26, 241 square feet,
about 1, 300 square feet less than the required 10% of the project F.A. R.

The project provides parking as per the provisions of the State Density Bonus
Law.

VI. Summary of the Environmental Analysis in the Final Initial Study/Mitigated
Negative Declaration (Final IS MND)

The City prepared, noticed, and released a Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration 2014-
08- IES- MND-001 (" Draft MND" ) for a 30-day public review period that began on August
7, 2014, and concluded on September 8, 2014.  While the original notice proposed a

Planning Commission hearing on November 20,  2014,  the City issued a Notice of
Postponement in November 2014.   The Planning Commission hearing on the Legado
Project scheduled for March 19, 2015 was re-noticed on February 15, 2015.

While there are no requirements to prepare response to comments on a Draft MND, the

City prepared responses and incorporated them into the Final MND ( Attachment # 4).
The Final MND also includes other revisions to the Draft MND which are marked in
strikeout and underline.    The Final MND determined that there would be potential

impacts associated with the following resource areas  ( 1)  Air Quality  (construction
emissions associated with Reactive Organic Gas- Paint related emissions), ( 2) Biology
Bird nests),   ( 3)   Geology and Soils   ( unstable soils),   (4)  Transportation/Traffic
Intersection at Palos Verdes Blvd/ Pacific Coast Highway),  (5) Utilities and Services

Systems ( Local wastewater infrastructure).  All of these impacts can be mitigated to less

than significant with implementation of the mitigation measures provided in the Final
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MND  (and incorporated into the MMRP).4 These mitigation measures include AQ- 1
Low-VOC Paint),    BI0- 1    ( Nesting/Breeding Native Bird Protection),    GEO- 1

Geotechnical Design Considerations), T- 1  ( Palos Verdes Boulevard and Pacific Coast

Highway), and U- 1 ( Wastewater Conveyance).

While impacts to the other resource areas were determined to be less than significant,

the City has proposed several additional conditions of approval ( COA) pursuant to the
City's CUP/Design Review procedures, which include CR- 1 ( Unanticipated Discovery of
Cultural Resources),    N- 1    ( Construction Equipment Mufflers),    N- 2   ( Stationary
Construction Equipment placement requirements),   N- 3   ( Construction Equipment

Staging area requirements), N- 4 ( Construction Equipment Electric Tool Requirements),
N- 5  ( Construction Equipment Sound Barriers),  a COA for Security/Crime Prevention
Plan, and a COA for signal crosswalk timing,

A total of 82, mailed and emailed, comments were received by the City. Sixty-three ( 63)
comments were received within the 30-day public review period that ended on
September 8, 2014. Another 19 responses were also received, recorded and responded

to after the 30-day public review period ended. The majority of comments received from
Redondo Beach and Torrance residents address concerns regarding: traffic congestion;
parking;  noise and air quality;  density;  height,  compatibility;  and impacts on public
services and City infrastructure.

Three  (3)  public agencies including Caltrans,  the Los Angeles County Metropolitan
Transportation Authority ( MTA), and County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County
also provided comments.  Comments from Caltrans regarding the proposed traffic
mitigation measure resulted in the need to redesign the proposed reconfiguration of the

traffic lanes. The impacts of this redesign on both on-site and off-site traffic circulation

have subsequently been addressed and determined to be less than significant. The
MTA's concern about protecting the existing bus transit stops during construction is also
addressed. County Sanitation provided information about the wastewater conveyance
system for the proposed project and the Joint Water Pollution Control Plant that is

included in the environmental documents.

The following discussion provides an overview of some of the areas of concern raised
by members of the public.    These issues are addressed in greater detail in the

Response to Comments, which are included in Final MND, Appendix J.

a.  Transportation (Traffic Study Methodology and Geographic Scope)

Several commenters suggested that the traffic study was outdated, suggested inclusion
of Avenue G in the traffic Analysis,  and suggested that the project would lead to

Mitigation Measure U- 1 proposes to construct additional wastewater conveyance infrastructure.

Additional revisions to this measure have been made in the Final MND to clarify that it is the applicant's
obligation to construct and fund these improvements.
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diverted traffic down Avenue G.   These issues were addressed in detail in Response

3. 2, which explains that an updated traffic report was prepared, and includes updated
traffic counts at the closest intersection, and adds in analysis of the intersections of

Palos Verdes Blvd/Avenue G and Prospect Ave/Avenue G.     Impacts at these

intersections were determined to be less than significant.  The updated traffic analysis is
included in Final MND Section XVI and Final MND Appendix F.   The Updated Traffic

Study shows that there would be approximately 11 cars that would travel down Avenue
G during the peak hour of the day and the project would not result in a significant impact
on Avenue G.    As explained in Response 6. 3,  a substantial number of vehicle

diversions are not anticipated down Avenue G.

b.  Transportation (Parking)

Several Commenters suggested that the project site does not have adequate parking.
This issue was addressed through an updated analysis of parking which has been
incorporated into Section XVI of the Final MND ( pages 85- 97), Final MND Appendix F
Chapter 5), and Response to Comments 3. 5.

c.  Access Road

Several commenters have raised concerns about the northern access road proposed on

the project site.  As discussed in Response 3. 8, under existing conditions the parking lot
directly abuts the northern wall in close proximity to the northern residential units... As
shown in Table 19, the majority of noise in the vicinity of the project site is associated
with traffic and parking lot activities. Many of these existing noise sources for current
commercial operations would be diverted to the proposed underground parking
structure. Furthermore, construction of the proposed four story structure will also block
existing traffic noise. Based upon a comparison to existing conditions,  impacts were
determined to be less than significant.

Additionally, this northern access road would not be used on a frequent basis. As shown
in Figure 5 of the Final MND, this "access road" travels along the northeastern boundary
of the project site between the secondary ( northern) driveway on PVB to the main
driveway on PCH. The mezzanine parking level and main ground- level parking area can
be accessed from this road; however the main access to these parking areas is from
PCH. The mezzanine parking level is for overflow commercial guests, residential guest
parking, leasing, and overflow hotel parking.   In addition, this road would not provide
access for heavy trucks. As shown in Table 4 of the project traffic study (see Appendix
F of the Final IS- MND), approximately 14 heavy trucks and 5 articulated trucks per day
are expected to enter and exit the project site.  Additional detailed are provided in the
Final MND and Response 3.8.
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d.  Aesthetics

Several commenters raised concerns associated with aesthetics and the density/height
of the project.

Aesthetic Impacts were analyzed in detail in Final MND Section I and Appendix B
Visual Impact Assessment" or "VIA").  The VIA was prepared by MIG / Hogle —Ireland,

and includes a comprehensive analysis of the scenic and visual character of the project

and vicinity for the purposes of the CEQA analysis. The analysis is based on modeling
and simulating the proposed project and its impacts on the surrounding community and
includes a photographic survey,  visual simulations,  a shade study and a review of
potential light and glare impacts. The assessment provides the following conclusions:

The project site is not part of a critical view.

Though a few, limited private views will be blocked they are not protected
by any local ordinances or other legislation.
The project will be congruent with the existing character of the area as an
urban mixed- use development similar in scale to the surrounding
buildings.

The architecture of the proposed project will update the visual character of

the existing site with a contemporary aesthetic that will not conflict with the
eclectic range of architectural styles in the vicinity.
A maximum of eighteen  ( 18)  residential units north of the site will

experience partial shading during portions of the day as a result of the
project.

The project will not produce light or glare that will adversely impact the
neighboring development.

The proposed project introduces a mixed- use structure that is three  (3) to  (4) four
stories in height (56 feet at the highest point as defined in the Redondo Beach Municipal
Code " RBMC"). This is similar to that of surrounding properties including the existing
hotel, which is ( 4) four stories tall, and buildings surrounding the project site range from
one ( 1) to four (4) stories. Therefore, the project will not degrade background views to

the Palos Verdes Hills to the south, nor would it adversely affect foreground views of the
Pacific Ocean to the north.

Some windows and balconies of the existing three-story residential condominiums
located east of the project on Ave G face the Pacific Ocean and upper floors of these

units may have a view of the ocean.  However,  the views are limited because of
topography and screening by the existing multi-story development in the Riviera Village.
As designed,  the proposed project may block the existing limited views from the
condominiums. However, it is important to note that the views are not considered scenic

vistas, nor are they protected because the City does not have a private view protection
ordinance.
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Land uses in the vicinity include multi- family residential units and commercial uses such
as restaurants,  markets,  retail shops, and offices.  In combination, they function as a
high- intensity urban beach community providing local and tourist conveniences amidst
medium to high-density housing in relative proximity to the beach. Since the, proposed
mixed- use project consists of the same variety of uses, it is compatible and will blend
well with the existing vicinity.

COMPARITIVE SCALE

OF DEVELOPMENT

SCALE OF
DEVELOPMENT N. Side Ave G S. Side Ave G Legado Project**

FACTORS

Zoning RMD* RMD* MU- 3A

Average Density 50. 12 DU/AC 57.71 DU/ AC 54. 90 DU/AC

Units/Acre maximum of 66.67    ( maximum of 66. 10

DU/ AC and DU/AC and

minimum of 26.67 minimum of 45

DU/AC)      DU/ AC)

Average F. A.R.  0.99 1. 15 1. 5

No of Stories 3 3 2 — 4

Height*** 40 56

RMD = Medium Density Residential
The existing Hotel within the Project Site currently includes 4 stories, has a FAR of 1. 43, and is

approximately 50 feet in height.
Additional structures within 1, 500 ft of the project site are up to 50 ft in height.

The architectural term  " scale of development"  means the degree to which a new
development provides,  maintains and promotes continuity in terms of height,  bulk,
intensity and density in relation to surrounding buildings and uses.

The table above provides a comparison of the densities, F.A.R.s ( intensity) and building
heights of the residential development on Ave G ( directly east of the project) with that of
the proposed project. These are all factors that contribute to the scale development.
Surprisingly, the residential density of the proposed project is similar to the density of
development on Avenue G, whereas the F.A. R. and building height, as measured in
stories and feet, is higher. This is not surprising or unexpected given the zoning of the
property with its own unique objectives and its location on a major roadway and a busy
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intersection.  This discussion only summarizes some of the factors relevant to the
aesthetic analyses conclusions in the Final MND and VIA;  additional details on this

analysis are provided therein.

VII.     PROJECT ENTITLEMENT CRITERIA AND FINDINGS

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT

Pursuant to RBMC Section 10- 2. 910 of the Zoning Ordinance any new development on
a site zoned Mixed- Use ( MU- 3A) including multi-family residential units, requires the
approval of a Conditional Use Permit.  Approval of a Conditional Use Permit must

generally meet certain criteria specified in RBMC 10-2. 2506.     The City's past
interpretation of these provisions allows a balancing of these factors, consistent with
Santa Clarita Organization for Planning the Environment v. City of Santa Clarita ( 2011)
197 Cal.App.4th 1042, 1059- 1064.

