BLUE FOLDER ITEMS

Blue folder items are additional back up material to administrative reports andfor 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

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

» Comments received after the distribution of the July 16, 2015 agenda and
gdiven to the Planning Commission on Wednesday July 15, 2015, prior to
the public hearing

o Vicki Goldbach - letter received July 8, 2015 (1 page)

o Ronald and Cynthia Smith - letter received July 14, 2015 (2 pages)

o Debra A. Dreier - letter received July 14, 2014 (1 page)

o Joel and Patty Jones — letter received July 14, 2015 (1 page)

o Robert Ribitsch & Mitsue — letter received July 14, 2015 Yokota (3 pages)
o Emily Bias — letter received July 15, 2015 (2 pages)



Alex Plascencia

From: Vicki Goldbach «su
Sent: Wednesday, July 08, 2015 3:51 PM

To: Alex Plascencia

Subject: South Gertruda density -

Hello

We are very, very concerned about your plan to allow a variance in dividing a lot {Gladys Kamraths lot ) into 2 homes
which will be discussed at mtg next week apparently.

As a neighbor to the south but on the east side at 544 So. Gertruda Ave Redondo Beach CA 90277 We already have
massive overcrowding on this block due to such small width lots and parking is an issue on 90% of his biock because of it.
Why on earth they ever allowed 40 foot wide lots here on our particular block either shallow squished lots {and
nowhere else around us ) is beyond me.

Other lots on most other blocks in this entire area around us of hilled section up to Alta vista school are mainly 50' plus
wide.

Especially because many of our lots on this ONE particular block are shallow and are not deep as compared to Helberta,
Irena, Juanita, and even the 400 and 600 blocks of Gertruda ect....

Cur lots should have been 50' wide also.

Please, PLEASE do not add to this poor planning error by allowing two homes on one iot on our already high density
block.

Please compare the number Of homes here versus on other blocks surrounding us!
It's very apparent on the city map plan that shows lots.

Sincerely concerned,
Eric and Vicki Goldbach
544 So. Gertruda Ave
Redondo Beach

Sent from my iPhone
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Regarding CASE NO.: 2015-07-PC-009, 537 S. Gertruda Ave lot split application - _
 BoondSs

We would like to express our strong opposition to the proposed division of the
property at 537 S Gertruda into two lots.

My name is Ron Smith. My Wife Cynthia and | have owned our home at 541
South Gertruda for over 25 years. Our home is adjacent to the subject property.

Qur opposition is primarily on the basis of “the best interest of the public health,
safety and welfare”, but also on the grounds that one of the resulting lots will not meet
the “minimum lot depth of 100 feet.”

The following is a quote from the Administrative Report for this case which is an
attachment to the Agenda for this 16 July 2015 Planning Commission Meeting:
“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.”

First, addressing the issue of minimum lot depth, as stated in the Administrative
Report, “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”. However, as shown in the
sketches attached to the application, the minimum depth of Parcel B is actually 97 feet
or less, which fails the requirement to “have a minimum lot depth of 100 feet.” It is not
an average depth requirement, it is a minimum depth requirement.

Much more important than the failure to meet a technical standard in the zoning
ordinance, is the requirement of “shown to be in the best interest of the public heaith,
safety and welfare.”

The subject property and the two adjacent properties are larger than average for
valid reasons. On the north side 533 S Gertruda is 8513 sq. ft., on the south side 541 S
Gertruda is 8886 sq. ft., while the subject property is 10480 sq. fi. These properties are
on hillside land with significant vertical drops from street level to the back of the
properties, as well as irregular outlines. [n the 1940’s when these properties were first
developed, these natural conditions were practical considerations. As time progressed
and the neighborhood has been redeveloped into big box houses filling narrow flattened
lots, these three properties have retained a measure of the natural environment and



provided a necessary character for our quality of life. The subject property in particuiar
is notable for a magnificent tree planted by the previous owners probably over 60 years
ago. This tree will certainly be lost if the property is split and redeveloped as two lots.

The following is a quote from a real estate web site advertising the subject
property for sale, “This VIEW property is being sold for lot value. Survey has been
completed by [company name deleted]. Application for a ot split into 2 R-1 lots has
been submitted. Planning commission meeting next step in lot split process. Also
consider building one large beautiful home with an ocean view on this over 10,000 sq.ft.
lot in South Redondo.”

It is reasonable that the heirs to this property are seeking to split the lot, as it will
likely give them the maximum financial gain from its sale. Also, if they didn’t ask for this
split, the developer or speculator who might buy it would probably seek the same. But
this does not make it the right choice for our community.

The subject property is an oasis of natural beauty in a desert of box houses on
flattened lots. It certainly has not been “shown to be in the best interest of the pubiic
health, safety and welfare” to convert this unique property into two more box houses on
two more flattened lots.

Thank you for your consideration in this important matter.
Ron and Cynthia

Ronald and Cynthia Smith
541 S. Gertruda Ave
Redondo Beach, CA 90277



To:

Councilman Ginsburg

@ganning$o

Nivision

Mayor Aspel

Planning Commission

July 14, 2015

I have lived at 529 S. Gertruda Avenue, since 1972 and have seen a number of people come and
go and a number of houses GO and be replaced with a variety of larger residences. For this
reason I am opposed to the construction of two more houses at 5@73 S. Gertruda. The block is
already extremely dense and two houses would only add to the noise, traffic, congestion and
disturbance on the street.

I have spoken to ten of the neighbors and NO ONE is in favor of an additional two homes. They
do not understand why petitions were not circulated, why individuals were not personally
contacted, why this has to be railroaded through so quickly and who got paid off. Thefie are
questior that deserve an honest response.

The impression that is being communicated is one of development, money, money, money, greed
and a total disregard for the neighbors.

I knew Gladys Kamrath for 42 years and there is no way she would approve of this development
or tactics.

I do not suppose anyone considered creating a community garden, playground, picnic area or
labyrinth for the streets enhancements. Funds generated by the developers could go to Gladys
Kamrath’s favorite Lutheran mission.

Respectfully submittted,

A
]

oG Lo K AT et

Debra A. Dreier



From: Patricia DeLaGuerra-JonesJiNIEIEIENENENN"

Sent: Tuesday, July 14, 2015 10:43 PM

To: Alex Plascencia

Cc: Jeff Ginsburg

Subject: Project location 537 S. Gertruda Avenue, Case Number 2015-07-PC-009

Mr. Plascencia
Associate Planner, City of Redondo Beach

Dear Mr. Plascencia,

Our family, which includes two young children in the third grade, live directly across the street from the
proposed project at 537 S. Gertruda Avenue. Our address is 534 S. Gertruda Avenue. The purpose of
this letter is to voice our strong objection to the proposed lot line adjustment at 537 S. Gertruda

Ave. We have lived on the 500 block of Gertruda since 2007. We have already witnessed several large
construction projects on our block with increased traffic, parking, and safety concerns that accompany
such projects. This latest project-- to move the lot line on 537-- foreshadows the likely construction

of two massive homes on adjacent lots that will only be forty feet wide. For the next three years our
kids and other residents (our neighbors at 532 S. Gertruda have a two year old toddler and are
expecting) will be at risk of great bodily injury or death as the number of workers' trucks and cars
crowds both sides of Gertruda Avenue, impacting visibility for any pedestrian, especially children such
as our two eight year-olds, who need to cross the street to visit their friends. Motorists already tend
to speed down Gertruda, using Gertruda as a alternative to PCH. With more cars from construction and
even higher density, the danger to children will be even greater.

To approve the requested lot line adjustment will also adversely affect the character of the
neighborhood. The proposed depth of the southern most lot at 537 would be 97 feet, considerably less
than the depth of the adjacent properties to the immediate north of 537, which are 147 and 138 feet in
depth. The property to the immediate south of 537 fronts Gertruda for a distance of 128 feet, while the
next adjacent property to the south extends the remaining distance to Sapphire. So the issue is more
complicated than simply looking at the total square footage of the proposed lots. No one should be
naive-- if the lot fine adjustment is approved, then we will expect to see new construction in the form

of two oversize houses such as the one currently being constructed at 535. For the safety of the
children that live on the 500 block of Gertruda, we urge you to reject the request for an exemption and
lot line adjustment to 537 S. Gertruda. While the safety issue is the most important, the resulting
traffic, trash (littering), and parking problems that the construction projects and higher density will
cause suggest that this request is not in the best interest of the public health, safety, and welfare.

Sincerely,

Joel and Patty Jones
534 5. Gertruda Avenue
Redondo Beach, CA 90277



July 14, 2015

Redondo Beach Planning Commission
415 Diamond Street
Redondo Beach, CA 90277

Chair Sanchez and Members of the Redondo Beach Planning Commission,

We are writing to express our concerns over the proposed lot line adjustment to create two parcels on the
site of 537 South Gertruda Avenue. We are unable to attend the public hearing scheduled for Thursday,
July 16® (Agenda Item 8 — Case Number 2015-07-PC009) so were hoping to provide our feedback here.

While we certainly cannot argue with most of Associate Planner Plascencia’s findings, one issue that we
would like to dispute is that the lot line adjustment is in the “best interest of the public health, safety and
welfare.” As Mr. and Mrs. Goldbach aptly argued in their email to the Commission, the 500 block of
South Gertruda Avenue is densely populated. We also have vehicular safety concerns on our street due to
this high density. A clear example of this was the single-vehicle accident that occurred on the evening of
January 8, 2014 — directly in front of the property in question. While distracted driving may have been a
factor in the accident, we believe that the winding street and density were major contributing factors.
Adding an additional home and thereby altering the lot to create an additional driveway will only add to
this problem.

