








































































 
BLUE FOLDER ITEM 

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.  

 
HARBOR COMMISSION MEETING 

REGULAR MEETING 
AUGUST 8, 2016 

 
9. WATERFRONT PROJECT - CONSIDERATION OF APPROVAL/CERTIFICATION OF 

A FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT AND WATER SUPPLY ASSESSMENT 
(SCH# 2014061071 / FILE NO. 2014-04-EIR-001), FACTS AND FINDINGS, 
STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS, AND A MITIGATION 
MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM; CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT, 
HARBOR COMMISSION DESIGN REVIEW (INCLUDING SIGN REVIEW AND 
LANDSCAPE/IRRIGATION PLANS), COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, AND 
VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 74207, FOR APPROXIMATELY 36 ACRES 
OF DEVELOPMENT IN THE REDONDO BEACH HARBOR/PIER AREA, AND 
CONSIDERATION OF THE RECREATION AND PARK COMMISSION’S 
RECOMMENDATIONS RELATED TO SEASIDE LAGOON. 

 
CASE NUMBERS: 2016-06-HC-001 
  2016-06-CDP-004 
 
APPLICANT: REDONDO BEACH WATEFRONT LLC  
  (AFFILIATE OF CENTERCAL PROPERTIES LLC) 

 
 
ATTACHMENT:  Attachment 10 to the Staff Report:  

     Revised Elevation of Northern Parking Structure 
 
 
*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.  
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A FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT AND WATER SUPPLY ASSESSMENT 
(SCH# 2014061071 / FILE NO. 2014-04-EIR-001), FACTS AND FINDINGS, 
STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS, AND A MITIGATION 
MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM; CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT, 
HARBOR COMMISSION DESIGN REVIEW (INCLUDING SIGN REVIEW AND 
LANDSCAPE/IRRIGATION PLANS), COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, AND 
VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 74207, FOR APPROXIMATELY 36 ACRES 
OF DEVELOPMENT IN THE REDONDO BEACH HARBOR/PIER AREA, AND 
CONSIDERATION OF THE RECREATION AND PARK COMMISSION’S 
RECOMMENDATIONS RELATED TO SEASIDE LAGOON. 

 
CASE NUMBERS: 2016-06-HC-001 
  2016-06-CDP-004 
 
APPLICANT: REDONDO BEACH WATEFRONT LLC  
  (AFFILIATE OF CENTERCAL PROPERTIES LLC) 

 
ATTACHMENT:  Bill Brand’s District 2 Meeting Minutes from July 28, 2016 
 
 
*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.  
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OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS, AND A MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING 
PROGRAM; CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT, HARBOR COMMISSION DESIGN REVIEW 
(INCLUDING SIGN REVIEW AND LANDSCAPE/IRRIGATION PLANS), COASTAL 
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, AND VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 74207, FOR 
APPROXIMATELY 36 ACRES OF DEVELOPMENT IN THE REDONDO BEACH HARBOR/PIER 
AREA, AND CONSIDERATION OF THE RECREATION AND PARK COMMISSION’S 
RECOMMENDATIONS RELATED TO SEASIDE LAGOON. 

 
CASE NUMBERS: 2016-06-HC-001 
  2016-06-CDP-004 
 
APPLICANT: REDONDO BEACH WATEFRONT LLC  
  (AFFILIATE OF CENTERCAL PROPERTIES LLC) 

 
ATTACHMENT:  Written comments received after distribution of agenda packet 

 Public support cards 

 Additional Letters on behalf of Lanakila Outrigger Canoe Club 

 Kathy Hamilton - August 4, 2016 

 Laura Zahn - August 4, 2016 

 Gwen Leech - August 5, 2016 

 Sherwin Zhou - August 7, 2016 

 Brandon Villalobos - August 8, 2016 

 David Bernier - August 8, 2016 

 John Mann – August 8, 2016 

 JoAnn Turk – August 8, 2016 

 James Murrell, President of King Harbor Youth Foundation – August 8, 2016 

 Diana Mann - August 5, 2016 

 Jim Light - August 8, 2016 – Minutes from Mole B boat ramp discussion at Bill Brand’s 
Community meeting on July 25th, 2016 

 Jim Light – August 8, 2016 – Boating Industry Article 

 Jim Light – August 8, 2016 – City Staff Report regarding regulation of pedestrian and bicycle 
traffic at the pier 

 Jim Light – August 7, 2016 – Comments on FEIR on behalf of Building a Better Redondo 

 Jim Light – August 8, 2016 – Comments on SOC on behalf of Building a Better Redondo 

 
*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.  







































































































































































































  

Czuleger Park Before and After

Czuleger Park is given special protection in more 
than one place in Measure G. One of those 

places is Section 10-5.814(b)(1) Development 
standards: CC-3 coastal commercial zone.

“Views from Czuleger Park shall be protected by 
ensuring that two story buildings are not clustered 

or lined up in a manner that creates a wall-like 
impact on views from the park.”



  

Proposed Market Hall aerial view
Note location of Czuleger Pk with respect to Market hall location



  

Market Hall rendering as shown in The Waterfront website



  

1. Czuleger Park from entrance at Catalina, top of the park
Note:  Top of the flag pole on the elevator tower is roughly 37 feet 

in height from street level.



  

2. Czuleger Park near the Sea Scape One pool area 
(south) side of upper park



  

3. Czuleger Park mid-way down path 
near ocean facing benches



  

4. Czuleger Park mid-way down looking north



  

5. Czuleger Park mid-way down looking South



  

6. Czuleger Park near bottom of path 
looking straight out west



  

7. Czuleger Park from the bottom of the path



  

8. Czuleger Park from the plaza



  

1. Market Hall insert
From entrance at Catalina, top of the park

Note:  Top of the flag pole 
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2. Market Hall insert near the Sea Scape One pool area 
(south) side of upper park



  

3. Market Hall insert mid-way down path 
near ocean-facing benches



  

4. Market Hall insert mid-way down looking north



  

5. Market Hall insert mid-way down looking South



  

6. Market Hall insert near bottom of path 
looking straight out west



  

7. Market Hall insert from the bottom of the path



  

8. Market Hall insert
The Wall



















































BBR Comment to the Waterfront FEIR – 7 August 16

CITY PROCESS DESIGNED TO HINDER, DETER, AND LIMIT  
RESIDENT REVIEW, PARTICIPATION, AND COMMENT 

The City produced a nearly 1500 page FEIR package that is heavily cross referenced in a 

format never before used by the city on a project of zoning change of this magnitude.  The city 

continues change key elements of the project, especially the boat ramp location and 

configuration.  The city is recommending bifurcating the approvals of the CenterCal project and 

the boat ramp, however, this move may eliminate the environmentally superior solution for the 

boat ramp and combined development.  The city has not provided all the analysis on traffic.  And 

the city relies on old studies and models for key impact assessments. The city has not 

conducted adequate analysis of safety and environmental impacts.  For example after years of 

deliberation, the city has only a one day data point on harbor water quality for public swimming.  

And even today, the project description allows too much variability for a final project approval.  

The public has insufficient description and data to fully understand the true impacts of the final 

project. 

INSUFFICIENT TIME/MOVING TARGET –  
The public cannot reasonably comment on a changing or I'll defined project. 

CHALLENGING FORMAT –  

The complex cross-referencing renders the EIR much more difficult to understand, analyze and 

respond.  By referring back to the DEIR, the city forces residents to look through nearly 8000 

pages of information.  The new format alone drives the need for more time for reasonable 

review. 

.   Comments to Waterfront EIR by Building a Better Redondo    7 August 16 1



BBR Comments to the Waterfront EIR       17 Jul 16

INCOMPLETE DATA– 
The city has not provided full traffic analysis as requested nor has it completed adequate 

analysis of parking, traffic, harbor water quality, and recreational impacts of the devleopment.  

A final note on missing data – BBR sent in a public records act request for any new 

analyses,studies and data generated since the DEIR was published.  The city responded that all 

is available in the DEIR.  BBR has been unable to find the detailed assessment of LOS for 

weekend conditions. The city responded to a second request specificially for the detailed LOS 

assessment and now the city has responded it needs more time.  BBR cannot respond to an 

analysis the city has not made available.. 

SUMMARY  
BBR has been unable to fully analyze all data provided in and with the EIR..  BBR will continue 

to send in findings despite the expiration of the city’s review period.  
But regardless of the city responses, the EIR is not sufficient to define the impacts of a 

project that is at the entitlements stage.  The appropriate action is to properly definitize 

the project including the location and configuration of the boat ramp, the final decision 
on the Sportfishing pier, and the number of slips to be reduced by the project.  The city 

should  and redo the impact analysis and rerelease as a Draft EIR. 

FEIR IMPACT ASSESSMENTS 

BBR has been unable to complete a through review of all the information contained in the 

EIR.  A top level analysis of the topics that follow is included based on the level of 

understanding that was achievable in the time period allotted. 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IMPACT SUMMARY 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Infrastructure 
or Amenity

ImpactImpact Level of Impact

CDC-1 Cumulative 
Development Cap

Project exceeds 
cumulative 
development cap. It 
consolidates too much 
of the cap into too 
small an area.

SIGNIFICANT – violation of 
state and local law.

HPWVA-1 Human Powered 
Water Vessel access

Insufficient and 
inconvenient parking 
and access

No parking was assessed for 
these users despite growing 
popularity.  City only 
speculates at use rate.  Parking 
in parking structure is a 
deterrent to use.  Proposed 
mitigations are unproven, not 
reasonable and are predictably 
not viable.  

HPWVA-2 Shared launch area 
with wading 
toddlers

Danger to toddlers.  If 
lane is roped off it 
further limits usable 
space for toddlers.

SIGNIFICANT – Hazardous 
conditions are a deterrent to 
utilization.

HPWVA-3 Shared launch site 
or close proximity 
to boat ramp

Danger to human 
powered water craft 
users.  Dangers 
include improperly 
designed dock float 
(too high) or use of 
slippery boat ramp.  
Danger of trailer 
boater not seeing or 
being unable to avoid 
contact with human 
powered vessle.

HAZARDOUS SIGNIFICANT – 
dangerous solution.  Uses 
should not be collocates in 
close proximity.  Danger is a 
deterrent. To use.
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SSL-1 Seaside Lagoon Decreased usable 
public parkland

SIGNIFICANT – Redondo is 
park poor by its own standard.  
This decreases usable 
parkland.  Open space in 
commercial area is not 
configured to replace lost 
usable public parkland.  EIR 
states there will be CenterCal 
events in the park area which 
will deny or further limit public 
access.

SSL-2 Seaside Lagoon Decreased toddler 
wading area

Significant – at mid tide loss is 
about 75% of wading area.

SSL-3 Seaside Lagoon Exposure to surge HAZARDOUS/SIGNIFICANT 
– key attraction of current 
lagoon is the safety of no surge 
or wave action.

SSL-4 Seaside Lagoon Exposure to tide HAZARDOUS/SIGNIFICANT 
– Lifeguards cannot rope off 
safe depth for toddler wading 
as in current lagoon.  Tide 
changes will significantly 
impact safe toddler wading 
area.

SSL-5 Seaside Lagoon Exposure to 
breakwater rocks

HAZARDOUS/SIGNIFICANT 
– Large breakwater rocks on 
north and south end of 
proposed swim area would 
attract toddlers.  Wet rocks, 
large holes, sharp edges 
combined with surge and tidal 
changes represents a 
significant hazard not present 
in current lagoon.
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SSL-6 Seaside Lagoon Shared with hand 
launch vessels

HAZARDOUS/SIGNIFICANT 
– Kayaks and SUPs (especially 
beginners) launching and 
returning through wading 
toddlers is a hazard not present 
in current lagoon, especially 
when combined with surge.  
 
Roping off launch area as 
separate from wading area 
further decreases usable 
wading area exacerbating that 
impact.

SSL-7 Seaside Lagoon Inconvenient parking SIGNIFICANT – Parking in 
parking structure is a deterrent 
as it creates difficulty in 
moving family and gear to and 
from the lagoon.  Visitors 
would have to negotiate 
parking structure, commercial 
shops, an active road and a 
pedestrian promenade before 
arriving at the lagoon.  During 
summer weekends, limited 
parking could mean parking 
significant distances away 
which would deter utilization.  
Proposed parking 
configuration would not 
support buses used by school, 
church and similar groups who 
use the lagoon.

SSL - 8 Seaside Lagoon Loss of security fence SECURITY/SIGNIFICANT - 
Families with children have 
confidence children cannot exit 
beach area alone and are 
protected from strangers 
outside the park.
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SSL-9 Seaside Lagoon Swimming with boat 
traffic

HAZARDOUS/SIGNIFICANT 
– The EIR suggest older 
children/adults would swim in 
harbor.  Boat traffic would 
have difficulty seeing 
swimmers.  Very dangerous 
situation.  If swimming is 
limited to current hand 
launched boat ramp 
breakwater area, the area is too 
small for recreational 
swimming.  The breakwater 
rocks on the sides represent a 
hazard to adventurous older 
children and adults.

SSL-10 Seaside Lagoon Sea lion haul out 
potential

SIGNIFICANT/HAZARDOUS - 
Sea lions have been reported in 
the Marina parking lot.  With 
the colony growing it is 
foreseeable that subdominant 
males would haul out on the 
beach.  Waders, SUP’ers, and 
kayakers launching through or 
returning through sea lions 
would be hazardous and would 
violate MMPA.  City officials 
are unlikely to be available at 
all hours.  And there would be 
no means to call for help for a 
returning kayakers or SUP’er.

SSL-11 Seaside Lagoon Monthly water testing HEALTH RISK/ 
SIGNIFICANT - The mitigation 
plan requires monthly testing.  
This does not provide adequate 
health protection to prevent/
minimize exposure to 
unhealthy, untreated harbor 
waters.
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SSL-12 Seaside Lagoon Swim area silting SIGNIFICANT – The EIR does 
not require the depth of swim 
area to be maintained.  Swim 
area is already much smaller, 
losing more would increase 
impact.

SSL-13 Seaside Lagoon Loss of play fountains 
and water slides

SIGNIFICANT/HAZARDOUS 
– Children love playing in the 
fountains and water slides.  
Loss of these amenities would 
decrease attraction of facility.  
Also children likely to be 
attracted to breakwater rocks 
for entertainment in the water.

SSL-14 Seaside Lagoon Exposure to untreated 
harbor waters

HEALTH RISK/SIGNIFICANT 
– Waters north and south of 
the harbor fail health testing 
25% of the time.  City has only 
taken health related water 
quality tests on one day in 
harbor.  Limited circulation 
combined with proximity to 
sea lion barge and bird guano 
on harbor breakwater rocks 
increases risk of unhealthy 
water.  Flushing action of tide 
would be ineffective since 
ocean waters have 
questionable healthiness.

SSL – 
CUMULATIVE 
ASSESSMENT

SEASIDE LAGOON 
CUMULATIVE 
IMPACT

HAZARDOUS, SIGNIFICANT, 
AVOIDABLE - Sum of impacts 
represent a significant and 
avoidable impact.  
MITIGATION: maintain 
park usable open space in 
current configuration and 
same or similar water 
feature and provide 
convenient and adequate 
parking.
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WP-1 Waterfront Parking Insufficient parking SIGNIFICANT - Waterfront 
area parking assessment 
ignored recreational uses and 
current evidence of saturation 
of current parking with current 
development.  Parking increase 
is insufficient to accommodate 
current uses plus added 
commercial development.  
Parking is inconvenient for 
recreational uses to far, 
dangerous street crossings, 
improperly configured for long 
water vessels…Artificially 
limits access to long existing 
recreational and coastal 
dependent uses.  Difficulty of 
parking configuration 
represents a real deterrent to 
recreational uses.  
MITIGATION – more parking.  
Surface level parking set aside 
for recreational uses in vicinity 
of use.
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MMBR-1 Mole B Boat Ramp Parking – loss of over 
70 current parking 
spaces, insufficient 
trailer parking

SIGNIFICANT – Parking 
analysis not provided.  
Insufficient parking for 
concurrent boating, launching 
and outrigger canoe club 
activities especially on summer 
weekends.  City states that they 
will provide a parking 
attendant but has not revealed 
how that would remedy 
inadequate parking.  City 
ignores growth of demand as 
economy recovers and 
population increases.  No 
overflow parking defined or 
analyzed.  Proposed 
reservation system would be 
ineffective.  Proposed parking 
does not comply with State 
Guidelines and when added 
together the lack of parking is 
compounded.

MBBR-2 Mole B Boat Ramp Loss of 25-36 current, 
occupied boat slips

SIGNIFICANT – Current large 
boat slip utilization is currently 
at or near capacity.  Demand 
for larger slips is expected to 
increase.  Compounded by 
move of commercial vessels out 
of Basin 3 and potential 
elimination of slips in Basin 3.
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MBBR-3 Mole B Boat Ramp Basin 1 Fairway 
location – Hazard to 
Navigation

HAZARDOUS/SIGNIFICANT 
– Location at western end of 
narrow Basin 1 fairway puts 
trailer boat in in a cross wind 
situation and at a location with 
a blind turn and heavy boat 
and SUP traffic.  Insufficient 
maneuvering space for 
queuing.  Queuing dock/hoist 
dock is right in Galveston wall 
blind spot.  Numerous well 
qualified boaters, ex-harbor 
masters, and lifeguards 
testified to the dangers that are 
denied by the city.  City 
statements of early launches do 
not account for family boating 
and jet ski launches which 
would be during peak fairway 
utilization.  Jetski’s difficulty in 
maneuvering well at slow 
speed is well documented.  
This is exacerbated with 
infrequent jet skiers. 
 
Mole B location MAXIMIZES 
interaction with existing 
boating traffic.  Must utilize 
Basin 1 fairway and main 
harbor fairway.  Trailer boats 
must traverse entire length of 
harbor to reach harbor mouth.

MBBR-4 Mole B Boat Ramp Crosswind HAZARDOUS/SIGNIFICANT 
– Prevailing wind direction 
would blow vessels with motor 
problems into adjoining slips 
endangering the vessel in 
question and those downwind.  
Jet skiers have limited 
maneuverability at low speeds 
exacerbating this situation.
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MBBR-5 Mole B Boat Ramp Impacts on adjacent 
existing recreational  
uses

SIGNIFICANT – in addition to 
severe lack of parking during 
weekends and other peak use 
periods, the reconfiguration to 
accommodate the boat ramp 
reduces Moonstone Park and 
the room available for the 
outrigger canoe club 
operations.  This could shut 
down the 46 year old, 300 
member outrigger canoe club 
and decrease the public 
parkland.  The city already fails 
its own parkland standard and 
the reduction of Moonstone 
Park is further exacerbated by 
the reduction of usable space at 
Seaside Lagoon.  

MBBR-6 Mole B Boat Ramp Elimination of 
emergency helicopter 
airlift

HAZARDOUS/SIGNIFICANT 
– The City Council included 
the requirement for helicopter 
access to Mole B to support 
Harbor Patrol/lifeguard/Coast 
Guard emergency airlift 
operations related to the 
Harbor Patrol and Lifeguard 
docks and building on this 
Mole..  This capability was 
used July 6th to get a diver to a 
hyperbaric chamber on 
Catalina.  The proposed 
configuration precludes 
meeting this stated 
requirement and puts the lives 
of the public at risk.
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MBBR-7 Mole B Boat Ramp Vehicular ingress and 
egress

HAZARDOUS/SIGNIFICANT 
– Mole B vehicular movement 
is hampered by two narrow 
lanes with parking on both 
sides and between the lanes.  
Ingress to the site is hampered 
by a limited turn pocket to get 
off Harbor Drive.  Queueing to 
launch or return, especially on 
busy days when the parking is 
at or over capacity could result 
in traffic impacts on Harbor 
Drive and on all traffic, 
including emergency vehicle 
traffic into and out of the Mole 
to support Harbor Patrol and 
Lifeguard operations.

MBBR-Cumulative 
Assessment Mole B Boat Ramp 

Cumulative 
Assessment

HAZARDOUS/SIGNIFICANT/ 
IMMITIGABLE -  Mole B is the 
worst alternative for a boat 
ramp in King Harbor.  It will 
have significant impacts on 
long term existing recreational 
uses of the harbor.  It presents 
hazards to navigation.  And it 
impairs emergency activities 
critical to safe harbor 
operation.  Of all alternatives, 
Mole B represents most transit 
distance and interaction with 
main fairways and existing 
boat traffic in harbor.  
SUPERIOR 
ALTERNATIVES:  Moles C 
and D represent safer and less 
impactful solutions.
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MCBR-1 Mole C Boat Ramp Parking LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT 
WITH MITIGATION– the 
Mole C Boat Ramp parking 
does not meet state guidelines.  
Also data from the Cabrillo 
boat ramp show traffic nearly 
every weekend would exceed 
proposed parking.    
MITIGATION:  Overflow 
parking would have to be 
identified to meet expected and 
future needs.  Potential sites 
include the Triton Oil site and 
the trailer parking east of 
Seaside Lagoon.  However, 
both of these sites are currently 
slated for other uses.  Moving 
overflow parking further away 
renders the solution untenable.

MCBR-2 Mole C Boat Ramp Cross winds SIGNIFICANT – prevailing 
cross winds would blow vessels 
with motor / operator 
problems away from ramp into 
rocks or the Seaside Lagoon 
swim/kayak/SUP area.  
PARTIAL MITIGATION:  
Configuring a breakwall east of 
the ramp would eliminate the 
risk to swimmers, kayakers, 
SUP’ers.  
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MCBR -3 Mole C Boat Ramp Maneuvering/Impact 
on existing SUP/
Kayak launch area

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT 
WITH MITIGATIONS – The 
turn basin is the best location 
for a boat ramp due to the 
ability to maneuver with ample 
space outside the main traffic 
lanes.  However, proximity to 
the Seaside Lagoon swim and 
launch area make this specific 
area heavily trafficked by 
human powered watercraft.   
MITIGATION:  Can be 
mitigated by building a 
breakwall that separate traffic.  
Bouys in the water do NOT 
mitigate the risk as engine 
failure or operator error puts 
human powered craft at risk.  
Jet skis in particular are known 
for their poor maneuvering as 
low speeds.  
 
Proximity to harbor mouth 
minimizes interaction with 
existing harbor traffic.
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MCBR-4 Mole C Boat Ramp Traffic/accessibility SIGNIFICANT – Mole C 
suffers from the same limited 
turn pocket off of Harbor Drive 
that Mole B does.  However, 
the roadway down Mole C is 
wider and does not have 
parking between  and both 
sides of each lane.  So it is 
better than Mole B.  And since 
the Harbor Patrol is not on 
Mole C, emergency vehicle 
traffic is less of an impact.  
However, the planned parking 
structure and new road will 
bring more traffic into this 
immediate vicinity and Beryl is 
a major access road for the 
harbor. The traffic impacts are 
less than a boat ramp at Mole B 
but more than a ramp at Mole 
C.

MCBR-5 Mole C Boat Ramp Surge LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT 
WITH MITIGATIONS – 
Harbor surge study is obsolete 
and should be reaccomplished 
with modern modeling 
techniques.  However this is 
the highest surge alternative.  
MITIGATIONS:  Curtail 
launching in large surge 
conditions.  Or add a breakwall 
to diminish surge.
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MCBR-
Cumulative 
Assessment

Mole C Boat Ramp 
Cumulative 
Assessment

A Mole C boat ramp is 
environmentally superior to 
Mole B.  The turn basin is the 
best solution waterside as it 
provides ample maneuvering 
and queueing space outside of 
high traffic lanes.  However, 
the location still has 
immitigable impacts to traffic.  
The Crab Shack lease makes 
this alternative more expensive 
or it delays the solution 
unnecessarily.

MDBR-1 Mole D Boat Ramp Parking SUPERIOR SOLUTION – Mole 
D already houses 67 trailer 
boat parking spots exceeding 
state guidelines for a two lane 
boat ramp.  These parking 
spots can be relocated closer to 
the ramp site.  

MDBR-2 Mole D Boat Ramp Prevailing winds SUPERIOR SOLUTION – 
prevailing winds would push 
vessels that have lost the ability 
to maneuver back to the launch 
point.  No potential impact on 
other boats or slips.

MDBR-3 Mole D Boat Ramp Maneuvering/Impacts 
on other recreational 
uses

SUPERIOR SOLUTION – Turn 
basin is best location as it 
affords ample maneuvering 
and queueing space outside of 
traffic lanes.  If configured 
properly, ramp traffic would be 
well clear of Basin 3 Fairway 
and Sportfishing pier (for 
whale watching and 
Sportfishing vessel boarding).  
Least impact and largest safety 
margin for SUP and kayak 
traffic and launch points.
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MDBR-4 Mole D Boat Ramp Traffic Accessibility/
Impact

SUPERIOR SOLUTION – 
Trailer traffic off of Harbor 
Drive is not a major cross 
intersection with Harbor Drive.  
Traffic is easily separable from 
traffic for other uses.  No long 
narrow mole traffic 
maneuvering issues. Ample 
room for turn radius and other 
maneuverability requirements.

MDBR-5 Mole D Boat Ramp Surge LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT 
WITH MITIGATION – Surge 
models are outdated and 
should be reaccomplished with 
new modern modeling 
techniques.  Better protected 
from surge than Mole C.  No 
major wave damage in this 
area since outer breakwall was 
built higher and thicker.  If 
major storm would create 
damage here, a boat ramp is 
cheaper to replace than a 
commercial building.  
MITIGATION:  Ramp can be 
closed if surge conditions 
become dangerous.  A 
breakwall could be added to 
reduce surge substantially.

MDBR-6 Mole D Boat Ramp Visual impacts ENVIRONMENTALLY 
SUPERIOR SOLUTION – 
Using the south end of Mole D 
for boat ramp parking would 
preserve and enhance views 
from Czuleger Park.

MDBR-7 Mole D Boat Ramp Boat Hoist SUPERIOR SOLUTION – 
Current boat hoist could be 
retained with no additional 
coast.  
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MDBR-8 Mole D Boat Ramp Site connectivity LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT – 
Pedestrian bridge can still be 
accommodated.  Waterfront 
promenade could include view 
points on either side of the 
ramp, similar to solution 
proposed at Seaside Lagoon in 
current EIR.  Promenade could 
provide two routes, one across 
the ramp/parking area for low 
utilization periods (similar to 
pedestrian crossing at Boat 
Yard crane access), and 
provide an alternate routing 
from International Boardwalk 
directly to sport fishing pier 
area.