These CUP Criteria include:

The site for the proposed use shall be in conformity with the General Plan and
shall be adequate in size and shape to accommodate such use and all setbacks,

spaces,  walls and fences,  parking,  loading,  landscaping,  and other features
required by this chapter to adjust such use with the land and uses in the
neighborhood.  ( RBMC § 10- 2. 2506( b)( 1))

The site for the proposed use shall have adequate access to a public street or

highway of adequate width and pavement to carry the quantity and kind of traffic
generated by the proposed use. ( RBMC § 10-2.2506( b)( 2))

The proposed use shall have no adverse effect on abutting property or the
permitted use thereof. (RBMC § 10- 2. 2506( b)( 3))

The conditions stated in the resolution or design considerations integrated into

the project shall be deemed necessary to protect the public health, safety, and
general welfare.  Such conditions may include,  but shall not be limited to:..."
RBMC § 10- 2. 2506( b)( 4))

Based on a comprehensive analysis,  the proposed project complies with the City's
goals,   policies,  development standards  ( with the exception of the open space

requirements) and regulations as contained in the Zoning Ordinance, the General Plan
Land Use Element, the General Plan Housing Element, and the Density Bonus Law. It
also can be considered to meet the criteria for the approval of a Conditional Use Permit.
However, as described in' greater detail below, pursuant to the City's Design Review
procedures staff recommends that the Planning Commission require the project
applicant to redesign.,the eastern four (4) story structure to break up the large, linear
east/west mass to provide some relief to the adjacent residential uses.
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PLANNING COMMISSION DESIGN REVIEW

Pursuant to Section 10-2. 2502 of the Zoning Ordinance, any new development on a site
zoned Mixed- Use ( MU- 3) that is 10, 000 square feet in size or more, requires Planning
Commission Design Review.  The purpose of the Design Review is to look at the

compatibility,   originality,   variety and innovation within the architecture,   design,
landscaping,  and site planning of the project.  The purpose of the review is also to
protect surrounding property values, prevent blight and deterioration of neighborhoods,
promote sound land use, design excellence, and protect the overall health, safety and
welfare of the City.   The CEQA analysis differs from the City's Design Review/CUP
procedures.   CEQA's analysis focuses upon impacts to the public at large ( and not

specific individuals/ structures)  and CEQA is based upon adverse environmental
changes in comparison to existing conditions.     The City's Design Review and CUP
procedures allow for broader considerations in issuing project modifications,  such
considerations can include conditions: " to protect the public health, safety, and general
welfare" and can address abutting property.

Design Review criteria include:

User impact and needs. The design of the project shall consider the impact

and the needs of the user in respect to circulation, parking, traffic, utilities, public
services,  noise and odor,  privacy,  private and common open spaces,  trash
collection, security and crime deterrence, energy consumption, physical barriers,
and other design concerns" (RBMC § 10-2.2502(b)( 1)),

Relationship to physical features. The location of buildings and structures
shall respect the natural terrain of the site and shall be functionally integrated
with any natural features of the landscape to include the preservation of existing
trees, where feasible." (RBMC § 10-2. 2502(b)( 2)),

Consistency of architectural style.  The building or structure shall be
harmonious and consistent within the proposed architectural style regarding
roofing,  materials,  windows,  doors,  openings,  textures,  colors,  and exterior
treatment" (RBMC § 10- 2. 2502( b)( 3)),

Balance and integration with the neighborhood. The overall design shall be

integrated and compatible with the neighborhood and shall strive to be in

harmony with the scale and bulk of surrounding properties"  ( RBMC  §  10-

2.2502( b)( 4)),

Building design. The design of buildings and structures shall strive to provide
innovation,   variety,   and creativity in the proposed design solution.   All

architectural elevations shall be designed to eliminate the appearance of flat

façades or boxlike construction..." ( RBMC § 10-2. 2502( b)( 5))

Additional criteria/ conditions can include: ( a) Changes to the design of buildings and
structures  ( 10-2. 2502( b)( 8)( a)),  such other conditions as will make possible the
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development of the City in an orderly and efficient manner..."     ( RBMC  §  10-

2. 2502( b)( 8)( k).)

User impacts and needs

The site is strategically organized with the placement of the public and commercial
spaces closest to the public right-of-way and the location of the private living and open
spaces to the middle and rear of the site. In this way, residential areas are further away
from public spaces and activities. Both pedestrian and vehicular access is provided onto

the site from several locations on Pacific Coast Highway and Palos Verdes Boulevard.
Internal circulation routes allow the residents direct access to their on-site parking
facilities and private amenities as well as the public spaces and commercial services at

the street level. Circulation routes for visitors driving to the site provide easy and direct
access between the parking lot, the commercial use at ground level, and the public
open space on the podium level. Pedestrian visitors to the site have direct access to the
commercial storefronts and the public open space on the podium level.

The proposed project provides 614 parking spaces including 552 parking spaces on
three levels of subterranean parking and 62 parking spaces on a surface lot south of the
hotel. One parking space is provided for each studio and one-bedroom unit, and two
spaces for each two- bedroom unit. There are also an additional 60 residential spaces

available for a total of 308 residential parking spaces. The number of parking spaces
provided for the commercial tenants and the hotel meets City's requirements.  The
exception is that fifteen ( 15) of the required hotels parking spaces located on the hotel' s
surface parking lot are tandem spaces. The hotel will be required to provide a valet
service on an on-going basis if those spaces are to be considered as providing the
adequate number of spaces for the hotel.

A loading area just east of the four (4) story residential structure is available for use by
the residential tenants. A commercial loading area is located in the P1 parking level
directly rear of the proposed market space. This loading can be accessed from the main
driveway entrance on Pacific Coast Highway and the rear access road off of the
easterly driveway on Palos Verdes Boulevard.  Trash facilities for the commercial
tenants and the residential tenants are provided in the P1 Level of the parking garage.
Trash shutes are located directly above the residential trash areas located on the P1
level.

The implementation of an approved Security/ Crime Prevention System will address the

safety needs of the residents, guests and the adjacent neighbors

Relationship to Physical Features

The predominant physical feature of the existing lot is the downward slope of the
existing grade towards the northwest corner of the site. The organization of the project
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around the semi- subterranean podium is the most efficient solution for this design
challenge.

The existing landscaping on the site is very limited. The proposed plan removes the
existing landscaping and provides.  It will be removed and replaced with new,  larger
landscaping areas, and planted with a greater quantity and a more appropriate planting
palette.

The existing finish grades along the west side of the adjacent residential property to the
east on Avenue G are equivalent to the highest existing grades along the east property
line of the subject property.  Consequently,  the residential development east of the
proposed project is situated on higher ground than the project site.

Consistency of the Architectural Style & Building Design

The architecture and overall design of the proposed project can be described as an eco-

contemporary style that incorporates an aesthetic balance between cool materials such
as glass, steel, and concrete and warm, traditional materials such wood and tiles. The

design is characterized by the use of clean lines,  flat roofs with overhangs,  large
expanses of windows, cantilevered spaces and a distinct lack of ornamentation. These

design elements are used consistently throughout the commercial component, public
and private open spaces and residential structures. While the scale of the project is

similar to some of the structures in the Riviera Village, there are concerns regarding the
compatibility of the eastern residential structure with the adjacent residential uses

The ecological aspect of the architecture consists of the use of wood and recycled

materials as well as other green building components not readily recognizable or visible
such as solar photovoltaic paneling on the roof; electric charging stations for electrical
cars; bicycle parking to encourage less automobile use; low water flow restroom fixtures
to reduce water waste; energy-efficient Energy Star appliances in apartment units; and
a water-wise landscaping pallet.

Planning staff will work with the project developer, the new hotel operator and their
architectural team to ensure that the exterior modifications and signs for the hotel

renovation are in keeping with the architectural design of the mixed- use component.

Balance and Integration with the Neighborhood

As noted above, this factor allows consideration of the overall design shall be integrated

and compatible with the neighborhood and shall strive to be in harmony with the scale
and bulk of surrounding properties.  The term " massing" is related to bulk and refers to
the shape and size of a building. But massing is more than just the width and height of a
building or a description of the volume of space it occupies.  It is more than the
composition of a building or space; massing is something that we experience physically.
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Achieving the right massing in design is a critical component in reaching the magical
formula for a given building or project.
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MASSING OF THE PROJECT

STRUCTURES Hotel Podium N) One S) One One

VARIABLE 3-Story 3- Story 4-Story
No. of Stories 4 Semi- sub 3 3 4

Height (+ E. G.)  50'   AVG.  12'       Max. 50' Max. 52' Max.56'

Width / Depth 60' x 330'     375' x 270'      75' x150'      75' x 150'      65' x 390'

Lot Coverage 11%      54%       6%       6%       14%

Volume C. F. 990, 000 1, 215,000 560, 000 585,000 1, 420,000

Setbacks to E- 15'     E-30'    E- 120'   E- 160'  E- 30+'

PLs or Other S- 70'     S-40'     S-45'    S-45'    S-45'

Structures W-25'    W- 12'    W-28'   W-28'  W- 190'

N- 10'    N- 10'    N- 150'   N- 80'    N- 20'

Position N/ S South Mid & North Mid Mid Mid &

North

Position EM East to East to West West East

West West

NOTES:

1. These numbers are all averages and approximations since none of the structures are perfectly
rectangular.

2. E. G.= Existing Grade
3. PL = Property Line

The massing variables and the positioning of the five structural elements are shown in
the above Table. A brief discussion of the elements is provided below:

On the south end of the site the existing four ( 4) story hotel creates a large,
east/west,  rectangular mass that provides the physical framework for the

massing arrangement of the mixed- use components to the north. Its location 75
feet from the south property line diminishes the affect this mass has on the
adjacent development to the south.

The second element is the structural podium upon which the other three ( s)

structural elements are positioned. This structural element creates a horizontal
plane across the site which intersects with the slope of the site; in other words, it

provides a flat surface on a lot that slopes as much as 15 feet from east to west
and 10 feet from north to south with the lowest point at the northwest corner of
the site.  The podium creates the outer physical edge of the project,  where

pedestrians on the public sidewalk interface with the physical mass of the project.

The profile of this physical mass varies in height from 12 to 20 feet except for
small areas where the height is closer to 30 feet from the sidewalk grade. This

compares to walking along a commercial street lined with one ( 1) story and two
2) story buildings.
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Two ( 2) of the three ( 3) residential structures are medium in terms of their mass.

Therefore, the location of these structures in a relatively central position on the
site is appropriate.

The four (4) story residential structure creates a large, north/ south, rectangular
mass. It is the tallest of the structures, has the most lot coverage ( excluding the
podium), and the highest volume of space. As such, its location along the east
property line has the most effect on the existing abutting residential structures to
the east.

In conclusion, the current massing of the project is appropriate with the exception of the
four (4) story residential structure located along the east property line, which may feel
overwhelming to the limited number of residences located immediately to the north.
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission require the project applicant and
architect develop some design solutions to break up that large, linear east/west mass.

Signs

There are two ( 2) sets of sign plans for the project; one provides concepts for project

identification, and the other provides locations and design guidelines for facility signage
and retail signage. The proposed project identification signs are appropriate in scale

and design. However, they lack dimensions and other details. The design guidelines for
the retail signage are appropriate and comprehensive with the exception of the details
for the directional signs, which still need to be developed.

It is recommended that the applicant continue to work with the Planning staff to
complete the signs plans with respect to missing dimensions, and other details such the
design of the directional signs.

Conclusion of the Planning Commission Design Review

In conclusion, the proposed project can meet the criteria for the approval of a Planning
Commission Design Review. However, staff recommends that additional modifications

be made to ( 1) Redesign the eastern four (4) story structure to break up the large, linear
east/west mass,  and  ( 2)  Redesign of the project to incorporate an additional 1, 300
square feet of open space, and ( 3) the project applicant be required to complete the

proposed sign programs and that the sign programs be approved by the Planning
department prior to issuance of Certificate of Occupancy.

VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP

Vesting Tentative Tract Map No.  72662 consolidates the subject property for the
purposes of developing it as a mixed- use project.  The proposed Map meets the
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requirements of Chapter 1, Subdivisions, Article 5 of the City's Zoning Ordinance, and
the California State Subdivision Map.

FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL:

1.  In accordance with Section 10-2. 2506( b) of the Redondo Beach Municipal Code,

a Conditional Use Permit is in accord with the criteria set forth therein for the

following reasons:

a)  The proposed use is permitted in the land use district in which the site is
located, and the site is adequate in size and shape to accommodate the

use and all yards, open spaces, walls, and fences, parking, landscaping
and other features, and the project is consistent with the requirements of
Chapter 2, Title 10 of the Redondo Beach Municipal Code, to adjust the

use with the land and uses in the neighborhood.

b)  The site has adequate access to public streets of adequate width to carry
the kind and quantity of traffic generated by the proposed use provided
that the project includes a street dedication and improvements for safe

access to Pacific Coast Highway.

c)  The proposed use shall have no adverse effect on abutting property or the
permitted use thereof,  subject to the conditions of approval with the

exception of the eastern residential structure requires modifications.

d)  The proposed project conforms to all of the requirements of the Zoning
Ordinance.

e)  The project is consistent with the Comprehensive General Plan of the City.

2.  In accordance with Section 10- 2-2502(b) of the Redondo Beach Municipal Code,

the applicant's request for Planning Commission Design Review is consistent
with the criteria set forth therein for the following reasons:

a)  The design of the project considers the impact and needs of the user in

respect to circulation, parking, traffic, utilities, public services, noise and odor,
privacy,  private and common open spaces,  trash collection,  security and
crime deterrence,  energy consumption,  physical barriers, and other design
concerns.

b)  The location of the structure respects the natural terrain of the site and is

functionally integrated with natural features of the landscape to include the
preservation of existing trees, where feasible.
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c)  The design of the project is harmonious and consistent within the proposed

architectural style regarding roofing,  materials,  windows,  doors,  openings,
textures, colors, and exterior treatment.

d)  [ To be updated after project modifications]  The design of the project is

integrated and compatible with the neighborhood and is in harmony with the
scale and bulk of surrounding properties with the exception of the eastern
residential structure of the mixed- use project, which is not in scale in terms of

its mass and bulk with the residential uses directly east of the subject property
on Avenue G.

e)  [ To be updated after project modifications] The design of the project provides

innovation, variety, and creativity in the proposed design solution and serves
to minimize the appearance of flat facades and box-like construction.

3.  The requested density bonus, incentive (or concession) for the maximum building
height, waiver of development standards for the maximum number of building
stories and a reduction in parking standards are in compliance with Government
Code Section 65915-65918 of State Law.

4.  The Vesting Tract Map 72662 is consistent with the Comprehensive General
Plan of the City.

5.  The plans, specifications and drawings submitted with the applications have been

reviewed by the Planning Commission, and are approved.

6.  The Planning Commission hereby finds that Mitigated Negative Declaration No.
No. 2014-08- IES- MND- 001 has been prepared and circulated in compliance with
the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act  (CEQA),  and the

procedures set forth in the ordinances of the City of Redondo Beach.

7.  A Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program ( MMRP) has been developed that
includes a mitigation monitoring table listing the mitigation measures and
identifies the timing and responsibility for monitoring each measure.

8.  The Planning Commission hereby finds that the proposed project will have no
effect on fish and game resources pursuant to Section 21089( b) of the Public
Resources Code.

9.  The Planning Commission further finds that in reviewing the Mitigated Negative
Declaration No.  2014-08- IES- MND- 001 it has exercised its own independent

judgment.
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10. The Planning Commission hereby finds and determines that the proposed project
will not have a significant effect on the environment, subject to the modifications

of the design review, conditions of approval and mitigation measures.

CONDITIONS:

1.       That the approval granted herein is for the demolition of the 21, 130 square-foot

former Bristol Farm grocery store, the demolition of 7, 224 square feet of in- line
retail tenant spaces,  the renovation of the existing 110- room hotel,  and the
construction of a new mixed- use project that consists of 180 residential units and

approximately 37,600 square feet of commercial development with the required
private open space and public open space and 614 parking spaces in substantial
compliance with the plans approved by Planning Commission on March 19,
2015.

2. To be updated after project modifications] The proposed total amount of public
outdoor space as shown in the plans is approximately 26, 241 square feet, about
1, 300 square feet less than the required 10% of the project F. A.R., which is

equivalent to 27,535 square feet.  The applicant shall work with the Planning
Department to revise the plans appropriately.

3.       The precise architectural treatment of the building exterior, roof, walks, walls, and
driveways shall be subject to Planning Department approval prior to issuance of
a building permit.

4. To be updated after project modifications] The project applicant shall provide the

Planning Commission with a revised design that better addresses the building
scale in terms of height,  bulk, density and intensity in relation to surrounding
buildings and uses of the ( 4) story residential structure to be located along the
east property of the four residential structure located along the east property.

5.       The applicant shall continue to work with the Planning staff to complete the sign
plans with respect to missing dimensions, and other details such the design of
the directional signs.  The sign programs shall be approved by the Planning
Department prior to issuance of Certificate of Occupancy.

6.       The hotel shall be required to provide valet parking services on an on-going basis
to ensure that the fifteen  (15) tandem parking spaces located on the surface
parking lot are used to the maximum extent possible.

7.       The applicant will be required to provide a detailed security / crime prevention
plan for review and approval by the City's Police Department that considers as a
minimum secured gates for access to residential living areas and private open
spaces; appropriate lighting to deter criminal activities in hard- to see areas, and
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camera surveillance as needed. The approval of a security / crime prevention
plan by the Police Department shall be required prior to the issuance of a
building permit for the project.

8.       The applicant shall provide complete landscaping plans including planting details
and irrigations plans pursuant to the requirements of the Assembly Bill  ( AB)
1881, the Water Conservation in Landscaping Act of 2006 (Laird).

9.       That the applicant shall provide the Planning Commission with the proposed
exterior modifications and signs for the hotel renovation at a future date. That the

review and approval of the hotel renovations by the Planning Commission shall
occur prior to the issuance of a building permit for the hotel, and the issuance of
a Certificate of Occupancy for the mixed- use project.

10.     The City's newly adopted Public Art Ordinance requires the project applicant to
provide a zoning requirement contribution equivalent of one percent ( 1%) of the

building valuation above $250,000. This zoning requirement contribution can take
the form of: 1) an installation of public art on the subject property, commissioned

by the developer, but subject to the approval of the City' s Public Art Commission;
2)  a request that the installation of public art on the subject property be
commissioned and approved by the Public Art Commission; 3) an installation of
public art on the subject property valued at less than the required 1% contribution

and provide the balance of the 1%  for the public art zoning requirement
contribution to the John Parsons Public Art Fund:  or 4)  pay the zoning
requirement fee to The John Parsons Public Art Fund to be used for future public
art in public places as determined by the Public Art Commission based on the
City's Public Art Master Program.  If the decision regarding the public art
contribution is not finalized prior to the issuance of a building permit, the project
developer will be required to deposit the required 1% zoning requirement fee in a
set aside account. The monetary deposit will be held by the City until such time
as the public art contribution is satisfied.  If the art contribution for the subject

property is not satisfied within a one ( 1) year period from the date of the issuance
of a construction permit, the monetary public art deposit will revert to the John
Parsons Public Art Fund for future public art in public places as determined by
the Public Art Commission based on the City's Public Art Master Program.

11.     The project shall be prepared in accordance with the approved Standard Urban
Storm Water Mitigation Plan  ( SUSMP)  /  Low Impact Development  ( LID),

prepared for the subject site by Kimley-Horn & Associates. Inc., dated February
2014.

12.     Color and material samples shall be submitted for review and approval of the

Planning Department prior to the issuance of Building Permits.
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13.     The Vesting Tract Map shall be recorded within 36- months of the effective date
of this resolution, unless an extension is granted pursuant to law.  If said map is
not recorded within said 36- month period, or any extension thereof, the map shall
be null, void, and of no force and effect.

24.     A Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan ( SUSMP) shall be included on final

plans and implemented during construction and the operation of the project.

25.     The applicant shall comply with the following mitigation measures and the
associated procedures listed in the MMRP.

AQ- 1 Low-VOC Paint. The applicant must use low-VOC paint on all interior and

exterior surfaces. Paint should not exceed:

50 g/ L for residential interior surfaces
100 g/ L for residential exterior surfaces
150 g/ L for non- residential interior and exterior surfaces

B1O- 1 Nesting/ Breeding Native Bird Protection. To avoid impacts to nesting
birds,  including birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act,  all
initial ground disturbing activities, including tree removal, should be limited
to the time period between August 16 and January 31  ( i. e., outside the
nesting season)  if feasible.   If initial site disturbance,  grading,  and
vegetation removal cannot be conducted during this time period, a pre-
construction survey for active nests within the project site shall be
conducted by a qualified biologist at the site no more than two weeks prior
to any construction activities. If active nests are identified, species specific
exclusion buffers shall be determined by the biologist, and construction
timing and location adjusted accordingly. The buffer shall be adhered to
until the adults and young are no longer reliant on the nest site,  as
determined by the biologist. Limits of construction to avoid a nest should
be established in the field with flagging and stakes or construction fencing.
Construction personnel shall be instructed on the sensitivity of the area.

T-1 Palos Verdes Boulevard and Pacific Coast Highway.  The following
improvement identified in the Traffic Impact Study ( Appendix F) shall be
implemented:

Reconfigure the southbound Pacific Coast Highway approach from a left,
through and shared through/ right lane to a left, two through and right turn

only lane.

The improvement shall be fully funded by the applicant and implemented
prior to final inspection and the opening of the project. The Applicant shall

36



Administrative Report March 19, 2015

Case 2015-03- PC- 005

deposit funds for this measure with the City of Redondo Beach within two
months of the approval of the Conditional Use Permit.

U- 1 Wastewater Conveyance. The applicant shall fully fund the construction
of a new downstream 12- inch mainline wastewater conveyance system

connection to an alternative sewershed by connecting manhole 3445 to
manhole 3648 ( approximately 300 linear feet). The applicant shall also
fully fund an upgrade to the existing wastewater collection system
between manhole 3447 and manhole 3446 ( approximately 150 linear feet)
to a 12- inch line. The Applicant shall deposit funds for this measure with

the City of Redondo Beach within two months of the approval of the
Conditional Use Permit and shall apply for a Caltrans Encroachment
Permit. Construction in rights of way will require a Caltrans Encroachment
Permit, which includes a Traffic Control Plan in compliance with Manual

on Uniform Traffic Control Devices ( MUTCD) [ Traffic Control Plans Part 6].

These improvements must be implemented prior to final inspection and

the opening of the project.

26.     The applicant shall be required to adhere to the adopted Mitigation Monitoring
and Reporting Program prepared in conjunction with approved Initial
Environmental Study No.   2014- 08- IES- MND- 001 and Mitigated Negative

Declaration No. 2014-08- IES- MND- 001.

27.     The project shall be designed to provide sound attenuation between the units

and the uses and noise generated by the vehicular traffic on Pacific Coast
Highway,  including dual- glazing and supplemental insulation,  as determined
necessary by an acoustical analysis.