Although the proposed code-conforming parcels will be “consistent with prevailing neighborhood lots,” it
is not as if the current lot is out of compliance or out of code. As mentioned in the background and
conditions section of the administrative report, “this tract is unique for its winding streets, front property
line curvature and irregular lot shapes.” We do not see any benefits to the community or neighborhood to
add an additional single family residence.

We thank you for this opportunity to oping on this important matter.
Respectfully,

Robert Ribitsch & Mitsue Yokota
530 South Gertruda Avenue

cc: Jeff Ginsburg, Council Member — District 1
Aaron Jones, Staff Liaison
Alex Plascencia, Associate Planner

Attachments: Photos









From: Bias, Emily K. ity
Sent: Wednesday, July 15, 2015 7:26 AM

To: Jeff Ginsburg

Cc: Bias, Joseph

Subject: Redevelopment of 537 South Gertruda Avenue

Mr. Ginsburg,

| am contacting you regarding the proposed redevelopment of the property located at 537 South
Gertruda Avenue, Redondo Beach 90277, on which a single family home is currently located. |
understand that a petition has been fited with the City requesting an Exemption Dedication and Lot Line
Adjustment in connection with seeking permission to construct two homes on this lot. Based on the
notice posted, it is not clear whether the plan is to subdivide the existing lot and construct two separate
homes or construct two connected homes on the existing single lot. Admittedly, we have not made it to
the City Council office to review the proposed plans, as my husband and | both work full time and have
young children. We very recently purchased a home across the street from the subject lot, at 532 South
Gertruda Avenue. We purchased our home largely based on the residential character of the
neighborhood, which currently consists solely of single family homes that vary in design and style. As a
homeowner in immediate proximity to the subject lot, the redevelopment of 537 South Gertruda
directly affects the character of our immediate neighborhood and the value of our home. We implore
the City to reject any proposal that would alter the residential, single-family nature and character of the
neighborhood.

Per the Redondo Beach zoning map, the subject property and all surrounding neighborhoods are
currently located in Zone R-1 (Single-Family Residential), which permits a density of only one unit per
lot. Pursuant to Redondo Beach Municipal Code (the “Code”) Section 10-1.701, no land shall be
subdivided and developed for any purpose not contemplated or specifically authorized by the Zoning
Ordinance of the City. However, pursuant to Section 10-1.901 of the Code, whenever the land involved
in any subdivision is of such size or shape, is subject to such title limitations of record, is affected by such
topographical or locational conditions, and/or is to be devoted to such use that it is impossible,
impractical, or undesirable for the subdivider fully to conform to the regulations contained in this
chapter, the Commission may permit such exceptions thereof as may be reasonably necessary provided
such exceptions are in conformity with the provisions of the Map Act and the purpose and intent of this
chapter as set forth in Section 10-1.102. Under Section 10-1.904 of the Code, if the Commission
determines that the conditions set forth in Section 10-1.901 of this article warrant an exception, the
Commission may permit or conditionally permit an exception from the provisions of this chapter. The
subject lot is currently developed with a single family home, where the former occupant lived for many
years. There are no extenuating circumstances that suggest that this ot is impractical or undesirable for
use as a single home lot, as evidenced by the use of all surrounding (and similarly situated) lots. We
moved from North Redondo, which is overrun with apartment complexes and multiple homes on a lot,
to this single family neighborhood in South Redondo largely based on this factor and worry that eroding
the existing character of this neighborhood would severely deplete the current value of our home and
our enjoyment of this neighborhood.

Another way to accomplish the intended goal of constructing two homes on the existing single lot would
be to seek a modification of lot lines to split the lot. Pursuant to Section 10.1-1101, modification of
property lines is only permitted when such change can be clearly shown to be in the best interest of the
public health, safety, and welfare and when such adjustment will result in new boundary lines which



provide code-conforming parcels consistent with all property development standards. As currently
subdivided, the subject lot is consistent with the size and character of the surrounding properties. It
seems that a subdivision of the subject property would only serve to further the financial interests of the
developer and would not have a |legitimate purpose of furthering the interests of public health, safety
and welfare. We urge the City to reject any proposal that would alter the current character and
development scheme of the neighborhood. We understand the individual monetary motivation to
increase density, but believe that these interests are outweighed by maintaining the current trees,
green space, and open area that makes our neighborhood special.

Thank you for taking the time to read our email. We are proud residents of Redondo Beach and very
excited for our children to grow up in this neighborhood. Please feel free to contact me with any
questions — 440-669-1146.

Thanks

Emily K. Bias | Counsel

Pillsbury Winthrop Shaw Pittman LLP

725 South Figueroa Street, Suite 2800 | Los Angeles, CA 90017-5406
1 213.488.7502 | f213.629.1033 | m 440,669.1146
emily.bias@pillsburylaw.com | website bio
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Crty Or 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.

o 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




Crty Or 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)




STATE OF CALIFQRMIA—CALIFORNIA STATE TRANSPORTATION AGENCY EDM G, BR 4]

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DISTRICT 7-OFFICE OF TRANSPORTATION PLANNING
100 5. MAIN STREET, MS 16

LOS ANGELES, CA 90012 Serious Drought.
PHONE (213) 897-9140 Serions drought,
FAX (213)897-1337 Help save water!
www.dot.ca.gov

July 14, 2015

Ms. Anita Kroeger

City of Redondo Beach
415 Diamond Bar Street
Redondo Beach, CA 90277

Re: Legado Redondo

Traffic Impact Analysis

Vic: LA/001/PM18.09
Dear Ms. Kroeger:

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) has reviewed the Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA)
dated July 2014 and updated February 2015 which is included in the Mitigated Negative Declaration
report for the proposed Legado Redondo development project. '

Caltrans concurs with the proposed driveways to access the project site, The driveways off of Pacific
Coast Highway (PCH) will be modified to provide right-turn-in and right-turn-out only. The previously
proposed left fumn access from PCH has been removed. The existing driveway just south of the hotel
will be widened to 30 feet to improve in and out movements.

Caltrans concurs with the proposed acceleration and deceleration lanes on PCH before and after the
project drive-ways to accommodate vehicles entering and exiting the project location.

The TIA shows that the intersection of PCH and Palos Verdes Boulevard would be impacted by
additional traffic from the project and proposes mitigation measures. Caltrans concurs with the
proposed mitigation improvements, which includes extending the northbound lefi-tum pocket and
removal of the median island on PCH, as stated in Chapter 7 of the TIA. In the southbound direction on
PCH, a right-tum only lane will be provided along the project frontage to Palos Verdes Boulevard. In
addition, the left-tumn pocket will be extended and the median island removed. Caltrans® standard lane
widths will be provided. Caltrans acknowledges that although the left tam pocket extensions on PCH
are not part of mitigation measure T-1, they will be required improvements of the project.

We note that in the response to Caltrans® comments dated December 19, 2013, the City included a
condition that would require the Legado Redondo project to contribute funding to future improvements
at PCH and Torrance Boulevard, as requested.

As a reminder, any improvements on or affecting PCH will require an encroachment permit from
Caltrans. For information on the Encroachment Permit application process, please call Caltrans Office
of Permits at (213) 897-3631 or visit http://www.dot.ca. gov/ha/traffops/developserv/permits/.

“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficicnt transporiation sysiem
te enhance California s econamy und livafiliy™



Ms. Anita Kroeger
July 14, 2015
Page 2

Thank you for your commitment to work with Caltrans through the implementation of the proposed
modifications and mitigation improvements on PCH.

If you have any questions regarding these comments, feel free to contact me at (213) 897-9140 or Elmer
Alvarez, Project Coordinator, at (213) 897 — 6696.

Sincerely,

Lo ¢ N

DIANNA WATSON
LD-IGR/CEQA Program Manager
Caltrans District 7

ce: John Mate - Traffic Engineer, City of Redondo Beach
Yunus Ghausi — Senior Transportation Engineer, Caltrans District 7

“Provide a safe, susiainable, integrated and efficient transportation sysiewm
to enhance California 's economy and livability”



An Open Letter to REDONDO BEACH PLANNING COMMISSIONERS @GEI
A wonderful Legacy.... Q‘%‘i?‘?lii?

I was fortunate to grow up in Redondo Beach. As a child, I enjoyed the
thriving downtown, a bustling pier, and the widest expanse of pristine
beaches to be found in the South Bay. Every day was a new adventure.

Unrelenting Loss....

But, sadly, through the years our City Fathers have allowed developers to
squander this gem into a trail of strip malls, poorly designed apartment
buildings and a waterfront that no longer seems to work for anyone.

The Last Frontier....

Riviera Village is the only remaining area of Redondo Beach that retains the
beach character and culture that so many of us cherish.

The corner of PCH and PV Blvd. is the gateway to this much-loved hub of
South Redondo life. If the Legado development is allowed to proceed as
currently designed, it will be the *‘monster step’ that ultimately destroys this
unique oasis. And when it’s GONE....it’s gone FOREVER!

You are our last Line of Defense....

To Legado, it's just another profit center. Qur lifestyle and culture are
irrelevant to them. And worse yet, in their arrogance, they believe they are
bringing sophistication to our backwater berg,

But of more concern, I'm being told that you don’t care -- not about issues
or passions or unique legacies. I've been assured that you look only at codes
vs compliance. I sincerely hope that this is not the case.

It’s your time to lead....

I'm writing to ask “how do you want to be remembered?” Will you vote for
corporate profits over public good? Or will you stand up as the protector of
an irreplaceable and much-loved legacy?

Right can also be Smart...

Stopping Legado is not a sentimental gesture. Legado will reap the rewards.
We will be left to pay the enormous price.