MDBR-9 Mole D Boat Ramp Economic assessment SUPERIOR SOLUTION -  Only 
potential impacts to current 
leaseholds is Samba, which is 
on short term lease.   Proposed 
Market Hall could be moved to 
a number of locations.  Pacifica 
recommended a pier area 
location in their vision.  Could 
also be in the International 
Boardwalk area where R10, 
Boardhouse, Marina Offices 
and Captain Kidd's are located.  
Other alternatives available as 
well.
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MDBR-
Cumulative 
Assessment

Mole D Boat Ramp 
CUMULATIVE 
ASSESSMENT

ENVIRONMENTALLY AND 
ECONOMICALLY SUPERIOR 
ALTERNATIVE – Mole D is 
the superior location and 
represents the most balanced 
compromise of capacity, 
impacts and economic 
viability.  A Mole D location 
has the least impact on long 
standing recreational uses in 
the harbor.  The turn basin is 
the safest location from a 
maneuvering and boat traffic 
perspective.  Mole D boat ramp 
would be the shortest transit to 
harbor mouth and is less surge 
than Mole C.  And Mole D is 
the only location with adequate 
parking space.  Mole D 
represents the least traffic 
impact as well.  Economically, 
the site is available with no 
lease buy out at end of Samba 
current short term lease.  No 
cost to retain current boat 
hoist.  Solution best preserves 
views from Czuleger Park.  
 
Before CenterCal project, in 
2007 combined City staff, 
Harbor Commission and 
Harbor Boater representatives 
selected Mole D as best site in 
Harbor for a boat ramp.  
Original harbor boat ramp was 
located at Mole D.
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EX-1 Exclusivity Stated objective of 
development is to 
attract more affluent 
customers.  Impact to 
lower cost uses 
reduces availability 
and desirability of 
harbor/pier area.

SIGNIFICANT – Project 
marketing states it seeks to 
attract higher income visitors.  
The project negatively impacts 
the uses that have the most 
regional draw.  Exclusionary 
parking exacerbates the 
situation.  MITIGATION – re 
balance project to emphasize 
enhance and increase uses that 
cater to all income levels.

TR-1 Traffic Traffic analysis not 
provided

BBR cannot complete traffic 
assessment until requested 
analyses are provided.

TR-2 Traffic Traffic analysis 
ignores infrastructure 
constraints.  Under 
predicts impacts

SIGNIFICANT – the roads in 
the project area cannot handle 
the projected traffic increases 
despite EIR claims to the 
contrary.  Evidence provided 
demonstrates conditions today 
exceed those projected after 
project completion.  
 
MITIGATION- reduce project, 
improve infrastructure, or 
adjust mix of uses to eliminate 
impacts.
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TR-3 Traffic Lack of parking 
exacerbates traffic 
impacts

SIGNIFICANT – The project 
does not include sufficient 
parking for the proposed uses.  
As we experience on summer 
weekend at the harbor and the 
beach, this increases traffic as 
visitors circle parking areas 
and finally move into 
neighborhoods to find parking.  
This impact is not evaluated in 
the EIR, yet there is ample 
evidence and testimony that it 
happens today. 
 
MITIGATION – provide 
adequate parking. Define 
offsite parking.  Or downsize 
the development.

MS-1 Massing and Scale Massing and scale 
exceeds that of harbor 
and surrounding uses.  
Creates a virtual wall 
between the public 
and the harbor.

SIGNIFICANT -  impacts 
desirability of bike track and 
area in general.  Violate zoning. 
MITIGATION – scale back and 
better spread development 
between harbor and AES site. 
Moving parking structure 
offsite.  
 

VI - 1 View Impacts Massing and density 
of development along 
Harbor Drive create a 
virtual wall of 
development 
drastically limiting 
views from Harbor 
Drive

SIGNIFICANT – more than 
85% of current views blocked.. 
More if you include 
landscaping. 
 
MITIGATION – decrease 
harbor-side development.  
Increase width of view 
corridors substantially.   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CI-1 Cumulative Impacts City still refuses to 
assess cumulative 
impacts which result 
in understated 
impacts

SIGNIFICANT – City has failed 
to address cumulative impacts 
described by multiple parties 
including the City of Hermosa 
Beach.  Foreseeable projects 
are ignored and instead 
regional growth numbers 
defined over a large area are 
applied to the project without 
regard to reasonableness.  This 
invalid practice artificially 
underrepresents impacts to the 
public. 
 
MITIGATION – city 
reaccomplish assessments 
including foreseeable projects 
identified by multiple. Entities.

VI-2 View Impacts Market Hall and hotel 
area development 
block substantial 
amount of views from 
Czuleger park 
particularly mid and 
lower Czuleger Park.

SUBSTANTIAL -  EIR does not 
assess view impacts from 
majority of park.   
 
MITIGATION – reduce size of 
market hall and hotel area 
development.  Or move market 
hall and hotel area 
development to reopen views.  
 

BP-1 Bike path Bike path solution 
dangerous

HAZARDOUS SUBSTANTIAL 
– Proposed bike path adds 
three street crossing for all 
bicyclists in both directions.  
Does not connect with Habor 
Drive Bike Track. 
 
MITIGATION – redesign to 
west side of new road.
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DEVELOPMENT CAP ASSESSMENT 

The City’s response and interpretation of the development cap defined in the zoning is a 

convenient interpretation that supports their desired solution but is not well based on the factors 

of the matter.  In the zoning that was put before the voters, the city used two clear and distinct 

terms.  Whenever they were referring to floor area ratio for development the city used the 

specific term “floor area, gross” or “gross floor area”.  And floor area gross is clearly defined to 

exclude parking.  However, where ever the city referred to the total development cap for the CC 

BP-2 Bike Path Shared use dangerous HAZARDOUS SUBSTANTIAL 
– EIR still pretends it is safe to 
commingle pedestrian traffic 
and bike traffic so they can 
claim increased accessibility.  
Yet the current pier area 
crossing and pier areas at 
Hermosa and Manhattan 
require bicyclists to walk 
during peak periods.  Bike 
peaks will occur at pedestrian 
peaks in shopping area 
precluding any substantive 
bike utilization. 
 
MITIGATION – separate bike 
traffic from pedestrian traffic 
in shopping areas.

LC-1 Legal Compliance Project violate 
numerous state and 
local laws and 
requirements

SUBSTANTIAL – multiple 
violations of Coastal Act, 
Redondo Beach Local Coastal 
Program and Municipal Code.  
 
MITIGATION – redesign 
project to better balance 
coastal dependent uses with 
general commercial uses. See 
recommended project 
alternative.  
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areas they repeatedly used the term “floor area”.  City staff never created a definition for this 

term.  Because this zoning was established by a vote of the people of Redondo, it is the 

understanding and interpretation of the voters when they voted on the zoning that matters, 

rather than some interpretation by planning staff years later.   
 
Since there was no definition of “floor area” in any material before the voter (including the ballot 

materials and in the campaign literature) and the city distinctly and exclusively used “floor area, 

gross” or “gross floor area” elsewhere in the zoning before the voters, it is only natural for the 

voter to conclude that all additional “cumulative development” would be included in the 

development cap.  Absent a specific definition it is unreasonable to conclude the public would 

think the advertised development cap would exclude parking.  That would mean the public voted 

to allow the city an unlimited amount of parking structure development.  That is not a reasonable 

conclusion.  The assertion that the general public did not believe that the zoning development 

cap did not apply to the parking structure is evidenced by the vast majority of public comments 

that specifically take issue with new parking structure.  If the city meant the development cap did 

not include parking structures, why did the city not use the term “gross floor area” or “floor area, 

gross” as they do so many other places in the zoning?.  If the city meant for the development 

cap to use they should have used their defined term “floor area, gross.”  The City did not.   

The ballot text chosen by the city also provides an indicator of what the residents thought they 

were voting for.  The ballot language for Measure G asked:  “Shall the Coastal Land Use Plan 

and the Zoning Ordinance for the Coastal Zone for the AES Power Plant, the Catalina Avenue 

corridor and the Harbor/Pier areas of the City of Redondo Beach be amended to provide for 

major changes in existing policies and development standards including: affirming Coastal 

Commission recommendations, limiting total development, height limitations, floor area ratio 
limitations, permitting parks on the AES site and gaining local authority to issue coastal 

development authority.”  This question in the ballot clearly separates floor area limitations (which 

use floor area, gross) from total development limits.  It is unreasonable that the residents 

interpreted “limiting total development” to exclude parking structures.   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The City cites an example of questions during the deliberations of the Harbor Commission on 

the Measure G zoning, but it mischaracterizes the question.  The question in that case was 

whether parking is included in Floor Area Ratio calculations.  That answer is clearly no.  The 

question was not whether parking structures were included in the 400,000 sq ft cumulative 

development cap.  City staff then opines that  figures given out for Shade Hotel did not include 

the floor area related to parking.  Firstly, the Shade Hotel does not have parking as part of its 

structure.  Parking is surface parking and offsite parking.  Secondly, even if it did at the time, the 

cap was so far away from being “filled” the public did not pay attention.  Clearly, the Shade Hotel 

would be below the cap.  So the fact that staff “got away” with their interpretation there is hardly 

evidence of what the public understood when they voted for the current zoning language.   
 
 

HUMAN POWERED WATER VESSEL ACCESS 

1. The FEIR continues to ignore the impacts of the project parking configuration on the 

accessibility for the growing number of people who use the harbor to launch stand-up 

paddleboards (SUPs) and kayaks.   

2. GROWING NUMBER OF SUP AND KAYAK PARTICIPANTS.  Both SUP and kayak 

fishing are growing sports and more and more people participate in these activities.  

These activities are especially popular on summer weekends, but are also popular on 

weekdays.  The times of peak use vary by type of participant.  During the weekday, 

mornings and right after work hours represent peak usage.  During weekends users are 

spread throughout the day.  In the morning and evening kayak fishermen launch in 

greater numbers.  SUP’ers who SUP for a workout generally launch early on weekends 

to take advantage of calm seas.  Families, recreational users, and yoga SUP’ers launch 

midday as the air temperature warms up.  While the comments to the FEIR chastise BBR 

for not supplying numbers, BBR does not have the resources to collect this data.  

However, the city is well award of the growth of SUP’ing and kayak fishing based on city 

meetings on SUP harbor traffic conflicts, SUP rental concessions, and on the Palos 
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Verdes peninsula MLPA proceedings.  If the city wants to accurate scope the number of 

SUP’ers and kayakers using the current hand launch boat ramp, the City should have 

characterized the weekday and weekend traffic.  BBR has previously provided industry 

statistics that show the  year over year continued participation growth in the SUP sport. 

3. PARKING AND ACCESS A DETERRENT.  While businesses like Tarsans provide new 

SUP’ers access to the harbor, those who own their own SUP’s have limited launch 

options in the harbor.  If an SUP’er also leases a boat slip, he or she can launch in their 

marina.  And some businesses have provided limited private SUP storage for a monthly 

fee.  But the vast majority have to use the current hand launch boat ramp.  Today, these 

users can drive up to the hand launch boat ramp, drop off their equipment and park within 

sight of their equipment.  The access road configuration is isolated from other harbor 

uses and precludes anyone stealing the dropped off equipment without the owner seeing 

the activity.  Ample parking is available at the end of the access road on surface level 

parking.  Because of the close proximity, many just carry their equipment from the 

parking spot to the launch point.  
 
The FEIR shows a configuration that represents a major deterrent to SUP’ers and 

kayakers.  The option of parking your vehicle and carrying your equipment to the launch 

point is eliminated.  There are limited number of nearby surface level parking spaces.  

And the city has not reserved these spaces for these recreational uses.  Therefore it is 

most likely that users would have to park in parking structures.  The height of SUV’s with 

an SUP or kayak on top would likely preclude the ability to even enter the parking 

structure.  But even if a user could, they would then have to cart their equipment through 

the parking structure as elevators cannot hold standard SUP’s or kayaks.  Parking 

structures are not designed for people to walk down the ramps.  It would be dangerous 

for users as there are many blind spots and task saturation for drivers looking for a 

parking spot.  The length of the boards and kayaks would also likely risk in regular 

damage to vehicles and the SUP or kayak, especially carbon fiber SUP’s and kayaks.  

Just the distance added by negotiating the levels of the parking structure represents a 
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major deterrent.  But then, once free of the parking structure, the user would then have to 

navigate through two rows of shops and restaurants, cross the new street, and multiple 

pedestrian/bike paths to get to the reconfigured Seaside Lagoon.  Then amidst all the 

people and bike traffic on the pedestrian/bike esplanade, the user would have to 

negotiate two 90 degree turns with equipment over 9 feet long and some 14 feet or 

longer and go down a set of stairs to reach the beach and launch.  This represents a 

significant risk of injury to people and damage to property, landscaping and kayaks/

SUP’s.   
 
The FEIR attempts to remedy this by providing a drop off point and some lock boxes.  But 

the FEIR fails to describe the dimension of these lockboxes or how they would work.  Are 

they lockers with a door and key?  Lockers that would fit the length of SUP’s and kayaks 

and the height of their skegs, decks and bow and stern rocker, would be huge.  If it is not 

a locker, it would be difficult to secure paddles, PFD’s, fishing gear, and other equipment.  

How many would be provided?  How do the users get the locks and keys?  What 

happens if someone “camps” in a locker – preventing its use by others.  No other harbor 

has a locker system for users who come to launch their SUP or kayak.  Without proper 

definition of this solution, it is impossible to evaluate its viability as a realistic solution.  

And without characterizing the traffic, how does the city determine how many lockers are 

required?  Neither the CUP nor the FEIR define the number of lockers.   
 
Even assuming the city could create and manage such a complex system, the process 

would deter users.  It would take on the order of 10 minutes to offload a vehicle; carry all 

the equipment to a locker negotiating people who are shopping, dining, walking and 

biking; carefully load all the equipment into the locker to preclude damage to the 

equipment; and returning to your vehicle.  The same would be true on the return trip.  So 

the simple act of loading and offloading one’s equipment from their vehicle would take 20 

minutes.  But now the user must find parking in the parking structure.  Based on the 

limited parking provided (see parking section) it is likely the user would have to search 

the few ground level parking spots, then try the harbor parking structure, then try the 
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other parking structures further south.  It is easily foreseeable that on a busy weekend 

this process and walking back to the launch point would take half an hour or more.  Even 

more frustrating is that the user cannot find any parking space or have to pay even more 

for valet parking.   
 
This represents a significant access issue that is far, far worse than the situation today.  

The only reasonable conclusion is that the plan described in the FEIR would be a 

significant impact and would serve as a deterrent to users. 

4. SHARED SPACE WITH SEASIDE LAGOON USERS – Navigating beach area with 

playing toddlers is a danger.  Creating a safe lane for departing and returning both on 

land and in water significantly reduces parkland and water area usable to Seaside 

Lagoon visitors.  The beach increases the potential for sea lion interaction (see Sea Lion 

section).  Also, the FEIR describes the Seaside Lagoon being used for events.  This 

would preclude or significantly impact the ability of SUP’ers and kayakers to access the 

launch point.  This situation does not exist today because the launch area and access are 

physically separated from the Seaside Lagoon park area.  

5. COMBINATION WITH THE TRAILER BOAT LAUNCH RAMP – City staff contemplate 

launching kayaks and SUP’s off the proposed boat ramp on Mole B.  First off, this 

solution already suffers from insufficient parking (see Boat Ramp section).  But that aside, 

the ramp would have to have a separate floating dock for launching and retrieving SUP’s 

and kayaks.  The floating dock height for boats is too high for safely launching kayaks.  

Floating docks designed for kayak and SUP launching are closer to the water to facility 

save boarding and offloading.  Launching by walking down the concrete ramp itself is 

dangerous as the ramps quickly become too slick for safe footing.  Also, SUP’s and 

kayaks “beaching” or launching from a concrete ramp would be easily damaged.  

Launching beside a trailer boat ramp is dangerous.  The proximity to task saturated 

boaters trying to launch or retrieve their vessel is dangerous.  Kayakers in particular sit 
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close to the water and may not be visible.  Boaters waiting for a chance to return will 

jockey for position in waters just outside the launch creating further risk of collision.  Jet 

skis are known for their poor handling at low speeds.  And in the case of Mole B, the blind 

spot created by the Galveston wall combined with boat ramp traffic and normal Basin 1 

traffic all represent significant danger to any kayaker or SUPer using the facility.  This is a 

deterrent and hazard in general but especially to families who want to kayak or SUP 

together.   

6. SUMMARY – The following table summarizes the assessment of attributes of the human 

powered watercraft launch solutions proposed in the FEIR.  In summary, the solutions 

proposed increase hazards and are a significant deterrent to SUP’ers and kayakers.  

Compared to the situation today, the FEIR proposals represent a SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

to use of the harbor for SUP’ers, kayakers, and users of other types of human powered 

watercraft. 

Solution Attribute Assessment Comparison to current 
situation

Park in parking structure
Deterrent – distance, time, 
potential lack of parking or 
use of valet.

Significant impact

SUP/Kayak Locker
Unproven, lack of detail, 
number not specified, dubious 
viability, deterrent

Significant impact

Access

Dangerous – length of SUPs/
kayaks, negotiating roads, 
walkways, 90 degree turns 
and stairs risks injury to 
people and damage to 
equipment and facilities.  
 
Awkward to maneuver. 
 
Deterrent.

Significant impact
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SEASIDE LAGOON 
The FEIR continues to ignore city documents that define the unique attraction of the current 

configuration of Seaside Lagoon and the deterrents and impacts represented by the proposed 

configuration. 

1. UNIQUE ATTRACTION FEATURES ELIMINATED - BBR has previous provided 

references to City documents that highlight the unique attributes of the current Seaside 

Lagoon.  The sand bottomed salt water pool combined with the sand beach, play 

fountains, and sliding boards provide a toddler friendly environment – constant water 

depth with roped in wading areas, lifeguards surrounding all sides of the pool, play 

fountains in the pool for kids to play in, fenced-in safe environment, concession window 

for food from Ruby’s at the outer boundary of the park.  The fenced in park provides 

security for children, keeps children from wandering off, limits stranger access to children, 

and allows control for events without impacting use of the hand launch boat ramp.  
 
In addition to previously submitted evidence of the unique attributes of Seaside Lagoon, a 

November 20,2007 City Staff Administrative Report entitled “Seaside Lagoon Operation 

Shared Beach

Potential hazard to toddlers. 

Reduction in usable beach 
and water area. 

Increased risk of sea lion 
interaction. 

Events will inhibit or prevent 
access. 

Deterrent.

Significant Impact

Combination with trailer 
boat ramp

Insufficient parking. 

Dangerous solution. 

Deterrent.

Significant Impact

.   Comments to Waterfront EIR by Building a Better Redondo    7 August 1631



BBR Comments to the Waterfront EIR       17 Jul 16

and Facility Planning” calls the Lagoon a “uniquely designed recreational aquatic park”.   
 
The proposed solution eliminates these attributes.  City staff have admitted the childrens’ 

day camps will not likely survive the reconfiguration.  Tidal changes preclude the 

definition of a safe wading area for toddlers.  Access for lifeguards is limited to one side 

of the swim feature.  Toddlers playing next to and around breakwater rocks bordering the 

beach and swim area creates new risks and hazards.  The elimination of fencing 

prevents the use for private parties and creates interference between public events and 

the launching of SUP’s and kayaks.   
 
The elimination of the very elements that make Seaside Lagoon unique would 

reduce the attractiveness to current users.  It is reasonable to conclude that 

attendance would drop dramatically. 

2. HARBOR WATER QUALITY – The current Seaside Lagoon is treated with chlorine, 

designed to meet public pool standards, filtering total water volume 6x per day, and 

tested to meet public pool standards.  The city failed to perform water quality testing of 

the harbor in the proposed Seaside Lagoon area.  Instead the city relied on data from 

water testing south of the pier.  BBR and the City provided evidence that these waters fail 

water quality testing over 25% of the time in both dry and wet weather conditions.  The 

most recent Heal the Bay Beach Report Card rated these waters an F and it made the 

“Beach Bummer” list.  The city states this is because of a specific outflow condition from 

the Hyperion plant, but Heal the Bay clearly states this as a possible cause.  There is no 

conclusive analysis to support this conclusion.  In fact, as submitted previously, these 

waters have failed in previous years without the referenced outfall condition.  
 
The City responded to DEIR comments by BBR by performing water quality testing on a 

single day in April at a point near the proposed swim area..  Clearly a single data point on 

a single day is insufficient to conclude or even speculate the prevailing water quality of 
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the harbor swim location.  Wind conditions and direction, water temperature, sea state, 

boating activity, amount of daylight, air temperature, presence of sea lions – all these 

variables affect pathogenic activities in harbor waters.  It would take several years of data 

to be able to accurately assess the suitability of harbor waters for toddlers and swimmers.  

Toddlers are specifically more susceptible to water born pathogens.  Any parent 

concerned about the health of their children would be deterred by the untreated harbor 

waters compared to the treated waters of the current Seaside Lagoon.  
 
The city and CenterCal advertise that the proposed swim area will be “flushed” by tidal 

action every 48 hours.  Firstly, that hardly compares to treated waters that are 

recirculated, filtered and chlorinated six times per day.  Secondly, that “flushing” analysis 

assumes a non-biological contaminant released in the harbor that is not present outside 

the harbor.  Biological pathogens breed.  So the contaminant is not a fixed amount in this 

case.  In the right conditions pathogens multiply rapidly.  And if the ocean waters contain 

these same pathogens no amount of tidal action would result in a change in pathogen 

contamination of the swim area.  City provided data shows the waters outside the harbor 

suffer from poor water quality over 25% of the time.  Data previously provided by BBR 

shows water quality north of the harbor failing 25% of the time.  Again these exceedances 

occurred in both wet and dry weather conditions.  
 
While the city uses the excuse that preventing runoff from the harbor parking area would 

reduce pollution, that would only affect wet season events, when it is unlikley the area 

would be used by swimmers anyway.   The city ignores other sources of contamination:  

boating activities; sea lion, birds and sea life defecating, and garbage being blown in by 

the prevailing  winds.  The city explains that the large number of birds at the pier may 

affect the water quality south of the pier (the test data originally provided by the city), but 

they neglect that the harbor breakwalls  attract  many more birds.  In face many birds 

roost on the breakwaters. And tides and rains wash that excrement into the harbor 

waters.  The city is silent on the failures north of the harbor.  The city does try to compare 

our harbor with Dana Point that generally has better water quality than Cabrillo or MDR 
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internal beaches, but Dana Points Baby Beach is much bigger, much more open and is 

not in close proximity to main channel boating traffic, a fishing pier, and a sea lion barge.  

In fact Heal the Bay advises families to avoid beaches in enclosed waters including 

harbors. 

Birds roosting on breakwall.  Guano evident on breakwall rocks.  Rains, surge, waves 

wash guano into harbor waters.  
 
The city has made statements about the porosity of the harbor breakwall helping the 

cleansing action, but it is just as likely the rocks are a source of pathogens that would 

decrease water quality.  
 
The city has known its plan to open Seaside Lagoon for years, but failed to 

perform any water quality testing until BBR commented on the DEIR.  The city 
cannot demonstrate that the proposed solution is as safe as the current Seaside 
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Lagoon conditions because it failed to do the proper testing and analysis.  The city 

offers speculation not evidence. 

3. YEAR ROUND OPENING – The City advertises that the opening of the Seaside Lagoon 

year round would increase the use of the park.  This conclusion is not supported by 

evidence.  BBR previously provided City provided attendance data for Seaside Lagoon.  

The data clearly showed a dramatic drop off in attendance at the beginning and end of 

the season.  Dropping air temperatures, increases in mid day wind velocity, lower water 

temperatures and school activities all contribute to reduced usage during the fall, winter, 

and spring months.  The city opines that parents may take their kids to wade during warm 

offseason days.  This ignores the demands of the school year and deterrent represented 

by cold water temps and offseason wind velocities.  The City also concludes parents may 

take their kids to just play on the beach, but they can do this today on any beach in the 

SouthBay.  The city even contradicts itself… In its response to the harbor water quality 

issue the city responds “ lagoon users are less likely to engage in swimming in wet winter 

months.”    If the Seaside Lagoon were a big attraction in the off season, the city could 

open it year round or for extended season.  The fact that the city has not extended the 

Seaside Lagoon season demonstrates that off season demand is low.  Attempts to open 

the park for attractions such as ice skating have failed as well.  There is no evidence that 

opening the Seaside Lagoon year round would make up for the lack of amenities that 

make the Seaside Lagoon unique and attractive to nearly 100,000 total users per year 

today.  
 
As for SUP’er and kayaker access, these users already have year round access.  When 

the small craft hand launch dock is removed for repair in the winter, SUPers and 

Kayakers use the asphalt path into the water in the immediate vicinity of the hand launch 

boat ramp or they use the boat hoist dock to launch.  Opening up Seaside Lagoon year 

round does not represent an increase in access for SUPers/kayakers because they have 
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year round access today.  As discussed in the Human Powered Watercraft section, 

the proposed project will actually have a detrimental and significant impact to 

access, safety and use by SUP’ers and kayakers. 

4. REDUCTION IN USABLE PARK SIZE – The proposed reconfiguration of Seaside 

Lagoon dramatically reduces the usable public open space in the park.  One third of the 

current park footprint is paved over with a new access road for the CenterCal 

development, a few surface level parking spaces, the pedestrian esplanade, and new 

structures. The new road and parking represent a zoning violation unless the road and 

parking are dedicated to the park uses.  Likewise the loss in space to “concessions” is a 

violation unless those concessions are primarily dedicated to serve the park uses.  Added 

to this hard reduction is the impact of tides.  The usable area of the park will be defined 

by the high tide line.  Sand below this level will remain wet and be undesirable for a 

family to use as their spot on the beach.  BBR provided city provided data on Seaside 

Lagoon attendance.  This showed peak weeks average over 1300 Seaside Lagoon 

guests per day.  While the city failed to produced daily use data, weekend use on these 

peak weeks would clearly surpass this number of guests.  The reduction in usable 

grass and beach space significantly impacts the ability of the park to serve the 

current peak number of families and reduces the attractiveness to current users.  
The only reasonable conclusion is that the use of Seaside Lagoon by families with 

toddlers and other children will decrease in the proposed configuration. 
 