28.      Prior to the issuance of building permits for this project, the Developer shall enter
into an Affordable Housing Agreement with the City to provide and deed restrict
nine ( 9) dwelling units as affordable for very low- income households for a period
of not less than 30 years in accordance with all applicable state and local laws.

The recorded Affordable Housing Agreement shall be binding on all future
owners and successors in interest.

29.     The nine ( 9) units set aside for very low income households must be comparable
with the other units provided in the project.

30.     That the applicant shall make a dedication of the subject property fronting onto
South Pacific Coast Highway for the purpose of providing a twelve ( 12) foot wide
public sidewalk as per Exhibit C1. 00 of the approved plans as prepared by
Kimley-Horn and Associates,  January 30,  2015.   The applicant shall also be

responsible providing the public improvements in keeping with the City's adopted
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Administrative Policy No.   12. 2,   Living Streets Guidelines and Policies for
Redondo Beach ( City Council Resolution No. 1310- 095, October 1, 2013).

31.     The applicant shall work with the City and adhere to Caltrans requirements to
determine the appropriate length for the PCH southbound left turn pocket. The
applicant shall prepare a design that appropriate balances the southbound PCH
left turn pocket and the northbound Avenue I left turn pocket. The applicant shall
restripe the lanes as appropriate based on Caltrans criteria and shall obtain a
Caltrans permit for this work.

32.     The applicant shall pay a fair share contribution*  for the following proposed
improvements at Pacific Coast Highway and Torrance Boulevard which shall
include both Northbound and Southbound Intersection Improvements as
described below.  These physical improvements do not need to be in place prior
to the issuance of the certificate of occupancy for the proposed project; however
the funds shall be submitted to Caltrans prior to the issuance of a certificate of
occupancy for the proposed project.

a)       Northbound: To provide a separate north bound right turn lane to reduce
congestion and improve the levels of service at this intersection.  The
physical limits of the improvements extend to approximately 300 feet
south of the intersection.  ( The improvements include removing/ relocating
sidewalk along with curb and gutter,  relocating traffic signal poles,  and
constructing a new street section with ADA curb ramp improvements.)

b)       Southbound: To provide a separate south bound right turn lane to reduce
congestion and improve the levels of service at this intersection.  The
physical limits of the improvements extend to 120 feet north of the
intersection.  ( The improvements include removing/ relocating sidewalk
along with curb and gutter and a driveway approach,  relocating traffic
signal poles and bus stop improvements, and constructing a new street
section with ADA curb ramp improvements.)

Calculation of fair share contribution: Total intersection volumes with the project
are 3, 909 vehicles during the AM peak hour and 4, 642 vehicles during the PM
peak hour.  The project contributes 46 and 585 vehicle trips respectively.  This
equates to 1. 2% of the morning peak hour traffic and 1. 8% of the evening peak
traffic.    The project will contribute 1. 2%  of the cost for the northbound

improvement and 1. 8% of the cost for the southbound improvement.)

33.      In exchange for the City's issuance and/or adoption of the Project Approvals, the
Applicant agrees to save, keep, indemnify, hold harmless and defend the City of
Redondo Beach ( with counsel of City' s choice), and its appointed and elected
officials, officers, employees, and agents ( collectively "City"), from every claim or
demand made,  including in particular but not limited to any claims brought
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seeking to overturn the Project Approvals,  whether under the California
Environmental Quality Act  (" CEQA")  or other state or local law,  including
attorney' s fees and costs,  and any attorneys'  fees or costs which may be
awarded to any person or party challenging the Project Approvals on any
grounds.  In addition,  Applicant agrees to save, keep, indemnify, hold harmless
and defend the City of Redondo Beach ( with counsel of City's choice), and its
appointed and elected officials,  officers,  employees,  and agents  ( collectively
City"), from every liability, loss, damage or expense of any nature whatsoever

and all costs or expenses incurred in connection therewith, including attorneys'
fees, which arise at any time, by reason of, or in any way related to the City's
decision to grant the Project Approvals, or which arise out of the operation of the
Applicant's business on the Property; provided, however, that in no case shall the
Applicant be responsible for the active negligence of the City."

Construction Related Conditions:

34.     The applicant shall provide on- site erosion protection for the storm drainage
system during construction, to the satisfaction of the Engineering Department.

35.     The applicants and/or their successors shall maintain the subject property in a
clean,  safe,  and attractive state until construction commences.    Failure to

maintain the subject property may result in reconsideration of this approval by the
Planning Commission.

36.      In the event of a disagreement in the interpretation and/ or application of these

conditions, the issue shall be referred back to the Planning Commission for a
decision prior to the issuance of a building permit.  The decision of the Planning
Commission shall be final.

37.     All on- site litter and debris shall be collected daily.

38.     Construction work shall occur only between the hours of 7 a. m. and 6 p. m. on
Monday through Friday, between 9 a. m. and 5 p. m. on Saturday, with no work
occurring on Sunday and holidays.

39.      Material storage on public streets shall not exceed 48- hours per load.

40.     The project developer and/ or general contractor shall be responsible for

counseling and supervising all subcontractors and workers to ensure that
neighbors are not subjected to excessive noise, disorderly behavior, or abusive
language.

41.      Barriers shall be erected to.protect the public where streets and/or sidewalks are
damaged or removed.
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42.     Streets and sidewalks adjacent to job sites shall be clean and free of debris.

43.     CR- 1 Unanticipated Discovery of Cultural Resources.  If archaeological or
paleontological resources are encountered during ground-disturbing activities,
work in the immediate area shall halt and an archaeologist meeting the Secretary
of the Interior' s Professional Qualifications Standards for archaeology ( National
Park Service 1983)  or a paleontologist meeting the Society of Vertebrate
Paleontology standards for a Qualified Professional Paleontologist ( SVP 2010)
shall be contacted immediately to evaluate the find. If the discovery proves to be
an archaeological or paleontological resource,  additional work such as data

recovery excavation may be warranted pursuant to CEQA Section 21083.2. After
the find has been appropriately mitigated, work in the area may resume. A Native
American representative should monitor any archaeological field work associated
with Native American materials

44.       GEO- 1 Geotechnical Design Considerations. The recommendations included

on pages 12 through 27 in the 2013 Geotechnical Engineering Exploration
Update conducted by Irvine Geotechnical,  Inc.  ( Appendix G)  related to soil
engineering must be incorporated into the proposed project grading and building
plans. The recommendations are related to:

Site preparation ( general grading specifications),
Foundation design  ( general conditions,  spread footings,  foundation

settlement),

Retaining walls  ( general design- static loading,  seismic surcharge,
surcharge loading, subdrain, backfill),
Temporary excavations  ( shoring,  lateral design of shoring,  lagging,
earth anchors, anchor testing, internal bracing, deflection monitoring),
Floor slabs and concrete decking,
Corrosion,

Drainage ( onsite surface water filtration), and

Waterproofing.

45.      N- 1 Equipment Mufflers.  During all project construction,  all construction
equipment, fixed or mobile, shall be operated with closed engine doors and shall

be equipped with properly operating and maintained residential-grade mufflers
consistent with manufacturers' standards.

46.       N- 2 Stationary Equipment.  All stationary construction equipment shall be
placed ( at a minimum of 50 feet from the adjacent residential structures) so that

emitted noise is directed away from the nearest sensitive receptors.

47.       N- 3 Equipment Staging Areas. Equipment staging shall be located in areas
that will create the greatest feasible distance between construction-related noise
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sources and noise-sensitive receptors ( at a minimum of 50 feet from the adjacent
residential structures).

48.       N- 4 Electrically-Powered Tools and Facilities. Electrical power shall be used
to run air compressors and similar power tools and to power any temporary
equipment.

49.       N- 5 Sound Barriers.  Temporary sound barriers shall be installed and
maintained by the construction contractor between the construction site and
sensitive residential receptors  ( residential buildings to the north)  as needed

during construction phases with high noise levels.  Temporary sound barriers
shall consist of either sound blankets capable of blocking approximately 20 dBA
of construction noise or other sound barriers/techniques such as acoustic

padding or acoustic walls placed on or in front of the existing residential buildings
to the north of the project site that would reduce construction noise by
approximately 20 dBA.  Barriers shall be placed such that the line-of-sight
between the construction equipment and adjacent sensitive land uses is blocked.

50.     Cross Walk Timing:  During construction associated with Mitigation Measure T-
1 to widen Pacific Coast Highway, the signal timing on the roadway shall be
adjusted with sufficient minimum crossing time for pedestrians to completely and
safely cross the roadway surface. The flashing Don' t Walk sign will be increased
by 3. 5 seconds on the south side of Pacific Coast Highway for a total of 18.5
seconds and by 1. 3 seconds on the north side for a total of 19. 3 seconds to
accommodate the wider roadway width for crossing.  Subsequent adjustments to
pedestrian crossing sign timing may be made so long as they comply with the
requirements of Caltrans or the California Department of Transportation.

51.     The Planning Department shall be authorized to approve minor changes to any
of the Conditions of Approval.

VIII.    PROCEDURES FOR POTENTIAL DENIAL OF THE PROJECT

If the Planning Commission is interested in denial of the project,  or a reduction in
density,  then Staff recommend following the procedures outlined below.   These are
preliminary conclusions on legal requirements that may be applicable to the project.
However, this section should not be considered a waiver of the right to assert that these
requirements are not applicable.

1.  Study of Denial ( Gov. Code § 65589.5( b)).   The City should prepare " a thorough
analysis of the economic, social, and environmental effects of [denial of the project]."
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2.  Density Bonus Finding Requirements  ( Gov.  Code 65915(d)( 1)).  To deny a
Density Bonus or the concession/ incentives the city must make a written finding,
based upon substantial evidence, of any of the following:

A.  The concession or incentive is not required in order to provide for affordable

housing costs, as defined in Section 50052.5 of the Health and Safety Code, or
for rents for the targeted units to be set as specified in subdivision ( c); or

B.  The concession or incentive would have a specific adverse impact, as defined in

paragraph  ( 2)  of subdivision  ( d)  of Section 65589.5,  upon public health and

safety or the physical environment or on any real property that is listed in the
California Register of Historical Resources and for which there is no feasible

method to satisfactorily mitigate or avoid the specific adverse impact without
rendering the development unaffordable to low-   and moderate-income

households; or

C.  The concession or incentive would be contrary to state or federal law.

3.  Housing Development Project Finding Requirements ( Gov. Code § 65589.5( j)).
To deny a " housing development project"5 or approve such a project at a reduced
density the agency must find that both the following conditions exist:6

A. "The housing development project would have a specific, adverse impact upon
the public health or safety unless the project is disapproved or approved upon
the condition that the project be developed at a lower density. As used in this
paragraph, a " specific, adverse impact" means a significant, quantifiable, direct,

and unavoidable impact,  based on objective,  identified written public health or

safety standards,  policies,  or conditions as they existed on the date the
application was deemed complete.";  and

B. `There is no feasible method to satisfactorily mitigate or avoid the adverse impact
identified pursuant to paragraph ( 1), other than the disapproval of the housing
development project or the approval of the project upon the condition that it be

developed at a lower density."

4.  Regional Housing Needs Finding Requirements ( Gov. Code § 65863). No city,
county, or city and county shall, by administrative, quasi-judicial, legislative, or other

6" Housing development project" includes " Mixed use development consistent of residential and
nonresidential uses in which nonresidential uses are limited to neighborhood commercial uses and to the

first floor of buildings that are two or more stories." ( Gov. Code 65589.5( h)( 2).)