There are many good reasons why the project should be scaled back. Or,
better yet, a moratorium (like Manhattan Beach has implemented while
deciding the future of their downtown area) could provide the opportunity to
establish a new vision for Redondo Beach.

Density - 149 apartment, 37,000 sq. ft. of commercial, hotel and
extensive parking is just too much.

Infrastructure - already over-loaded and aging. A ticking bomb.
Water scarcity - this alone should be enough to halt this project.
Traffic - already dangerous intersection will log jam and overflow into
narrow residential streets.

Safety - pedestrians and visitors on bicycles will be ‘at risk’ hazards.
Mixed use track record = failure. Why keep doing what doesn‘t work?
Out of character style — ant colony architecture may be fine for
landlocked cities. We have better choices. We are the beach!

Please be our guardians. Protect our neighborhoods by establishing a
moratorium to reconsider the future of South Redondo. At the least,
significantly scale down and modifying this ‘big foot’ project.

Once the damage is done, there is no turning back!!!

Gloria Balcom

g.balcom S




From: Vivi gmail

Sent: Monday, July 13, 2015 5:33 PM
To: Anita Kroeger nivision
Subject: PUBLIC HEARING ON LEGADOQ PROJECT

JUL 14 2015

O
Hi Anita,

I would like to bring up my concemns with the Legado proposal.

Unfortunately I won't be in town this Thursday for the meeting but I would like to ask you to
please share and record my concern about the negative impact to our community with the
Legado project. -

I'hear and agree a lot with the concemns about traffic and safety and how the new development
will generate and increase accidents.

I wanted to bring up another big concern that I already have in a multi use complex.

Are we ready for an increase of crime (and drugs), therefore an increase of call for our police
department? Is Legado going to contribute with our police department?

As of today, I live on 1800 S PCH and crime has increased a lot.
Underground parking will definitely increase those activities in our nei ghborhood.

As of today in my community (1800 PCH) we had crime increasing and we had car stolen inside
the gated area of our garage, the residential area that you need the remote control to getin.

Also constantly we have packages (fedex, ups, etc) stolen in front of the Mail boxes - another
area for residents only. '

So it is very important to remember that a structure big like that with levels of underground
parking will definitely increase our crimes.

To add to that, it is important to share that often we get into the garage in our condominium and
there is a strong marijuana smell. Workers from the commercial places hang out in the garage
during breaks and after hours as well as teens that ride their skates in the garage late at night.

Underground garage attract teens on skates, workers to hang out...

I was in the meeting in March and I wanted to give you feedback regarding regarding the
community outreach done after the meeting in March. I found it to be very impersonal

and unacceptable. I got a generic letter asking me to get in touch with them but there was no
person, name or phone number that I could reach. All they provided was a generic email that I
could find in their website. I don't think they did what was suggested and I do not consider that a
community outreach.



The proposed project is over-sized for the:4.275 acre site. The design is still very bulky and does
not fit in the current area and its neighborhood. Traffic will increase congestion, it will threaten
pedestrians and bicyclist safety. There is the "walk to school bus" project for the Redondo beach
schools and kids walk to school passing on those crossroads every morning.

Can't finish this email without bringing up concerns with our environment. Pollution will
increase and what about the water usage during & after construction. We are in a drou ght!!

Let's keep our Amazing community SAFE.
Thank you.
Sincerely,

Viviane Giusti
1800 S Pch



From: Claire McCurry

Sent: Monday, July 13, 2015 6:37 PM
To: Anita Kroeger
Subject: lust Say No

Hi Anita,

Fll be at the meeting on Thursday but wanted to make my voice heard via email as
well. I'm not opposed to development of the 2 areas that Legado is proposing, I'm just
opposed to OVERdevelopment. With thoughtful consideration, a good architect, and
input from the community everyone can win.

Thank you and see you Thursday,

Claire McCurry
Upper Riviera



From: dicknor

Sent: Monday, July 13, 2015 7:56 PM

To: Anita Kroeger

Subject: Legado Project Traffic - PCH/PVB & PCH traffic problems

Legado Traffic Consultants main claim to cure PCH/PVB traffic problem is to add a PCH right
turn (at Rock and Brews.)

This PCH/PVB intersection has almost unsurmountable problems:-

On a bend, with 3 additional nearby intersections:-Ave [, PVB (frontage), and particularity Vista
Del Mar,

Their proposed right turn cure will solve nothing!

1) Traffic already make their own right turn lane there.

2.) Frustrated traffic on Vista Del Mar (from busy Riviera parking lot) have to push in into PCH,
blocking any right turning traffic.

3.) Plus, not allowing for the increased Legado traffic turning left into PVB will make PCH/PVB
traffic problem far worse.

(that left turn pocket is inadequate)

Remembher this? RB planning stated that PCH traffic is the same since 1972!

The reason: PCH has been physically maxed-out at peak times ( 1900/hour) - for ail those
years

Dick Norris



Anita,

The Legade Corporation has spewed a lot of misstatements, miss information and exaggerations
in support of their massive project. If we don’t call them out on these misstatements now, we
will be [eft with a huge, unwanted ugly development for years and years to come and the only
recourse will be to complain to the City Council after the fact. They need to be held accountable
for what they are telling us before ground is broken. Here are just a very few of their
misstatements from their 56 page Community Qutreach Report;

Pg. 3 — Community Outreach Phase 1 — The only mailers received by our Sunset Rivera residents
was one mailed August 2014 to attend Jeff Ginsburg community meeting and a generic form
letter mailed April 2015. (attached)

October 2014: Again a mailer inviting residents from the condominiums directly behind the
profect was sent FALSE- A mailer was never sent to our townhomes in October 2014 inviting
residents. Those who attended Jeff's meeting were surprised when at the end of his meeting a
consultant from Lerado’s marketing/PR team was introduced as we were not expecting them to
be there.

Pg. 4 — EDDM — The map indicating where they claim to have mailed a flyer and comment card
with return postage - no one in our complex received this, nor have | found anyone else that
received any mailings other than the generic form letter with no return information .

Pg. 5~ Community Outreach Phase 2 — We believe our submission to Redondo Beach Planning
Commission reflect their vision. FALSE- The residents who attended their meetings were
adamantly opposed to the revised project.

Pg. 6 — Community Open House 1 - We were given a 3 day notice of this event on a marquee
{this was during Torrance and Redondo’s spring break with many residents out of town) If
people didn't know what Legado was when they drove by they would assume it was a corporate
meeting the way it was listed on the marquee.

Pg. 7— Email Marketing - Many stated they had asked to be included on the email after their
first outreach meeting at the hotel but were still not on the list. Local residents did the emailing
for them as we wanted our neighbors to know about this.

Pg. 9 — Design: Many of the cammunity members like the clean modern design Legado is
proposing FALSE- Those of us that attended overwhelming opposed the design. When we said
the town homes, etc on either side were Spanish - they didn‘t listen but told us this is what
would be better and the city staff approved it.

Our team members explained the current traffic flow and propased improvements. We are
following up with these indjviduals most concerned with traffic to further explain our studies....
As of July 13, no one has received any additional information.

Pg. 10 — Community Open House 2 - This time we were given a 5 day notice on the marguee —
same with emails which we then took upon ourselves to resend to get the word out,



Same format as the first one — stand, sign in, go to a station to ask a question and if we disagree
or object with their findings we are told we are wrong, etc. They have no interest in really
listening to the community.

It was at this open house that Heather and Fernando were saying how they had reached out to
several businesses and HOA’s. | finally had to point out to them that for as long as this had been
in development, not one of them had ever reached out to the Sunset Riviera Homeowners
Association Board and we were the closest neighbor to them. After a blank look of surprise
Fernando did some great PR by saying they would love to meet with us, etc. | received a phone
call the following Monday requesting a meeting with the Board. On June 1 we met and after
hearing our objections to the bulk and density, etc and how they hadn’t addressed traffic, (one
of our major concerns) especially on cut through streets like Ave. G, Ave. F etc. we were again
told their studies proved otherwise.

As a result of the meeting, Legado agreed to provide several items including additional
renderings, security and acoustic reports, and wili look into setting up a pole and flag height
demonstration. As of July 13, we have heard or received nothing from them.

Pg. 11— Many of the project opponents used this as an opportunity to attack the changes they
asked for. FALSE - Very interesting as no changes had been made and if we disagreed with
their findings we were told that based on their facts we, who live here, are wrong and they
know best. 5o, in reading their report our disagreement with them not listening to us is
perceived as attacks on them.

Pg. 14 — Design — FALSE - overwhelming their modern design was rejected in not keeping with
neighborhood — no one thought it would bring a fresh modern look. They told us the Spanish
and Mediterranean architectural features are inconsistent with the surrounding area, The
townhomes and condos surrounding the project are Spanish and Mediterranean.

Traffic — There are still lingering questians regarding the traffic study. A few residents claim the
study is wrong yet refuse to provide their evidence FALSE — Extensive technical rebuttal was
provided to them and CAL-Trans is stitl reviewing .

Pg. 15 ~ Community reaction was mixed and the issue of density has become a bigger concern,
Residents seem to be more comfortable with 149 units. FALSE - All overwhelming stated that
149 units are still too massive!

Pg. 16 — Door —step community communication to 5200 households in Redondo. No one close
to this project received a door-step communication. Perhaps they walked in No Redondo far
away from this project? If they did engage 5200 households and then received only 200 pretty
generic "Yes’ responses it doesn’t seem like a very positive outcome.

Pg. 20 — Although some still felt the project was too big and had concerns about traffic, the fears
of many had been drastically reduced. Several falks even commented that it was a great project
and wanted to see the project move forward. FALSE — Overwhelming residents were against



this and many stated that all Legado did was make it look more massive and like a wall and had
removed the open areas. Still way to big and traffic still not addressed!