In fact, history shows that the city has been reducing the side of Seaside Lagoon for quite 

some time.  An August 19, 2003 Staff Report entitled “Approval of New Lead and All 

Related Documents Between the City of Redondo Beah and MCC Redondo Beach II LLC 

for the Leashold at Redondo Beach Marina” clearly shows that the city allocated 2.5 

acres for parking for Seaside Lagoon Park: 
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“In exchange for operating the hoist, Redondo Beach Marina also operates the 2 

½ acre Seaside Lagoon parking lot, collects the revenues and absorbs the 

expenditures associated with the lot and the hoist.”  

The lease agreement included with the staff report clearly states:  

“C.  Adjacent to the Leased Premises is a parcel of land (the “Adjacent Land”) that 

is used for parking, including parking for the boat hoist and the recreational area 

known as the “Seaside Lagoon.” 

In fact, the agreement demonstrates that even back in 2003, the city realized parking 

would get saturated in the Harbor area:  

“In order to provide additional parking for Seaside Lagoon, MCC will cooperate 

with the City in developing a plan to use the Triton Oil site as overflow parking for 

Seaside Lagoon and other nearby uses.” 

This demonstrates that the parking for Seaside Lagoon was specifically setaside outside 

the park security fence.  Thus the paving over of the usable park area in the proposed 

plan represents a much more substantive decrease in the land area set aside for this 

recreational use than just the park boundary.  The actual loss in total park area, 

parking AND usable public open space is closer to 3.5 acres out of a total of 5.5 

acres – a 64% loss in space allocated to Seaside Lagoon.    In fact, it shows that the 

city recognized the 2.5 acres of parking was insufficient and that they were exploring 

overflow parking nearby.  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5. USABLE WATER AREA -  Today Seaside Lagoon is predominantly an attraction for 

families with children.  Adults primarily use the waters to play with their children.  The 

Seaside Lagoon is not designed as a lap pool.  Toddlers are confined to wading areas 

that are consistently the same depth and are clearly marked by ropes and floats.  Older 

children with the ability to swim can play in the deeper waters and use the water slides.   
 

BBR previously provided an analysis of the usable water area assuming swimming would 

be prohibited outside the small breakwater protecting this area of the harbor from direct 

wave action.  The city says the BBR analysis did not include the width of the breakwall 

that would be eliminate, however, BBR did include this added area in the analysis.  
 
The reconfigured swim area described in the DEIR cannot define a safe wading are for 
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toddlers due to changing tides and surge conditions.  And the proximity of breakwater 

rocks presents an additional hazard to toddlers.  While toddlers today enjoy wading 

depths over more than 3/4ths of the perimeter of the current pool, in the proposed 

configuration, toddlers could only access one side of the swim area safely.  If an area is 

roped off for SUP/kayak access to provide a safe demarcation from toddlers, this usable 

swim area is reduced even further.  The elimination of slides and interactive water 

fountains reduces the attractiveness of the swim area to both toddlers and older children.  

Indeed, CenterCal’s model of their development shows how small the wading actually 

would be and the proximity to dangerous breakwall rocks.  The sandy beach area is 

approximately the same size as the current Lagoon pool.  Clearly the wading area and 

swim area are much reduced in area and volume.  
 
While adult swimmers may choose to swim in the harbor from this point, swimming 

outside the small enclosing breakwater represents a real hazard to the swimmer.  

Swimmers are not very visible to boaters and outside the small breakwater, the swimmer 

will be in well used navigable waterways.  We find it it doubtful the Harbor Patrol would 

allow any appreciable swim area.  It would be far, far safer for an adult swimmer wanting 

to swim for a workout to enter off a beach and swim just outside the surf line.  That is 

exactly what open water swimmers do today.  It is extremely unlikely adults who 

frequently swim in open waters for their work out would change their behavior and swim 

to and from the Seaside Lagoon.  And if any do, they will not be great in number. 

Therefore, it is reasonable to conclude any swimmers would be confined to the small 

enclosing breakwater.  Tidal action will significantly impact the usable depth of even this 

small area. As BBR previously submitted, this depth will also be subject to silting.  The 

current hand launch boat ramp area has been silting in for years.  On low tides people 

can now walk to the hand launch boat ramp from the shore.  And while the city claims 

otherwise surge and rain runoff will move beach sand into the swim area.  There is no 
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feature designed into the project to prevent this erosion over time.   The proposed beach 

is heavily sloped.  When it rains or when harbor waters surge onto the beach, the beach 

sands will erode into the swim area.  So dredging the small swim area will only grow 

smaller and smaller with each year.  
 
The design of the proposed swim area reduces the usable area for those who use 

the current Seaside Lagoon the most and reduces its attractiveness due to loss of 

play amenities and increase in hazards.  It is extremely unlikely that the loss of 

these users would be replaced by open water swimmers.  The only reasonable 
conclusion is that the design proposed will decrease the use of the swim feature. 

6. SUMMARY – The following table summarizes the proposed attribute of the Seaside 

Lagoon Reconfiguration, the assessment of that attribute, and the comparison to the 

current configuration.  The only reasonable conclusion is thatUn the proposed 

reconfiguration will reduce the family use of this area by eliminating the very attributes 

that make the current Seaside Lagoon unique and attractive to families with small kids 

and by reducing its usable size overall.  Furthermore, the city has presented no evidence 

that the harbor waters are safe for toddlers and adults during the peak summer months.  

Indeed the only data presented in this process. would reasonably force the conclusion 

that the facility would be closed over 25% of the time .  While the new configuration may 

provide a spot for CenterCal to host its promotional activities, the residents of California 

will lose a unique and well attended regional  family attraction that provides a safe 

stepping stone for kids to migrate to recreation in beach waters. 

Attribute Assessment Comparison to Current 
Conditions
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Unique attributes eliminated Elimination of sand bottomed 
salt water pool, fountains and 
slides decreases 
attractiveness. 
 
Elimination of fence reduces 
attractiveness due to risks of 
children wandering off and 
more exposure to strangers.  
 
Deterrent

Significant impact

Harbor water quality is 
unknown

The city has provided no 
evidence that harbor waters 
are safe to swim in.  One day 
of testing on an off season 
day is insufficient to draw 
conclusions.  Data provided 
by the city only supports 
conclusion that feature would 
closed 25% or more of the 
time. 
 
Deterrent

Water quality is known.  Water 
is treated.  Water volume is 
circulated 6x per day. 

 
 
Significant Impact

Year round opening No increase in access for 
SUP/Kayak users 
Evidence shows little demand 
on offseason.

Year round access currently 
not provided due to lack of 
demand..

Reduction is usable park 
size

Usable land area size 
substantially reduced due to 
development and tidal 
changes. 

Deterrent

Significant impact. 
Violation of zoning.  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WATERFRONT PARKING 
The city response to waterfront parking concerns basically attempt to explain away their current 

plan rather than address the substantiated concerns submitted by BBR and others.  

1.  SIZE AND LOCATION OF PARKING STRUCTURES – The city attempts to justify 

location of the parking structure at Beryl and Harbor.  It fails to address the configuration 

and location that force the new road and surface parking to pave over a substantial 

portion of Seaside Lagoon Park.  Relocation and/or reconfiguration could have 

preserved the park in its entirety.   

2. PARKING FOR RECREATIONAL USERS – The city attempts to explain away why 

recreational uses are not included in the parking demand numbers.  Primarily, the city 

says the parking demand numbers for other uses would account for the parking needed 

by recreational users.  This is a false conclusion.  Firstly, not all recreational users 

patronize the other uses.  People going to Seaside Lagoon today regularly pack their 

Reduction in usable water 
area

Toddler wading area variable 
and reduced substantially  

Hazards increased by tidal 
depth changes, surge, and 
exposure to sea wall and 
breakwater rocks. 
 
Silting and erosion will further 
reduce swim area without 
dredging.  
 
Deterrent

Significant impact.
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lunches and even the city admits in her EIR text that they bring their own coolers.  People 

coming in after work to get in an SUP workout do not frequently stop by and get a drink at 

another harbor business.  Secondly, if anything, any recreational users that frequent the 

other businesses, should INCREASE the parking required for those businesses. But this 

approach is just as faulty.  Thirdly the number of people per vehicle is dependent on the 

primary purpose for the visit, not a secondary or tertiary purpose.   
 
The parking demand be reaccomplished to include recreational uses.  Parking 

should be based on the primary purpose for the visit.  And then some of that may 
be decremented based on some evaluation of a dual purpose visit 
 
Most SUP’ers working out after work will come one per vehicle.  Seaside Lagoon users 

would have a higher per car factor.  A November 20, 2007 staff report entitled “ Seaside 

Lagoon Operation and Facility Planning” states:  
 
“Parking for the facility is available in an adjacent 2.25 acre lot that is owned by the City, 

but operated privately by the Redondo Beach Marina Leaseholder, and contains 207 

spaces for cars….” 

Previous staff reports cited in the Seaside Lagoon section of this report, shows that the 

city considered the 2.5 acres east of Seaside Lagoon was allocated as Seaside Lagoon 

parking. 

Likewise the City’s lease with MarVentures specified the number of parking spaces for 

commercial boats and recreational boaters in Basin 3.  From the August 19th, 2003 staff 

report entitled “Approval of a New Lease for Redondo Beach Marina”:”  
 
“MCC would allocate on a non-exclusive basis, 110 parking spaces to maritime 
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operations.  (60 for sport fishing, etc. and 50 for slips) as well as space for showers/

lockers and sport fishing sales.”  
These numbers coincide with BBR estimates for parking demand for recreational uses:   

 

These numbers should be incremented to account for growth in these activities based on 

the expected population growth for the region.  
 
The city falsely states that current parking is largely vacant and that only three weekends 

per year is parking saturated.  BBR has provided photographic evidence that parking has 

a much higher use rate that the city admits.  While we agree most weekdays have a 

lower parking utilization rate, nice weekends throughout the year generate utility rates 

that are much closer to capacity than indicated by the city.  And during summer months 

nearly every summer weekend results in very high parking utilization in the harbor and 

pier.  In fact on social media one resident commented that she had to abort an 
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anniversary dinner at Kinkaids as they spent 40 minutes looking for nearby parking.  

They got stuck in the parking structure line ups for others looking for parking.  
 
As to access for the recreational uses, the City fails to accurately portray the conditions.  

It is true that today kayakers and SUP’ers who drop off their equipment at the hand 

launch boat ramp must park some distance away, but the city fails to assess that the 

access road is not a through road.  It has one entrance and exit point that the owner of 

the dropped off equipment has in view at all times.  This road is used almost exclusively 

for users of the small hand launch boat ramp.  And the equipment is dropped off on the 

actual dock – it is not in the way of pedestrians, bicyclists and joggers who also use the 

path for access.  These attributes are not repeated in the CenterCal project.  The drop off 

point is two way road used by all visitor to the mall.  While the owner is off looking for 

parking, anyone could stop throw the equipment on their roof rack or the bed of their 

truck and make off without the owner ever seeing the crime.  And there is the added risk 

of a kid or other pedestrian tripping over, stepping on or otherwise accidentally or 

maliciously damaging the equipment.  While the EIR discusses a locker system, there is 

no description as to number, configuration or management of the limited number of 

lockers.   
 
Today, recreational users can park immediately adjacent to their intended use.  In the EIR 

project description, users may have to park up to a quarter mile away in a parking 

structure and have to negotiate streets crossings, pedestrian traffic, bike traffic and shops 

and restaurants to reach their recreational activity.  Any reasonable assessment that 

would conclude the parking configuration represents a significant impact to 
recreational, coastal dependent uses of the waterfront.   

3. PARKING FOR THE BOAT LAUNCH RAMP –  The city continues to use its data on the 

current boat hoists to justify a ridiculously low number of parking spaces for the new boat 
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ramp.  Multiple residents have testified that they do not use the boat hoists for a variety of 

reasons including the reliance on a hoist operator, limited hours of operation, and vessels 

that are not made to regularly hoist.  If the Coastal Commission felt the hoists were not a 

deterrent, why do they require a ramp in the first place? 

The city continually relies on long term averages to justify its choices.  Staff have 

admitted they know peak uses are much higher.  In fact that city has that data to show 

the fallacy of their justification.  Another averaging fallacy the city uses is taking the 

number of lanes of boat launch facility and dividing it by the number of launches per day.  

While this may be a valid way to justify how many boat ramps you need, the city then 

twists this data to justify number of parking spaces per ramp.  So if there were 10 

launches per day in a facility with 10 ramps, the city would erroneously conclude that that 

only 1 parking space per lane is required.  The two are independent variables.  The total 

number of launches not the total number of lanes should be the indicator of parking 

demand.   
 
Data provided by the city on boat ramp utilization rates show weekend traffic rates 

throughout the year are significantly higher than the city concludes.  It is reasonable to 

assume that due to a midpoint location between MDR and Cabrillo Boat Ramp, 

Redondo’s boat ramp can expect to attract about a third of the current traffic from each 

side and add the unserved users who reside in close proximity to King Harbor.  In fact, 

because Redondo is much closer to Catalina, to  prime fishing grounds off Palos Verdes 

and the spectacular views of PV’s coastline, Redondo would capture a larger share of 

MDR traffic.  It is also likely that the convenience of a nearby boat launch ramp would 

incentivize more nearby residents to buy a trailer boat or jet ski, who otherwise would not 

have due to the distance and traffic to get to Cabrillo or Marina Del Rey.  As provided 

earlier, the boating industry is showing an increase in sales.  And finally, the region still is 

experiencing population growth that has accelerated with the reversal of the economic 
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downturn.  When you combine the convenience, the population growth, the boating 

industry’s increased sales and the recover of the economy, it is only prudent to provide 

more parking to accommodate the foreseeable growth.  Instead, the city is providing less 

than the minimum of the minimum range defined in California Department of Boating and 

Waterways Guidelines and uses misleading and inaccurate averaging techniques to 

justify it.  And to add insult to injury, they are calling this parking shared with other boating 

uses that would peak at the same time.  
 
A more appropriate assessment and determination of parking requirements was 

conducted by Dana Point for their harbor revitalization.  Determination of parking was 

based on peak uses not average.  Redondo should do the same. 

 
Currently City zoning requires 67 double length parking spots for the boat hoists.  

The city kept this in the zoning that went before the voters and the Coastal 
Commission.  To cut that by more than a third while building a boat ramp that is 

designed to attract more users is contrary to the goal of installing a boat ramp.  As 

a minimum, the City should require 30 trailer spaces per lane and meet the 

guidelines for guest parking as well. 

4.  TOTAL PARKING FOR THE PROPOSED PROJECT – The city admits that the project 

does not meet RBMC individual parking standards.  It then misleadingly compares to off 

season weekday utilization statistics.  By the city’s assessment, nearly every harbor in 

the US would have an excess of parking spaces.  But again BBR previously provided 

photographic evidence that the parking lot utilization on weekends – even winter 

weekends exceeds that the city would have us believe in the EIR.  So then the city uses 

ULI data to conveniently declare that a parking deficit has turned into a parking surplus.  

The city wrongly uses time of day assessments and misapplied them.  For example, the 

city concludes recreational uses do not peak at the same time as other uses.  That is not 
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supported by the actual peak uses in our harbor.  Recreational uses peak in the hours 

after work during weekdays and at mid day on weekends.  The same peaks of most of 

the other uses described in the project.  The fact of the matter is, if the development is 

successful, the parking required to serve the commercial uses during summer weekends 

combined with unaccounted for recreational uses during a summer weekend will more 

than saturate the parking.  We see at or near capacity conditions today on summer 

weekends.  This project doubles commercial development while only increasing parking 

by 7%.  Unless the proposed development dramatically underperforms, there is no way to 

reasonably draw the conclusion that the parking provided by the project is sufficient for all 

users.  The CUP proposed allows CenterCal to define large blocks of this already limited 

parking for valet parking, which will only further exacerbate the parking shortage.  
 
The City responds to the comment about the lack of any assessment of recreational 
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parking demand by stating the demand is accounted for by the commercial development.  

This is a laughable response.  The beach area of Redondo experiences overflow 

conditions every summer weekend.  Yet there is not one commercial use on the beach.  

The fact of the matter is the harbor and its recreational uses would have a substantial 

demand without any commercial development.  But the city fails to attribute a single 

parking space for any recreational uses.  
   
BBR has previously presented pictorial evidence of harbor and pier parking on non-

holiday weekends exceeding City claims of excess parking capacity.  Here is an 

additional picture evidencing the demand for parking without the increased development:  

 
BOAT RAMP  
The Final EIR text is confusing as it contradicts itself.  In the project description, the table 

indicates that the boat ramp would be in an unnamed location in the Turn Basin, which would 

mean Mole C or D.  But the Staff Recommended Alternative concludes Mole B is the best 

location for the ramp.   But staff has already introduced new changes since the release of the 

final EIR and now advocates separating the Boat Ramp location and evaluation from the Project 

EIR. Regardless, the location of the boat ramp is critical to the “Waterfront” project.  Whether it 

is included in the project area or elsewhere in the harbor, the zoning requires a boat ramp, the 

location of the boat ramp has significant impacts on access, circulation, recreation,  and coastal 

dependent uses no matter where it is placed.   
 
Staff’s recommendation ignores their own staff reports on EIR proceedings which clearly state 

the assessment of Boat Ramp location is critical a 
 
Finalizing the CenterCal Waterfront project EIR and entitlements without first finalizing 

the boat ramp location could result in suboptimal boat ramp placement, public hazards 

and increased impacts to coastal dependent recreational commercial use.    This EIR 
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cannot and should not be finalized or approved without a thorough vetting of final 

placement in the analysis of impacts and the public input.  The public cannot assess the 

impacts of the Waterfront EIR without knowing the end solution for the location and 

broad configuration of the boat ramp. 
 
Additionally, the City’s inability to close on a solution for the boat ramp demonstrates it 

is prioritizing the non-coastal dependent uses proposed by CenterCal over the best 

location for this coastal dependent use.  Every public discussion of the boat ramp 

resulted in the turn basin, Moles C or D as the ideal location for access, parking, safety, 
and proximity to the harbor entrance.  But to build these solutions right would impact 

CenterCal’s proposed development.  BBR maintains the optimal boat ramp placement 

configuration and size should be designed first and the rest of the project should be built 

around it.  This is a harbor.  Harbor uses should come first. 
 
It is also important to note that prior to the whole CenterCal project, City Staff, Harbor 

Commissioners and representatives of the boating community concluded that Mole D was the 

best site for a boat ramp of all sites in the harbor.  According to the August 30, 2007 article in the 

Beach Reporter entitled “City studies feasibility of building a new public boat ramp”, by Sascha 

Bush:   
 
“For several years, the city has been actively evaluating several sites within King Harbor to 

locate the best possible site for a public-access boat launch ramp.  The Harbor Area Working 

Group – a committee made up of two council members, city staff, and boaters – had identified 

the side at Mole D as havinG the most potential development of the ramp.  The location 

provides the most convenient in/out water access, offers more space for watercraft to maneuver 

safely without creatinG excess traffic and compared to other sites in the harbor it enjoys the 

most shelter from the existing breakwater.” 
 
1.  MOLE B BOAT RAMP LOCATION – The Mole B location for the boat ramp is a new and 

major change to the DEIR.  Mole B was rejected in the DIER and recently proposed 
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configuration was never fully vetted in the CEQA process.  This alternative, unless withdrawn, 

demands the recirculation of the DEIR with this option more throughly vetted, described and 

analyzed. 
 
While the city conveniently removed the helipad requirement to squeeze in all the uses they 

intend to pack into Mole B, the City Council conclusion on the Mole B Master Plan directed city 

staff to include the helipad.  City Harbor/Fire Officials argued its necessity from a public safety 

perspective.  On July 5th, 2011, the City Council approved a Mole B Master Plan that included a 

helipad. Just recently, a SCUBA diver suffering from the bends was brought to Mole B to be 

helicoptered to they hyperbaric chamber on Catalina.  From The Beach Reporter:  
 
“Man airlifted to Catalina Island after diving injury in King Harbor 

Megan Barnes Jul 6, 2016  

   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A man injured while diving in Redondo Beach’s King Harbor was airlifted to Catalina Island for treatment in a hyperbaric chamber Wednesday 

afternoon, authorities said. 

Redondo Beach Baywatch lifeguards responded at about 12:15 p.m. to a 9-1-1 call of a man with “dive-related injuries,” said Los Angeles 

County Lifeguards spokeswoman Lidia Barillas. Further details were not available. 

Hyperbaric chambers are used to treat decompression sickness—or “the bends"—a condition in which scuba divers who ascend too quickly 

after prolonged exposure to water pressure experience pain from nitrogen causing bubbles in their blood. 

Barillas said she did not know what the man’s specific injuries were. His name was not released. 

Redondo Beach Harbor Patrol, firefighters and Los Angeles County sheriff’s deputies also responded to the incident, picking the injured diver up 

at Moonstone Park, an outcropping that separates two King Harbor boat basins.” 

In addition to the loss of the helipad, trailer boats and other traffic blocking the incoming and 

outgoing lanes of the Mole due to overflowing traffic would block Fire Department ingress and 
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egress to and from the Harbor Patrol station on Mole B.   It is clear, that the location of a boat 

ramp on Mole B would jeopardize first responder response times.  
 
King Harbor boaters have separately provided a litany of concerns based on the surprise 

assessment of yet another Mole B solution.  These include blind spots created by the galveston 

wall, the narrow heavily trafficked fairway, the proximity to numerous main fairway activities, the 

limited parking and parking conflicts with existing uses, limited space and conflicts associated 

with returning boaters circling in the main and Basin 1 fairways while awaiting their turn to dock, 

and the large boats across the narrow fairway backing out into the boat ramp area.  
 
Harbor boater representatives and Lanakila Outrigger Canoe Club requested a workshop on the 

Mole B location due to surprise changes from the DEIR and continuing changes to the proposed 

configuration.  The City refused, but Councilman Bill Brand offered his monthly community 

meeting as a venue to discuss the City’s recommendation.  The Assistant City Manager and 

Harbor Economic Director attended a standing room only meeting in a 120 seat conference 

room.  Resident Sheila Lamb volunteered to take minutes, since the city refused to send clerical 

staff.  BBR has scanned in those raw minutes and will submit them separately.  The testimony 

overwhelmingly opposed the Mole B location.  Substantive concerns mainly concerned 

inadequate parking, safety, and inability of the Outrigger Club to continue operations.  Lanakila 

provided a very informative video that demonstrated the space needed to move their outrigger 

canoes both into the harbor and out of parking area to participate in offsite competitions.   The 

video also demonstrated parking demand that largely filled the area targeted for trailer parking.  

Testimony from current and former lifeguards and a former harbor master from Marina Del Rey 

highlighted the safety concerns with this location – site lines, cross winds, narrow fairway, lack 

of adequate queueing space, heavy traffic, proximity to large boats, and long transit to the 

harbor entrance.  The former Marina Del Rey harbor master attested that Marina Del Rey 

explored moving their boat ramp to the end of a well used fairway and that solution was 

abandoned for safety reasons.  This event is well documented in numerous newspaper articles.  

This testimony by well qualified attendees contradicts City staff’s stated findings of their 

consultant.   
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Staff’s proposed solution eliminates up to 36 boat slips that are currently occupied by 

recreational and commercial vessels.  The city states that the boats would be moved to other 

currently vacant boat slips, but the city has failed to demonstrate that the number of vacant slips 

are adequately sized to accommodate the displaced boat, several of which are amongst the 

largest boats in the harbor.  Calls to the King Harbor marinas reveals no vacancies for large 
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slips and little vacancy in the medium slip sizes.  This impact would be exacerbated by City’s 

stated intent to move the large commercial vessels out of Basin 1 to mitigate impacts of the 

proposed pedestrian bridge.  The solution ignores the fact that the vacancies that do exist today 

are a result of the recession.  Prior to the recession 40 foot slips were on a 10 year and over 

waiting list by all the marinas.  In fact one, refused to add any more people to the waiting list.  

Staff now states that they don’t see demand for slips or trailer boating increasing, but that is 

contrary to boating industry performance. 

Statistica, a Company that researches industry trends and sells the data, shows that the 

industry is recovering from a low new boat sales revenue in 2010 recovering through 2014. 

According to “Boating Industry” Magazine, a December 30, 2015 article by Jonathan Sweet 

entitled “ 2016 Boating Industry Forecast”, the outlook for the boat manufacturer sales will 

continue to improve on 2014 and 2015 sales increases.  
 
 “Industry estimates put 2015 unit growth in the high single-digit percentage range, with similar 

numbers expected for next year.  
 
 ‘2015 is going to go into the book as a pretty good year… And as we look at 2016, we’re 

looking at another strong year,’ said Thom Dammrich, president of the National Marine 

Manufacturers Association. 

Many of the broader economic indicators are healthy which is helping the industry recover from 

the downturn.” 

From the article we can see the industry’s growth from 2014 and expectations for 2016.  73% of 

new boat retailers saw growth over 2014 and 77% expected 2016 sales to exceed 2015 sales. 
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 The staff recommendation eliminates current Mole B boater parking, all of the Mole B boater 

overflow parking, and much of the Moonstone Park and Lanakila parking.  The city presents 

overhead images of parking utilization during unspecified dates and times, but these images 

misrepresent summer weekend utilization.  There is insufficient parking for all the combined 

uses during the normal summer weekend days, much less peak weekends. Lanakila provided 

clear evidence that during summer weekends and evenings the parking utilization is much 

higher than depicted by the City staff. 

As stated in the Human Powered Watercraft section, adding the hand launch boat ramp at this 

location would be dangerous and would only exacerbate the parking demand shortfall.  
 
The Lanakila Outrigger Canoe Club has submitted a letter to the city stating that the proposed 

Mole B location would shut down their club.  There is insufficient space to meet all the 

competing goals for the site and the loss of space and parking would prevent their club from 

operating.  Lanakila provided images of parking that contradict City assertions that the parking 

on Mole B is underutilized and sufficient to meet all requirements.  Lanakila alone represents a 

54 to 78 parking space demand on Mole B.  And their demand would peak on summer weekend 

when the parking demand for trailer boating,  human powered watercraft, and recreational 

boaters renting slips would peak.  Siting the boat ramp on Mole B as proposed would shut down 

an internationally renown and international competition winning outrigger club that has resided 

in our harbor since1970 and is enjoying increasing membership.  
 
The Mole B solution results in significant impacts to long term recreational and 

commercial uses of the surrounding area.  The location and configuration included in the 
EIR represent multiple hazards as well.  This solution should be thrown out due to the 

wide ranging significant impacts and hazards. 
 