6 Staff do not believe the finding requirements under 65589.5(d) are applicable to the project because the
project does not fall under the definition of " housing for very low, low-, or moderate- income households"
which requires "at least 20 percent of the total unit shall be sold or rented to lower income households."

The project is only proposing 6% as very low income units.
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action, reduce, or require or permit the reduction of, the residential density for any
parcel to,  or allow development of any parcel at,  a lower residential density,  as
defined in paragraphs ( 1) and ( 2) of subdivision ( g), 7 unless the city, county, or city
and county makes written findings supported by substantial evidence of both of the
following:

A.  The reduction is consistent with the adopted general plan, including the housing
element.

B.  The remaining sites identified in the housing element are adequate to
accommodate the jurisdiction' s share of the regional housing need pursuant to
Section 65584.

Prepared by:     Ase eyed by:

a Kroeger Aaron Jones

enior Planner Community D- vel• • ment Director

cc.

HARD COPIES:

1.  Full Scale Architectural Drawings ( including Landscaping Plans L1. 0 — L1. 2)
a.  Sign Program

b.  Signage Concepts

c.  Lighting Concepts
d.  Replacement Sheet A5. 1
e.  Set of Renderings

2.  Vesting Tentative Tract Map
3.  Applications

4.  Final Initial Study— Mitigated Negative Declaration ( IS- MND)( specified Appendices
only)

Appendix F - Traffic Impact Analysis (without the Appendices A-H)
Appendix J - Response to Comments (RTC)

L]ower residential density' means the following: (A) For sites on which the zoning designation permits
residential use and that are identified in the local jurisdiction' s housing element inventory described in
paragraph ( 3) of subdivision ( a) of Section 65583, fewer units on the site than were projected by the
jurisdiction to be accommodated on the site pursuant to subdivision ( c) of Section 65583.2. ( B) For sites

that have been or will be rezoned pursuant to the local jurisdiction' s housing element program described
in paragraph ( 1) of subdivision ( c) of Section 65583, fewer units for the site than were projected to be

developed on the site in the housing element program.
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Appendix K— Mitigation Measure Monitoring & Reporting ( MMRP)
5.  Public Art Funding Ordinance No. 3127- 14
6.  State Density Bonus Law, Government Section 65915- 65918

ELECTRONIC COPIES ON USB FLASHDRIVES

1.  Full Scale Architectural Drawings

a.  Sign Program

b.  Signage Concepts

c.  Lighting Concepts
d.  Replacement Sheet A5. 1

e.  Set of Renderings

2.  Vesting Tentative Tract Map
3.  Applications

4.  Final IS- MND

Appendix A— Site Plans and Elevations

Appendix B — Visual Impact Assessment (VIA)
Appendix C — Lighting Plan
Appendix D- Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Modeling Results
Appendix E — Noise Measurements, Operational Noise Modeling Results
Appendix F - Traffic Impact Analysis (with the Appendices A- H)

Appendix G — Geotechnical Engineering Study
Appendix H — Preliminary Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan ( SUSMP) /
Low Impact Development (LID)

Appendix I — Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment
Appendix J - Response to Comments ( RTC)

Appendix K - — Mitigation Measure Monitoring & Reporting ( MMRP)
5.  Public Art Funding Ordinance No. 3127- 14
6.  State Density Bonus Law, Government Section 65915-65918
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People in the audience stood and answered, “I do.” 
 
EX PARTE COMMUNICATIONS  
 
Commissioner Rodriguez disclosed conversations with residents on Item 9.   
 
Commissioner Gaian disclosed conversations with residents on Item 9.   
 
Commissioner Mitchell stated he will be recusing himself on Item 9 due to a potential conflict of interest. 
 
Commissioner Sanchez disclosed conversations with the Mayor, Councilmember Ginsburg, 
Commissioner Mitchell and Chair Biro.  
 
Chair Biro disclosed conversations with Commissioner Sanchez and staff. 
 
EXCLUDED CONSENT CALENDAR ITEMS – None  
    
PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 
8. APPROVE TANDEM PARKING WITH VALET SERVICES 

221 AVENUE I 
Case No. 2015-03-PC-004 

 
This item has been withdrawn by the applicant.  
 
9. APPROVE MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT 

1700 S. PACIFIC COAST HIGHWAY 
 
Commissioner Mitchell recused himself at 7:05 p.m. 
 
Motion by Commissioner Sanchez, seconded by Commissioner Rodriguez, to open the Public Hearing and 
receive and file all documents at 7:05 p.m. regarding Case No. 2015-03-PC-005, the applicant being 
Legado Redondo, LLC, to consider approval and certification of a Mitigated Negative Declaration/Initial 
Environmental Study (including responses to comments) and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program, a Conditional Use Permit, Planning Commission Design Review including Landscape and 
Irrigation Plans, Sign Review, Minor Subdivision (Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 72662) and a request 
for a Density Bonus under Government Code Section 65915-65918 of State Law, which includes a waiver 
(concession) of development standards (height, stories, and density) and parking standards for the 
construction of a mixed-use development to include 180 residential apartment units, approximately 37,600 
square feet of commercial development, and renovation of the existing 110-room hotel with a total of 614 
parking spaces on property located with a Mixed-Use (MU-3A) zone.  Motion carried unanimously.  

 
Associate Planner Anita Kroeger gave a staff report and discussed the following: 
 Vicinity Map and zoning 
 Two corrections – Bristol Farms structure underwent major renovations in 2000; staff report should 

state the east side and west side of Avenue G on page 24 
 Zoning in place since 1992 per General Plan 
 Site – corner lot – lower than property to the east 
 Artist rendering 
 Additional project components/attributes 
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 Traffic circulation plan 
 Dedication along Pacific Coast Highway 
 Architecture – Eco-contemporary 
 Landscape/hardscape:  Waterwise  
 Lighting 
 Signage 
 Green Building Features  
 Two driveways off PCH and two off Palos Verdes Drive 
 Density Bonus Law – accommodate affordable housing 6% of units – 22.5% density bonus – can build 

183 units, coming in with 180 units – incentive maximum height of 56 feet for some portions – build 
four stories  

 FAR:  1.5  
 Residential Density:  180 units, 4 stories, 56 feet height  
 Public Open Space:  10% FAR – 27,535 SF (equivalent to 15% of the site)  
 Parking:  Total 614, 552 underground 
 Environmental Review – potential for impact 

o Air Quality 
o Biological Resources 
o Geology/soils 
o Traffic 
o Utilities 

 Summary of 82 responses to comments 
o Traffic – impacts mitigated by redesign of intersection 
o Parking – meets RBMC except studio & one-bedroom (120 units); project promotes pedestrian 

& cycling 
o Access road – less noise & activity 
o Aesthetics – Private views; scale of development; redesign most easterly structure  

 Scale of Development 
 Entitlement Process 

o IS-MND-MMRP 
o Project Entitlements 

 Conditional Use Permit 
 Planning Commission Design Review 
 Vesting Tentative Tract Map 

 CUP Evaluation – proposed project meets all criteria subject to mitigation and design modification 
 PCDR Evaluation 

o Proposed project meets all criteria subject to mitigation and design modification: 
 User impact & needs 
 Relationship to physical features 
 Consistency of architectural style 
 Balance & integration with neighborhood subject to redesign 
 Building design, subject to redesign 
 Signs 
 Landscaping/hardscaping  

 Recommendation  
 
Heather Lee, Legado Companies, discussed outreach and concerns addressed as following: 
 PCH/PVB Intersection Plan 
 Enhance Redondo Beach 
 Project similar to what has been there in the past 
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 Will add infrastructure to the area that is needed 
 Widening of PCH 
 Upgrades to the sewer lines 
 Renovate hotel 
 Maintain architectural design 
 Residents and visitors can walk to shops 
 Walk and ride bicycles 
 Public open space  
 Mixed Use Concept – present synergy  
 Building infrastructure to support project 
 Traffic – PCH and Palos Verdes Boulevard already impacted – the project will mitigate traffic already 

there 
 Number of changes to intersection   
 Additional through lane added to each direction on PCH 
 Level of service upgrade from currently existing levels – upgrade to D level in the evenings  
 Upgrades to intersection will generate better traffic flow 
 Parking – no additional employee parking is required and already accounted for – commercial will close 

each night and parking will be available for overnight guests for residential 
 Density – project in aerial perspective – doesn’t overwhelm the area  
 Density – not overly dense compared to what already exists in the area  
 Legado could have applied for 201 apartment sites – project submitted at 180 units – creating low 

income housing as well  
 Views and height – only a portion of the corner of the building is visible – set back from neighbors 

approximately 50 feet 
 Height plane image – height fluctuates throughout the project - west and north elevations  - housing 

setback from pedestrian experience allow for public interaction at the corner   
 Height is necessary because of slope 
 Height plane image – from back 
 Continue dialogue throughout process  
 Development will activate the intersection, increase walkability and serve the lifestyles of the Redondo 

Beach community   
 
In response to Commissioner Sanchez, Community Development Director Aaron Jones stated that this 
project was not part of the recent Housing Element update but the zoned capacity of the area of MU-3A 
zoning from Palos Verdes south to the City boundary was included in the Housing Element to meet the 
state capacity for affordable housing sites.  
 
In response to Commissioner Sanchez, Ms. Lee reviewed the outreach to the community on this project 
and other projects as well, to include community meetings, comment cards and community feedback to 
City staff.  She also said she attended two different meetings with Councilmember Ginsburg’s group and 
the Chamber of Commerce, along with many one-on-one meetings as requested by the public. 
 
Henry Rogers, PEAR Strategies, submitted an outreach memo detailing the community outreach efforts 
over the last eight months.    
 
Motion by Commissioner Sanchez, seconded by Commissioner Rodriguez, to receive and file a memo 
presented by Mr. Rogers.  Motion carried unanimously.  
 
Mr. Rogers stated their efforts have included community meetings supplemented by Councilmember 
Ginsburg’s monthly meeting, stakeholder group meetings and individual one-on-one meetings.  He also 
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said they did an every door direct mailing campaign to 3300 households with only 37 responses received.  
He further said they set up a Facebook account to allow for further interaction and outreach from the 
Hollywood Riviera Homeowners Association.     
 
Weston LaBar, PEAR Strategies, clarified that the every door direct mail is based on postal routes, with a 
map in the outreach showing the postal routes.  
 
Ms. Lee stated she also sent out invitations to all of the condominium owners behind the project which is 
why they came to the meeting.   
 
Mr. LaBar stated they also reached out to the Riviera Village Business Improvement District with the Board 
of Directors to go over the project with a followup meeting where they voted to support the project.   
 
Commissioner Sanchez asked what outreach took place beyond Councilmember Ginsburg’s monthly 
meetings.  
 
Mr. LaBar stated the best way to answer questions was one-on-one and to set up small group meetings 
through the mail piece.  
 
Ms. Lee stated they did do outreach in other areas besides Councilmember Ginsburg’s meetings.   
 
In response to Commissioner Sanchez, Ms. Lee referred to other projects by Legado to include Culver City 
and stated they had two small meetings with the local residents before the Planning Commission, but also 
noted there are no guidelines in the City of Redondo Beach regarding outreach.  She further stated they 
had submitted their information to staff about approaching the community and did not note other methods 
besides those employing from staff.  
 