Surveyors on Sunset Riviera Property — June 22

After the meeting with the board on June 1, Fernando called and asked permission for
Surveyors to come on our property - {last time they just showed up and when asked why they
were there on private property said they had every right to be there because Legado told them
to.) This time | told Fernado that | needed to call Anita to clarify this and would get back to him.
Bottom line - Anita said the PC wanted to see the height variances, etc along with several other
things from different levels on our property. |asked Anita if the best way to do this would also
be to have them in our homes taking pictures from different vantage points in the complex in
order to be fair to all so we could all work together to come up with a reasonable com promise.
She said that would be a good idea. | called Fernando back, told him what Anita said and he
contacted the surveyors. A board member and | arranged to take a Monday off beginning at
7:00 a.m. to stay with the surveyars so neighbors would know it was approved. The surveyors
were very nice and it was obvious they had no idea about the controversy that was Boing on.
When we told them that we had several residents ready to have them in their homes to take
pictures they replied that Legado specifically said not to go into any units. When we started
talking to them and asking generai questions they told us going into homes would be the best
way to take the pictures, but that they were given instructions not to do so.

Conclusion:

Legada has not been acting in good faith to respond to the Planning Commission as directed
and has no interest in listening to the residents. It appears that these were just more empty
promises received from the talking heads of a developer that is intent on building what he
wants on that sight regardless of the negative impact to the neighbors and community.

Please do no approve this! | respectively request a moratorium on this project due to safety
concerns with traffic, water shortage, too massive and not compatible with the neighborhood.

Thank you,

Julie Moore

416 Avenue G, Unit 5
Redondo Beach, CA 90277
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From: Joray Zhou Ess

Sent: Tuesday, July 14, 2015 9:52 AM

To: Aaron Jones; Anita Kroeger

Subject: Re: Legado project- Redondo City

Dear Commissioners,

I am sending this letter to support Redondo mixed use project on the corner of Pacific
Coast Highway and Palos Verdes Avenue.

As a local resident in redondo beach, i think it would be nice to have a modern, up-to-
date compound to meet the needs of a growing Redondo beach, especially in the highly
desired south redondo. The growing housing pricing and limited house inventories have
driven many local young professionals out of redondo to Torrance, Hawthorne, Gardena
and Lomita. I would like to see a project which can sustain the lifestyle redondo beach
has to offer and also make it more available for younger professionals who are starting
their families here.

To start any kind of projects anywhere, there will always be resistance first, since
people don't like to change. But how else can we resolve the issue of a growing
population and fimited land? We are seeing multi-use complex going up in Playa del rey,
Playa vista and Santa Monica, which truly helped drive their local economies. More
people living in these cities help grow local eateries, shops and more. Redondo beach
can learn from these beach cities and grow with them.

The risk is relatively small for Redondo Beach, since it won't be the first beach cities
who are doing a project like this. I have friends who moved to Playa vista and Playa Del
Rey and they are very happy with their modern buildings with great amenities and also
the relaxed smail beach city lifestyle.

I look forward to seeing the growing process for Redondo Beach in the coming years
and think Legado project can be a great fit for our needs. Thanks and have a wonderful
day!

Cheers,
joray

Joray Zhou

707 N. Guadalupe Ave,
Redondo beach, CA 90277



13 July 2015 {Revised)

To: Redondo Beach Planning Commission
c/o: Anita Kroeger, Senior Planner

City of Redondo Beach

425 Diamond Street

Redondo Beach, CA 90277

Subject: Opposition to the Approval/Certification of a (REVISED/FINAL) MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION and
INITIAL STUDY (IS-MNDJ), a (REVISED)} APPLICATION FOR CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT, and the PROPOSED MINOR
SUBDIVISION (VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 72662) for 1700 S. Pacific Coast Highway, Redondo Beach

Redonda Beach Planning Commissioners:

After carefully reviewing the subject documents, | must strongly oppose their approval and/or certification by the
City of Redondo Beach. | am registering this opposition on behalf of myself and all parties whose safety and
quality of life will be adversely affected by the traffic generation that is both unacknowledged and unmitigated in
the subject Mitigated Negative Declarations.

While not a traffic engineer, | am an engineer by training. My assessment of the subject documents is based on
whether these documents adequately support the conclusions reached. The conclusions advanced in these
documents are that the project’'s traffic generation can be assimilated by the existing infrastructure given the
proposed mitigation measures described. | found that the documents do not adequately support that conclusion.
Therefore, if approved/certified, the Planning Commission would be approving a project application that can be
easily shown to contain severely flawed and inadequate documentation. Some of the issues with the
documentation are highlighted in the attached file (1700 S PCH MND Issues B2.pdf).

The subject MNDs present a deceptive and misleading view of the acceptability of the proposed project. The MND
begins with a misleading estimate of project traffic generaticn. ITE trip generation guidelines show this project to
add 3,846 new vehicle trips per day to Pacific Coast Hwy. and Palos Verdes Blvd. The net project traffic generation
used in these MNDs reduces this amount by showing the “Halloween Store” (936 trips/day) as an existing retail
use, deceptively reducing the net added project traffic by 24%.

Any existing traffic baseline should be established independent of project generated traffic. As all traffic mitigation
requirements are based on the impact of net project traffic generation added to an escalated traffic baseline, the
included mitigation analysis is at the very minimum guestionable. The traffic study follows this questionable future
traffic estimate by avoiding any discussion of the traffic and circulation issues associated with the key access points
(intersections) on Palos Verdes Blvd, Please see the {1700 5 PCH Traffic Analysis Issues.pdf) attachment for a
discussion of these issues and the (1700 $ PCH Traffic Narrative.pdf) attachment for a description of the current
traffic conditions at these locations, The project access “intersections” on Palos Verdes Bivd. clearly require
mitigation. However, the latest MND update calls for removing the raised medians on PVE which will not address
the congestion and chaos associated with traffic leaving the project. A thorough analysis and plan for PVB project
related traffic is called for before any MNDs should be considered ready for approval/certification.

Itis difficult to understand why these documents went to such lengths to obfuscate the impact of the traffic this
project will have on the surrounding infrastructure. One can only assume that it is because the specific site
characteristics do not support the leve! of traffic generated by this project at the proposed MU-3A mixed-use
maximum densities of 149 residentia! units AND an overall FAR (Floor-Area-Ratio) of 1.5 {now 1.44)

It is helpful to remember, that when Bristal Farms terminated its lease in 2010, company President and CEO Kevin
Davis indicated that the configuration of the parking off Palos Verdes Boulevard, posed challenges {with street
access) that were difficult to overcome; "The site just never really was designed as a grocery store." These sited
access and traffic circulation issues remain the same today.



Ali sites are not perfect and therefore shouid not be allowed to be developed at the maximum density provided by
the zoning code. In the case of this project, the current level of traffic congestion on adjacent roadways and the
limited mitigation options available for this site’s access points should be sufficient for the city to restrict its
development well below the 1.5 FAR maximum provided by MU-3A. By way of example (not a recormnmendation),
the hotel generates a commercial FAR component of 0.371. This would fall within the MU-3A zoning reguirement
range of {,3-.7) if it was located within 130 ft of PCH. If possible, eliminating any new commercial development on
this site would have significant impact reducing the overall project density and project traffic generation.

The proposed minor subdivision that severs the hotel (creates a separate lot) from the remaining site should also
not be approved. The developer is basing his application for 149 dwelling unit residential density using the hotel
site acreage as support. Should this level of residential density ever be approved, the deed for tract # 72662 should
have a restriction added to prohibit any future subdivision of the hotel site.

In summary, the Approval/Certification of a {REVISED/FINAL} MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION and INITIAL
STUDY {IS-MND), a (REVISED) APPLICATION FOR CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT, and the PROPOSED MINOR
SUBDIVISION (VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 72662) for 1700 S. Pacific Coast Highway, Redondo Beach
should be denied by the City of Redondo Beach. To approve this project, based on the documentation provided, is
not justified. if approved, this project will likely cause irreparable harm to the serviceability of the adjacent
vehicular infrastructure, endanger the public using this infrastructure, and lower the quality of life for those who
live, work, and transit the immediate area of the project.

Respectiully submitted,
[signed]

Peter B Verenkoff

533 Via La Selva

Redondo Beach, CA 90277
Email: p
Phone: SN EINRN

Attachments:

17005 PCH MND Issues B2.pdf

1700 S PCH Traffic Analysis Issues.pdf
1700 S PCH Traffic Narrative.pdf



Building Height Hotel: 50 feet 45 feet at the highest point.
Retail: 20 feet

Market: 25 feet

Building Stories Hotel: 4 stories {existing) 2-3 stories (varies throughout the new
deveiopment project site)
Retail: 1 story

Market: 1 story

Utilities Water: California Water Service Same
Company Electricity: Southern
California Edison Gas: Southern
California Gas

Wastewater: City of Redondo Beach
and LA County Depariment of Public
Waoarks

Renovations of the existing Palos Verdes Inn would include interior and exterior renovations such as renovation of
the lobby, removal of the exterior canopy and demolition of approximately 1,000 sf of the Chez School of Food
and Wine on the southeastern corner of the hotel building. The number of rooms (110) would remain the same.

The on-site retail space (both the 21,130 sf market space and 7,224 sf of in-line retail) would be demolished to
allow construction of the mixed-use development. The mixed-use development would consist of 149 residential
units and approximately 37,000 sf of neighborhood-serving commercial development. Commercial uses would
include up to 22,800 sf of market space, 3,300 sf of ground floor restaurant space, 5,600 sf of ground floor retail
space, 1,500 sf cafe space, and a 3,800 sf podium level restaurant. The proposed mixed-use buitding wouid
include a total of 649 parking spaces on three levels of enclosed parking and a surface parking lot. The mixed-
use project would be two and three stories tall above ground plus the subterranean parking garage.