When you look at the cumulative facts and evidence that have come to light, one can 

easily conclude that City staff has lost their objectivity.  They seem so married to 
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executing the CenterCal solution, that they twist information to fit their desired outcome 

and ignore blatant contradictions to their findings. 

2. MOLE D BOAT RAMP OPTION – Mole D in the vicinity of the current Samba’s restaurant 

provides the best alternative for the siting of a boat ramp.  This was the original site of the 

original boat ramp.  It was damaged by a storm,  but the harbor breakwall has since been 

reinforced and increased in height.  There is ample park space available including 67 existing 

double length trailer parking spaces that could be relocated to the immediate vicinity.  The lack 

of development affords ample space for maneuvering, washdown areas, and guest parking.  

The ramp would offload into the turn basin where trailer boat maneuvering would not interfere 

with the main fairway or Basin 3 fairway.  It is in close proximity to the harbor mouth decreasing 

the exposure to increased boat traffic in and through the harbor.  The city could continue to offer 

a boat hoist for solo, senior and disabled boaters who avoid boat ramps.  And it is a short drive 

off of Harbor Drive that would not impact access to any access to Mole C uses, such as Seaside 

Lagoon, Portofino Inn, and Portofino Marina.  An added benefit is a boat ramp here would 

preserve views through the southern tip of Mole D from Czuleger Park and Basin 3 of the harbor 

and ocean.  A breakwater should be required for this location to mitigate waves and surge, but 

one should be required for any location along Mole C and D.  The solution would require moving 

Samba’s, but that is no more impactful than any other location examined by the city.  For 

example, the Mole C site would require the movement of Joe’s Crab Shack.   
 
The city’s primary reason for avoiding this logical solution is that it would reduce the 

amount of space available for development of non-coastal dependent uses. 
 
3. MOLE C BOAT RAMP LOCATION – Mole C boat ramp location represents too much 

compromise for the ramp and existing users.  The site is too small to provide sufficient parking 

for the trailer boaters and their guests.  The long narrow access down Portofino Way would be 

shared with Portofino Inn, Baleen, Portofino Marina, Rocky Point kayak and SUP rentals, 

Seaside Lagoon, Shade Hotel parking at the Triton Oil site, the new street through the 

development and the new parking structure on the corner of Portofino and Harbor.  Portofino 
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Inn’s convention hall is right next door to the boat ramp and there is concern about boat ramp 

noise impacting events like weddings held in this facility.  The location in close proximity to 

proposed Seaside Lagoon swim area and the current hand launch boat ramp, make this location 

a hazard to recreational users of the hand launch ramp or future swim feature without costly 

reconfiguration of breakwaters.   
 
5. MOLE A BOAT RAMP LOCATION – Mole A would just be a dumb location.  A boat ramp here 

would displace King Harbor Yacht Club which would force them to shutdown or move.  Moving 

the yacht club creates rippling impacts to recreational uses to where ever the club is moved.  

Waves overtop the outer break wall here and would threaten people, boats, the boat launch 

facility itself and vehicles.  Just south of the proposed site, the waters have shoaled to the point 

where they are dry on extreme low tides.  This presents a hazard to navigation for users who 

are often infrequent users of their vessel, task saturated just after launch or awaiting retrieval, 

and who would not necessarily have a good understanding of the harbor.  The road to Mole A 

requires a quick turn off of Harbor Drive barely south of Herondo.  It then would have to snake 

through multiple 90 degree turns to get onto the road back to Mole A.  This is tight maneuvering 

for a vehicle trailer combinations.  Finally, this location is used for many popular boating, sailing, 

outrigger canoeing and SUP activities in the harbor that would create a conflict and hazard with 

boats launching into this part of the harbor. 

6.  MANNED KIOSK CONTROL AND RESERVATION SYSTEM 

The city shows it understands its alternatives for a boat ramp facility do not provide adequate 

parking.  The city allows itself the option of manned kiosk control, closing the boat ramp, and/or 

using a reservation system.  Multiple avid boaters have testified they have never seen a 

reservation system for a boat ramp.  Boaters will not know there is a reservation system until 

they have already arrived.  This favors local boaters who frequent the harbor and know the 

“game”.  But the city provides zero details on how this would work.  Would there be a fee.  How 

would one prove their reservation?  How long in advance can one make a reservation?  What 

happens with no-shows?  An undersized boat ramp will discourage non-locals from risking the 
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investment in time and energy to come to Redondo to launch.  Clearly, the city has 

demonstrated they know the boat ramps planned are inadequate from a capacity perspective.  

And they have provided no evidence their unproven and counterintuitive remedies would be 

effective or fair. 

6.  SUMMARY – Other than placement on Mole D, placement of the boat ramp in any other 

location in the harbor represents significant impacts to long existing coastal dependent 

recreational uses of the harbor.  Since the zoning requires a new boat ramp with the 

CenterCal development, the determination of the final location of the boat ramp is 

essential information required in evaluating the Waterfront EIR.  Approving the EIR as 
written and granting CenterCal entitlements would eliminate the best and least impactful 

location for a boat ramp and forces significant impacts on other parts of the harbor.  Mole 

D is the logical location for the boat ramp.  It would allow a properly sized and designed 

boat ramp facility; and, the only real impacts would be on non-coastal dependent 

commercial uses.   The EIR should be held in abeyance until a final solution for the boat 
ramp is defined and evaluated.   

EXCLUSIVITY 

Throughout the proceedings CenterCal, CenterCal supporters and several elected 

officials have used public forums and social media to paint that the public is scared 

by the type of people the harbor area and especially the pier attract.   
 

Fred Bruning, CenterCal CEO, August 29th, in Daily Breeze: “From the greater 
community, we heard, ‘I never go to the waterfront anymore. It’s rundown. It’s just a bunch of bars. I 
wouldn’t go there after dark,’ ” he said. “And we found people wanted to reconnect with the waterfront, 
but there wasn’t anything to reconnect with right now.” 

                                                                         

Locals told Bruning they would perhaps go to Kincaid’s restaurant once a year, or stop into Quality 
Seafood on the occasional Saturday, but they would leave immediately after. 
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“ ‘Because there’s bad people there,’ comments like that,” he said. 

Arnette Travis, CenterCal’s ‘CREW” leader on Facebook: 

“ It’s scary on weekends and not reflective of Redondo’s demographics.” 

Tony Trutanich is a member of the family that old the Old Tony’s restaurant on the pier.  He is an 
administrator of a pro-CenterCal Facebook page called King Harbor Boardwalk and Market 
Place.  Trutanich has stated on multiple occasions that he works with and represents the 
position of CenterCal.  On the Boardwalk Facebook Site, Mr. Trutanich also echoed the anti-
minority and anti-outsider sentiment reflected in the CenterCal development:  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The marketing brochure being floated by CenterCal’s tenant sourcing partner, The McDevitt 
Company shows that the move to exclude regional minorities from the harbor and pier is more 
than just local marketing rhetoric.  The following phrases from the marketing brochure paint a 
picture of anything but and inclusive waterfront development:  
 
“A hub of social vitality for people who choose to live in this affluent community” 

“Full service restaurants with a diverse collection of cuisine and dining experiences to create a vibrant and 
sophisticated nightlife scene.” 

“Elevated-yet-relaxed restaurants”” 

“One-of-a-kind shops and established best-in-brands…” 

“The Waterfront offers a nice relevant environment for distinctive brands to reach exceptional consumers who 
have chosen to live/work/play just steps from the beach.” 

“ Unique retailers placed in a sophisticated yet laid back environment” 

“Best in class health, beauty, and lifestyle amenities.” 

“Retail/restaurant hand picked to resonate with the sophisticated, yet laid back culture of the South Bay” 
 
 
The brochure then lays out the the demographics with terms like “urban chic, connoisseurs, top 
rung, laptops and lattes, trendsetters, Pacific Heights, wealthy seaboard suburbs, and silver and 
gold”, most of the inland neighborhoods are designated “all others”. 
 
For comparison the lease opportunity advertising for Shoreline Village in Long Beach, reads 
“Styled after a quaint Cape Cod fishing village, Shoreline Village is a family friendly destination 
by day the develops a sense of romance when night falls.”  “Refreshments available at the 
village range from casual to sophisticated.”  “Kids of all ages can experience the magic of 
Shoreline Village’s carousel or practice their hoop skills in the arcade.”  The site goes on to 
stress affordability and family experiences.  The difference in marketing is a marked difference 
and is more inclusive rather than exclusive. 
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The City’s market study analysis performed by AECOM and included in the DEIR as an 
attachment further demonstrates the project is aimed at more affluent customers.  The hotel is 
described as a “boutique hotel” designed to “create and promote a stylish, luxurious, 
aspirational, or advantage-grade ambiance.”  “Boutique hotels will typically command a higher 
ADR than other hotel properties, with a premium up to 20 to 30 percent above market pricing for 
competitive properties.”  The analysis describes the movie theater as a “specialty or luxury 
cinema”.  “The specialty cinemas target affluent and older movie going demographic and to 
some degree families.”  “The higher price point compared to traditional theaters indicates the 
market area is wider yet capture rate is lower.”   
 
The proposed Master Conditional Use Permit would allow CenterCal to establish exclusive 
parking through valet parking.  This is simply another way of excluding recreational and less 
affluent harbor users from access to the limited parking.  Furthermore the city contemplates a 
“reservation system” for the boat ramp and “SUP lockers” for SUPers to protect their SUP’s 
while they find parking.  While both of these are deterrents to those who do not frequent the 
harbor area, the City is silent on what the cost of these services would be.  Charging for these 
services would just further the exclusive environment of the harbor and pier area.  The under 
capacity boat ramps advocated by staff are just another form of exclusivity, setting those who 
cannot afford slips from using the harbor.  The limited size of the boat ramp facility is directly 
impacted by staff and CenterCal’s desire for more non-coastal dependent upscale commercial 
uses. 

In summary, what is currently an extremely popular attraction for people from all 
backgrounds and all income levels, is being transformed into a more exclusive and 
sophisticated development targeting more affluent people.  It is predominant in CenterCal 
social media rhetoric as well as their marketing for tenants and selection of uses. 

The more affordable recreational opportunities are all negatively impacted by the 
development, Seaside Lagoon, access and parking for fishing, access for stand up 
paddling and kayaking, access and parking for passengers on whale watching and 
sportfishing boats, forcing the outrigger canoe club to shut down, and the staff’s 
preferred alternatives for the boat ramp artificially limit the boat launching availability 
and capacity for those who cannot afford a slip in the harbor.   

 
TRAFFIC 
Despite a public records request, it does not appear that the city has provided all data, analysis 
and calculations related to the weekend traffic analysis for the protect.  The author was unable 
to find the LOS calculations.  Therefore this traffic analysis is not complete due to unreasonable 
time constraints and missing information.  In fact, when the public records request was 
resubmitted, the City responded that they needed more time to supply the actual traffic 
analyses.  This delay means BBR would not receive the information until after the comment 
period is closed.  Therefore BBR cannot conclusively comment to the new information included 
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in the final EIR despite two proactive public records requests.  
 
The proposed mitigations to traffic impacts create unsafe conditions by eliminating medians and 
decreasing lane widths at complicated saturated major intersections such as PCH/Herondo/
Catalina/190th.   

CenterCal and the city have both stated that underperforming uses of the project would be 

repurposed.  The movie theater was specifically given as an example.  The conversion of a 

movie theater to a like sized retail or restaurant would increase traffic and parking demand.   

However, it is unlikely if a use such as the movie theater fails, the city would find anything but 

that a repurposing of the huge facility was required despite any impact on parking and traffic.  

Indeed Redondo has experienced this type of repurposing in the harbor already.  The 60,000 sq 

ft Pier Plaza development on top of the pier parking structure was to be retail and restaurant 

uses.  But after the development failed, the city has allowed it to be used mostly for office space 

that has nothing to do with coastal dependent uses or visitor serving commercial uses.   
 
Despite comments in the DEIR, the city has failed to incorporate the real world constraints on 

traffic infrastructure in the project area.  This renders the city’s assessment of impacts 

inaccurate and understated.  Rather than repeat all the infrastructure constraints, BBR 

references the traffic section submitted in its comments on the DEIR.  Likewise the city 

continues to use trip generation tables instead of actual traffic counts to characterize current 

traffic.  The city has repeatedly stated the harbor and pier businesses are underperforming.  Use 

of the trip generation tables rather than real data or discounted trip generation numbers 

artificially lowers the impacts assessed on each intersection which then ripples into 

misrepresentation of LOS.   
 
One way to test models is to compare them to real world observed conditions.  The photos that 

follow show a current gridlock condition on Harbor Drive that the DEIR traffic calculations say 

should not exist even after cumulative development and the Waterfront project are fully built out.  

But this demonstrates the impact of the infrastructure limitations that are not included in the 

traffic calculations and modeling.  The images show Sunday mid morning traffic on an overcast 
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mid July Sunday.  The images show traffic on Harbor Drive backing up from the stop sign at the 

southern harbor parking entrance all the way back through the Beryl/Harbor/Portofino 

intersection. The rear of the back up was about a quarter mile from the start of the back up.  

This situation is the definition of gridlock.  And it is not an anomaly.  This is a regular weekend 

and weekday rush hour occurrence.  Traffic flow has broken down because one intersection 

cannot handle the traffic flow and starts to affect flow through preceding intersections.  Since the 

assessment does not accurately represent the current conditions and traffic flow, the predictions 

post project completion cannot be trusted or counted as valid.  Again, the City analysis does not 

account for well known and documented infrastructure limitations and conditions.  And as 

pointed out in the initial DEIR response, the project increases in driveways, repeat traffic circling 

looking for parking, and the poor bike path configuration will only compound the errors that are 

evident by looking at current conditions.  
 
Also note, the first image shows that despite City EIR claims to the contrary, parking in the 

harbor is already near capacity on a non-holiday weekend. 
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MASSING AND DECEPTIVE RENDERINGS 

CenterCal renderings and marketing videos released to the City, press and public were 
specifically designed to hide the real mass and compactness of the site.  Recently, CenterCal 
released images of their model of the project.  Again, they showed convenient perspectives.  But 
after public pressure, CenterCal opened up their model for public viewing at their offices 8 miles 
away during limited hours.  A CenterCal rep had to be present to control the messaging.  But 
what has come out of that is pictures from the public that show the true massing of the project. 

The following pictures show a massing that is not experienced in Redondo except for mall sites 
and industrial sites.  This first image shows how massive and dominating the project will look 
from Harbor Drive.   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This second image focuses more on just Harbor Drive.  The project represents a virtual wall 
between residents and the harbor.  This is how most residents will experience the development 
most of the time. 
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Here is a current image taken from a similar angle from the balcony at Redondo Hotel.  The 

before and after images of massing and development are shocking. Yet the EIR concludes 
massing is consistent and there are no significant view impacts.  Our previous DEIR comments 
address the dramatic impact on views.  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This rendering demonstrates some of the manipulation practiced in the EIR and City/CenterCal 

representations to the public.  Note the beach looks wide, endless north to south.  And it looks 

deep, it looks like hundreds of yards to any sizable development.  Palm trees dominate the 

skyline. 
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The next image is a photo of the scale model.  This image clearly shows a much smaller beach/
harbor water interface  tightly framed by breakwater boulders.  It shows a much more 
constrained beach much closer to the development.  And it shows how the massive parking 
structure/commercial building and the theater building will loom over the small beach area.  
Buildings not palm trees will dominate the skyline for any who use the Seaside Lagoon beach.  
The model brings the massing into a real perspective. 
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CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The city provides an assessment that development on the AES property are speculative and 

that the city has chosen a generic growth assessment rather than assessing specific known 

projects.  While the SCAG growth models project overall growth over a large area, that hardly 

means they are sufficient for specific areas with significant project activity.  The city disregards 

major and cumulative projects that would stair step development above and beyond the broad 

averaged growth estimates of SCAG.  The city fails to analyze that the known and foreseeable 

projects would fall within the SCAG growth estimates they used.  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The AES property, the city knows that even if AES were to rebuild their power plant, they would 

have excess land that they would wish to repurpose.  AES has repeatedly telegraphed this fact 

publicly.  The City also knows AES desires to sell it land for development.  Their Measure B 

would have allowed hundreds of condos and tens of thousands of feet of commercial 

development.  AES had clearly shown its cards.  The city should use the Measure B zoning as 

the upper cap of what will occur with the AES property. 

The city of Hermosa Beach provided a list of projects and rezoning efforts that would impact 

traffic and intensity in the project area.  The new zoning alone would allow over 600,000 sq ft of 

additional commercial development.  The city should incorporate and assess the impacts of this 

change and the other projects cited by the City of Hermosa Beach.  

The city’s refusal to assess known major project represents a violation of CEQA.  

VIEW IMPACTS 

The city incorrectly assesses the comments wrt to view impacts. Standing at any point along S 

Harbor Drive in the project area, any observer has some view of the harbor, the ocean, boats in 

the harbor, and/or the cliffs of Palos Verdes.  The site assessment provided by BBR used the 

plan views provided by CenterCal and were generous in that they did not assess all the views 

blocked by landscaping in few slivers of view corridor left in the proposed development.  In fact 

the view blockage is over 85% even with the new sliver in the parking structure and the slight 

parking structure setback from Portofino/Harbor intersection.  The city’s assessment that 60% of 

the views are still available under the development are not supported by any evidence. 

BIKE PATH 

The proposed bike path on the east side of the new road joining Torrance Blvd to Harbor Drive 
reintroduces dangerous street crossings that the city just paid over $4M to eliminate on Harbor 
Drive.  While the original double crossing requirement only affected north bound bike traffic at 
either end of Harbor Blvd, the proposed bike path requires bike traffic in BOTH directions to 
make the dangerous crossing twice and the northern crossing requires crossing two streets (see 
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second image of bike path from the CenterCal model).   This solution is WORSE than the 
situation just remedied on Harbor Drive.  The City should define alternate solution that 
eliminates any bike traffic crossing the new road.  This is a dumb and dangerous design.  The 
City should not have allowed it to make it to the FEIR.  But it serves as yet another indicator that 
the commercial uses were given priority to all recreational uses in the project area.  Photos of 
CenterCal’s model highlight the poor design.  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The city still allows the pedestrian path through the development to be labeled as a bike path.  A 
recent study presented to the city council demonstrates the city understands the conflicts 
between pedestrians and bicyclists create hazards.  And this study was just for the parking 
structure.  The conflicts of people shopping and eating in the harbor area especially on the 
sloped drawbridge represents an even greater risk.  It is deceptive and irresponsible for the city 
to allow the claim that the pedestrian path through the development would ever be a realistic 
and safe bike path. 
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CONSISTENCY WITH APPLICABLE STATE AND LOCAL 
REQUIREMENTS 

BBR stands by it original assessment provided in its DEIR comments.  Every current coastal-
dependent recreational and commercial use is negatively impacted by the proposed 
development.  The new boat ramp design is artificially constrained by the prioritization of non-
coastal dependent commercial development. The most used park in Redondo beach is paved 
over for access and parking for non-coastal dependent recreational uses and rendered much 
less attractive to its current users.  There is no parking allocated, protected or assessed for 
recreational uses of the waterfront.  Forcing recreational users into parking structure represents 
a deterrent and access limitation to those uses.  Public views from Harbor Drive and Czuleger 
park are significantly impacted despite City claims to the contrary.  And cumulative development 
cap is exceeded when one includes the new parking structure in the assessment as the city 
properly should.  These all represent violation of California Coastal Act, the City’s Local Coastal 
Plan and the City’s zoning ordinances.  BBR provided specific citations in its DEIR comments 
that still stand. 
 
Furthermore the City has violated the CEQA process by improperly assessing impacts as 
demonstrated herein and in our original DEIR comments, by inadequate definition of the project, 
by introducing substantial new changes (especially Mole B boat ramp location) just prior to the 
release of the FEIR.  The city has failed to account for cumulative impacts properly.  And the 
City’s formatting of the FEIR, the short time constraint, and the remaining variability allowed in 
the project at this late stage have made it impossible for the public to provide a thorough review 
and comment.   
 

Requirement Summary Inconsistency

Coastal Act 30001.5 Goal of Coastal Act is to 
assure priority of coastal-
dependent and coastal-
related development over 
other development of the 
coast.

EIR and project prioritize non-
coastal dependent uses over 
existing and required coastal 
dependent uses
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Coastal Act 30006 Planning and implementation 
of programs should include 
widest opportunity for public 
participation

Last minute changes to EIR 
and project, complicated 
arrangement of EIR, short 
review period, missing data 
and reports, and slow 
response to public records 
requests artificially limit public 
participation

Coastal Act 30006.5 Sound and timely scientific 
recommendations are 
necessary.

EIR analysis relies on 
outdated data such as harbor 
surge data and incomplete 
data such as harbor water 
quality to justify conclusions 
that there is no impact.

Coastal Act 30007.5 Conflicts between policies to 
be resolved in manner of 
which is most protective of 
coastal resources

EIRand project resolve 
conflicts to favor non-coastal 
dependent commercial 
development

Coastal Act 30105.5 Definition of cumulative 
effects

EIR analysis ignores probable 
future projects.
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Coastal Act 30211 and 
30212

Development shall not 
interfere with access

The traffic generated by the 
project combined with 
circulation infrastructure 
constraints interferes with 
access to access to coastal 
dependent activities.  
 
The lack of sufficient and 
convenient parking interferes 
with the public’s access to 
coastal dependent activities.  
 
The creation of hazardous 
situations interferes with the 
public’s access to coastal 
dependent activities and 
resources. 
 
The decrease in size and 
capacity of coastal dependent 
activities and areas interfere’s 
with the public’s access to 
coastal dependent activities 
and resources. 
 
 
 

Coastal Act 30212.5 Public parking area and 
facilities shall be distributed to 
mitigate social and other 
impacts of overcrowding and 
overuse

The project more than 
doubles commercial 
development while shrinking 
usable public parkland.  The 
project fails to assess or 
provide adequate and 
convenient parking for 
existing and new coastal 
dependent uses.
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Coastal Act 30213 Encouragement of lower cost 
visitor and recreational 
facilities

Project designed to appeal to 
more affluent public.  Unique 
recreational resources 
drawing all income level 
customers are negatively 
impacted by the project.

Coastal Act 30214 Legislative intent on 
implementation of public 
access policies

The project increases the 
intensity of site utilization to 
the point where it is a 
deterrent to those who want to 
enjoy coastal dependent 
uses.  The project does not 
balance rights of public with 
that of developer/lessee.

Coastal Act 30220 Coastal areas suited for 
water-oriented recreational 
activities shall be protected for 
such uses.

Project develops harbor area 
such that water-oriented 
recreational uses are 
needlessly impacted.

Coastal Act 30221 Oceanfront land suitable for 
recreational use shall be 
protected for such use

Project redevelops oceanfront 
property in a manner that 
negatively impacts long 
established recreational uses

Coastal Act 30222 Use of private lands suitable 
for visitor serving and coastal 
recreational facilities shall 
have priority over general 
commercial development

The project prioritizes private 
retail, dining and 
entertainment uses over 
coastal recreational facilities.

Coastal Act 30223 Upland areas necessary to 
support coastal recreational 
uses shall be reserved for 
such uses

Uplands parking and vehicular 
access for coastal 
recreational uses are 
negatively impact by the 
project.
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Coastal Act 30224 Increased recreational boating 
use shall be encouraged

Project reduces slips and 
provides insufficient space for 
adequate boat ramp.  Project 
eliminates sufficient boater 
parking.  Project forces 
recreational boating uses in 
small area that reduces 
overall capacity and efficacy  
of long standing recreational 
boating uses.  Parking to 
support existing recreational 
boating uses are insufficient 
and inconvenient to the point 
of acting as a deterrent.  
Limited hours of pedestrian 
bridge discourages 
recreational boaters.   Project 
does not accommodate future 
growth of demand of 
recreational boating 
infrastructure and 
opportunities.

Coastal Act 20234 Facilities serving commercial 
fishing and recreational 
boating industries shall be 
protected and upgraded.  
Existing facilities shall not be 
reduced.

Project forces commercial and 
recreational vessels out of 
Basin 3 due to pedestrian 
bridge.  Project eliminates 
slips for commercial and 
recreational vessels.  Project 
allows elimination of nearly 
50% of current slips in Basin 3 
without any analysis to show 
demand no longer exists.

Coastal Act 30234.5 The economic, commercial, 
and recreational importance 
of fishing shall be protected.

The project provides 
insufficient parking for pier, 
commercial and charter boat 
fishermen.  The project 
reduces usable commercial 
and recreational boat slips.
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Coastal Act 30240 Protection of sensitive habitat 
areas

The harbor area is known 
roosting place for multiple 
protected marine birds.  
Intensity of development will 
be a deterrent to future 
nesting/roosting.

Coastal Act 30251 Development shall be 
designed project views 

Project blocks most public 
views from harbor drive.

Coastal Act 30252 Maintenance and 
enhancement of public access

Project prioritizes parking and 
access to retail, dining and 
entertainment uses over 
coastal dependent and 
coastal related uses.  
Inadequate parking to support 
current level or harbor 
recreation or for future growth 
in demand.  Project 
decreases usable public 
parkland at Moonstone Park 
and Seaside Lagoon.

Coastal Act 30255 Coastal dependent 
development shall have 
priority over other 
development on or near the 
shoreline.

Coastal dependent uses, 
particularly the Seaside 
Lagoon and public boat ramp 
are negatively impacted by 
the prioritization of othe non-
coastal dependent uses.

Redondo Beach. Coastal 
Land Use Plan Section VI, 
Subsection C

Cumulative development shall 
not exceed a net increase of 
400,000 sq ft of floor area.

Project excludes new parking 
structure from analysis.  
Project and cumulative 
development exceeds cap.  
City interpretation does not 
reflect information presented 
to the voter when voters 
enacted this cap.

Redondo Beach. Coastal 
Land Use Plan Section VI, 
Subsection C

Protection of views from 
Czuleger Park

EIR does not adequately 
assess view impacts.  
Substantial impact on views 
from mid and lower sections 
of park by hotel/retail 
development in pier area and 
Market Hall in harbor area.
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Redondo Beach. Coastal 
Land Use Plan Section VI, 
Subsection C

New development shall. 
Include view corridors from N 
Harbor Drive

Development blocks vast 
majority and most impactful 
public views from visitor 
serving hotels, Harbor Drive 
of harbor, ocean, coast of PV 
and Catalina Island.  The 
development only affords 
narrow slivers of views and 
these are impacted by 
landscaping.