Community Development Director Aaron Jones stated staff has consistently asked that the applicant 
maximize their public outreach and get together with the neighborhood.   
 
In response to Commissioner Sanchez, Ms. Lee stated they felt they were complete regarding community 
outreach.  
 
Commissioner Rodriguez pointed out that on Page 1 of the California Legislative Information of the 
Government Code states 55 years.   Mr. LaBar believed the 30 years is referenced in the City’s Municipal 
Code but if the density bonus law requires more, they would comply with the 55 years. 
 
Commissioner Rodriguez noted discrepancies on page 5 of the application which states that the site is 
bounded by PCH on the west and Palos Verdes Boulevard on the south.  Associate Planner Kroeger 
clarified that because of the orientation not lining up with the compass points, staff and the consultants 
later agreed to refer to PCH as south/north and Palos Verdes Boulevard east/west. 
 
In response to Commissioner Rodriguez, Community Development Director Aaron Jones explained that 
the RHNA number provided in the City’s Housing Element is delegated from state to the local county and 
cities and is not an obligation to construct 1300+ units but only for the zoning to allow for that many units.  
 
In response to Commissioner Rodriguez, Associate Planner Kroeger referred to the Government Code 
which dictates the parking ratio and states the City is not allowed to ask for more than one parking space 
for studios and one parking space for one-bedrooms.  
 
Commissioner Gaian asked about the plans for the hotel and noted that boutique hotels are destination 
places for drink, food and entertainment with impacts on traffic and noise which is not reflected in the 
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reports.  He also questioned the traffic mitigation and pointed out nothing has been done at PCH and 
Torrance Blvd. for the CVS project which included traffic mitigation measures, and that the City of Torrance 
does not intend to implement in any traffic mitigation.  
 
Ms. Lee stated they will actually be making the mitigation and infrastructure changes themselves for their 
project and the City of Torrance does not need to participate.  She also said they will be widening the 
highway at PCH and pulling the sidewalks back over 7 feet in order to make room for 12-foot sidewalks 
and additional lanes.   
 
Liz Culhane, Overland Traffic Consultants, noted that the project will be taking away the shared lane, 
making a dedicated through lane and making a dedicated right-turn lane.  
 
Commissioner Gaian expressed concern with traffic backing up on PCH northbound when turning left onto 
Avenue I.  
 
Ms. Lee stated there will be two lanes on the other side of Palos Verdes Boulevard and the far right lane 
that used to go through and to the right, and now will be two lanes in both directions on PCH.  She also 
said there will not be a restaurant in the hotel and the existing restaurant space will be taken out.  She also 
said there will be no plans for a roof deck. 
 
In response to Commissioner Sanchez, Ms. Lee envisioned that the demographics will consist of those 
who wish to live in Redondo Beach who can’t afford to buy a home or are downsizing from homes, with a 
more walkable lifestyle, close to the ocean, and those wishing to live in an apartment similar in the area.   
 
Commissioner Sanchez pointed out there may be double income residents living in a one bedroom/studio 
unit and will have two cars and asked how this would be addressed. 
 
Ms. Lee said there will be additional guest parking in the project.  
 
Fernando Villa stated the parking reflected in the standards included in the Conditions of Approval meet or 
exceed the national standards for parking demand for residential uses for one bedroom and two bedrooms 
from exhaustive studies done nationally, taking into account the possibility of having two people in a one-
bedroom unit or one person in a two-bedroom unit and the parking demands.  He said this is very well 
documented under various demographic scenarios.  He also said during the evening and early morning 
there will be surplus parking because commercial uses will not be open during this time.  He also said a 
condition in the MND states that the improvements have to be fully funded by the applicant and 
implemented before the City will issue final inspection and allow the opening of the project.  He said the 
City has complete control over the process.  
 
In response to Commissioner Sanchez, Mr. Villa assumed that every developer wants to have as tenants 
people who can pay their rent and that Legado has that same motivation.  He said Redondo Beach is a 
very attractive community which is why Legado is investing in this community.  
 
Commissioner Ung suggested lopping off the fourth floor and still allowing the capacity for 153 units which 
is well within the 149 units.  He also said with two spaces per 149 units, the number of spaces proposed 
would fit within the guidelines of 149 units.  He also asked what considerations were made to fit within the 
guidelines the City already has in place.      
 
In response to Commissioner Ung, Ms. Lee stated they looked at the different variations of the project and 
that the current proposal is being finalized on financially.  She stated taking into consideration the number 
of units and concessions, the current proposal made the most sense. 
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Commissioner Ung questioned if the concessions are required or desired and having 9 over 149 which is 
only 5%, and believed that people would pay an extra 5% in rent for a parking spot. 
 
Mr. Villa stated both the City and state have made a policy decision to encourage the development of 
affordable housing and the density bonus law is incorporated into every city’s ordinance.  He said there is 
no longer community redevelopment law which was a mechanism designed to develop affordable housing 
and the only means today is to turn to industry to provide an incentive to develop affordable housing.  
 
Commissioner Rodriquez asked if the parking standards take into account that this is a beach community, 
being more desirable on the weekends and surrounded by permit parking.   
 
Liz Culhane stated the standards are based on national standards and surveys of multiple residential 
apartment projects and are averaged out for the standard average for parking demand for the number of 
units in the building.  
 
In response to Commissioner Rodriguez, Ms. Lee stated the parking is already overparked with no parking 
overnight in the commercial area except for residents, and noted the location is well-parked.   
 
Mr. Villa stated the City’s consultant did the independent study who said the area was over-parked.  
 
Ms. Lee stated there are also 60 additional guest parking spaces that aren’t part of the parking scenario 
per state law.   
 
Commissioner Gaian stated that traffic and parking around a condominium building and apartment building 
are different.  He said parking is a premium at the beach and noted people have visitors.  He said it is 
important to consider the location, the dynamics, Village and beach area, and noted a problem at this 
intersection for a long time. He believed the project is just too big.   
 
In response to Chair Biro, Ms. Lee stated they have spent approximately two years on the process. 
 
Amy Josefek, Torrance, expressed concern with parking impacts and that the block is too dense for this 
project, with no community outreach taking place.  She said the plan is too dense and too tall and wrong 
for the parcel and neighborhood.     
 
Joyce Neu, Calle Miramar, expressed concern with health, safety, welfare impacts and impacting 
generations to come.  She said Legado has not been a credible partner with the community, sending 
marketing and consultants to the community meeting who could not answer questions.  She also expressed 
concern with the history of Legado and developing five projects simultaneously.  She further asked how 
the City can hold Legado accountable to ensure that the units specified as low-income will be rented to low 
income residents and maintained for 30 years as low income housing. 
 
Carol Perry, 400 Block of Avenue G, behind the proposed project, stated the project is incompatible with 
the neighborhood.  She supported preserving the community lifestyle and once high density is built, the 
City cannot go back.  She also said she never received a contact representative or direct mailing.   
 
Jeff Abrams, 416 Avenue G, expressed concern with adding 2600 cars a day to the mix, the building and 
project not being harmonious to the neighborhood and overwhelming the surrounding area.  He stated 
based on the City’s calculation of 1 unit for every 1245 sf, the new base number is 131, not 149, and with 
a density bonus, 157 units would be provided and would not need a third story on the project anywhere.  
He said the project is out of character with the surrounding neighborhood and too oversized.  He also did 
not believe the requirement of a bonus is needed to justify this project.  He said the intersection of PCH 
and Palos Verdes Boulevard is very dangerous and difficult to cross the street, and that Legado is not a 
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responsible development and should be rejected by the Planning Commission.  
 
Jane Abrams, Redondo Beach, 18 year resident at Sunset Riviera on Avenue G, opposed the project and 
stated the overdevelopment threatens the quality of life in the neighborhood.  She also said the outreach 
has been minimal and she and her neighbors never received the mailings.  She questioned where the 
residents, employees, shoppers and guests will find parking and there will be no security or management 
plan with an open parking area. She asked where the mezzanine will be located off the access road and 
why there is an overflow.  She also asked about the staff valet parking and where the 118 cars go to find 
parking when short 112 spaces.  She said street parking is not available and there would be no relief.  She 
asked that the Planning Commission reject the project, keep Redondo Beach beautiful and find a more 
reasonable development.  
 
Marilyn Brajevich, 49 year resident at Prospect Avenue and Palos Verdes Boulevard, expressed concern 
with traffic and accidents, and stated there are three schools within blocks.  She said valet would be located 
where traffic backs up on Prospect, and stated people drive fast at Prospect and Palos Verdes Boulevard 
which is a busy corner with several accidents.  She believed the project would bring more hardship for the 
area and people will go down Prospect and go around to get into the project.  She also said turning onto 
Palos Verdes Boulevard from PCH is already very difficult.  She supported something not so large and 
overpowering.  
 
Michael Dube reviewed a bullet point rebuttal to Legado’s response to the Traffic Analysis, to include 
making cosmetic changes, removing the eastbound approach to Palos Verdes Boulevard which has been 
negated by the Torrance plan, the revised right-hand turn entry/exit only will only add further load on the 
left-hand turn lane onto Palos Verdes Boulevard and greater congestion, making changes to the PCH and 
Torrance Boulevard intersection, using the County Congestion Management Plan, and referring to the 
California Environmental Quality Act. 
 
Motion by Commissioner Rodriguez, seconded by Commissioner Sanchez, to receive and file 
documentation presented by Mr. Dube.  Motion carried unanimously.  
 
Jacki Puzik, 410 Avenue G, opposed the planning, design, and congestion, and that the project is not 
aesthetically pleasing.  She suggested consideration of rejecting the project.  
 
Berny Puzik, 410 Avenue G, expressed concern with ignoring the existing conditions, and that the real 
impact to the living area has not been addressed.  
 
Susan Renick, Avenue G, opposed the Legado project with 2600 cars going through peak hours, noting it 
is already difficult on PCH.  She also opposed an access road running along the retaining wall behind 
Avenue G which will impact her street with delivery traffic within 20 feet.  She expressed concern with 
exhaust, dust and noise from the traffic.  She said the project is not an improvement and there is only a 
financial interest for an out of town developer.  She said Avenue G is not moderate density and matching 
it is a bad idea.  She reviewed impacts and health hazards, and stated the project will create an architectural 
nightmare and ruin the beach atmosphere.   
 
Andy Shelby, 17 year resident of Redondo Beach, opposed the Legado project as proposed due to traffic 
and resulting safety impacts.  He said walking will be impacted, and noted it is difficult to cross the corner 
of Palos Verdes Boulevard and PCH.  He said the volume of cars will back up and congest the corner more 
so than now.  He stated the project as proposed is out of character, with safety, traffic and congestion 
impacts.  He opposed the development as proposed and asked that the Planning Commission unanimously 
reject the proposal.   
 
Arinna Shelby stated she lives a block away from the project and that she is opposed the Legado project 
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due to the size and scope of the complex which is out of character with the neighborhood.  She pointed 
out that the traffic on the corner of PCH and Palos Verdes Boulevard is already problematic and the project 
will cause more traffic impacts.  She also said the increased density of people and vehicles will create a 
hazard for pedestrians in the intersection, parking proposed is inadequate, and expressed concern with 
the 9 units of low income housing being worth 31 additional units and 20 additional feet of height on an 
already large structure.  She noted increased noise, crime, strain on the City infrastructure and traffic and 
parking nightmares. She urged the Planning Commission support the residents and unanimously vote 
down the project which will have an adverse effect on the quality of life.  
 