The 149 residential units would include, 87 one-bedroom units, and 62 two- bedroom units. The average size of
the units would be 1,060 square feet, The units include private balconies and private patios.

Site Access, Circulation, Parking, and Loading:

[igure 5 shows the vehicular circulation plan. The main vehicular access to the commercial components of the
project would be provided from a driveway on Pacific Coast Highway (PCH). This driveway would be restricted to
right turns in and out. PCH would be widened north and south of the driveway to accommodate an acceleration
and deceleration lane for vehicles entering and exiting. Redesign of the existing raised center median on PCH
would be conducted as part of the proposed project to lengthen the northbound PCH left turn fane to Palos
Verdes Boulevard. In addition, the project would widen PCH along the project frontage to install a northbound
right turn lane to Palos Verdes Boulevard. The bike lane and Caltrans standard lane widths would be provided.

[lnother garage opening would be located on Palos Verdes Boulevard between the retail and leasing office. This
garage entrance would provide secondary access for commercial guests and would be the main vehicular access
point for residents. This access would provide two way ingress and egress for vehicles. Left turns and right turns
in would be permitted upon entry and exit. The residential and commercial parking would be separated by access
gates. Parking for employees of the commeicial businesses are part of the required Commercial Parking
requirements, and are provided,

101616808/ LA City of Redondo Beach
373344-00001/5-29-15/emasemo -2-



Summary of Comments on Annotated Project Description

Legado revised 149 unit 05.29.15 for Traffic Issues for RBPC
7-16-15B1.pdf

Page: 1

T Number: 1 Author: Peter B Verenkoff  Subject: Highlight Date: 7/13/2015 9:35:11 PM
See Page 6 of this file. What are the implications of the term "main vehi
vehicles ability to use any driveway at any time?

cular access?” What does this statement mean in terms of a

- Number: 2 Author: Peter B Verenkoff  Subject: Highlight Date: 7/13/2015 5:04:34 PM
" Unclear how parking access gates and controls separating residential and commercial areas affect vehicle access to various driveways.

Figure 5 Vehicular Circulation Plan {on Pa

ge 6 of this file) does not provide sufficient insight into how residential and commercia!l vehicles access
the various project driveways,



A secondary Palos Verdes Boulevard entrance ("access road") would be located approximately 100 feet
northeast from the aforementioned garage entrance. This access road would provide access to_a mezzanine
parking field for overflow commercial guests,, leasing and overflow hotel parking. The access road continues
around the mixed-use building to the main PCH driveway.

The existing driveway for the hotel, located southeast of the new main driveway along Pacific Coast Highway
would remain and would be enlarged to 30 feet. This driveway would continue to be restricted to right turns in
and ouf.

Commercial loading would_be provided from this main driveway on Pacific Coast Highway. The Loading Dock
area would be adjacent to the residential/commercial driveway with sufficient open air visibility to provide safe
interaction with the driveway.

he residents, commercial empioyees, and guests would have the opticn to use driveways from both Palos
Verdes Boulevard and Pacific Coast Highway.

Open Space

The proposed project involves approximately 35,853 sf of private open space. Each unit would include private
open space in the form of a patio or balcony (total baicony and patio would be 20,055 sf). The proposed project
would also provide 13,525 sf of common private open space including a 10,959 sf poo! area, a 1,042 sf gym, and
a game/pool room of 1,524 sf.

Public open space would total 26,752 sf, with 14,321 sf of public open space on the P1 level and 12,431 sf of
public open space on the L1 level .

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 photovoitaic 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; and
Energy-efficient Energy Star appliances in apariment units.

* 4 & & 9 ¥ & » 8

Construction

Construction and hotel renovations_ would occur over approximately 24 months. Grading and excavation would
include 70,900 cubic yards (CY) of cut and 80 CY of fill for a net exporl of approximately 70,820 CY of earth
material. Assuming an average truck load of 20 cubic yards, approximately 3,541 round trip truckloads would be
needed to export the material. Existing on-site retail and hotel operation would ¢ease when construction
commences.

1016168.08/LA City of Redondo Beach
373344-00001/5-29-| S/emolcmo -3~



Page: 2

1 Number: 1 Authar: Peter B Verenkoff  Subject: Highlight _Date: 7/13/2015 5:05:06 PM

This statement seems somewhat inconsistent with the access, parking and circulation statements highlighted in yellow on Paga 1 above.

On site trafiic circulation, access, and parking controls are not discussed in sufficient detall to determine the likely traffic distribution from the
project’s access points,

It is impossible to determine the validity of any analysis provided in the MND documentation.
These documents do not appear appropriate to support any legal decision process,

See notes on Figure 5. {Page 6)



LEGADO RENDOND

Trip Generation Rates

Description
Apartment

Hotel*

Specialty Retail**
Shopping Center
Market

Quality Restaurant
Restaurant

Rates are per 1,000sf with exception of Housing which is per unit

* Hotel description includes sleeping accommodations & supporling facilities including resteurants, cocktail

PM Peak Hour

PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
ITE Daily AM Peak Hour
Code Traffic Total In Out
220 6.65 0.51 010 0.4
310 8.17 053 031 o0.22
826 44,32 133 080 053
820 42.94 1.00 081 0,39
850 102.24 340 211 1.29
931 89.95 081 045 0.36
932 12715 1081 595 486

lounges, meeting, banquet rooms or convention facilities with limited recreational facilities

** AM Rate per SANDAG

Bescription
Proposed Project
High Turnover Restaurant
Internal Trips
Pass-By

Quality Restaurant
Internal Trips

Pass-By
Retail
Internal Trips
Pass-By
Market

Internal Trips
Pass-By
Subtotal Commercial
Apartment
Proposed Subtotal
Existing Use

Miscellanecus Retail
Pass-By
etail Store
Pass-By
Existing Subtotal

Net Commercial (Project-Existing)

Net New Apartment

Combined Net New

et without pass by
otel (to Remain)
Blotal Volume at Driveways

Daily
Size Traffic
1,500 sf 191
10% (19)
20% (34)
7,100 sf 639
10% (64)
20% {115}
5,600 sf 248
10% {25)
10% (22)
22,800 sf 2,331
10% (233)
20% 420
37,000 sf 2477
149 units 991
3,468
4,800 sf 213
10% (21)
21,130 sf 936
10% {94)
1,035
1,442
991
2,433
2,910
110 room 899
3,809

AM Peak Hour

lotal in Out
062 040 0.22
060 031 029

2.7 119  1.52
3.73  1.828 1.902
948 483 465
743 502 247
9.85 591 3.94

PM Peak Hour

Total [n  Out

18 9 7
(1) (1M 0
3 {2) (1)
6 3 3
(1) (1 (0}
M (0) (1)
7 4 3
{1} ) {0)

0 ©®
78 48 30

® 3 (3)
UL ) B )]

78 45 33
76 15 &1
154 60 94

7 4 3
M M ©
28 17 1
@ @ @
31 18 13

47 27 20
76 15 61
123 42 8

137 50 87
195 84 111

Total In Qut

15 9 6
) 1B m
(3) @ M
53 38 17
(S) CTR )
e o G
15 7 8
(2} M M
(1) m o

216 110 106
(22) (1) (an
(39 (20 (9
215 118 99
92 60 32
307 176 131

13 6 7
(2) M o
57 25 32
(7} @ @
62 21 35
153 89 64

92 60 32
245 149 96

252 176 116
86 34 32
358 210 148



Page: 3

T:Number: 1 Author: Peter B Verenkoff  Subject: Highlight Date: 7/5/2015 12:06:23 PM
‘This is the Bristol Farms Market building, This 21,130 sf building has been vacant since the market closed in 2010. Legado Cos. has rented
the building for use by a Halloween retailer for 3 weeks a year, See Picture on Page 6 of this file,

To treat this "retail store” as Existing Use for the purpose of determining Project Trip Generation is just plain wrong. To do so massively
distorts the impact of this project to traffic in the area by 35% (3276 vs. 2433) combined net new {with pass by).

As these numbers form the basis for traffic mitigation determination for il studied intersections, conclusions reached by this study cannot
be relied on.

Any use of this study to make or support legal decisions would be inappropriate.

T Number: 2 Author: Peter B Verenkoff  Subject: Highlight Date; 7/5/2015 11:12:31 AM
Corrected Combined Net New without pass by or Hotel:

3846 165 67 98 349 201

T:Number: 3 Author; Peter B Verenkoff  Subject: Highlight _Date; 7/5/2015 11:24:26 AM
Corrected Net New Volume plus Hotel at Driveways:

4745 223 101 122 415 235 180



Legado Redondo Mixed-Use Project
Initial Study-Mitigated Negative Declaration

*  Future Traffic Conditions (2017);
*  Future Traffic Conditions (2017) + Project

Existing Traffic Conditions (2013/2014). Traffic counts were conducted in September and
October 2011 and were increased with an ambient growth rate of 1.6% to represent existing
(2013) conditions. This ambient growth represents newly constructed projects as well as overall
growth in the area.(Ueasonal retailers occupying the previous market building on site were not
present until after the traffic counts were taken. This newer retail trip generabon has been
added to the 2011 traffic counts to establish a baseline count for the study intersecions. Two
intersections were added to the analysis with traffic data collected in September 2014. The
intersection of Palos Verdes Boulevard and Pacific Coast Hichway (Intersection 3) was also
recounted in September 2014. This is the closest intersection to the project and the one that is
most influenced by project traffic. As can be seen in Table 28 in the Final MND, existing ICU
delay values at Intersection 5 have been reduced during the pm peak hour in comparison to the
values provided in the Draft ISMND as a result of the updated 2014 traffic counts (i.e. fraffic
conditions are improved in comparison to previous estimates).