Redondo Beach, Coastal 
Land Use Plan, Section VI, 
Subsection D, Land Use 
Policy 1

Coastal dependent land uses 
encouraged.  Existing facilities 
preserved, enhanced and 
expanded where feasible.  
Public boat launch shall be 
built.  Removal of existing 
uses shall be strongly 
discouraged unless 
determined uses are no 
longer necessary.

The project cuts slips without 
any analysis or projection of 
future needs.  The city shrank 
usable land and water area of 
Seaside Lagoon and 
configured it to discourage 
use.  The project reduces 
parking for commercial uses 
and makes it inconvenient 
further discouraging and 
artificially limiting use.  Public 
boat ramp is suboptimized 
due to non-coastal dependent 
use prioritization.

Redondo Beach, Coastal 
Land Use Plan, Section VI, 
Subsection D, Land Use 
Policy 2 a)

New development shall be 
designed to preserve and 
enhance public views from 
Harbor Drive

Project blocks vast majority of 
public views from Harbor 
Drive.
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Redondo Beach, Coastal 
Land Use Plan, Section VI, 
Subsection D, Land Use 
Policy 2 c)

New development shall be 
designed to be consistent and 
harmonious with scale of 
existing development

Massing and scale are 
inconsistent with rest of 
harbor and surrounding area.  
Parking structure combined 
with commercial development 
increases development by 
1000% in the harbor portion.  
Model shows massing is 
inconsistent and not 
harmonious with surrounding 
development. Lack of 
setbacks and buffers between 
massive structures 
exacerbates scale and 
massing inconsistencies.

Redondo Beach, Coastal 
Land Use Plan, Section VI, 
Subsection D, Land Use 
Policy 17 and 18

Development shall not impact 
environmentally sensitive 
habitat areas

Protected marine birds are 
known to nest in Palm trees 
throughout project.  Size, 
scale, and intensity of project 
will impact nesting/roosting 
areas. 

Redondo Beach Municipal 
Code 10-5.800 (b)

Provide development 
designed to enhance public 
opportunities for coastal 
recreation, including 
commercial retail and service 
facilities supporting 
recreational botany and 
fishing which primarily 
oriented toward meeting dees 
of visitors, boaters and 
residents seeking recreation;  
have balanced diversity of 
uses; provides regional 
serving recreation for all 
income groups, and protect 
coastal resources.

Development is designed to 
increase non-coastal 
dependent retail, dining and 
entertainment at the expense 
of recreational uses serving 
all income groups and 
businesses and facilities 
supporting those uses.

Redondo Beach Municipal 
Code 10-5.1110

Permitted and conditional 
uses of land zoned P-PRO

Permitted uses do not include 
public roads primarily serving 
private commercial 
development.
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SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE: 
 
Based on the evaluation provided in this report BBR presents the following as a superior and 
better balanced alternative to the massive development and understated impacts of the city staff 
recommended alternative or primary project description: 

• Full sized or expanded Seaside Lagoon preserving or expanding current public open 
space land and water area within park.  Swimming/wading/play water feature with sand 
bottom and direct beach access for at least a portion of the facility separate from harbor 
waters.  250 surface level parking spots contiguous with boundary of park.  City shall 
explore land area and facility expansion to include a non-profit or public aquatic facility 
for storing, teaching, and renting human powered watercraft. 

• Separate human powered boat launch with current facility road access and gradual 
sloping ramp to sand bottom from existing road.  A minimum of 50 spaces nearby surface 
level parking for users. 

• Two lane boat ramp on Mole D at or around Samba with a minimum of 60 trailer spaces 
through the southern end of the mole to preserve views from Czuleger Park.    Retain 
operational boat hoist.  Boat ramp shall not adversely impact existing recreational uses of 
harbor. 

• Pedestrian Promenade to be built up to each side of the Mole D boat ramp with 
observation pad on either side.  Promenade to have two paths – one across boat ramp, for 
low utilization periods and one from boat hoist area to Sportfishing pier area for busy 
ramp periods. 

• Retention of Sportfishing pier and all slips in Basin 3.  No reduction in slips permitted for 
this project.  120 parking space shall be allocated for basin 3 in close proximity to slips 
and without crossing an active road.  60 surface level parking spaces shall be allocated for 
the Sportfishing pier fishermen and public disembarking on Sportfishing or whale 

Redondo Beach Municipal 
Code10-5.1706

Parking regulations and 
Shared parking analysis

Shared parking analysis did 
not account for peak uses of 
proposed uses and for peak 
uses of recreational uses of 
harbor.  Assessment did not 
consider impact of 
exclusionary valet parking.  

.   Comments to Waterfront EIR by Building a Better Redondo    7 August 1684



BBR Comments to the Waterfront EIR       17 Jul 16

watching vessels in close proximity to the Sportfishing pier.  Accommodation of a tall ship 
at the sport fishing pier shall be investigated and implemented if feasible. 

• Pedestrian bridge permitted but not required.  Must be able to open within 10 minutes of 
call up for any vessel seeking access or egress to Basin 3.   

• Bike path through project must connect directly with bike track without crossing east to 
west or visa versa.    

• No new parking structure is permitted in the harbor area.  No new public road shall be 
established connecting Harbor Drive to Torrance Blvd.  And access road for public safety 
vehicles is permitted. 

• Market Hall is permitted either in the vicinity of the pier parking structure or at the 
location of R10, Paddle House, Captain Kidd’s, and Marina office area. 

• Commercial development increase is permitted as allowed by Measure G and the other 
requirements stated in this alternative.  Parking and traffic to be able to serve peak 
concurrent uses of all commercial development.  Parking to be segregated from 
recreational/commercial coastal dependent uses.  No sharing is permitted between 
general commercial development and recreational/commercial coastal dependent uses 
except that recreational users may use commercial parking. 

• Redevelopment of International Boardwalk is permitted. 

• Mole B to be developed per existing Master Plan. 

• At least 40% of current views from Harbor Drive to be preserved including views of 
harbor, ocean, PV coastline and Catalina Island. 

 
 
CITY OFFICIALS HAVE BECOME BIASED ADVOCATES FOR THE PROJECT  
Mayor Aspel appears in the promotional video produced by CenterCal.  He also stated at his 
annual State of the City address that those opposed to the project were a “sour grapes 
organization”.  From a Beach Reporter article by Kelcie Pegher on February 2, 2016 in an article 
entitled “Redondo Beach Mayor Steve Aspel pokes at opponents during State of the City 
address”: 

“ ‘There’s a group – they call themselves grass-roots.  They’re not a grass-roots organization.  

They’re a sour grapes organization,’ Aspel said, a not-so-subtle dig at Rescue Our Waterfront, 
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billed as a community group supporting a ‘more balanced revitalization’ of the waterfront.”  
 
Mayor Aspel vetoed a council approved discussion about putting the project to a vote of the 

people.  And he subsequently he vetoed a council approved simple financial assessment of 

CenterCal.   
Similarly we find City staff cherry picking data that supports their desired conclusions supporting 

the development while ignoring blatant evidence to the contrary as has been pointed out 

throughout this report.   
 
When one looks at the hard to follow format of the EIR (which is different than any 

previous EIR the city has produced), the lack of specificity in what is supposed to be a 

project EIR, the major changes even post EIR release, the attempt to segregate the boat 

ramp evaluation from the rest of the project, and the refusal to engage the public on the 

major changes, one can easily draw the conclusion that City staff and elected 
proponents have become advocates for the project and have lost their objectivity. 
 
This process should be stopped.  The project should be fully and properly documented 

complete with the required boat ramp.  The impacts should be reevaluated using 

reasonable evidence.  And the entire EIR should be rereleased as a draft for a full and 
proper public review.  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BLUE FOLDER ITEM 

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.  

 
HARBOR COMMISSION MEETING 

REGULAR MEETING 
AUGUST 8, 2016 

 
9. WATERFRONT PROJECT - CONSIDERATION OF APPROVAL/CERTIFICATION OF 

A FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT AND WATER SUPPLY ASSESSMENT 
(SCH# 2014061071 / FILE NO. 2014-04-EIR-001), FACTS AND FINDINGS, 
STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS, AND A MITIGATION 
MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM; CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT, 
HARBOR COMMISSION DESIGN REVIEW (INCLUDING SIGN REVIEW AND 
LANDSCAPE/IRRIGATION PLANS), COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, AND 
VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 74207, FOR APPROXIMATELY 36 ACRES 
OF DEVELOPMENT IN THE REDONDO BEACH HARBOR/PIER AREA, AND 
CONSIDERATION OF THE RECREATION AND PARK COMMISSION’S 
RECOMMENDATIONS RELATED TO SEASIDE LAGOON. 

 
CASE NUMBERS: 2016-06-HC-001 
  2016-06-CDP-004 
 
APPLICANT: REDONDO BEACH WATEFRONT LLC  
  (AFFILIATE OF CENTERCAL PROPERTIES LLC) 

 
 
ATTACHMENT:  Photo simulations of project views from Czuleger Park 
 
 
*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.  



Key Observation View 3

Figure 3.1-7
The Waterfont Draft EIR

Source: CDM Smith & Callison, 2015
For discussion purposes only. Actual development and placement details may vary.
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RESOLUTION NO.2016-XX-HCR-XXX 
THE WATERFRONT PROJECT 
PAGE NO. 1 

RESOLUTION NO.  2016-XX-HCR-XXX 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE HARBOR COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF 
REDONDO BEACH, CALIFORNIA, CERTIFYING THE FINAL 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (SCH# 2014061071), 
ADOPTING THE FACTS AND FINDINGS, WATER SUPPLY 
ASSESSMENT, STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 
AND ADOPTING A MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING 
PROGRAM FOR THE WATERFRONT ON PROPERTY LOCATED 
WITHIN THE COASTAL COMMERCIAL (CC) ZONES AND P-PRO 
ZONE AT THE REDONDO BEACH WATERFRONT 
 

 
WHEREAS, an application was filed by Redondo Beach Waterfront LLC,  

Affiliate of Centercal Properties LLC (Applicant) with respect to an approximately 36-
acre site located at the Redondo Beach Waterfront, legally described on Exhibit A, 
which is attached hereto requesting approval of various approvals for development of a 
project that consists of the demolition of approximately 199,171 square feet of existing 
structures, replacement of the existing Pier Parking Structure, retention of 12,479 
square feet of existing development, and construction of up to 511,460 square feet to 
include retail, restaurant, creative office, specialty cinema, a public market hall, and a 
boutique hotel. 

 
WHEREAS, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 

(California Public Resources Code, Division 13, Section 21000, et seq.), the State 
CEQA Guidelines (Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations, Division 6, Chapter 3, 
Section 15000, et seq.; “CEQA Guidelines”), and Title 10, Chapter 3 (Environmental 
Review Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act) of the Redondo Beach 
Municipal Code (RBMC).  The Lead Agency prepared and circulated an Initial 
Study/Notice of Preparation from June 19, 2014 through July 9, 2014, pursuant to the 
requirements of the CEQA Statutes and determined that the proposed project requires 
an Environmental Impact Report (EIR); and 

 
WHEREAS, on June 19, 2014, a Notice of Preparation/Notice of Initial 

Study/Notice of Scoping Meeting for The Waterfront was published in the Easy Reader 
and sent to city, county, state, and federal agencies, planning groups and organizations, 
business operators and lease holders in the harbor area, and residential property owners 
and occupants within 300 feet of the project site. 165 comment letters were provided by 
email, mail, or hand-delivery; and 

 
WHEREAS,  on June 19, 2014, copies of the Notice of Preparation and Initial 

Study were sent via overnight mail to responsible and trustee agencies and other 
agencies and the State Clearinghouse and was made available for review on the City’s 
website.  The Initial Study is included in Appendix A of the Draft EIR; and 
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WHEREAS, on July 9, 2014, the City held a public scoping meeting to present 
the proposed project and to receive agency and public input regarding concerns related 
to the environmental effects of the project. At the scoping meeting, 216 names were 
recorded on the sign in sheets and 95 comments were received orally and in writing; 
and 

 
WHEREAS, on November 17, 2015, pursuant to Section 15085 of the State 

CEQA Guidelines, a Notice of Completion (NOC) was filed with the State Office of 
Planning and Research (OPR) and the Draft EIR was circulated for a 63-day comment 
period beginning on November 17, 2015 and ending January 19, 2016; and 

 
WHEREAS, on November 5, 2015, a Notice of Availability/Public Hearing (NOA) 

of the Draft EIR on November 17, was published in the Easy Reader newspaper. Hard 
copies of the Draft EIR were located at the City of Redondo Beach City Hall, City Clerk 
and Planning Division Counter. Electronic Copies of the Draft EIR were sent to 
responsible agencies, local agencies, and concerned agencies and individuals, and 
available at no cost at the City of Redondo Beach City Hall, City Clerk and Planning 
Division Counter. The NOA was also distributed to residents/property owners within 300 
feet of the project site. An announcement was posted on the City’s cable television station 
and it was presented as an item for discussion at the Redondo Beach City Council 
meeting on November 17, 2015; and 

 
WHEREAS, on November 21, 2015, December 9, 2015 and January 9, 2016 the 

City held public workshops to present the Draft EIR and received written and oral 
comments regarding concerns related to the environmental effects of the project. A total 
of 413 names were recorded on the sign-in sheets; and  

 
WHEREAS, on April 20, 2016, the Recreational and Parks Commission 

conducted a public meeting in the City Hall Council Chambers, at 415 Diamond Street, 
Redondo Beach, California which provided its unanimous recommendation to approve 
the modifications to Seaside Lagoon (area within the P-PRO zone) described in the 
Draft EIR Chapter 2, Project Description, Section 2.4.1.2 for the Proposed Project and 
direct staff to convey this motion to the decision making body.  

 
WHEREAS, a notice of the time, place and purpose of the aforesaid meeting 

was provided.  The Final Environmental Impact Report, Draft Responses to Comments, 
Draft Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Program, staff report, and evidence, both 
written and oral, were presented to and considered by the Harbor Commission at the 
scheduled hearing; and 

 
WHEREAS, on June 13, 2016, June 27, 2016, July 18, 2016, and August 8, 

2016 the Harbor Commission of the City of Redondo Beach held continued public 
hearings and reviewed and considered the EIR and associated documents, Conditional 
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Use Permit, Coastal Development Permit, Harbor Commission Design Review, and 
Vesting Tentative Tract Map; and 

 
WHEREAS, notice of the time and place of this public hearing was published 

according to law in the Easy Reader, a newspaper of general circulation in the City; and 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, THE HARBOR COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF 

REDONDO BEACH DOES HEREBY FIND AS FOLLOWS: 
 
SECTION 1.  CERTIFICATION.  The City of Redondo Beach hereby certifies: 
 

1. That the Final EIR contained as an attachment to the Administrative Report 
(which includes an Introduction, Comments and Responses, and Modifications to 
the Draft EIR and the Draft EIR and Appendices as an attachment and the Errata 
contained as a separate attachment to the Administrative Report) has been 
completed in compliance with CEQA. 

 
2. The Final EIR was presented to the Harbor Commission of the City of Redondo 

Beach, and that the Harbor Commission has reviewed and considered the 
information contained in the Final EIR prior to approving the project. 
 

3. The Final EIR reflects the City of Redondo Beach’s independent judgement and 
analysis. 

 
SECTION 2. MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM AND WATER 
SUPPLY ASSESSMENT. The City of Redondo Beach hereby adopts the Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program included as an attachment to the August 8, 2016 
Administrative Report and the Water Supply Assessment included in Draft EIR 
Appendix M1 and Final EIR Section 1.3.4.14. 
 
SECTION 3. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND FINDINGS. 

 
1. Pursuant to Public Resources Code § 21081 and CEQA Guidelines §15091, no 

public agency shall approve or carry out a project for which an EIR has been 
certified which identifies one or more significant effects on the environment that 
would occur if the project is approved or carried out unless the public agency 
makes one or more of the following findings with respect to each significant 
impact: 

a. Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project 
which mitigate or avoid the significant effects on the environment. 
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b. Those changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction 
of another public agency and have been, or can and should be, adopted 
by that other agency. 

c. Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, 
including considerations for the provision of employment opportunities for 
highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or 
alternatives identified in the environmental impact report. 

2. The City of Redondo Beach has made one or more of these specific written 
findings regarding each significant impact associated with the project. Those 
findings are in Finding of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations 
(attached to this resolution as Exhibit B).  

3. Concurrent with the adoption of these findings, the City of Redondo Beach 
adopts the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (attached to this 
resolution as Exhibit C).  

4. The EIR evaluation included a detailed analysis of impacts in 14 environmental 
disciplines, analyzing the Project and alternatives, including a No Project 
Alternative. The EIR discloses the environmental impacts expected to result from 
the construction and operation of the Project. Where possible, mitigation 
measures were identified to avoid or minimize significant environmental effects. 
In addition, the applicant committed to implementing measures in order to 
reduce the direct and indirect impacts that will result from Project activities. The 
mitigation measures identified in the EIR are measures proposed by the lead 
agencies, responsible or trustee agencies or other persons that were not 
included in the Project but could reasonably be expected to reduce adverse 
impacts if required as conditions of approving the Project, as required by CEQA 
Guidelines § 15126.4(a)(1)(A).   

 
SECTION 3.  FINDINGS ON RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR 
AND REVISIONS TO THE FINAL EIR. 
The Final EIR includes the comments received on the Draft EIR and responses to those 
comments as well as additions and modifications to the Draft EIR. The focus of the 
responses to comments is on the disposition of environmental issues as raised in the 
comments, as specified by CEQA Guidelines § 15088(b).  The City of Redondo Beach 
finds that responses to comments made on the Draft EIR and revisions to the Final EIR 
merely clarify and amplify the analysis presented in the document and do not trigger the 
need to re-circulate per CEQA Guidelines §15088.5(b).  The City further finds that the 
Staff Recommended Alternative is not considerably different from those analyzed in the 
Draft EIR and incorporates revisions suggested by the Public and City Staff.  As noted 
under CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a), “An EIR need not consider every 
conceivable alternative to a project. Rather it must consider a reasonable range of 
potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision-making and public 
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participation.” The Draft EIR included a reasonable range of eight alternatives; with the 
last alternative including different boat launch ramp locations within the Redondo Beach 
Harbor. Alternative 8 informed the public and the decision-makers regarding the 
possibility for alternative locations for the boat launch ramp project component. Inclusion 
of a boat launch ramp at another Mole within the Redondo Beach Harbor is within the 
range of alternatives previously analyzed. Furthermore, this modification would only affect 
one out of the 27 project elements identified in Table 4-1 of the Draft EIR (and Final EIR 
Table 1-4). Similar to Alternative 4, the Staff Recommended Alternative also includes the 
reconfiguration of buildings in the northern portion of the project site.  While the Staff 
Recommended Alternative includes reconstruction of the Sportfishing Pier, this option 
was included with the proposed project (Draft EIR page 2-57.) 

 
SECTION 4.  CUSTODIAN OF RECORDS. The documents and other materials that 
constitute the record of proceedings on which the Project findings are based are located 
at the City of Redondo Beach Planning Division, 415 Diamond Street, Redondo Beach, 
California 90277. The custodian for these documents is the Planning Division.  

 
SECTION 5.  STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATION DECISION.  Effects 
in four resource areas (air quality, cultural resources, hydrology and water quality, and 
noise) will remain significant and unavoidable after mitigation. Based upon specific 
economic, social, technical or other considerations, the City hereby adopts the 
Statement of Overriding Considerations (attached as Exhibit B). 
 
SECTION 6.  The City Clerk shall certify to the passage and adoption of this resolution, 
shall enter the same in the Book of Original Resolutions of said City, and shall cause 
the action of the Harbor Commission in adopting the same to be entered in the official 
minutes of said Harbor Commission. 

 
SECTION 7.  SEVERABILITY. If any section, subsection, sentence, clause, or phrase 
of this Resolution is for any reason held to be invalid, unconstitutional or unenforceable 
by the decision of any court of competent jurisdiction, such decision shall not affect the 
validity of the remaining portions of the Resolution. The Harbor Commission hereby 
declares that it would have passed this Resolution and each section, subsection, 
sentence, clause, and phrase thereof, irrespective of the fact that any one or more 
sections, subsections, sentences, clauses, or phrases be declared invalid, 
unconstitutional or unenforceable. 

 
SECTION 8. Certification, Posting and Filing. This resolution shall take effect 
immediately upon its adoption by the Harbor Commission of the City of Redondo 
Beach, and the City Clerk shall certify to the vote adopting this resolution and shall 
cause a certified copy of this resolution to be filed and direct City Staff to file a Notice of 
Determination. 
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PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED this 8th day of August, 2016. 
 
 

  ________________________ 
      Harbor Commission Chair  
      City of Redondo Beach 
 
 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA          ) 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES   )      SS 
CITY OF REDONDO BEACH   ) 
 
I, Stephen Proud, Waterfront and Economic Development Director of the City of 
Redondo Beach, California, do hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution No. HC- 
was duly passed, approved and adopted by the Harbor Commission of the City of 
Redondo Beach, California, at a regular meeting of said Harbor Commission held on 
the 8th day of August, 2016, by the following roll call vote: 
 
AYES:         
 
NOES:         
 
ABSENT:   None 
 
 
 
_______________________________ 
Stephen Proud  
Waterfront and Economic Development Director  
 
 

 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
_____________________________ 
City Attorney’s Office 

 
 



EXHIBIT A 
 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION 
 

 
BEING A SURVEY OF PORTIONS OF RANCHO SAN PEDRO, AS PER MAP 
RECORDED IN BOOK 1, PAGE 119 OF PATENTS; OCEAN BEACH SUBDIVISION AS 
PER MAP RECORDED IN BOOK 2, PAGE 35 OF MAPS; OFFICIAL MAP AS 
RECORDED IN BOOK 4 PAGES 81, 82 AND 83; OFFICIAL MAP NO. 9 AS RECORDED 
IN BOOK 5, PAGES 11 AND 12; RECORD OF SURVEY AS RECORDED IN BOOK 84 
PAGES 36 THROUGH 39, INCLUSIVE, OF RECORDS OF SURVEY; ALL IN THE 
OFFICE OF THE COUNTY RECORDER OF SAID COUNTY, AND PORTIONS OF 
TIDELANDS AND SUBMERGED LANDS IN THE CITY OF REDONDO BEACH, 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, STATE OF CALIFORNIA AND TORRANCE 
BOULEVARD, WEST OF CATALINA AVENUE 
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WATERFRONT PROJECT 

CEQA FINDINGS AND STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS FOR 
THE STAFF RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE 

I.  CEQA FINDINGS 

I.1   Project Description Summary  
The project involves revitalization of approximately 36 acres of the 150-acre City of 
Redondo Beach waterfront area, as part of a City-wide waterfront revitalization effort 
initiated by the City.  The project site is located west of Catalina Avenue, south of 
Portofino Way, and north of Torrance Boulevard.  The main components of the current 
project, which is represented by the “Staff Recommended Alternative” described in the 
Final EIR. are demolition of approximately 199,171 square feet of existing buildings 
(which includes demolition of all buildings/structures with the exception of Kincaid’s and 
the restroom facility at the Seaside Lagoon, which equals approximately 12,479 square 
feet), demolition of the existing Pier Parking Structure (approximately 495,000 square 
feet), and construction of up to 511,460 square feet of new buildings for a total of 
523,939 square feet of development (312,289 square feet of net new development) to 
include retail, restaurant, creative office, specialty cinema, a public market hall, and a 
boutique hotel, and construction of two new parking structures.  The new parking 
structure in the northern portion of the project site would be approximately 276,836 
square feet and three stories with parking on five levels, including the roof.  The 
replacement parking structure on the southern portion of the project site would be two 
stories with five levels of parking, including two levels of parking underground and 
rooftop parking.  This structure would have approximately 347,340 square feet.  The 
project also includes public recreation enhancements such as a new small craft boat 
launch ramp facility at Mole B (including a boat hoist and a two-lane boat ramp with 
one-lane for trailered vessels and the other lane for both trailered vessels and hand 
launching), reconstruction of 60 boat slips within Basin 3 at the project site, 
improvements to Seaside Lagoon (which includes the opening of the lagoon to King 
Harbor as a protected beach), new parking facilities, expanded boardwalk along the 
water’s edge, enhanced open space, pedestrian and bicycle pathways, and new 
landscaping and lighting.  The project includes the reconstruction of the Sportfishing 
Pier with approximately 1,836 square feet of commercial use on the pier 

Proposed site improvements related to site connectivity and public access to and along 
the water include the establishment of a new pedestrian bridge across the Redondo 
Beach Marina/Basin 3 entrance, a new main street flanked by commercial uses and 
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public walkways would traverse the northern portion of the project site from north to 
south, approximately parallel to Harbor Drive, and the reconnection of Pacific Avenue.  

 I.2 Project Objectives 

The objectives of the project are as follows: 

 Optimize the full potential of approximately 36 acres of the Redondo Beach 
Waterfront by providing a distinctive high quality mixed-use environment to support 
the City's ongoing economic and recreational revitalization of the Waterfront, 
reducing seasonality, and renewing a source of pride for the community that honors 
Redondo Beach's rich history and family-friendly beach culture.  

 Reestablish a vibrant Waterfront destination that serves the local community and 
attracts residents and visitors by providing a viable and cohesive mix of distinctive 
first class water and landside amenities that support and augment a variety of year-
round coastal-oriented recreational opportunities.  

 Increase net financial return to provide for the repair and replacement of aging and 
obsolete infrastructure (e.g., Pier Parking Structure), improvements to operational 
on-site water quality, adaptation to address sea level rise, enhancement of public 
safety, public amenities, and an upgrade of the deteriorated visual character of the 
Waterfront.  

 Effectuate the goals and objectives of the City's Local Coastal Program, which 
provide for the development of up to 400,000 net new square feet of commercial 
development in the Waterfront area.  

 Leverage a public-private partnership that generates sufficient revenues to support a 
coordinated revitalization of the Waterfront. 

 Create a project with readily accessible and easily identifiable pedestrian 
connections, transit connections, and conveniently located parking facilities 
providing access by foot, bike, bus and car to a synergistic mix of commercial and 
recreational uses. 

 Restore and enrich the community's connection to the Waterfront by providing 
improved connectivity to and along the Waterfront via enhanced pedestrian, bicycle, 
and motorized vehicle access, including the completion of a missing link in the 
California Coastal Trail. 

 Continue to preserve the tidelands and submerged lands granted to the City of 
Redondo Beach for the benefit of all citizens of California for purposes consistent 
with the Public Trust Doctrine. 