Ray Benning, 211 Avenue G, 39 year resident, opposed the project which must be rejected by the Planning 
Commission. He stated he served two terms on the Commission and stated he is familiar with the role as 
Planning Commissioners. He said the project complies with the standards of the state law but there are 
other issues to reject this project.  He said the project is out of place with the surrounding neighborhood, 
will have an adverse effect on the surrounding neighborhood, is not compatible to the surrounding 
neighborhood, is too bulky for surrounding area, and the traffic study is flawed.  He stated the project will 
create many more vehicle and pedestrian safety issues within an area which is already very heavily 
traveled.  He said as construction goes up on the peninsula, more and more cars come down the hill using 
this intersection.  He suggested all street improvement be approved prior to the start of the project and that 
the money be put up for what Caltrans wants.  He noted objection from residents at previous meetings and 
also pointed out parking is unavailable in the 600 block on a warm beach day.   
 
Bruce Szeles, Torrance, stated the infrastructure needs to be done, signed off on and put in place before 
a shovel is moved from that project.  He said the maps don’t show the Torrance side where there will have 
to be right and left hand turn lanes, and Vista Del Mar would be best suited to be cut off to get a right turn 
lane by Rock and Brews, noting the intersection is very dangerous. 
 
Donald Szerlip, stated the City in 1992 rezoned the major boulevard to MU-3, and now there is an 
opportunity for an ideal MU-3 development that addresses concerns that include meeting with all criteria 
legally to allow approval of the facility.  He said, however, there is no consideration about the emotional 
effect of the people in the neighborhood or the Commission.  He suggested staff answer some of the 
questions about the parking and the intersection.  
 
Robin Crevelt, 32 year resident and homeowner and business owner in Redondo Beach, opposed the 
Legado project, due to crime and safety.  She expressed concern with the large underground parking 
garage increasing crime and personal violations to the local citizens.  She also expressed concern with    
pedestrian safety and increase in traffic fatalities.   
 
Linda Slade stated she would be interested in an apartment and possibly low income and stated she is 
responsible and is a beach person.  She said she is looking for a place where she can cycle to local shops 
and the beach, and suggested the possibility of building a pedestrian bridge. 
 
Ellen Margebich, Avenue E, noted young families in the area that walk to the Village and it is dangerous at 
the corner of Palos Verdes Boulevard and PCH.  She expressed concern with traffic and accidents, and 
more cars will not improve walkability of the neighborhood.    
 
Daniel Margebich questioned how pedestrians can safely cross when there is a right hand turn lane at the 
corner of Palos Verdes Boulevard and PCH.  He also noted if a signal is put in place on Avenue F, the cars 
will back up through the intersection and would be a hazard as much as an opportunity to cross the street.  
He supported preserving safe neighborhoods and increase in property values.  
 
It was noted that Lois Zells had to leave the meeting and could not speak, but did oppose the project.  
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Richard Norris stated he did not support turning left into the entrance of the property and noted that young 
crowds will be attracted to the site for apartments and ocean views close to the Village and restaurants.  
He expressed concern with more than one person renting an apartment and more people living at the 
complex with more cars than being proposed. 
 
Christine Norris opposed the project and believed this is the wrong concept, wrong size, wrong developer, 
and should be reduced by at least half.   
 
Lenore Bloss, supported everything being in place before there is any occupancy. She also supported 
having apartments, and a balance in the community, having housing at all levels.  She said affordable 
housing would benefit those who work in the Riviera Village and appreciate having affordable housing and 
being able to walk to work rather than contributing to the overall traffic issues of Southern California. She 
expressed concern with excess mixed use projects in the City which have struggled.  She also expressed 
concern with having bike lanes on PCH that don’t go anywhere beyond the project.  She suggested funding 
a study to have Class 2 bike lanes on Palos Verdes Boulevard going from Torrance to Sepulveda which is 
part of the South Bay Master Bike Plan. She also agreed that the metal glass wood elevation does not fit 
into the character of Redondo Beach.   
 
Patrice Rodgers, 712 Avenue C for 22 years, opposed the Legado project which is too large and does not 
fit into the character of the neighborhood which cannot accommodate added volume of residents.  She 
also said the traffic is already impossible to navigate and adding 3,000 car trips and pedestrians is 
impossible.  She asked that the Planning Commission reject the project. 
 
Bruce Cavkin stated the project is out of character, and expressed concern with the intersection being 
blocked creating more impacts to access.  He also expressed concern with one lane at Fatburger if the 
Avenue I turn lane is blocked, and stated the project will impinge property down the line.   
 
Don Moore, Board Certified Crime Prevention Specialist, noted the higher the outlying buildings, the more 
propensity for crime since the potential witnesses will be further away.  He expressed concern with the 
potential demographics residing at the development with an unsecured parking lot. 
 
Julie Moore, Avenue G, expressed concern with traffic which is worse when weather is warm, safety, noise, 
dust, parking, and vibration.  She also said air conditioners generate noise, and expressed concern about 
the vacant businesses on PCH.   She said the project is too bulky and out of place with the character of 
the neighborhood and she asked that the Commission oppose the development.  
 
Rhonda Cress, resident for 30 years, expressed concern with traffic flow and that the retaining wall will be 
compromised greatly.  She suggested something be put in place where their wall will be protected.  She 
further said she had a meeting with a representative regarding the project but she never heard back. 
 
Sung Kim, Sunset Riviera adjacent to the project, asked that it be opposed due to traffic and safety, and 
traffic not being mitigated.  
 
Bertin Guillard, Avenue G, opposed this project for Redondo Beach which does not fit in the City.  He noted 
the only way out of the project is to make a right turn onto PCH, right turn on Palos Verdes Boulevard and 
then a right turn on Avenue G.  He said Avenue G is already congested and will be impacted if the project 
is approved.  He asked that the Planning Commission oppose the project.  
 
Jill Verenkoff, Hollywood Riviera 40 years, supported low cost housing and mixed use development, but 
not the bulk of this proposed project.  She said Legado has maximized the density.  She said they like the 
ambience of the village atmosphere and did not support it becoming the Westwood Village. 
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Peter Verenkoff, Hollywood Riviera 40 years, expressed concern with traffic and only right turns onto PCH 
which loads Palos Verdes Boulevard for anyone going south.  He expressed concern with the traffic 
analysis provided and noted PCH and Avenue G, and Palos Verdes Boulevard and Avenue H were omitted.  
He also said none of the traffic in and out of the four driveways were analyzed, along with Riviera Village 
Way and Palos Verdes Boulevard, and Vista Del Mar and PCH, and now there will be three lanes, making 
the traffic worse.  He disagreed with the traffic flow analysis which states there would be no impact north 
of Palos Verdes Boulevard on Avenues G and H from this project.  He said he would like to see more 
numbers and that staff take a look at the traffic analysis.   
 
Carol Schultz, 1800 PCH, noted concerns about the project and traffic impacts which is already an issue, 
noting traffic could back up for several blocks. She also said the project is wrong for the neighborhood and 
urged that the Commission vote no.     
 
Taimi Riley, Redondo Beach, stated Avenue G traffic is very difficult as well as Avenue E.  She also noted 
open retail space which needs to be filled first before looking at new retail spaces.  She said she did not 
support the project.   
 
Kim Schaeffer, 1800 PCH, opposed the size of the project and increase in noise, traffic, pollution and strain 
on the City.  She expressed concern with the Environmental Impact Report and asked how the project 
would impact the treatment plant.  She said she did not support the project which is not good for the City.   
 
Sean Guthrie, supported the Blue Zones projects living streets principals and improving Palos Verdes 
Boulevard to the east of PCH in terms of adding bike lanes and better pedestrian conditions.  He also 
submitted a letter. 
 
Motion by Commissioner Rodriguez, seconded by Commissioner Sanchez, to receive and file a letter 
presented by Mr. Guthrie.  Motion carried unanimously.  
 
Viviane Giush, 1800 PCH, expressed concern with crime impacts and thefts and also impacts to the streets.  
She also noted many open retail stores and expressed concern with water impacts as well. 
 
Cliff Numark, former Councilmember City of Torrance, asked if Code Section 10-5.911 applies to this 
provision and pointed out that if it is applicable, the 186,000 sf included in the development should exclude 
the hotel section.   
 
Community Development Director Aaron Jones clarified that the section presented by Mr. Numark is in the 
Coastal Zoning Ordinance not the zoning ordinance applicable to this property.   
 
Mr. Numark also referred to the mixed use requirements of 1,245 sf for the lot size and believed it is 
irrespective of the amount of space dedicated for residential purposes.  He suggested that one store front 
in a mixed use area could be considered or 75% of the space covered with commercial space, having the 
same amount of potential residential.  He also pointed out that this is how the 149 number was calculated 
based on the total square footage.  He also noted that the smaller number of spaces that are being required 
are due to the density bonus.  He said the density bonus allows for a number of waivers including the 
parking, height and number of stories, and this would allow a number of changes to the character of the 
community.  He suggested consideration of meeting the code requirement complimentary to the character 
of the neighborhood and to address any adverse effects on abutting property and permitted use.  He urged 
that the Commission reject the proposal. 
 
Gigi Gonzalez, Palos Verdes Boulevard, reviewed the outreach she experienced from Legado and noted 
responses were not provided and outreach was minimal.  
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Marcie Guillermo, District 1, expressed concern with impacts from the project including traffic and noise 
and requested opposing the project due to reasons presented by the residents.  She also said the General 
Plan is outdated and a moratorium should be put on any type of development at this time.  She also referred 
to the development at PCH and Prospect for 52 condominiums plus retail and offices which will create 
more traffic and congestion to the area.  She further informed of another project at Knob Hill and PCH 
which will create more traffic.  She expressed concern with a traffic accident on Avenue I adjacent to PCH 
which should be addressed before going forward with any project around that area.  She said the 
pedestrians should be considered and to make sure the streets are safe and walkable.  She also expressed 
concern with the vibration from the air conditions with this project and that the aesthetics need to be 
addressed.  
 
Ms. Lee stated she outlined the concerns at the beginning of her presentation such as traffic and parking, 
and also had a full two-hour meeting with Councilmember Ginsburg who that the applicant attend at a 
certain time.  She further said a lot of questions presented are answered in the MND which pointed out 
that many of the concerns have less than significant impacts.   
 
Mr. Villa stated they have put together a development plan that has evolved over time, putting in much time 
and effort, coming up with a plan that conforms to the City’s requirements of the state density bonus law.  
He said they will be working with staff in two areas that need minor redesign to include an increase in public 
space and breaking up the back side of the project. He suggested reconvening to consider a redesign that 
addresses the concerns and still presenting a project that is consistent for the City’s designation for the 
property. He said the residents have the right to question the sufficiency and validity of the findings in the 
MND and pointed out that it was prepared by the City and traffic experts and has been fully vetted by the 
City and Caltrans in the case of traffic.  He said the Commission has the right to rely upon the study 
because it was prepared on the City’s behalf to help guide in the determination of whether or not the project 
complies with CEQA.   
 
Ms. Lee noted concerns brought up tonight include crime prevention programs, understanding how mixed 
use buildings work, separation between residential and commercial, showing where height will be located, 
condensers on roofs being noisy, which they will be happy to address.  She also requested that the 
Planning Commission provide her very specific feedback about the direction to address the project.   
 