Existing Traffic Conditions (2013/2014) + Project. The existing plus project analysis measures
existing traffic conditions with the addition of traffic expected to be generated by the Project. By
comparing Existing Traffic Conditions (2013/2014) + Project scenario against the Existing
Traffic Conditions (2013/2014) scenario, the project’s incremental impacts on the exis ting
operating conditions are identified. As described in greater detail above in Table 24, the
project’s trip generation rate was determined by calculating (1) the existing trip generation rate,
based upon the existing square footage and the ITE trip generation rates in Table 21, and (2) the
proposed project’s trip generation rate, based upon the proposed square footage and the ITE
trip generation rates in Table 24, The difference between (2) and (1) provides the increases in
trip generation.

Future Traffic Conditions (2017). For the purposes of a cumulative analysis, traffic conditions
were projected for the year 2017 without the project. The objective of this analysis is to forecast
the future traffic growth and mtersection operating conditions expected to result fromn general
regional growth for the year 2017 and from planned or pending projects in the area. This
scenario is used in the comparison to the Future Traffic Conditions (2017) + Project scenario to
determine the project's contribution to potential cumulative traffic impacts.

To estimate Future Traffic Conditions (2017) traffic volumes, the Existing Traffic Conditions
(2013/2014) traffic volumes were increased by 1.6% annually to the year 2017, when the Project
is expected to open (6.4% total for the four years of growth), to reflect general regional growth
in traffic volumes. The growth rate of 1.6% per year was obtained from the Southern California
Association of Governments (SCAG) Integrated Growth Forecast!! for the City of Redondo
Beach [rom the 2012 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP).12 To obtain an annual growth rate, the
total forecast growth for 2035 was divided by the number of years from the 2008, which resulted
in an average annual growth of 1.6% per year for the City of Redondo Beach.

" SCAG Integrated Growtl Forecast available online nt:
hitpy//ripscs.scag.ca.gov/Docunients/201 2/final/SR/2012fRTP_GrowthForecast.pdf
12 SCAG 2012 RTP available online at: http,//ripscs.scng.ca.gov/Docunients/2012/final/f2012RTPSCS.pdf

r City of Redondo Beach

88



Page: 4

1 Number: 1 Author: Peter B Verenkoff  Subject: Highlight Date: 7/13/2015 5:05:38 PM

The (Bristol Farms) market building has been vacant since 2010. Legado has rented the building approx. 3 weeks per year for the past few years
{See page 5 in this file).

To treat this use as full up retail existing use for the purpose of distorting the traffic impact created by the proposed project should not be
allowed. The statement that the 2011 traffic counts have been adjusted is too vague and unsupported for use in a "legal" document upon which
decisions will be based.

The IS-MND, Final-MND, mitigation plans and traffic impact conclusions are severely distorted as a result.



Legado Redondo Mixed-Use Project
Initial Study-Mitigated Negative Declaration
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Page: 6

- Number: 1 Author: Peter B Verenkoff  Subject: Sticky Note Date: 7/11/2015 7:37:12 AM

Traffic flow shown from PVB driveways allows for both right and left turns.

These driveways align with Riviera Village Way and Avenue H. There is ne discussion in the traffic analysis or MND about the inevitable
through traffic that can be expected AND the impact to PVB traffic flow resulting from through traffic and left turns.

As these key uncontrelled project access points were not studied, their mitigation needs were not addressed.



LEGADO REDCHDO
REDUCED PROJECT

ICUMELAY SUMMARY

19205

Demolish Existing and Construct: 149 apartment units, 1,500 sf café, 7,100 sf quality reslaurant, 5,600 sf retail, and 22,800 sf market

Existing +
g Existing Project
No. In(@ fon Peak ICUor ICU or
Hour Delay LOS  Defay LOS  |mpact
1 Pacific Coast Highway & AM 0.827 E 0.924 E + Q007
Torrance Boulevard P 0.848 D 0.858 D + 0010
2 Patific Coast Highway & AM 0.589 A 0.607 B+ 0008
Avenue C FM 0.670 a 0.626 B + 0016
3 Pacific Coast Highway & AM 0.718 c 0.729 cC + 00N
Avenue F PM 0.732 c 0.755 c o+ 023
4 Pacific Coast Highway & AM 1110 B 11.20 g8 + 010
Avenue | M 15.40 C 1580 c* + 0450
5" Padific Coast Righway & AM 0.87% D 0.888 D+ o0.008
Palos Verdes Boulevard PM 0.570 E 0.993 E + 0023
G AvenueF & AM 12.82 g 13.23 g + 041
Pafos Verdes Boufevard PM 1278 8 13.46 g8 + 068
7 Helberta Avenue & AM 12.37 8 12.64 B + 027
Falos Verdes Boutevard PM 12.51 B 13.15 g8 + o084
8 Prosped Avenue & AM Q.457 A 0.471 A+ 0014
Palos Verdes Boulevard PM 0.540 A 0.567 A 4+ 0027
8 Padfic Coast Highway & AM 0.603 B Q.61 B + 0008
Prospect Avenue FM 0676 B 0.601 B + 0015
10 Palos Verdes 81 & AM 1310 B 13.30 8 + 020
Avenue G PM 15.60 c 16.00 cr o+ 040
11 Prospect Bl & AM 89.24 A 3.48 A+ 024
Averiue G PM 5.08 A .41 A + 032

ICU for signalized interseclions 1,2,3.5.8.9
Delay HCM Analysis for stop controfied inte tions 4,6,7,10,11

" Capacity of one through lane on PCH reduced by one quarter to simulate occassional through lane blockage

Significant
Impact?

NO
NC
NO
NO
NO
NO
MO
MO
NO
YES
MO
NO
NG
NO
NO
NG
NO
NO
MO
NO
NO
NG

% impacl used at nonsignalized locations over LOS C to determine if the significance threshold is excoeded

4% impact is delgrmined as significanl at LOS ¢

Exlsting +Projecl PM is 3.1% impacl Lherefore not significan!
Future Wilh Project PM is 1.8% Impadl therelore not significant
Exisling +Project FM is 2.5%, impacl (herefore not significan
Future With Project PM is 1.8% impact therefore not significani

N

Existing with Mitlgation
With Praject

Significant
IcU  LOs IMPACT Impact

0.883 D 0.004 NO
0.8g2 D -0.078 NO




Page: 7

Number: 1 Author: Peter B Verenkoff  Subject; Sticky Note Date: 7/11/2015 7:50:10 AM

Key intersections and driveway/intersections remain absent from the latest traffic study/update;

- PCH & Avenue G

- PCH & Vista Del Mar & PCH/PVB Left Turn Pocket
- Project Driveway & PVB & Riviera Village Way

- Project Driveway & PVB & Avenue H



LEGADD REDORDO ICL/DELAY SUMMARY 8192015

REDUCED PROJECT
Demalish Existing and Conslruct; 149 apariment units, 1,500 sf café, 7,100 sf quality reslaurant, 5,600 sf retail, and 22,800 sf market

Future (2017) Future {2017) Future with Mitigation
Without Project With Project With Project
No. Intefsection Peak ICU or ICUor Significant Significant
Hour  Defay LOS Srowth  Delay LOS  IMPACT Impact IBU LOS  |IMPACT Impact
1 Facific Coast Highway & AM 0.980 E + 0.053 0.987 E + 0.007 NO 0.961 E -0.019 NG
Torrance Boulevard PM 0.8684 D +  0.036 0.885 D + 0011 NG 0895 D 0.011 NG
2 Padific Coast Highway & AM 0.613 B +  0.014 0.621 B + 0008 NO
Avenue C PM 0.624 B + D014 0.641 B + 0017 NO
3 Pacific Coast Highway & AM Q.758 c + Q.040 0.770 C + 0.012 MO
Avenue F P 0773 c + 0041 0.795 c + 0022 HO
4 Pacific Coast Highway & AM 11.50 g + Q40 1160 8 + .10 NO
Avenue | P 16.60 c + 1.20 16.80 C* + @30 NO
5" Pacific Coast Highway & AM (.888 D + Q.009 0.896 B+ 0.008 NO 0.881 D 0.003 NO
Palos Verdes Boulevard PM 0.980 E + 0010 1.003 E + 0023 YES 0887 D -0.083 HO
6 AvenueF & AM 13.73 g + 0.91 14.23 g + 0.50 NO
Palos Verdes Boulevard [=5) 13.76 ] + 0.98 14,58 B + 0,82 NG
7 Helberta Avenue & AM 1320 B + 6.83 13.66 B + a.45 NO
FPalas Verdes Boulevard PM 1338 2] + 087 14.11 8 + 073 NO
8 Prospect Avenue & AM 0.480 A + 0.023 0.484 A+ 0014 NQ
Palps Verdes Boulevard PM 0.589 A +  0.028 0595 A + D028 NO
9 Pacific Coast Highway & AM 0,636 B + 0033 0.644 B + 0008 NG
Prospeci Avenue FM 0712 c + .03 0.728 Cc + 0017 WO
10 Pafos Verdes 81 § AM 13.80 B + o7 14.00 g + 0.20 NO
Avenue G PM 16.50 Cc + 090 1880 C* + 030 NC
11 Prospect 81 & AM 9.77 A + 253 10.05 B + az28 NO
Avenue G £ 9.62 A + 0,53 10.01 B + 6.3% NO

Defzy HCM Analysis for stop controfled infersections 4,6,7,10,11
®  Capacity of one through lane on PCH reduced by one quarter [o simulate occassional lhrough lane blackage

% impaci used at nonsignalized locations over LOS C to determine if the significance Ihreshold is exceeder
4% impact is determined as signilicant at LOS C

Exisling +Project FM is 3.1% impact lherefore naot significan

Future Wh Project PM is 1.8% Impact therefore nat significan!