I.3  Procedural Compliance with CEQA 
The City of Redondo Beach published a Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) on 
November 17, 2015 and a Final EIR on July 7, 2016 in compliance with CEQA 
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requirements.  The Final EIR has been prepared for the Waterfront Project in 
accordance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, as amended.  As allowed for in 
CEQA Guidelines § 15084(d)(2), the City of Redondo Beach retained a consultant to 
assist with the preparation of the environmental documents.  The City of Redondo 
Beach, acting as Lead Agency, has directed, reviewed and edited as necessary all 
material prepared by the consultant, and such material reflects the City of Redondo 
Beach’s independent judgment.  The key milestones associated with the preparation of 
the EIR are summarized below.  In addition, an extensive public involvement and 
agency notification effort was conducted to solicit input on the scope and content of the 
EIR and to solicit comment on the results of the environmental analysis presented in the 
Draft EIR.  In general, the preparation of the EIR included the following key steps and 
public notification efforts:  

 The Notice of Preparation/Initial Study (NOP/IS) for the Draft EIR was prepared 
and circulated pursuant to CEQA; having been published on June 19, 2014. 

 The review period for the NOP/IS took place from June 19 to July 21, 2014, 
with a scoping meeting/open house held on July 9, 2014.  Approximately 260 
comment letters on the NOP/IS were received.  This included a scoping 
meeting held on July 9, 2014. 

 The Draft EIR was published on November 17, 2015 and made available for a 
63-day public comment period, which ended on January 19, 2016. 

 The Draft EIR was made available for general public review at the following 
locations: 

o City Hall Community Development Department, 415 Diamond Street, 
Door "E" 

o City Clerk, 415 Diamond Street, Door "C" 
o The Redondo Beach Public Library Main Branch, 303 N. Pacific Coast 

Highway  
o The Redondo Beach Public Library North Branch, 2000 Artesia 

Boulevard 
o http://www.redondo.org (follow link to Waterfront on Home Page) 

 Three (3) Public Meetings to introduce the public to the Draft EIR and 
encourage public comment during the public and agency review period were 
held during the 63-day comment period, as follows: 

o Saturday, November 21, 2015 from 9:00 AM - 1:00 PM at the Crowne 
Plaza Hotel at 300 N. Harbor Drive, Redondo Beach, 

o Wednesday, December 9, 2015 from 6:00 PM - 9:00 PM at the City's 
Main Library, 403 N. Pacific Coast Highway (second floor), and 

o Saturday, January 9, 2016 from 9:00 AM - 1:00 PM at the Crowne Plaza 
Hotel at 300 N. Harbor Drive, Redondo Beach.   
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 The public meetings each included a presentation on the project, the results of 
the environmental analysis, and the opportunity to provide oral or written 
comments at the meeting. 

 The Redondo Beach Recreation and Parks Commission held a duly noticed 
public hearing on April 20, 2016 and provided their recommendations 
associated with the Waterfront Project.   

 The Redondo Beach Harbor Commission held a public workshop on the 
Waterfront Project entitlement process on May 9, 2016.  The Harbor 
Commission subsequently held a public hearing on June 13, 2016, wherein 
City staff introduced the Staff Recommended Alternative, provided additional 
information in the entitlement process, and additional information on small craft 
boat launch facility options.  This meeting was then continued to June 27, 
2016. 

 At the continued Harbor Commission meeting on June 27, 2016, responses 
were provided to comments received from the public and the Commission at 
the June 13, 2016 public hearing, and the proposed conditions of approval 
were discussed. 

  The Final EIR was completed on July 7, 2016 and includes: 
o  Chapter 1, Introduction, consisting of a summary of the contents of the 

Final EIR, a summary of the originally proposed project addressed in the 
Draft EIR, a summary of the Staff Recommended Alternative, and 
analysis of the Staff Recommended Alternative; 

o Chapter 2, Responses to Comments, consisting of a list of all 568 
different pieces of correspondence submitted to the City of Redondo 
Beach on the Draft EIR, each identified with the author’s or agency’s 
name and an alphanumeric reference number to their comment 
correspondence, along with written responses to the comments;   

o Chapter 3, Modification to the Draft EIR, identifying revisions to the Draft 
EIR that incorporate clarifications developed in response to comments 
on the Draft EIR; and 

 The Draft EIR in its entirety, including technical appendices. 

I.4   Certification 

CEQA Guidelines § 15090(a). Certification of the Final EIR  

(a) Prior to approving a project the lead agency shall certify that: 

(1) The Final EIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA; 
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(2) The Final EIR was presented to the decision-making body of the lead 
agency, and that the decision-making body reviewed and considered the 
information contained in the Final EIR prior to approving the project; and 

(3) The Final EIR reflects the lead agency's independent judgment and 
analysis. 

I.5 Environmental Impacts and Findings 
Pursuant to Public Resources Code § 21081 and CEQA Guidelines §15091, no public 
agency shall approve or carry out a project for which an EIR has been certified which 
identifies one or more significant effects on the environment that would occur if the 
project is approved or carried out unless the public agency makes one or more of the 
following findings with respect to each significant impact: 

1. Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which 
mitigate or avoid the significant effects on the environment. 

2. Those changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another 
public agency and have been, or can and should be, adopted by that other agency. 

3. Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including 
considerations for the provision of employment opportunities for highly trained 
workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or alternatives identified in the EIR. 

The City of Redondo Beach Harbor Commission (City) has made one or more of these 
specific written findings regarding each significant impact associated with the project.  
Those findings are presented below, along with a presentation of facts in support of the 
findings.  Concurrent with the adoption of these findings, the City adopts the Mitigation 
Monitoring Program for the Waterfront Project.  
The EIR evaluation included a detailed analysis of impacts in 14 environmental 
disciplines, analyzing the project and alternatives, including a No Project Alternative.  
The EIR discloses the environmental impacts expected to result from the construction 
and operation of the project.  Where possible, mitigation measures were identified to 
avoid or minimize significant environmental effects.  In addition, the applicant committed 
to implementing measures in order to reduce the direct and indirect impacts that will 
result from project activities.  The mitigation measures identified in the EIR are 
measures proposed by the lead agencies, responsible or trustee agencies or other 
persons that were not included in the project but could reasonably be expected to 
reduce adverse impacts if required as conditions of approving the project, as required 
by CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4(a)(1)(A).   

 I.5.1 Findings on Less than Significant Impacts 
Based on the issue area assessment in the Draft EIR, the City of Redondo Beach has 
determined that the project will have no impact or less than significant impacts for several 
issues as summarized in Table 1 below.  The rationale for the conclusion that no 
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significant impact would occur in each of the issue areas in the table is based on the 
discussion of these impacts in the detailed issue area analyses of the Draft EIR and 
Final EIR, including but not limited to the cumulative impacts evaluation, in Sections 3.1 
through 3.3 and Sections 3.5 through 3.14 of the Draft EIR, and further discussed in 
Sections 1.3.4.1 through 1.3.4.3 and Sections 1.3.4.5 through 1.3.4.14 of the Final EIR 
specific to the Staff Recommended Alternative, that were found to have no impact or 
less than significant impacts.  Significance criteria referenced below may include 
multiple sub-conclusions (e.g., for operation and construction), consequently, these 
thresholds may show up in multiple tables below. 
 

 
Table 1: Summary of Less Than Significant Impacts 

Environmental Impacts 
Aesthetics and Visual Resources 

AES-1:  The proposed project would not have a substantial adverse effect on a designated local 
valued view available to the general public 

AES-2:  The proposed project would not substantially degrade the existing visual character or 
quality of the site and its surroundings 

AES-3:  The proposed project would not create a new source of substantial light or glare that 
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area 

Air Quality 

AQ-1:  Operation of the proposed project would not violate an ambient air quality standard or 
contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation 

AQ-2:  The proposed project would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations 

AQ-3:  The proposed project would not create objectionable odors during construction that 
affects a substantial number of people 

Biological Resources 

BIO-2:  The proposed project would not have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian 
habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, or 
regulations, or by CDFW or USFWS 

BIO-5:  The proposed project would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting 
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance 

Geology and Soils 

GEO-1:  The proposed project would not expose people or structures to potential substantial 
adverse effects including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known 
earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map 
issued by the state geologist for the area or based on other substantial evidence of a known 
fault, strong seismic ground shaking, or seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction. 

GEO-2:  The proposed project would not result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil 
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Table 1: Summary of Less Than Significant Impacts 

Environmental Impacts 

GEO-3:  The proposed project would not result in a significant impact due to on-site or off-site 
lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, corrosiveness, or collapse due to being located on 
a geologic unit or soil that is unstable or that would become unstable as a result of the project. 

GEO-4:  The proposed project would not create substantial risks to life or property due to the 
presence of expansive soil, as defined in the California Building Code 

Greenhouse Gases 

GHG-1:  The proposed project would not generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, 
that may have a significant impact on the environment. 

GHG-2:  The proposed project would not conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

HAZ-1:  The proposed project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release 
of hazardous materials into the environment during construction. 

HAZ-2:  The proposed project would be located on a site that is included on a list of hazardous 
materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5, but is not expected to 
create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 

HAZ-3:  The proposed project would not impair implementation of or physically interfere with an 
adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

HWQ-1:  The proposed project would not violate water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements or otherwise substantially degrade water quality. 

HWQ-2:  The proposed project would not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the 
site or area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner that 
would result in substantial erosion or siltation, or substantially increase the rate or amount of 
surface runoff in a manner that would result in flooding on-site or off-site. 

HWQ-3:  The proposed project would not create or contribute runoff water that would exceed the 
capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional 
sources of polluted runoff that would require or result in the construction of new storm water 
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects not already addressed as part of the proposed project. 

HWQ-4:  The proposed project would not create or place structures within a 100-year flood 
hazard area such that flood flows would be impeded or redirected or expose people or 
structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding. 

HWQ-5:  The proposed project would expose people and structures to substantial risk 
associated with inundation by mudflow 

Land Use and Planning 

LUP-1:  The proposed project would not conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or 
regulation (including, but not limited to, the general plan, local coastal program, or zoning 
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Table 1: Summary of Less Than Significant Impacts 

Environmental Impacts 
ordinance) and would not result in a physical change to the environment not already addressed 
in the other resource chapters of this EIR. 

Noise 

NOI-1:  The proposed project would not expose sensitive receptors to a generation of noise 
levels in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or 
applicable standards of other agencies. 

Public Services 

PBS-1:  The proposed project would not result in substantial adverse physical impacts 
associated with the construction of new or physically altered fire protection facilities (i.e., fire 
stations), the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts not already 
addressed as part of the proposed project, in order to maintain adequate services 

PBS-2:  The proposed project would not result in substantial adverse physical impacts 
associated with the construction of new or physically altered police protection facilities (including 
land-based and maritime police protection/law enforcement), the construction of which could 
cause significant environmental impacts not already addressed as part of the proposed project , 
in order to maintain adequate services 

Recreation 

REC-1:  The proposed project would not increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional 
parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility 
would occur or be accelerated. 

REC-2:  The proposed project would not include recreational facilities or require the construction 
or expansion of recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the 
environment not already addressed as part of the proposed project. 

Traffic and Transportation 

TRA-1:  The project would not exceed the applicable significance threshold relative to parking. 

TRA-2:  The project would not conflict with an applicable congestion management program. 

Utilities 

UTL-1:  The proposed project would not exceed the capacity of local wastewater infrastructure 
and result in the construction of new infrastructure that could cause significant environmental 
impacts not already addressed as part of the proposed project. 

UTL-2:  The proposed project would not exceed existing potable water supplies, entitlements 
and resources, or require and result in new and expanded entitlements. 

UTL-3:  The proposed project would not result in a net increase in project-related solid waste 
generation that could not be accommodated by existing or permitted regional landfills or other 
disposal facilities, or conflict with solid waste policies and objectives intended to help achieve 
federal, state or local waste statutes and regulations. 

UTL-4:  The proposed project would not exceed the capacity of electricity or natural gas 
transmission facilities and result in the construction of new infrastructure that could cause 
significant environmental impacts not already addressed as part of the proposed project 
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I.5.2 Findings on Significant Environmental Impacts That Can Be Reduced 
to a Less than Significant Level 
The City finds that the following environmental impacts, as summarized in Table 2 
below and further discussed thereafter, can and will be mitigated to below a level of 
significance based upon the implementation of the mitigation measures in the EIR.  
These findings are based on the discussion of impacts in the detailed issue area 
analyses, as well as the cumulative impacts evaluation, in Sections 3.3, 3.4, 3.8, and 
3.13 of the Draft EIR, and further discussed in Sections 1.3.4.3, 1.3.4.4, 1.3.4.8, and 
1.3.4.13 of the Final EIR specific to the Staff Recommended Alternative.  An 
explanation of the rationale for each finding is presented in the discussion below the 
summary table.  Additional details on the timing and implementation of the mitigation 
measures described below are included in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program (“MMRP”) which has been adopted concurrently with these findings. 
 

Table 2: Summary of Impacts that Can be Reduced to Less Than Significant With Mitigation 

Environmental Impacts Without 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures to Reduce Impacts to Less Than 
Significant 

Biological Resources 

BIO-1:  The proposed project could 
have a substantial adverse impact, 
either directly or through habitat 
modifications, on any species 
identified as a candidate, sensitive, 
or special-status species in local or 
regional plans, policies, or 
regulations, or by CDFW or 
USFWS, or any species that meets 
the criteria for endangered, rare, or 
threatened in CEQA Guidelines 
15380 

MM BIO-1: Protection of Marine Mammals During 
Construction:  Pile-driving could result in Level B harassment 
that leads to avoidance behavior by marine mammals.  
Therefore, a Level B (harassment) safety zone shall be 
established around the pile-driving site and monitored for marine 
mammals as shown in Table MM BIO-1 below.  The Level B 
radius is based on the estimated safe distance for installation of 
piles proposed for use in the project and is adequate to ensure 
that pinnipeds would not be exposed to Level B harassment 
sound levels.  The safety zone varies by pile size and hammer 
type.  Because the noise levels anticipated under this analysis 
are based on measured values from multiple different projects, 
the protective buffer has been increased by 20 percent to 
address inherent variability.  The buffers are to be applied using 
direct straight line exposure thus barriers that create an acoustic 
shadow (e.g., a jetty or breakwater) separating the noise 
generation from mammal receptors would eliminate the buffer 
requirement.  
 
The pile-driving site will move with each new pile; therefore, the 
safety zones shall move accordingly.  Prior to commencement of 
pile-driving, a qualified marine mammal observer on shore or by 
boat shall survey the safety zone to ensure that no marine 
mammals are seen within the safety zone before pile-driving of a 
pile segment begins.  If a marine mammal is observed within the 
safety zone during pile-driving operations, pile driving shall be 
delayed until the marine mammal moves out of the safety zone.  
If a marine mammal remains within the zone for at least 15 
minutes before pile-driving commences then pile-driving may 
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Table 2: Summary of Impacts that Can be Reduced to Less Than Significant With Mitigation 

Environmental Impacts Without 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures to Reduce Impacts to Less Than 
Significant 

commence with a “soft start” to warn mobile aquatic species to 
leave the area.  
 

Table MM BIO-1: Pile Driving Safety Zone Buffer By Pile Type and Pile Driving Method 

Project Element 
Pile Type Pile Driving Methods 

Level B 
(160 dBRMS) Distance 
(meters) 

Level B 
Buffer 
(160 dBRMS) Distance 
(meters) + 20 Percent 

Horseshoe Pier: 18-inch 
steel piles 

Vibratory hammer >12 and <16 63 ft (19 m) 

Pedestrian/Bicycle 
Bridge: 14-18-inch steel 
piles 

Vibratory hammer >3 and <16 63 ft (19 m) 

Sportfishing Pier: 11-14-
inch wood or concrete 
piles 

Impact hammer 10 meters 39 ft (12 m) 

Small Craft Boat Launch 
Ramp: >18-inch concrete 
pile 

Impact hammer >14 meters 55 ft (17 m) 

Marina Reconstruction: 
16-inch concrete pile 

Impact hammer 13-18 meters 71 ft (22 m) 

dBRMS  - decibels Root Mean Square 
ft – feet 
m - meters 

 
If marine mammals enter the safety zone after pile driving of a 
segment has begun, pile driving will continue.  The qualified 
marine mammal observer shall monitor and record the species 
and number of individuals observed, and make note of their 
behavior patterns.  If the animal appears distressed, and if it is 
operationally safe to do so, pile-driving shall cease until the 
animal leaves the area.  Prior to the initiation of each new pile-
driving episode, the area will again be thoroughly surveyed by 
the qualified marine mammal observer. 
 
MM BIO-2: California Grunion:  Horseshoe Pier construction 
that could disturb the sandy beach under the pier structure shall 
be scheduled outside of the grunion spawning season (March to 
August), unless the applicant fulfills the following procedures:   
 
If construction overlaps the grunion spawning season, grunion 
monitoring shall be conducted prior to any sandy beach-
disturbing activity (check California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife [CDFW] website for spawning events as spawning 
events occur bi-weekly).  If no grunion are observed, 
construction may proceed.  If spawning occurs within the work 
area and is of a Walker Scale1 2 or higher, work shall not be 
performed if it would disrupt the high spawning beach used by 
grunion.  Work shall be deferred until after the next spring tide 
series when eggs would be expected to hatch and larval fish 
would return to the water.  However, construction can continue 
where work would not overlap with grunion spawning locations. 
 
1 The Walker Scale for assessment of California Grunion (Leuresthes tenuis) spawning runs, developed by 
K. Martin, M. Schaadt and S. Lawrenz-Miller, is named for Boyd Walker, whose pioneering research 
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Table 2: Summary of Impacts that Can be Reduced to Less Than Significant With Mitigation 

Environmental Impacts Without 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures to Reduce Impacts to Less Than 
Significant 

provided the scientific basis for understanding the periodicity of L. tenuis spawning runs in California. Scale 
increases exponentially with greater numbers of fish, greater area involved, and increased duration of the 
run. 

BIO-3:  The proposed project 
could have a substantial adverse 
effect on federally protected waters 
or wetlands as defined by Section 
404 of the Clean Water Act 
(including, but not limited to, 
marshes, vernal pools, coastal 
wetlands, etc.) through direct 
removal, filling, hydrological 
interruption, or other means 

MM BIO-4: Fill in Waters of the U.S.:  The applicant shall 
comply with U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Clean 
Water Act and Rivers and Harbors Act permitting requirements.  
Prior to issuance of construction permits for the in-water 
elements of the proposed project, the applicant shall 
demonstrate that any required permits such as Clean Water Act 
Section 404 permit, Section 401 Water Quality Certification, 
and/or Rivers and Harbors Act Section 10 permit have been 
obtained.  If it is determined that fill of waters of the United 
States would result from implementation of the proposed project, 
authorization for such fill shall be secured through the Section 
404 and/or Section 10 permitting process.  The net amount of 
Waters of the United States that would be removed during 
project implementation shall quantified and replaced or 
rehabilitated in accordance with the USACE mitigation 
guidelines.  If required in compliance with permit requirements, 
mitigation shall be implemented that includes one of the 
following: avoidance, impact minimization, and/or compensatory 
mitigation.  Subject to agency coordination and permit 
requirements,  compensatory mitigation may consist of (a) the 
enhancement of marine habitat associated with the opening of 
Seaside Lagoon to the waters of King Harbor or other marine 
resource restoration, establishment, enhancement, and/or 
preservation activity within King Harbor or elsewhere Santa 
Monica Bay ; (b) obtaining credits from a mitigation bank; and/or 
(c) making a payment to an in-lieu fee program that will conduct 
wetland, marine, or other aquatic resource restoration, creation, 
enhancement, or preservation activities. Any required 
compensatory mitigation or other mitigation shall be 
implemented as set forth in the permits. 
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Table 2: Summary of Impacts that Can be Reduced to Less Than Significant With Mitigation 

Environmental Impacts Without 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures to Reduce Impacts to Less Than 
Significant 

BIO-4:  Construction activities 
associated with the proposed 
project could interfere substantially 
with the movement of any native 
resident or migratory fish or wildlife 
species, or with established native 
resident or migratory wildlife 
corridors, or impede the use of 
native wildlife nursery sites 

MM BIO-2: California Grunion:  Horseshoe Pier construction 
that could disturb the sandy beach under the pier structure shall 
be scheduled outside of the grunion spawning season (March to 
August), unless the applicant fulfills the following procedures:   
 
If construction overlaps the grunion spawning season, grunion 
monitoring shall be conducted prior to any sandy beach-
disturbing activity (check California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife [CDFW] website for spawning events as spawning 
events occur bi-weekly).  If no grunion are observed, 
construction may proceed.  If spawning occurs within the work 
area and is of a Walker Scale1 2 or higher, work shall not be 
performed if it would disrupt the high spawning beach used by 
grunion.  Work shall be deferred until after the next spring tide 
series when eggs would be expected to hatch and larval fish 
would return to the water.  However, construction can continue 
where work would not overlap with grunion spawning locations. 
 
1 The Walker Scale for assessment of California Grunion (Leuresthes tenuis) spawning runs, developed by 
K. Martin, M. Schaadt and S. Lawrenz-Miller, is named for Boyd Walker, whose pioneering research 
provided the scientific basis for understanding the periodicity of L. tenuis spawning runs in California. Scale 
increases exponentially with greater numbers of fish, greater area involved, and increased duration of the 
run. 
 

Cultural Resources 

CUL-2:  Construction of the 
proposed project could cause a 
substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological 
resource. 

MM CUL-4: Phase I Archaeological Work:  A Phase I 
archaeological evaluation shall be conducted in association with 
excavation activities (either prior to or during excavation) of the 
northeast and southern edges of the project site as shown on 
Figure 3.4-5 Phase I Archaeological Mitigation Area of the 
Waterfront Draft EIR.  The Phase I archaeological evaluation 
shall be conducted with a backhoe, two supervising 
archaeologists, and a Native American monitor.  The 
archaeologist in charge shall meet or exceed the qualifications 
set by the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines 
as published in the Code of Federal Regulations, 36 CFR Part 
61.  If resources are determined to be present, then an 
evaluation of their significance would be undertaken, and if 
feasible, the archaeological resources shall be preserved in 
place.  If preservation in place is infeasible, a Data Recovery 
Plan shall be prepared and implemented that includes, 
treatment, recordation and/or curation consistent with the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for 
Archaeology and Historic Preservation.  Once a decision has 
been made to recover archeological information through the 
naturally destructive methods of excavation, a research design 
and data recovery plan based on firm background data, sound 
planning, and accepted archeological methods should be 
formulated and implemented.  Data recovery and analysis 
should be accomplished in a thorough, efficient manner, using 
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Table 2: Summary of Impacts that Can be Reduced to Less Than Significant With Mitigation 

Environmental Impacts Without 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures to Reduce Impacts to Less Than 
Significant 

the most cost- effective techniques practicable.  A responsible 
archeological data recovery plan should provide for reporting 
and dissemination of results, as well as interpretation of what 
has been learned so that it is understandable and accessible to 
the public.  The data recovery plan shall be grounded in and 
related to the priorities established by the local historic 
preservation commission plans and the needs of other City 
Departments (such as the Waterfront and Economic 
Development Department).  Appropriate arrangements for 
curation of archeological materials and records shall be made. 

CUL-3:  Construction of the 
proposed project could directly or 
indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource. 

MM CUL-5: Potential to Encounter Unknown Paleontological 
Resources:  Prior to excavation activities, a qualified 
paleontologist (i.e., a paleontologist with an M.S. or Ph.D. 
degree in paleontology or geology and be familiar with 
paleontologic salvage or mitigation procedures and techniques) 
shall examine final design construction plans and bore logs of 
the project site to determine if potentially fossiliferous strata 
underlying the site would be encountered by excavation and, if 
so, what level of paleontologic monitoring should be 
implemented during excavation.  If it is determined that such 
strata would be encountered by excavation, the paleontologist 
shall develop a written storage agreement with a recognized 
museum repository such as the Natural History Museum of Los 
Angeles County (LACM) regarding the permanent storage and 
maintenance of any remains that might be recovered as a result 
of implementing these mitigation measures.  If warranted, the 
paleontologist shall be present at a preconstruction meeting to 
consult with appropriate City of Redondo Beach and 
Construction Contractor staff.  During the meeting, the 
paleontologist shall conduct an employee environmental 
awareness training session for all personnel who will be involved 
with excavation.  If it is determined that monitoring is necessary, 
a paleontologic monitor shall be on site to inspect new 
exposures created by excavation once that earth-moving activity 
has reached a depth of five feet below the current ground 
surface in areas underlain by Holocene beach sediments, but at 
any depth when excavation involves lagoonal deposits or 
Pleistocene marine deposits.  Monitoring will allow for the 
recovery of fossil remains that might be uncovered by 
excavation.   

If fossil remains are discovered, the monitor will recover them 
and record associated specimen and locality data. If necessary, 
excavation at the fossil locality will be halted or diverted 
temporarily around the locality until the remains have been 
recovered. The paleontologic monitor will be equipped to allow 
for the timely recovery of such remains. If necessary to reduce 
the potential for a delay of excavation, additional personnel will 
be assigned to the recovery of an unusually large or productive 
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Table 2: Summary of Impacts that Can be Reduced to Less Than Significant With Mitigation 

Environmental Impacts Without 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures to Reduce Impacts to Less Than 
Significant 

fossil occurrence. Following the discovery of the remains, 
monitoring will be raised to full time when excavation involves 
the fossil-bearing unit and full-time monitoring is not already in 
effect. On the other hand, if too few or no fossil remains have 
been found once 50 percent of the area comprising a particular 
rock unit has been excavated, the Principal Paleontologist can 
recommend that monitoring be reduced.   

Recovered fossil remains will be prepared to the point of 
identification, identified to the lowest taxonomic level possible by 
knowledgeable paleontologists, and curated and cataloged in 
compliance with designated museum repository requirements.  
All curation is assumed to meet the standards identified in 36 
CFR 79.9, and specifically set forth by the Department of Interior 
- Museum Property Handbook, DM 411, which is the standards 
that must be meet for facilities that house federally owned 
museum collections.  The entire fossil collection (along with 
associated specimen data and corresponding geologic and 
geographic locality data and copies of pertinent field notes, 
photos, and maps) will be transferred to the repository for 
permanent storage and maintenance. Associated specimen data 
and corresponding geologic and geographic locality data will be 
archived at the repository and, along with the fossil specimens, 
will be made available to paleontologists for future study. 