The energy efficiency and sustainability specialist for the project stated the condenser units are very high 
efficiency and designed to function at very low noise levels, and the placement on the roof will be strategic 
so that noise is not discharged toward the exterior.  He also said the applicant will be looking at possibilities 
of combining the various number of condensers so there will be fewer fans and moving parts.  
 
Commissioner Sanchez requested that studies be done regarding decibel levels at different locations.  
 
Motion by Commissioner Sanchez, seconded by Commissioner Rodriguez, to close the Public Participation 
Section of the Public Hearing at 10:36 p.m.  Motion carried unanimously.   
 
In response to Commissioner Rodriguez, Community Development Director Jones stated the City’s 
average household size has gone up to 2.31 persons per unit including homes, but the City cannot control 
the definition of a family and who wants to live together and a limit cannot be placed on a specific occupancy 
of units.  He said staff can come back with some anticipated occupancies based on single professional 
and empty nesters which tend to be the occupants for these types of units.   
 
Commissioner Gaian expressed concern with impacts to the intersection across the street from the project, 
regardless of who is responsible.  He also believed that the traffic study doesn’t jive with real life living in 
the location.  He shared that the traffic count on PCH in 2013 is less than it was in 1988 which was 
presented by Caltrans, and also agreed there are too many vacant businesses on PCH.  He also pointed 
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out there is not a lot of mixed use Manhattan Beach or Hermosa Beach on PCH.  He agreed that the traffic 
situation will be impacted by the proposed project and it is also too big.  
 
Commissioner Sanchez stated affordable housing has to be tempered with the project and pointed out 
concerns raised include “Legado is taking advantage of the law.” He pointed out that he did not hear any 
statements of not doing anything and believed there is still something to work with. He also encouraged 
that Legado outreach to the neighbors beyond Councilmember Ginsburg’s meetings. 
 
In response to Commissioner Gaian, Assistant City Attorney Park advised that if the Commission decides 
to deny the project, that the Public Hearing be continued and to provide staff and the City Attorney’s Office 
an opportunity to come back with appropriate findings.  She said in order to deny a project such as the one 
proposed, there are certain steps that need to be taken to include conducting a study regarding the denial, 
and to address the economic, social and environmental effects before a denial is actually voted upon.  
 
Commissioner Gaian suggested if the Commission does not take an up or down vote, to set a timetable 
for Legado to respond to concerns and to consider different outreach.   
 
Motion by Commissioner Rodriguez to consider continuing the hearing until Legado can come back with 
some of the recommendations and a different modified plan.   
 
Prior to the vote: 
 
In response to Chair Biro, Ms. Lee stated they are willing to work with the Commission if specific direction 
is provided.  She also clarified that 1,300 square feet of open space already exists in the project and there 
is room for public open space but they were asked to remove it as requested by Planning Staff.   
 
Chair Biro stated that specific items include additional public outreach and how the comments were 
incorporated.    
 
Community Development Director Jones stated it is important that the applicant recognize that the public’s 
input is valuable which was heard by the Commission and to work toward addressing all of the issues 
discussed this evening to include outreach, traffic mitigation, parking, design, compatibility, scale, massing, 
bulk, too big in size, noise, pedestrian safety, etc.  He clarified that based on Planning Commission 
comments and public testimony a cosmetic or minor modification to the project did not appear to be 
acceptable.  He suggested a date certain and recommended a 60-day continuance at a minimum. 
 
Mr. Villa supported a 60-day continuance to May 21, 2015.  
 
Amended Motion by Commissioner Rodriguez, seconded by Commissioner Ung, to continue the Public 
Hearing to May 21, 2015 to allow for the applicant to address concerns including community outreach, a 
security study and security for the residents, the building design elevation on the east side being too 
massive, and the adverse effects on the surrounding properties.    
 
OLD BUSINESS – None  
 
NEW BUSINESS – None 
 
10. DISCUSSION AND INPUT TO THE CITY MANAGER FOR FISCAL YEAR 2015-2016 BUDGET.  
 
This item has been removed from the Agenda.   
 
PUBLIC PARTICIPATION ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS 



 

Summary of Meetings regarding Options for 180 Units 



LEGADO REDONDO 
SUMMARY OF MEETINGS 

 
 
03/31/15 
 
Attendees: Aaron Jones, Anita Kroeger, Stacey Kinsella, Heather Lee, Fernando Villa,  

       Henry Rogers, and Julie Oakes 
 
Summary: Reviewed the key topics from the Planning Commission meeting on 03/19/15. 
Topics included, but were not limited to, parking, traffic, scale, noise, safety/crime, geology, 
water supply, infrastructure, livability, vacancy of commercial in mixed-use, Code compliance, 
outreach, demographics, removal of 4th story, and breaking up eastern building with view sheds. 
Discussed providing more information regarding how the amount of parking will work for the 
site, note that the parking will most likely be ticketed, the types of people and number of people 
per unit, and vacancy rates within the city. Clearly note that there is interest in the commercial 
spaces already. Traffic exhibit needs to be simplified for better clarity. Explain the existing traffic 
conditions, what the project adds, and the proposed improvements to the streets. Address noise 
off of the rear access road. Plans are to be routed to the Police Department to further review for 
security/crime prevention planning. Explain the sustainable qualities of the project and show that 
there is adequate water supply.  
 
 
04/07/15 
 
Attendees: Aaron Jones, Stacey Kinsella, Heather Lee, Fernando Villa, Henry Rogers, and  

       Julie Oakes 
 
Summary: Applicant presented four draft sketches with varying massing changes. Staff 
suggested a 5th option that provides larger view sheds within the eastern building and the 
removal of the 4th story. Parking increased to the full requirement with one more subterranean 
level. More very low income units provided which will allow for a second concession to reduce 
the public open space. Safety plan is being prepared. An acoustical engineer is reviewing 
options to address noise. Traffic consultant working on responses to traffic concerns including 
Avenue I loading beyond PV Blvd. and school concerns. Applicant to provide a new height 
plane study for revised sketch #3. Three open houses planned. First open house scheduled for 
04/11 at PV Inn and will allow for community to provide further feedback. Another open house 
will be held two weeks later to share more defined sketches. A third open house will be held the 
weekend before the May hearing.  
 
 
04/14/15 
 
Attendees: Aaron Jones, Anita Kroeger, Stacey Kinsella, Heather Lee, Fernando Villa,  

       Henry Rogers, and Julie Oakes 
 
Summary: Building height plane study reviewed for sketch #3. New Option 5 reviewed. A 
potential Option 6 discussed with no upper podium commercial. Open space discussed and 
various options for the upper public space and corner ground space. Discussed the feedback 
received from the 4/11 open house. Police Department provided some feedback regarding 
security requirements. Discussed apartments vs. condos.  



 
 
04/21/15 
 
Attendees: Aaron Jones, Anita Kroeger, Stacey Kinsella, Heather Lee, Henry Rogers, and  

       Julie Oakes 
 
Summary: Company obtained by applicant to further design open space areas. Upper podium 
open space still being studied. Units will remain apartments. Option 5 presented with design 
revisions. Massing model is being prepared.  
 
 
04/28/15 
 
Attendees: Aaron Jones, Anita Kroeger, Stacey Kinsella, Heather Lee, Fernando Villa,  

       Henry Rogers, and Julie Oakes 
 
Summary: Discussed 4/25 open house. Reviewed draft architectural elevations. Discussed 
massing elements that may still need study. Suggested modifications to drawings to further 
illustrate the view from Avenue G properties and to show the difference in building envelope 
since March.  
 
 



 

Click below for link to 

Community Outreach Report 

http://www.redondo.org/civica/filebank/blobdload.asp?BlobID=29271
















































 

 

PUBLIC CORRESPONDENCE FROM PREVIOUS 

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETINGS FOR THE 

LEGADO PROJECT 
 

 

 



 

CITY OF REDONDO BEACH 
 

INTER-DEPARTMENTAL MEMORANDUM 
 

 
 
 

 

BLUE FOLDER ITEMS 
 

Blue folder items are additional back up material to administrative reports and/or public comments 
received after the printing and distribution of the agenda packet for receive and file.  

 

Regular Meeting of the Planning Commission 

March 19, 2015 
 

 
VII. PUBLIC HEARINGS 

 

9. A Public Hearing to consider approval and certification of a Mitigated Negative 
Declaration/Initial Environmental Study (including responses to comments) and 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, a Conditional Use Permit, 
Planning Commission Design Review including Landscape and Irrigation Plans, 
Sign Review, Minor Subdivision (Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 72662) and a 
request for a Density Bonus under Government Code Section 65915-65918 of 
State Law, which includes a waiver (concession) of development standards 
(height, stories, and density) and parking standards for the construction of a 
mixed-use development to include 180 residential apartment units, approximately 
37,600 square feet of commercial development, and renovation of the existing 
100-room hotel with a total of 614 parking spaces on property located with a 
Mixed-Use (MU-3A) zone.  

 

 Correspondence received after distribution of agenda packet 

 
 Letter from Joyce Neu dated October 30, 2014 (2 pages) 

 Email from Vicki and Eric Goldbach (1page) 

 Email from Jim Light (1 page) 

 Email from Linda Gallucci (1 page) 

 Email and letter from Pete and Jill Verenkoff (2 pages) 

 Email and backup material from Jan and Jeff Abrams (12 pages) 

 Letter from Virginia Gonzalez (1 page) 

 Email from Bridgette Ellis (1 page) 

 Email from Barbra (1 page) 

 Email from Robert Dunne (1 page) 

 Letter from Department of Transportation dated December 18, 2014 (1 page) 

 Letter from LA County Sanitation dated March 16, 2015 (3 pages) 

 Letter from Department of Fish and Wildlife dated March 18, 2015 (1 page) 

 





















































 

CITY OF REDONDO BEACH 
 

INTER-DEPARTMENTAL MEMORANDUM 
 

 
 
 

 

BLUE FOLDER ITEMS 
 

Blue folder items are additional back up material to administrative reports and/or public comments 
received after the printing and distribution of the agenda packet for receive and file.  

 

Regular Meeting of the Planning Commission 

March 19, 2015 
 

 
VII. PUBLIC HEARINGS 

 

9. A Public Hearing to consider approval and certification of a Mitigated Negative 
Declaration/Initial Environmental Study (including responses to comments) and 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, a Conditional Use Permit, 
Planning Commission Design Review including Landscape and Irrigation Plans, 
Sign Review, Minor Subdivision (Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 72662) and a 
request for a Density Bonus under Government Code Section 65915-65918 of 
State Law, which includes a waiver (concession) of development standards 
(height, stories, and density) and parking standards for the construction of a 
mixed-use development to include 180 residential apartment units, approximately 
37,600 square feet of commercial development, and renovation of the existing 
100-room hotel with a total of 614 parking spaces on property located with a 
Mixed-Use (MU-3A) zone.  

 

 Correspondence received at the Public Hearing 

 
 

















 

Click below for links to 

Revised IS/MND 

Appendix F Supplemental Traffic Evaluation 

Appendix J (Revised) Response to Comments 

Appendix K Mitigation Measure Monitoring & Reporting (MMRP) 

http://www.redondo.org/civica/filebank/blobdload.asp?BlobID=29257
http://www.redondo.org/civica/filebank/blobdload.asp?BlobID=29261
http://www.redondo.org/civica/filebank/blobdload.asp?BlobID=29269
http://www.redondo.org/civica/filebank/blobdload.asp?BlobID=29272
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