Existing +Project PM is 2.5%, impact Iherefare not significan!

Fulure With Project PM [s 1.8% impact therefore rot significant

I I )




Page: 8

Number: 1 Author: Peter B Verenkoff  Subject: Sticky Note Date: 7/11/2015 7.50:57 AM

Key intersections and driveway/intersections remain absent from the latest raffic study/update:

- PCH & Avenue G

- PCH & Vista Del Mar & PCH/PVB Left Turn Pocket
- Project Driveway & PVB & Riviera Village Way

- Project Driveway & PVB & Avenue H



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

* 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.

Xl. 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.

peciﬁcally, 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:

. I2111 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:

e 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
2% increase or more at LOS D
o 1% increase or more at LOSE or F
o Unsignalized Intersections: 3 second increase in delay at LOS E
intersections and LOS F for side streets;

* Acomparison 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 buiit;

o]

21



Page: 9

T:Number: 1 Author: Peter B Verenkoff  Subject: Highlight Date: 7/13/2015 5:17:18 PM

Again, the original number is understated by 35% due to the inclusion of the "Halloween Stare” as a Existing Use, The number of trips reduced
{244) is correctly stated. The overall total for the revised project in this calculation should be 3,275.

This would represent a 7% reduction had the "Combined Net New trips” be stated correctly in the first place.

To suggest there is any reduction in traffic as far as this analysis is concerned is pure fantasy. The study is begins with a flawed baseline position
and centinues using it through every revision,

T Number: 2 Author; Peter B Verenkoff  Subject; Highlight Date: 7/13/2015 5:18:21 PM

Again:
Key intersections and driveway/intersections remain absent from the fatest traffic study/update:

- PCH & Avenue G

- PCH & Vista Def Mar & PCH/PVB Left Turn Pocket
- Project Driveway & PVB & Riviera Village Way

- Project Driveway & PVB & Avenue H



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

* 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.

eanalysis 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 resuit of vehicles stacking in the interior
northbound travel lane on PCH waiting to make a westbound turn onto Ave |. 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:

T 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.

he 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 | 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.

he raised medians along the PVB frontage will be removed to improve access,

visibility and provide increased storage (vehicular stacking) to/from driveways.

22



Page: 10
T Number: 1 Author: Peter B Verenkoff  Subject: Highlight Date: 7/13/2015 9:41-17 PM
""Reanalysis is hardly more conservative when capacity is reduced.

7 Number; 2 Author: Peter B Verenkoff  Subject: Highlight Date: 7/13/2015 9:42:38 PM
" These medians are not a full lane width in size (as they are on PVB west of PCH). How is this going to imprave stacking without interference?

How has this changed from the last proposed mitigation plan? This sounds different? Are we no longer shifting lanes and removing parking

on PCH? Mitigation details are unclear.

T Number: 3 Author: Peter B Verenkoff  Subject: Highlight Date: 7/13/2015 9:41:13 PM
'PV8 access issues remain unaddressed, Removing the medians should increase chaos associated with the PYB driveways and the streets

opposite.




Administrative Report July 186, 2015
Case 2015-03-PC-005

» 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.

is difficuit 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, lllustration #1, illustrates the current lane configuration
at the intersection of PCH and PVB.

» The existing lane configuration traveliing 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 traveiling northbound on PCH consists of one dedicated left
turn only lane, one through lane and one shared through and right turn only lane.

[llustration # 1
Existing Traffic Flow at PCH and PVB

v [} i
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Page: 11

1:Number: 1 Author: Peter B Verenkoff  Subject: Highlight Date: 7/13/2015 9:41:02 PM

"It becomes even harder to understand when you consider there will be 295 additional PM Peak Hour Trips (remember all the numbers used in
this analysis are incorrect to start with),

But hey, according to these documents,

You ¢an put anything on this site and the impact will be somewhere between little and nonel So what's
another 20% give or take.



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

The following, lllustration #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 | as well as southbound at PVB. The PCH median striping
between Camino de las Colinas and Paseo de las Delicias northbound and
southbound currently aliows 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.

. he 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 faciiitate 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.

[llustration #2
Proposed Traffic Improvements

--wrH

-uwa
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7 Number: 1 Author: Peter B Verenkoff  Subject: Highlight Date: 7/13/2015 9:40:59 PM
"The source of this westhound PVB traffic is unciear. It is reasonable to expect much of it to originate from PCH scuthbound via Avenue "G" and
Avere "E” to PVB westbound . The traffic analysis associated with this project does not acknowledge or predict any such traffic.

Again, this entire traffic study and its conclusions are extremely questionable,



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

Pacific Coast Highway and Torrance Boulevard

As requested by Caltrans, e 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.

Xi. (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. 1S-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)

28



Page: 13

T.Number 1 Author: Peter B Verenkofl  Subject: Highlight Date: 7/13/2015 9:40:55 P

" "This project will fund improvements to PCH at Torrance Blvd, caused by a previously approved CV5 development,

Question: What project will fund the unacknowledged improvements required by this project if allowed to go forward?
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COMMUNITY OUTREACH
REPORT

Submitted in opposition to Legado Redondo

We believe the residents who live here,
pay taxes, support our schools and shop locally
have more right to be heard than
an outside corporation with no ties to
Redondo Beach which claims it is entitled
to degrade the Riviera Village
with a massive multi-use development.

Citizens dedicated to preserving the unique attributes
of the Riviera Village and its environs.




Save The Riviera

COMMUNITY OUTREACH

Riviera Village Summer Festival, June 27-28, 2015
Save the Riviera Booth - Results Summary

Cltizens dedicated to preserving the unique attributes tegada Companies

of tha Riviera Villaga and its envirens.

SAVE THE RIVIERA! RIVIERA!

DONT LET
OVER-DEVELOPMENT ,
TRANPLE | 2
llllﬂ UII.IJIGEI A SHOW up!

Lot pour vokce b Mearct ?:‘EJ:KBU Phl
PLANNING COMM|5510N tet o, Redendd Brach
PUBLIC HEARING T e oarta "
JULY 16 - 7PM 16 7PM
.. -luui-.ﬁ‘s:mmm @ R [ A
K== [N R

Lagadg Redonda Visual Impact Assessment - July 2014 (37,000 sq.ft.+ 1B Apts.d

» Approx. 300 visitors stopped to talk at length about the issues.
* Approx. 95% had negative response to Legado Redondo proposal.

* Collected 185 email addresses requesting continued infarmation on how to
fight the proposed Legado Redondo development.

* 0% supported Legado proposal.

Top concerns
*» Traffic/congestion.
* High density.

* Inappropriate design appearance for beach community, urban style (right
on street with little set-back.)

Some visitors suggested alternatives to apartments

* A Bristol Farms style gourmet market; an upscale restaurant; a destination resort.

* All visitors want to see site developed/restored.
*» Several voiced additional issues posed by Sea Breeze project.

Report prepared by




The following are signatures collected
at the Riviera Summer Village Festival
IN support of Save The Riviera!
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Save The Riviera! Booth
Riviera Village Summer Festival, June 27 & 28, 2015
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Save The Riviera
From Aggressive Over-Development

The Riviera is special, join our efforts to keep it that way.

Developer Legado Companies’ is proposing a dense, mixed-use project

of 149 apartments and 37,000 sq.ft. of commercial space on the old Bristol
Farms Market site. Their proposal also includes a renovated Palos Verdes Inn
hotel and massive underground garage and mezzanine level parking areas.

We are not anti-development, we oppose the wrong kind of devevelopment.

If Legado is successful in developing this project, the unique ambiance of our
Riviera will change forever. When it’s gone it’s gone!

We Need Your Help to Fight Back

Join your Redondo Beach and Hollywood Riviera neighbors by showing up
at the upcoming Redondo Beach Planning Committee hearing on the project.

The key issues at this hearing are:
1. DENSITY: This is the villain and key factor in over-development. Legado

1s asking for 43 units per buildable acre (149 apts). The Redondo Beach
zoning code sets a maximum of 35 units per acre.

Supporting a higher project density using the hotel is Jjust
plain wrong and should not be allowed.

Solution: DENSITY MUST BE MINIMIZED!

2. TRAFFIC: The already busy and dangerous
PCH and Palos Verdes Blvd. intersection will be

impacted with even more traffic. Pedestrians,
bicyclists and drivers alike will be at risk.

Current traffic plans are inadequate and will neither

reduce nor mitigate congestion. Mitigation only lengthens

periods of severe congestion and spreads traffic to adjacent residential streets.

Solution: DENSITY MUST BE MINIMIZED!

3. UNSUITBLE STYLE: Legado’s project is out of character with the
surrounding neighborhood.

Steel and glass construction may be great for Westwood but not appropriate
) y for our Mediterranean “Riviera” beach neighborhood. Three-story apartment
248 buildings are too large, bulky, and urban for this site.

Solution: BEACH-ORIENTED ARCHITECTURE and OPEN SPACE!

LIKE LS OM
For updates and hearing schedule changes go to: {n faCEbOOI(_
savetheriviera.com facebook.com/savetheriviera
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The following is a partial list
of attendees at the
Redondo Beach
Planning Commission Public Hearing
re: Legado Redondo
held on March 19, 2015
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We appreciate how the planning commission worked to make the CVS on
PCH and Torrance Blvd. fit with the neighborhood and intersection.