A final report of findings that summarizes the results of the work 
conducted under these mitigation measures will be prepared by 
the Principal Paleontologist and submitted to the City of 
Redondo Beach. A copy of the report will be filed at the museum 
repository. Submission of the report will signify completion of the 
mitigation program. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

HWQ-5:  The proposed project 
would expose people and 
structures to substantial risk 
associated with inundation by sea 
level rise 

MM HWQ-3: Sea Level Rise Adaption Plan:  The Applicant 
shall every 10 years from the first Certificate of Occupancy 
issued for the proposed project, review information from the 
National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration’s 
(NOAA) tide measurement at the Santa Monica tide gauge and 
the recorded sea level rise trend, as well as pertinent literature 
that updates the sea level rise trend, to determine if sea level 
rise at the project site is trending toward the high, mid-level or 
low projections recommended by the Californian Ocean 
Protection Council (COPC).  If the review of information shows 
that trend is consistent with the high projections of the COPC, 
then the Applicant shall design and implement a supplemental 
feature, such as a parapet adaptation to (and on top of) the 
proposed recurved splash wall or a raised splash wall to 
respond to sea level rise under the high projection trend (see 
Figure 3.8-17 of the Waterfront Draft EIR).  If the future sea 
level rise shows an accelerating trend, the construction of such 
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Table 2: Summary of Impacts that Can be Reduced to Less Than Significant With Mitigation 

Environmental Impacts Without 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures to Reduce Impacts to Less Than 
Significant 

adaptations may then be implemented at an appropriate time in 
the future. 

Traffic and Transportation 

TRA-1:  The proposed project 
could exceed the applicable 
significance thresholds 

MM TRA-1: Valley Drive/Francisca Avenue & Herondo Street 
(Intersection 6) – City of Hermosa Beach:  A traffic signal 
would be installed at this intersection for which the project 
Applicant would provide fair share funding.   
 
MM TRA-2:  Pacific Coast Highway & Herondo/Anita Street 
(Intersection 7):  An additional westbound and eastbound 
through lane would be added.  For the westbound approach, the 
center-raised median would be narrowed or eliminated.  The two 
westbound left turn lanes would be shifted to the south to 
accommodate the additional westbound through lane.  An 
additional westbound receiving lane would be added extending 
for a minimum of half a block length to the west of Intersection 7.  
The additional eastbound through lane would need to extend for 
a minimum of half the block length to the west of Intersection 7.  
The on-street angled parking on Herondo Street conflicts with 
the additional eastbound and westbound lane, and will require 
their removal.  Parking will be replaced at 1:1 ratio to the 
satisfaction of the City Engineer, which could include, but not be 
limited to, off-street parking at the Triton Site, which is located 
northwest of Portofino Way and Harbor Drive, and/or parking at 
the project site over and above the ULI Parking Demand of 
2,147 parking spaces.  In addition, the on-street bike lanes 
would be shifted from their current location, but can be 
accommodated with the addition of the two through lanes.  
 
MM TRA-3: Pacific Coast Highway & Catalina Avenue 
(Intersection 10):  One additional eastbound left turn lane would 
be added to provide two left turn lanes onto Pacific Coast 
Highway northbound.  The intersection would also be restriped 
to provide one shared left-right lane, for a total of three lanes on 
the eastbound approach.   
 
MM TRA-4: Pacific Coast Highway & Beryl Street 
(Intersection 19):  Add a southbound dedicated right-turn lane.  
This additional lane would encroach into the existing sidewalk 
right-of-way of the Gertruda Avenue cul-de-sac, and require the 
removal of mature trees that line the western side of the street.  
The sidewalk would need to be reconstructed to the west of its 
current location, which would narrow the end of the cul-de-sac. 
 
MM TRA-5: Pacific Coast Highway & Torrance Boulevard 
Avenue (Intersection 26):  A northbound and an eastbound 
right-turn lane would be added at this intersection to mitigate the 
project's impact.  The northbound right-turn lane is an approved 
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Table 2: Summary of Impacts that Can be Reduced to Less Than Significant With Mitigation 

Environmental Impacts Without 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures to Reduce Impacts to Less Than 
Significant 

project identified as mitigation from a prior project in the City, 
and therefore, the Applicant would provide a fair share 
contribution for these improvements.  The eastbound right-turn 
lane would be fully-funded by the proposed project.  The 
eastbound right-turn lane can be accommodated through 
restriping the outer eastbound lane on Torrance Boulevard, 
which measures 24 feet.   
 
MM TRA-6: Pacific Coast Highway & Palos Verdes Drive 
(Intersection 36):  Add a southbound right-turn lane.  The 
project Applicant shall provide a fair share percentage of 
contribution to this mitigation measure along with other 
development projects that would impact this intersection. 
 
 

 Biological Resources 
Impact BIO-1:  The proposed project could have a substantial adverse impact, 
either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species identified as a 
candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in local or regional plans, policies, 
or regulations, or by CDFW or USFWS, or any species that meets the criteria for 
endangered, rare, or threatened in CEQA Guidelines 15380 
Marine Mammals 
Marine mammals, including harbor seal, and California sea lion, have the potential to 
occur in the project area.  As part of the project, pier piles are proposed to be set at a 
number of locations using a number of driving methodologies.  Noise and vibration 
associated with pile driving activities could result in harassment of marine mammals that 
are present in the immediate area from the piles.  Such harassment is anticipated to 
result in avoidance behavior rather than injury to the animals.  During construction, 
marine mammals would be expected to voluntarily move away from the area due to the 
presence of noise and human activity.  However, if they are present during construction, 
there would be potential for impacts related to mortality or injury from contact with 
construction equipment.  In addition, potential effects, including behavioral effects and 
effects on hearing, could occur from the noise of pile driving activities if marine 
mammals are nearby.  Such effects would be a significant impact. 
The pile-driving site will move with each new pile; therefore, the safety zones shall move 
accordingly.  Prior to commencement of pile-driving, a qualified marine mammal 
observer on shore or by boat shall survey the safety zone to ensure that no marine 
mammals are seen within the safety zone before pile-driving of a pile segment begins.  
If a marine mammal is observed within the safety zone during pile-driving operations, 
pile driving shall be delayed until the marine mammal moves out of the safety zone.  If a 
marine mammal remains within the zone for at least 15 minutes before pile-driving 
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commences then pile-driving may commence with a “soft start” to warn mobile aquatic 
species to leave the area. If marine mammals enter the safety zone after pile driving of 
a segment has begun, pile driving will continue.  The qualified marine mammal observer 
shall monitor and record the species and number of individuals observed, and make 
note of their behavior patterns.  If the animal appears distressed, and if it is 
operationally safe to do so, pile-driving shall cease until the animal leaves the area.  
Prior to the initiation of each new pile-driving episode, the area will again be thoroughly 
surveyed by the qualified marine mammal observer.  
Implementation of mitigation measure MM BIO-1, presented in Table 2 above, will 
establish a harassment safety zone to keep marine mammals a safe distance from pile 
driving activities.  Each pile-driving site will move with each new pile; therefore, the 
safety zones shall move accordingly.  Prior to commencement of pile-driving, a qualified 
marine mammal observer on shore or by boat shall survey the safety zone to ensure 
that no marine mammals are seen within the safety zone before pile-driving of a pile 
segment begins.  If a marine mammal is observed within the safety zone during pile-
driving operations, pile driving shall be delayed until the marine mammal moves out of 
the safety zone.  If a marine mammal remains within the zone for at least 15 minutes 
before pile-driving commences then pile-driving may commence with a “soft start” to 
warn mobile aquatic species to leave the area.  
Mitigation measure MM BIO-1 will mitigate the significant impact to marine mammals to 
a less than significant level. 
Finding. The City finds that changes or alterations have been incorporated into the 
project which mitigate significant effects on the environment from Impact BIO-1, as 
related to marine mammals.  Specifically, the mitigation measure MM BIO-1 presented 
in Table 2 above, and also found on pages 3.3-48 and 3.3-49 of the Draft EIR, is 
feasible and is adopted to mitigate significant effects from Impact BIO-1 to marine 
mammals to a less than significant level.  
Rationale for Finding. Implementation of the measures presented in MM BIO-1 will 
establish safety zones around pile-driving sites that are designed to keep marine 
mammals at a sufficient distance away from the subject activity so as to avoid 
significant impacts from noise/vibration-related harassment.  Additionally, MM BIO-1 
includes provisions for the subject areas to be surveyed by a qualified marine mammal 
observer prior to commencement of pile-driving activities to ensure that no marine 
mammals are within the safety zone or, if there is a marine mammal within the safety 
zone, that pile-driving activities be delayed or initiated in a manner that would warn 
mobile aquatic species to leave the area.  In light of such precautionary and protective 
measures, impacts to marine mammals will be reduced a less than significant level. 
Reference. Draft EIR and Final EIR, including but not limited to Draft EIR Section 3.3 and 
Final EIR Section 1.3.4.3. 
California Grunion 
Project-related construction activities at Horseshoe Pier within sandy beach habitat 
could result in direct impacts, including mortality or injury, to grunion if they are present 
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in the project area during their spawning season (March to August).  In addition, 
construction within spawning areas would result in physical harm or disturbance of eggs 
during the 10-day incubation period following spawning.  This would be a significant 
impact. 
Implementation of MM BIO-2, presented in Table 2 above, indicates that Horseshoe 
Pier construction under the pier structure will be scheduled to occur outside of the 
grunion spawning season (March to August).  If construction overlaps the grunion 
spawning season, grunion monitoring will be conducted prior to any sandy beach-
disturbing activity.  If no grunion are observed, construction may proceed.  If spawning 
occurs within the work area and is of a specified level (i.e., Walker Scale 2 or higher), 
work will not be performed if it would disrupt the high spawning beach used by grunion.  
Work will be deferred until after the next spring tide series when eggs would be 
expected to hatch and larval fish would return to the water; however, construction can 
continue where work would not overlap with grunion spawning locations.  
Mitigation measure MM BIO-2 will mitigate the significant impact related to California 
grunion to a less than significant level. 
Finding. The City finds that changes or alterations have been incorporated into the 
project which mitigate significant effects on the environment from Impact BIO-1, as 
related to California grunion.  Specifically, the mitigation measure MM BIO-2 presented 
in Table 2 above, and also found on page 3.3-49 of the Draft EIR, is feasible and is 
adopted to mitigate significant effects from Impact BIO-1, as related to California 
grunion to a less than significant level.  
Rationale for Finding. Implementation of the measures presented in MM BIO-2 will 
serve to schedule construction activities at Horseshoe Pier outside the grunion 
spawning season (i.e., avoid impacts) or, if construction activities overlap the spawning 
season, that field monitoring will occur to determine appropriate measures for avoiding 
significant disruption of grunion spawning.  In light of such precautionary and protective 
measures, impacts to California grunion will be reduced a less than significant level. 
Reference. Draft EIR and Final EIR, including but not limited to Draft EIR Section 3.3 and 
Final EIR Section 1.3.4.3 and Response to Comment AL001-5. 
Water Surface Cover 
The project would alter the amount of square footage of overwater structures that 
provide surface cover.  While the aquatic habitat still exists below an overwater 
structure (such as a bridge or a pier), surface cover reduces the amount of available 
open water foraging habitat for waterbirds, including special-status species such as 
California least tern, California brown pelican, and double-crested cormorant.  
Structures with high clearance above the water and few piles located within well-flushed 
environments (e.g., Horseshoe Pier and pedestrian bridge) would have less effects on 
limiting foraging habitat that structures that are at or near the water surface (small craft 
boat launch ramp). 
The original project proposal addressed in the Draft EIR development of a boat launch 
ramp facility at Mole C, which would result in an increase of approximately 2,700 square 
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feet of water surface cover including installation of boarding floats and gangways, which 
would be a significant impact; however, the impact could be mitigated to less than 
significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure MM BIO-3.  Under the Staff 
Recommended Alternative, development of the boat launch ramp facility would occur at 
Mole B instead of Mole C, which would reduce the amount of existing surface water 
coverage by approximately 4,760 through removal of existing docks and gangways 
associated with marina slips that would be replaced by the boat launch ramp facility.   
Finding. The City finds that changes or alterations have been incorporated into the 
project which mitigate significant effects on the environment from Impact BIO-1, as 
related to increased water surface cover. Specifically, the current proposal under the 
Staff Recommended Alternative to develop the boat launch ramp facility at Mole B 
instead of Mole C would completely avoid significant effects on the environment from 
Impact BIO-1, as related to increased water surface cover.  
Rationale for Finding. The nature, location, and conceptual design of the boat launch 
ramp facility at Mole B would result in a net reduction in existing water surface cover, 
compared to the proposal at Mole C, which calls for improvements extending into water 
areas and resulting in an increase in water cover.  
Reference. Draft EIR and Final EIR, including but not limited to Draft EIR Section 3.3 and 
Final EIR Section 1.3.4.3. 
Impact BIO-3:  The proposed project could have a substantial adverse effect on 
federally protected waters or wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean 
Water Act (including, but not limited to, marshes, vernal pools, coastal wetlands, 
etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means 
The existing Seaside Lagoon within the project site is an excavated and enclosed 
lagoon located inside King Harbor that was originally built in the 1950s as a recreational 
amenity.  It supports soft-bottom habitat and a sandy beach.  The lagoon is a non-tidal 
saltwater facility fed by a diversion of cooling water from the AES power plant.  As 
further described in Section 3.3.2.2 of the Draft EIR, the Seaside Lagoon is situated in 
an area that was historically open water and beach face prior to the construction of King 
Harbor that commenced in 1956.  When Seaside Lagoon and the moles in the harbor 
area were originally constructed, fills were placed in Traditionally Navigable Waters 
(TNW).  Historic photographs and portions of construction plans that have been 
obtained fail to identify whether Seaside Lagoon was ever completely filled (to the point 
of being terrestrial as opposed to water or wetland) prior to its being put into the present 
condition as a drain and fill controlled and seasonally operated sand bottom pool.  It is 
uncertain at this time whether the Seaside Lagoon is considered to be within Waters of 
the United States.  That determination is expected to occur during the federal permitting 
process for the in-water improvements associated with the project. 
With implementation of the project, permanent impacts to federally protected waters 
would include the placement of fill in areas where new pilings and breakwaters are 
installed.  In addition, permanent alteration of marine habitat types would occur with the 
installation of the proposed in-water project elements.  If the U.S. Army Corps of 
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Engineers (USACE) determines that Seaside Lagoon is jurisdictional waters, a net loss 
of jurisdictional marine habitat would occur, which is considered a significant impact.  If 
the USACE determine that Seaside Lagoon is not jurisdictional waters, the impact 
would be less than significant. 
If Seaside Lagoon is jurisdictional waters, the significant impacts would be reduced to 
less than significant by implementation mitigation measure MM BIO-4.  Specifically, MM 
BIO-4 requires compliance with USACE Clean Water Act and Rivers and Harbors Act 
permitting requirements that specifically address, and mitigate for, impacts to Waters of 
the United States.  If required in compliance with permit requirements, mitigation can 
include one of the following: avoidance, impact minimization, and/or compensatory 
mitigation.  Subject to agency coordination and permit requirements, compensatory 
mitigation may consist of (a) the enhancement of marine habitat associated with the 
opening of Seaside Lagoon to the waters of King Harbor or other marine resource 
restoration, establishment, enhancement, and/or preservation activity within King 
Harbor or elsewhere Santa Monica Bay; (b) obtaining credits from a mitigation bank; 
and/or (c) making a payment to an in-lieu fee program that will conduct wetland, marine, 
or other aquatic resource restoration, creation, enhancement, or preservation activities.   
Mitigation measure MM BIO-4 will mitigate the significant impact to federally protected 
waters, should the Seaside Lagoon be determined to be jurisdictional water, reducing 
the impact to a less than significant level. 
Finding. The City finds that changes or alterations have been incorporated into the 
project which mitigate significant effects on the environment from Impact BIO-3. 
Specifically, the mitigation measure MM BIO-4 presented in Table 2 above, and also 
found on page 3.3-57 of the Draft EIR, is feasible and is adopted to mitigate significant 
effects from Impact BIO-3.  
Rationale for Finding. The federal regulatory permitting process encompassed in MM 
BIO-4 is specifically designed and intended to address impacts to federally protected 
waters, which is the very subject of Impact BIO-3.  
Reference. Draft EIR and Final EIR, including but not limited to Draft EIR Section 3.3 and 
Final EIR Section 1.3.4.3 
Impact BIO-4: The proposed project could interfere substantially with the 
movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species, or with 
established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of 
native wildlife nursery sites. 
As noted above in the discussion of Impact BIO-3, there is the potential for California 
grunion spawning at the project site.  The construction activities associated with the 
Horseshoe Pier in water near the sandy beach has the potential to disturb the California 
grunion spawning if the grunion are present (spawning is between March to August).  
This impact would be significant.  
As also noted above, mitigation measure MM BIO-2 will mitigate to a less than 
significant level the project-related impact to grunion spawning. 



Exhibit B 

 

Page 21 

Finding. The City finds that changes or alterations have been incorporated into the 
project which mitigate significant effects on the environment from Impact BIO-4.  
Specifically, the mitigation measure MM BIO-2 presented in Table 2 above, and also 
found on page 3.3-49 of the Draft EIR, is feasible and is adopted to mitigate significant 
effects from Impact BIO-4.  
Rationale for Finding. Implementation of the measures presented in MM BIO-2 will 
serve to schedule construction activities at Horseshoe Pier outside the grunion 
spawning season (i.e., avoid impacts) or, if construction activities overlap the spawning 
season, that field monitoring will occur to determine appropriate measures for avoiding 
significant disruption of grunion spawning.  In light of such precautionary and protective 
measures, impacts to California grunion will be reduced a less than significant level.  
Reference. Draft EIR and Final EIR, including but not limited to Draft EIR Section 3.3 and 
Final EIR Section 1.3.4.3. 

 Cultural Resources 

Impact CUL-2:  Construction of the proposed project could cause a substantial 
adverse change in the significance of an unknown archaeological resource. 

Based on the observed modifications to the project area (i.e., existing buildings and 
other improvements) and in comparison with the surrounding area, it is likely that the 
majority of the project area has been mechanically modified (i.e. disturbed soil).  The 
only exceptions are in the northeast and southern edge of the project area where there 
is a potential for archaeological (prehistoric) deposits or unknown archaeological 
resources.   

Given the presence of previous structures in the project site and surrounding area, and 
the prehistoric resource adjacent to the project site, it is possible that unknown 
archaeological resources (including buried features or possible structural remnants) 
may be present within the project site.  Therefore, construction of the project within the 
northeastern and southeastern portions of the project site has the potential to have a 
substantial adverse change in the significance of an unknown archaeological resource.  
Based upon this potential, impacts are considered significant. 
Mitigation measure MM CUL-4 will mitigate potential impacts to archaeological 
resources, if encountered during construction, to a less than significant level. 
Finding. The City finds that changes or alterations have been incorporated into the 
project which mitigate significant effects on the environment from Impact CUL-2. 
Specifically, the mitigation measure MM CUL-4 presented in Table 2 above, and also 
found on page 3.4-69 of the Draft EIR, is feasible and is adopted to mitigate significant 
effects from Impact CUL-2.  
Rationale for Finding. Mitigation measure MM CUL-4 requires that a subsurface 
archaeological evaluation to be conducted prior to or during excavation of the northeast 
and southern edges of the project site to assess whether previously unknown 
archaeological resources are present.  The evaluation will be conducted by a team of 
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archaeologists and a Native American monitor.  If resources are determined to be 
present, an evaluation of their significance would be undertaken and, if feasible, the 
archaeological resources would be preserved in place.  If such preservation is not 
feasible, a Data Recovery Plan will be prepared and implemented, including measures 
consistent with the U.S. Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for 
Archaeology and Historic Preservation, as well as provisions responsive to the priorities 
established by local historic preservation plans and the needs of other City 
Departments.  The mitigation program set forth in MM CUL-4 will reduce impacts to 
archaeological resources, if encountered, to a less than significant level.  
Reference. Draft EIR and Final EIR, including but not limited to Draft EIR Section 3.4 and 
Final EIR Section 1.3.4.4. 

Impact CUL-3:  Construction of the proposed project could directly or indirectly 
destroy an unknown paleontological resource. 

Based on existing geotechnical information, in the northern portion of the project site, 
earth-moving activities would likely encounter artificial fill, beach deposits, and younger 
and older dune sand.  Excavation to an elevation of about seven feet for the northern 
parking structure would encounter only artificial fill, but might also encounter lagoonal 
deposits below the artificial fill.  In the southern portion of the project site, earth-moving 
activities would likely encounter artificial fill and beach sediments.  Excavation for the 
southern parking structure could also encounter Pleistocene marine deposits. 

Although no fossil remains and no previously recorded fossil locality have been 
documented from lagoonal deposits at the project site or area, there would be a 
potential for scientifically important fossil remains or previously unrecorded fossil locality 
in this rock unit to be encountered or lost due to project-related earth-moving activities 
that encounter these deposits.  Therefore, earth-moving activities, particularly 
excavation for the northern parking structure, have the potential to have an adverse 
effect on unknown paleontological resources; therefore, impacts are considered 
significant. 

Although there has been no previously recorded fossil at the project site, because fossil 
mollusk shell fragments have been recorded in Pleistocene marine deposits, there 
would be a potential for scientifically important fossil remains and previously unrecorded 
fossil localities in this rock unit to be encountered or lost due to project-related earth-
moving activities.  Therefore, in areas of Pleistocene marine deposits, earth-moving 
activities associated with construction of the project could have a substantial adverse 
change in the significance of an unknown paleontological resource, particularly 
excavation for the southern parking structure. 
Mitigation measure MM CUL-5 will mitigate potential impacts to paleontological 
resources, if encountered during construction, to a less than significant level. 
Finding. The City finds that changes or alterations have been incorporated into the 
project which mitigate significant effects on the environment from Impact CUL-3. 
Specifically, the mitigation measure MM CUL-5 presented in Table 2 above, and also 
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found on pages 3.4-71 and 3.4-72 of the Draft EIR, is feasible and is adopted to mitigate 
significant effects from Impact CUL-2.  
Rationale for Finding. Mitigation measure MM CUL-5 requires that a qualified 
paleontologist review final design construction plans and subsurface bore logs to 
determine if potentially fossiliferous strata underlying the site would be encountered 
during excavation and, if so, what level of paleontologic monitoring should be 
implemented during excavation.  Additional pre-construction/pre-excavation measures 
would also be undertaken by the paleontologist and, if determined necessary, a 
paleontologic monitor will be on-site to inspect new subsurface exposures created by 
excavation.  If fossil remains are discovered, the monitor will recover them and record 
associated specimen and locality data, and will follow-up with appropriate curation, 
documentation, and disposition of the remains, per the requirements of MM CUL-5.  The 
mitigation program set forth in MM CUL-5 will reduce impacts to paleontological 
resources, if encountered, to a less than significant level.  

Reference. Draft EIR and Final EIR, including but not limited to Draft EIR Section 3.4 and 
Final EIR Section 1.3.4.4. 

 Hydrology and Water Quality 

Impact HWQ-5:  The proposed project would expose people and structures to 
substantial risk associated with inundation by wave uprush or sea level rise 

With regard to wave uprush, the computed wave run-up elevation indicates an 
inundation depth of at least 0.3 feet flowing across the proposed boardwalk toward the 
landward end in the northern segment during a 25-year storm event.  Further, an 
upward splash could occur as the sea water runs up the steeper wall face of the 
concrete wall during storm conditions that coincide with king tides.  While the height of 
the water uprush cannot be precisely calculated, it is estimated that in extreme cases 
the splash could extend upwards of four feet.  The potential for overtopping that would 
occur in this location would not change with implementation of the project, and while 
risks would be localized and occur only during storm conditions when fewer people are 
likely to be present, there is a risk of injury or damage to structures to an increased 
number of site patrons and structures.  Thus, while the heights and frequency of wave 
overtopping would not change under the project, given the potential increase for injury 
and structural damage to occur, wave overtopping along this the boardwalk east of 
Horseshoe Pier is considered a significant impact.   

Sea level rise would not be affected by the project, and the raising of the northern 
portion would reduce the potential for hazards and damage associated with future sea 
level rise as compared to existing conditions.  However, sea level rise would increase 
the frequency and maximum elevation of wave uprush, and therefore, the areas within 
the project site that may be subject to inundation would increase compared to existing 
conditions.  With revitalization of the project site, including the net increase in building 
area, the desired increase in activities at, and patronage of, the project site, there is the 
potential that more people and structures would be subject to risks associated with 
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inundation as a result of sea level rise.  Therefore, should the projected high sea level 
rise occur in the future, the potential impacts are considered significant. 
Finding. The City finds that changes or alterations have been incorporated into the 
project which mitigate significant effects on the environment from Impact HWQ-5, as 
related to wave uprush and sea level rise. Specifically, the mitigation measures MM 
HWQ-2 and MM HWQ-3 presented in Table 2 above, and also found on page 3.8-77 of 
the Draft EIR, are feasible and are adopted to mitigate significant effects from Impact 
HWQ-5, as related to wave uprush and sea level rise.  
Rationale for Finding. Mitigation measures MM HWQ-2 requires that a four-foot high 
recurved splash wall be placed within the existing revetment at the seaward edge of the 
boardwalk to redirect up-rushed water back toward the ocean or other wave uprush 
protection that prevents inundation from occurring at the buildings and pedestrian 
boardwalk located landward of the northern portion of the Horseshoe (Municipal) Pier 
(just to the north and south of Kincaid’s restaurant) be installed, subject to California 
Coastal Commission recommendations and approval, prior to certificates of occupancy 
for the buildings.  Mitigation measure MM HWQ-3 requires the preparation of a seal 
level rise adaptation plan that includes periodic review of data related to current and 
projected trends in sea level rise and, if/as appropriate, the design and implementation 
of supplemental features such as a parapet adaptation to (and on top of) the proposed 
recurved splash wall or a raided splash wall to respond to sea level rise.  The mitigation 
requirements set forth in MM HWQ-2 and MM HWQ-3 will reduce exposure impacts 
related to wave uprush and sea level rise to a less than significant level.  

Reference. Draft EIR and Final EIR, including but not limited to Draft EIR Section 3.8 and 
Final EIR 1.3.4.8. 