The new 7-11 and Chase buildings on the opposite corners
also feature Mediterranean styling.

- Does not Legado’s huge complex on PCH and Palos Verdes Blvd.
deserve the same architectural consideration?
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SAVE THE
RIVIERA!

FOUNDING MEMBERS

Jeff Abrams
Jane Abrams
Amy Josefek
Joyce Neu
Gigi Gonzales
Julie Moore
Don Moore
Roxy Chow
Ellen Margetich
Mike Dube
Pete Verenkoff
Bruce Szeles
Mary Trainor
Nils Nehreheim
Susan Renick
Andy Shelby
Arinna Shelby
Gloria Balcolm
Dick Norris

Christine Norris



From: Amy Josefek

Sent: Wednesday, July 15, 2015 1:02 PM

To: Anita Kroeger; Aaron Jones

Ce: i R —
R R ——,
L

Subject: Comments for July 16 hearing for 1700 PCH (Legado). Please confirm that this will be ncluded in
the file to all Planning Commissioners prior to 7pm meeting.

To Anita Kroeger, Aaron Jones, and Planning Commissioners -

In the letter I submitted in September 2014, when we first began hearing about Legado's plans
for the development of the old Bristol Farms parcel, part of my response was: "we are pleased
that someone is looking to create something of value in this space. We too would much prefer
that it be inhabited rather than allowed to sit fallow. However, the current Legado Redondo
plans bring little positive to this area and instead promise excessive traffic and noise, safety
issues, and an overly dense development."

Unfortunately, very few things have changed in their proposal over these past 11 months (really,
merely a few less apartments), and the basic problems still remain: this Beverly Hills developer
who, in spite of the Planning Commission's explicit direction on March 19th, has done virtually
nothing to create a dialogue leading to a plan more in keeping with the surrounding
neighborhood, nor to any increased satisfaction of the neighbors themselves.

The "Community Qutreach” portion of their presentation is as fine a piece of fiction as I've seen
in some time; the "misrepresentations” are numerous, and what is actual fact is indicative of the
low level quality of work exhibited by Legado's hired marketing reps, Pear Strategies. Some
examples:

- Executive Summary, p 2: "The keys to any successful outreach program is clear messages,
materials, and a variety of ways that make it easy for organizations and individuals to get the
word out.” - It's apparent that they gave us residents the job of doing their outreach, as we always
had a far greater number of attendees at our own meetings than they ever did at theirs. It became
clear from the first one that they seemed to be a waste of (our) time, since either no actual
employee of the Legado company actually showed up (Open House #1), or we would offer
comments (ie about preferring a different architectural style), and were met with a response of
"Residents told us they like this" or "The city staff said to proceed with this plan."

- "the most important outreach we did was direct community engagement. Our outreach team
went door to door and spoke with residents on the merits of the project and solicited their
support on comment cards.” Where did Pear go door to door? Was it in any neighborhood
remotely near the property site? Or, did they approach residents of say, North Redondo, miles
away? No one I know has been able to identify a single resident who was approached in this
manner.

On p 4-5 they say "comments we received were not consiructive” = they didn't like residents’
opinions that plans were too dense, bringing too much traffic, and not right for our



community." And, they state "we prioritized more (sic) details documentation to show the
evolution of the project.” - being told about their evolution is not only meaningless, but an
insulting waste of our time, if they keep telling us that what we say and want is wrong, and
continue to ignore what residents say they want.

Walk Campaign p 16 - they refer to "community education on the merits of the project” - we
thought outreach was to hear resident reaction, not just to inform us what plans you're presenting.
Offering the same bad plan, over and over, is not educational.

- Community Outreach Phase I, p 3 - when Pear "heard a number of misperceptions that
unnecessarily agitated the community,” I'm curious why they didn't correct the misperceptions, if
that's what they were. More likely, they were truths that the residents were smart enou gh to
understand, and not allow slick marketing photos on a website to Iull us into believing something
that wasn't real (ie how this would actually improve our neighborhood when, in fact, it was too
dense and not right for this location from the get-go.

- "our goal has been to work with and develop an open dialogue with our neighbors to gain a
better understanding of their vision." -Le gado/Pear has failed spectacularly in this goal, since ali
we ever heard (in attitude or direct comment) was something like, we're here to be the saviors of
your sad, rundown community. That was very clearly Heather Lee's attitude in her comments at
the March 19 meeting (addressing us like unhappy children, saying no one likes change) as well
as when she did appear at two of the PV Inn meetings. (We understand that she's gone now, but
that attitude and impression is pervasive and nothing has been done to remove it for any of us).

- Community Business Groups p 3. - Curious that Pear/Legado presented twice to Redondo
Beach Chamber of Commerce, but "they have chosen not to involve themselves in taking a
position on the project." They also met with R4, Sunset Riviera HOA and Redondo Beach
Voices (a community group dedicated to responsible development) but there is no comment
about having gained the support of any of these groups.

- May 30 Outreach for Open House I1I - "Through listening to the community we are coming to
the commission with a project that fits what the comrmunity wants for this project.” - Incredible,
outright misrepresentation of possible kemnels of truth! Since we know that Pear comes from a
political background, one can see why there is such distrust with politicians*, when they are
represented by marketers who quite easily seem to make stuff up. Also amazing that they call
"marquee advertising" outreach, To anyone other than nei ghbors who aiready know about the
project, that looks simply like a sign for a corporate meeting.

- 5/30 Notes p 20: "The tone of the meeling was much less contentious...the fears of many had
been drastically reduced." 1f they felt like tone had changed, that was because we all realized by
then it was futile to give our opinion, since it was clear they didn't want to actually hear our
reactions. When we'd ask about changes (ie in style or size), they responded that they were
sticking with what was, and that Planning Staff had given them the go-ahead.

"The meeting featured new renderings." - which we were immediately told were not final (and
therefore could not be photographed, and therefore not shared with other concermed neighbors).



Following the Planning Commission hearing in March, I did receive a letter, presumably from
someone associated with Legado; I can't really say for sure, because, while it was signed
"Legado Outreach Team," and they expressed a desire to speak with me and listen to my
concerns, it was a form letter which did absolutely nothing to make me believe they cared what |
thought. Not a person's name with whom to be in contact, not a phone number, no return
envelope, no signature, not on any corporate letterhead, not even any follow up ever afterwards.

It's telling that, between April 6 and May 30, Pear added a grand total of eleven (11) names to
their email outreach list that alerted folks to their Open House meetings. What about the 5,200
households who received a walk up visit (I live across the street but never got a knock)? Or even
the 200 comment cards supposedly "in support of the project” Who were they talking to all this
time? Looks like a grand total of 114 names on their email list.

As you see from the Save the Riviera Community Outreach Report which has been distributed to
you all, our group of residents were able to cobble together (from emails, facebook, festival
booth, signs, flyers, and actual conversations with actual residents of the surrounding
neighborhoods), hundreds of concerned neighbors, almost three times the number that all of
Legado and Pear's untold thousands of dollars were able to reach themselves. And that package
(along with the clarification of their comments in your report) should make it abundantly clear
how, even with the mandate from this very own Planning Commission on March 19th, so very
little was done in the way of actually talking to and listening to the community who will be
forced to live with this monstrosity for the rest of our lives here. Unlike, of course, the
developers who head home to Beverly Hills after this hearing is all over.

Okay, other than their arrogance, and refusal to listen to any residents who didn't like what was
presented, over and over and over again, there are other problems with this project.

It continues to defy imagination that the submitted traffic reports indicate that the only
significant increase in traffic will be at the intersection of Palos Verdes Blvd and PCH. To
pretend that there will be no impact on other areas (even just a few yards away at Avenue G and
PVB) is incredible. Traffic is already horrendous in this area, and it only continues to expand, in
rush hour and beyond, up and down PCH, into neighborhoods like Hermosa and Torrance. How
the traffic expert can say that adding more cars to an already horrendous situation will create
LESS traffic boggles the mind. Sorry, but no extra turn lane (especially on PCH southbound,
where drivers aiready make their own right turn lane at Rock & Brews, and on PCH northbound,
where drivers use the mini-bike lane to do the same thing) is going to lessen the traffic nightmare
on these streets. Unless, of course, you're counting on drivers who continue to get frustrated
waiting for too-many light changes, and cut off onto residential side streets, so they don't have to
wait for another light or two to get through. Obviously, that's not a great solution - for
pedestrians, for kids playing, for anyone!

We're not against adding housing; we're just against adding housing that stops us from being
able to get to the store!

And, here we all are, with a mandate to reduce our water consumption by some 20%, right
now! I'm trying hard to understand how adding 211 toilets, 211 bath/showers, 149 dishwashers



and dozen(s?) of washing machines can be appropriate. That doesn't include the incredible use
of water during a two-year construction period, nor the laundry usage from these families, and
most certainly not a swimming pool for these renters and all their guests.

And, while I know that you don't feet that it necessary for an EIR to be undertaken for this
Legado project, I believe that one should have been done. But, should this project be approved
anyway, and then another one at Prospect (Cape Point), I try hard to envision the "cumulative
impact” of both of these. And, adding then another, and another. Are you actually saying that
there is no limit to how much more we can cram into this already overburdened main artery. Is
there no one willing to see and say that there is a breaking point?

Thank you for your attention to this issue, which is so important to me, my neighbors and, we
believe, the future viability of this lovely beach community in which we now live. We'd like to
think that it will remain wonderful even after you have all left your positions.

Sincerely,

Amy and Robert Josefek



Crty Or 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

VIIl.  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 Designh 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<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>