 Traffic and Transportation 

Impact TRA-1:  Operation of the proposed project could exceed the applicable 
significance thresholds (Intersections). 

Development and operation of the project will result in an increase in the number of 
vehicle trips currently generated at the project site, including during the morning (AM) 
and afternoon (PM) peak commute travel hours.  Relative to the project-related changes 
to the operational characteristics of the signalized intersections under the Existing 
(2013) plus Project Condition scenario, as compared against those of the Existing 
(2013) Conditions scenario, the following intersections would be significantly impacted:  

  

Intersection 7 - PCH/Catalina Avenue & Herondo Street/Anita Street 

 Intersection 10 - PCH & Catalina Avenue 

 Intersection 19 - PCH & Beryl Street 
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 Intersection 26 - PCH & Torrance Boulevard 

 Intersection 36 - PCH & Palos Verdes Boulevard. 
The above signalized intersections would also be significantly impacted under the 
Cumulative plus Project Conditions (2019) scenario, as compared against the 
Cumulative Conditions (2019) without Project scenario.  Additionally, under this 
cumulative impacts scenario, the following unsignalized intersection would be 
significantly impacted: 

Intersection 6 - Valley Drive/Francisca Avenue & Herondo Street 
Mitigation measures MM TRA-1 through MM TRA-6 provide for specific improvements 
at each of the above intersections, which will reduce the project-related impacts to less 
than significant levels.    
Finding. The City finds that changes or alterations have been incorporated into the 
project which mitigate significant effects on the environment from Impact TRA-1, 
specifically as related to roadway intersections as identified in the Final EIR.  
Specifically, the mitigation measures MM TRA-1 through MM TRA-6 presented in Table 
2 above, and also found on pages 3.13-69 and 3.13-70 of the Draft EIR, are feasible 
and are adopted to mitigate significant effects from Impact TRA-1, as related to roadway 
intersections.  
It should be noted that while mitigation measures MM TRA-1 through MM TRA-6 are 
considered feasible and would reduce intersection impacts to levels that are less than 
significant, implementation of these mitigation measures lies within the jurisdiction of 
public agencies other than the City of Redondo Beach.  Consequently, the City further 
finds that the changes associated with MM TRA-1 are partially within the responsibility 
and jurisdiction of another agency and not completely within the jurisdiction of the City 
of Redondo Beach.  Such changes have been adopted by the City of Redondo Beach 
and can and should be adopted by the City of Hermosa Beach (for MM TRA-1), City of 
Torrance (for MM TRA-6), and Caltrans (for MM TRA-2 through MM TRA-6). 
Rationale for Finding. The significant impacts identified at these intersections were 
determined using quantitative evaluation methods such as the Intersection Capacity 
Utilization (ICU) method and the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) method, as 
described in Section 3.13.4.1.1 of the Draft EIR, which analyze “critical movements” 
within an intersection.  The traffic modeling conducted for the project analyzed how 
project-related trips would affect the operational characteristics of intersections within 
the traffic study area and where there was a reduction in operational efficiency that 
exceeded the thresholds presented in Section 3.13.4.2 of the Draft EIR, the impact was 
deemed to be significant.  Mitigation measures MM TRA-1 through MM TRA-6 delineate 
improvements specific to each of the six intersections that would be significantly 
impacted by project-related operational traffic.  The specified improvements pertain to 
the particular design, configuration, and operational characteristics of each intersection, 
and through intersection modifications such as lane design, turning movement controls, 
signal timing, and the like, serve to improve the overall operational efficiency of the 
intersection to the point where it no longer exceeds the applicable threshold of 
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significance.  Such is the case relative to Intersections 7, 10, 19, 26, and 36, which are 
existing signalized intersections that with the improvements specified in MM TRA-2 
through MM TRA-6 would experience a change in operational efficiency that would be 
less than significant, as reflected in Tables 3.13-23, -24, -25, -36, -37, and -38 in the 
Draft EIR.  Relative to Intersection 6, which is an unsignalized intersection that would be 
significantly impacted by project-related traffic; however, with the installation of a signal 
at that intersection, as required by MM TRA-1, the impact would be reduced to a less 
than significant level.   
The City further finds that the loss of boat slips does not constitute an adverse physical 
environmental impact and is a matter of convenience.  Additionally, while the Mole B 
facility would result in the removal of approximately 26 marina boat slips of various sizes 
within Basin 1 of the King Harbor Marina, King Harbor Marina has consistently had 
approximately 60 vacant boat slips in the marina since 2010.1  Therefore, a reduction in 
boat slips to accommodate a boat launch ramp facility would not reduce the recreational 
access to the harbor, further boat slips do not result in secondary environmental impacts, 
because these are subject to long term leases. 

Reference. Draft EIR and Final EIR, including but not limited to Draft EIR Section 3.13 
and Final EIR Section 1.3.4.13. 

I.5.3 Findings on Significant Environmental Impacts That Cannot Be 
Avoided or Reduced to a Less than Significant Level 
 
Based on the issue area assessment in the Draft EIR, the City has determined that the 
project will have significant impacts in the resource areas identified in Table 3 below 
and further discussed thereafter, and that these impacts cannot be avoided or reduced 
despite the incorporation of all feasible mitigation measures.  These findings are based 
on the discussion of impacts in the detailed issue area analyses and associated 
cumulative impacts evaluations in Sections 3.2, 3.4, 3.8, and 3.10 of the Draft EIR. For 
each significant and unavoidable impact identified below, the City has made a finding(s) 
pursuant to Public Resources Code § 21081.  An explanation of the rationale for each 
finding is also presented below in the discussion that follows Table 3. 

                                                           
1 Guthrie, Maryann. Public Testimony, Redondo Beach Harbor Commission Meeting, June 13, 2016. 
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Table 3: Summary of Unavoidable Significant Impacts 

Environmental Impacts Mitigation Measures That Would Reduce But Not Eliminate 
Significant Impacts 

Air Quality 

AQ-1:  Construction of the proposed 
project would violate an ambient air 
quality standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing or 
projected air quality violation  
(Construction emission associated 
with NOx and CO under existing and 
cumulative conditions) 

MM AQ-1:  Fleet Modernization for Construction Equipment:  
Prior to issuance of any Grading Permit, the City Engineer and the 
Chief Building Official shall confirm that the Grading Plan, Building 
Plans, and specifications stipulate that the construction contractor 
shall ensure that all off-road equipment with a horsepower greater 
than 50 horsepower (HP) be required to have USEPA certified Tier 4 
interim engines or engines that are certified to meet or exceed the 
NOx emission ratings for USEPA Tier 4 engines.  Any emissions 
control device used by the contractor shall achieve emissions 
reductions that are no less than what could be achieved by a Level 4 
diesel emissions control strategy for a similarly sized engine, as 
defined by CARB regulations.  During construction, the construction 
contractor shall maintain a list of all operating equipment in use on 
the project site for verification by the City’s Building and Safety 
Division.  The construction equipment list shall state the makes, 
models, and numbers of construction equipment on-site.  Equipment 
shall be properly serviced and maintained in accordance with the 
manufacturer’s recommendations.  Construction contractors shall 
also ensure that all nonessential idling of construction equipment is 
restricted to five minutes or less in compliance with California Air 
Resources Board’s Rule 2449.  These activities shall be verified by 
the Building and Safety Division during construction. 
 
MM AQ-2: Use of Low-VOC Coatings and Paints:  Prior to 
issuance of any Grading Permit, the City Engineer and the Chief 
Building Official shall confirm that the construction plans and 
specifications stipulate that all architectural coatings shall meet a 
volatile organic compound (VOC) content of 50 grams per liter (g/L) 
or less for interior coating and 100 g/L or less for exterior coatings.  
Use of low-VOC paints shall be verified by the Building and Safety 
Division during construction.  However, if the project is phased such 
that less square footage is coated on a daily basis, then coatings with 
higher VOC levels may be used over a longer period of time subject 
to South Coast Air Quality Management District standards. 

Cultural Resources 

CUL-1: The proposed project would 
cause a substantial adverse change 
in the significance of a historical 
resource under existing and 
cumulative conditions. 

MM CUL-1: Recordation:  Prior to the issuance of any project 
related demolition or grading permits, the applicant shall prepare 
comprehensive documentation of the significantly impacted historic 
resources the property, including all features previously identified as 
contributive to its historic character.  The project-specific historical 
resources identified as meeting the eligibility criteria for City of 
Redondo Beach Landmark designation (although there is no official 
designation) are:  
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Table 3: Summary of Unavoidable Significant Impacts 

Environmental Impacts Mitigation Measures That Would Reduce But Not Eliminate 
Significant Impacts 

• Sportfishing Pier (including buildings)  

• 208-210 Fisherman’s Wharf (Tony’s On The Pier and its companion 
building, Tony’s Hats ‘N Things)  

• Redondo Beach Pier Complex (includes the timber portion of the 
Horseshoe [Municipal] Pier and the Monstad Pier) 

The documentation shall be consistent with the requirements of 
Historic American Building Survey/Historic American Engineering 
Record/Historic American Landscape Survey (HABS/HAER/HALS) 
Level II, and shall conform with the applicable standards described in 
the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for 
Architectural and Engineering Documentation. 

HABS/HAER/HALS Level II documentation typically includes a written 
historical report accompanying photocopies of any existing 
architectural drawings and a set of large format (minimum 4” x 5” 
neg.) archival quality black and white photographs. The original 
documentation package shall be submitted to the City of Redondo 
Beach Community Development Department and Historical 
Commission for review.  The approved documentation package shall 
be submitted to the Community Development Department and City’s 
Historical Commission for curation, with copies distributed to the 
Redondo Beach Public Library and the Redondo Beach Historical 
Society Museum, where they shall be accessible to the public. 

MM CUL-2: Interpretive Program:  An interpretive program shall be 
developed to include an internet website that shall be of educational 
benefit to the public and illustrate the history and historic architecture 
of the historical resource through photographs, video, and oral history 
interviews collected from persons familiar with the history and historic 
functioning of the property.  Additionally, a permanent, on-site 
interpretive facility presenting the history of the property and 
incorporating HABS/HAER documentation, historical images, and 
salvaged elements of the historic property shall be created.  The 
interpretive program shall be coordinated with the City of Redondo 
Beach Community Development Department, in coordination with the 
City’s Historical Commission, and other agencies and organizations, 
as appropriate.  Integration of the interpretive program with existing 
programs, such as the Paths of History marker program, and the 
Redondo Beach Historical Society website is acceptable. 

MM CUL-3: Protection of the Monstad Pier During Construction:  
Prior to the issuance of demolition permits associated with the 
Horseshoe (Municipal) Pier element of the project, construction 
documents shall be reviewed and approved by a qualified 
preservation professional to ensure that the important historic 
character defining elements of the Monstad Pier are maintained.  To 
ensure that the Monstad Pier is not inadvertently damaged during 
construction, plans and specifications shall incorporate measures 
consistent with National Park Service guidance for temporary 
protection of historic structures (“Temporary Protection No. 3: 
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Table 3: Summary of Unavoidable Significant Impacts 

Environmental Impacts Mitigation Measures That Would Reduce But Not Eliminate 
Significant Impacts 

Protecting a Historic Structure during Adjacent Construction.” 
National Park Service, Technical Preservation Services, Washington, 
D.C., 2001).  These plans shall also be submitted to, and reviewed 
by, the City’s Historical Commission, pursuant to Redondo Beach 
Municipal Code Section 10-4.501. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

HWQ-5:  The proposed project 
would expose people and structures 
to substantial risk associated with 
inundation by seiche or tsunami 
under existing and cumulative 
conditions 

MM HWQ-1: Tsunami/Seiche Awareness Notification Program: 
The following shall be implemented on-site to reduce risks associated 
with tsunami:  

The following shall be implemented on-site to reduce risks associated 
with tsunami:  

1. Signage shall be provided throughout the project 
area, showing the designated tsunami emergency evacuation 
route.   

2. A public address system audible at both northern 
and southern locations of the site shall be installed and used 
to inform the public of evacuation order or emergency 
procedures in the event a tsunami warning or alert is issued.  
Contact information for the on-site management office with 
access to the public address system shall be provided to the 
Redondo Beach Fire Department and provided for inclusion 
in City tsunami preparation/emergency response procedure 
manuals.  

3. A tsunami evacuation map and a copy of any 
City tsunami preparation/emergency response procedure 
manuals shall be kept in the on-site management office at all 
times.  

4. Tsunami preparedness training shall be provided 
to on-site security personnel.  

5. Additional information, such as brochures and 
signage, promoting tsunami awareness and providing the 
website to the City’s emergency preparedness website shall 
also be made available at the project site. 

MM HWQ-2: Wave Uprush Protection:  A four-foot high recurved 
splash wall shall be placed within the existing revetment at the 
seaward edge of the boardwalk to redirect up-rushed water back 
toward the ocean (as shown in Figure 3.8-16 of the Waterfront Draft 
EIR), or other wave uprush protection that prevents inundation from 
occurring at the buildings and pedestrian boardwalk located landward 
of the northern portion of the Horseshoe (Municipal) Pier (just to the 
north and south of Kincaid’s restaurant) shall be installed, subject to 
California Coastal Commission recommendations and approval, prior 
to certificates of occupancy for the buildings. The top of the splash 
wall shall be level with the finished grade of the boardwalk. 
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Table 3: Summary of Unavoidable Significant Impacts 

Environmental Impacts Mitigation Measures That Would Reduce But Not Eliminate 
Significant Impacts 

Noise 

NOI-2:   Construction activities 
associated with the proposed project 
would expose sensitive receptors to 
or generation of excessive 
groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels under 
existing and cumulative conditions. 

MM NOI-1: Pile Driving Vibration:  Prior to approval of grading 
plans and/or prior to issuance of demolition, grading and building 
permits for construction activities involving the use of pile drivers 
(impact) within 55 feet of non-engineered timber and masonry 
structures/buildings or within 30 feet of structures/buildings 
constructed of reinforced-concrete, steel, or timber, and to the 
satisfaction of the City of Redondo Beach Building and Safety 
Division, the project applicant shall retain a Professional Structural 
Engineer to perform the following tasks: 

• Review the project plans for demolition and construction; 
• Investigate the area where pile driving is proposed to occur, 
including geological testing, if required; and 
• Prepare and submit a report to the Director of Building and 
Safety to include, but not be limited to, the following: 

 - Description of existing conditions at the subject area; 
 - Vibration level limits based on building conditions, soil 
conditions, and pile driving approach to ensure vibration 
levels would be below 0.2 in/sec for non-engineered timber 
and masonry buildings if nearby or 0.5 in/sec for structures 
or buildings constructed of reinforced-concrete, steel, or 
timber if nearby; and 
- Specific measures to be taken during pile driving to ensure 
the specified vibration level limits are not exceeded. 

NOI-3:  The proposed project would 
cause a substantial permanent 
increase in ambient noise levels in 
the project vicinity above levels 
existing without the project and in 
excess of the City’s standards under 
existing and cumulative conditions. 

No mitigation is available. 

NOI-4:   Construction activities 
associated with the proposed project 
would cause a substantial temporary 
or periodic increase in ambient noise 
levels in the project vicinity above 
levels existing without the project 
and in excess of the City’s standards 
under existing and cumulative 
conditions. 

MM NOI-2: Equipment Mufflers:  During all project construction, all 
construction equipment, fixed or mobile, shall be operated with closed 
engine doors, if so equipped, and shall include properly operating and 
maintained residential-grade mufflers consistent with manufacturers’ 
standards. 
  
MM NOI-3: Stationary Equipment: Stationary construction 
equipment (fixed equipment such as compressors, generator, fans, 
as well as idling vehicles, etc.) operating in proximity to noise 
sensitive receptors (i.e., residential structures) shall be placed a 
minimum of 50 feet away from such receptors so that emitted noise is 
naturally dissipated from the receptors. 
 
MM NOI-4: Equipment Staging Areas:  Equipment staging shall be 
located in areas that are shielded from and/or set back noise 
sensitive receptors, with a minimum of 50 feet separation between 
the sensitive receptor and the nearest edge of the staging area 
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Table 3: Summary of Unavoidable Significant Impacts 

Environmental Impacts Mitigation Measures That Would Reduce But Not Eliminate 
Significant Impacts 

 
MM NOI-5: Electrically-Powered Tools and Facilities:  Where 
available, electrical power from a grid connection shall be used to run 
air compressors and similar power tools and to power any temporary 
equipment. 
 
MM NOI-6: Sound Barriers:  Temporary sound barriers shall be 
installed and maintained by the construction contractor between the 
construction site and the residences to the east as needed during 
construction phases with high noise levels.  Temporary sound 
barriers shall consist of either sound blankets capable of blocking 
approximately 20 A-weighted decibels (dBA) of construction noise or 
other sound barriers/techniques such as acoustic padding or acoustic 
walls placed near the existing residential buildings to the east of the 
project site that would reduce construction noise by approximately 20 
dBA.  Barriers shall be placed such that the line-of-sight between the 
construction equipment and immediately adjacent sensitive land uses 
is blocked. 
 
MM NOI-ALT-1: Temporary Relocation of Liveaboards:  A 
temporary moorage location within King Harbor shall be provided to 
liveaboard vessels located within 150 feet of construction activities as 
needed during construction phases with high noise levels.  The need 
for relocation should be evaluated on a case-by-case basis 
considering the type of construction activities occurring, equipment 
being used, duration, and distance to the noise sensitive receptors. 

 Air Quality 
Impact AQ-1:  Construction of the proposed project would violate an ambient air 
quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
violation  
Construction activities associated with the project would generate air pollutant 
emissions from the following construction activities: (1) demolition, site preparation, 
grading, and excavation; (2) construction workers traveling to and from project site; (3) 
delivery and hauling of construction supplies to, and debris from, the project site; (4) fuel 
combustion by on-site construction equipment; (5) building construction; application of 
architectural coatings; and paving.  These construction activities would temporarily 
create emissions of dust, fumes, equipment exhaust, and other air contaminants.  The 
amount of emissions generated on a daily basis would vary, depending on the intensity 
and types of construction activities occurring simultaneously. 
As indicated in Table 3.2.9 of the Draft EIR the construction-related regional emissions 
would exceed the thresholds of significance for reactive organic gases (ROG), nitrogen 
oxides (NOx), and carbon monoxide (CO).  Specifically, peak daily ROG emissions in 
Construction Year 2017 would reach 199 pounds, exceeding the applicable threshold of 
75 pounds per day, peak daily NOx emissions in construction years 2017 and 2018 
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would reach 719 pounds and 173 pounds, respectively, exceeding the applicable 
threshold of 100 pounds per day, and peak daily CO emissions in construction year 
2017 would reach 736 pounds, exceeding the applicable threshold of 550 pounds per 
day.    
Mitigation measure MM AQ-1 sets forth the requirement that project construction 
contractor utilize off-road equipment, with diesel engines having more than 50 
horsepower, that are USEPA certified Tier 4 USEPA certified Tier 4 interim engines or 
engines that are certified to meet or exceed the NOx emission ratings for USEPA Tier 4 
engines.  Tier 4 engines represent the lowest emission diesel engines currently 
available for commercial use.  Also included in MM AQ-1 is the requirement that 
nonessential engine idling of construction equipment be limited to five minutes or less.   
Mitigation measure MM AQ-2 requires that all architectural coatings, such as paints, be 
low-VOC. 
As indicated in Table 3.2-11 of the Draft EIR, implementation of mitigation measures 
MM AQ-1 and MM AQ-2 would reduce construction-related ROG emissions to a less 
than significant level (i.e., 68 pound per day); however, emissions of NOx and CO would 
not be reduced to levels less than significant (i.e., mitigated peak NOx emissions would 
be 383 pounds per day in construction year 2017 and 130 pounds per day in 
construction year 2018, and mitigated peak CO emissions would be 697 pounds per 
day in construction year 2018). 
 
Findings.  

The City finds that changes or alterations have been incorporated into the project which 
mitigate significant effects on the environment from Impact AQ-1, as related to 
construction emissions.  Specifically, the mitigation measures MM AQ-1 and MM AQ-2, 
set forth above in Table 3 and also found on page 3.2-40 of the Draft EIR, are feasible 
and are adopted to mitigate significant effects from Impact AQ-1, as related to 
construction emissions.  However, even with implementation of these measures, signifi-
cant unavoidable impacts will occur as described above related to construction 
emissions for NOx and CO.  Therefore, the City finds that specific economic, legal, 
social, technological, or other considerations make it infeasible to reduce Impact AQ-1, 
as related to construction emissions, to a less than significant level. 
Rationale for Finding.  
Implementation of mitigation measures MM AQ-1 and MM AQ-2 will reduce 
construction-related ROG, NOx, and CO emissions to the extent feasible, which will 
reduce ROG emissions to a less than significant level, but not so for NOx and CO.  
Emissions of NOx and CO are primarily associated with the operation of heavy-duty 
diesel-powered construction equipment.  MM AQ-1 requires the use of the cleanest 
diesel engine type that is now commercially available, and includes restrictions on the 
operation of such engines (i.e., non-essential idling limited to no more than five 
minutes).  There are no other feasible technologies or construction operations aspects 
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that can be applied to further reduce those emissions and bring them to less than 
significant levels. 

Reference. Draft EIR and Final EIR, including but not limited to Draft EIR Section 3.2 
and Final EIR Section 1.3.4.2. 

 Cultural Resources 
Impact CUL-1: The proposed project would cause a substantial adverse change in 
the significance of a historical resource. 
Numerous structures, also referred to as “properties,” exist within the project site.  As 
detailed in Section 3.4 of the Draft EIR, the majority of those properties do not have 
historic significance and their demolition/removal as part of the project would not result 
in significant impacts to historic resources.  Three properties within the project side were 
determined to be of historic significance, including the Sportfishing Pier, buildings at 
208-210 Fisherman’s Wharf (i.e., Tony’s On The Pier, Tony’s Hats ‘N Things), and the 
Redondo Beach Pier Complex, as described below. 
Sportfishing Pier 

The Redondo Sportfishing Pier appears eligible for designation as a Redondo Beach 
landmark.  Specifically, for its association with the 1960s redevelopment of the Redondo 
Beach Harbor, a pattern of events which brought about a significant physical and 
economic transformation of the community.  The Redondo Sportfishing Pier (Polly’s 
Pier) has been the site of sportfishing excursions, boat rentals and rides, tackle and bait 
sales, along with harbor side dining at Polly’s on the pier, since the late 1960s.  The 
Sportfishing Pier also has local historical significance relative to being an intact 
representative example of a timber frame coastal fishing pier.  Implementation of the 
project would result in the complete reconstruction of the Redondo Sportfishing Pier and 
development of an 1,836-square foot commercial use on the pier.  As such, the 
Sportfishing Pier would no longer have its historic character, which would constitute a 
significant adverse impact to a potential historical resource.  
208-210 Fisherman’s Wharf (Tony’s On The Pier, Tony’s Hats ‘N Things)  

Tony’s On The Pier, or “Old Tony’s”, as it’s known, is perhaps the oldest feature 
remaining on the Horseshoe Pier.  The original one-story restaurant was established by 
owner Tony Trutanich in 1952.  Immediately popular with pier visitors, the restaurant’s 
success allowed Trutanich to be selected as a “master leaseholder” when King Harbor 
was developed in the 1960s.  Constructed on the pier around 1960-61, directly adjoining 
Tony’s restaurant on the southeast and also owned and operated by Tony Trutanich, 
was a shop that was called the Sea Spray Gift Shop.  Presently known as Tony’s Hats 
‘N Things, the shop also incorporated a variety of whimsical elements such as an 
exaggerated gabled entrance, scrolled vergeboards, and a roofline balustrade.  Tony’s 
On The Pier, with its companion structure, is eligible for designation as Redondo Beach 
local landmark as an excellent and intact example of 1960s era fantasy-themed 
commercial architecture.  The building is also eligible for local landmark listing for its 
association with its developer, Tony Trutanich, and is also significant for its association 
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with important patterns of events in Redondo Beach history.  Specifically, for its 
contribution to the popularity and success of the redeveloped pier during the era of 
waterfront renewal and expansion in Redondo Beach in the early to mid-1960s.  
Implementation of the project would result in the demolition of the Tony’s On The Pier 
and its companion structure.  This would constitute a significant adverse impact to a 
potential historical resource.   
Redondo Beach Pier Complex 

The “Redondo Beach Pier Complex” is composed of the Monstad Pier and the 
Municipal or “Horseshoe” Pier.  The Monstad Pier and the timber portion of the 
Horseshoe Pier share close similarities in their construction, both being wood frame, 
timber pile piers.  They are comparable in their dates of initial construction, being built 
within two years of each other, in 1926 and 1928, respectively.  Further, the two 
structures are physically joined together, and for roughly a third of their lengths appear, 
when viewed from the shore or from the pier deck, as a single monolithic structure.  
These factors indicate that it is, therefore, most appropriate that the two timber piers be 
considered as a combined resource, the Redondo Beach Pier Complex, when 
assessing historical significance.   
The piers serve as a reminder of the early days of wooden wharf and pier construction 
in the City and are a physical connection to the community’s past.  The early success of 
Redondo Beach was directly tied to its functioning as a port, supplying lumber shipped 
from the Pacific Northwest, and other goods, to the growing town and to the region.  
Redondo Beach once supported three timber framed wharfs, all active at the same time, 
and used by ships and the railroads to transport cargo, as well as by fishermen and 
weekend beach tourists alike.  Later, as shipping declined and use of the wharfs faded, 
pleasure piers replaced them and were among the City’s principal attractions, drawing 
tourists from throughout the region and beyond to Redondo Beach.  The surviving 
portion of the Horseshoe Pier and the Monstad Pier date to this period in Redondo 
Beach harbor history when beach tourists thronged to the waterfront on weekends and 
summer days to enjoy the many attractions along El Paseo, and enjoy a stroll or some 
angling out over the harbor’s waters on the piers.   
Implementation of the project would result in the demolition of the timber portion of the 
Horseshoe Pier and may result in direct impacts to the Monstad Pier in the area 
immediately adjacent to the connection between the two piers (potential impacts are 
associated with the demolition and reconstruction of the connecting platform and pier 
support systems and joints of the Horseshoe Pier where it connects with the Monstad 
Pier).  This would constitute a significant adverse impact to a historical resource. 
 
Mitigation measure MM CUL-1 requires that prior to issuance of demolition or grading 
permits, the applicant shall prepare comprehensive documentation of the property, 
including all features previously identified as contributive to its historic character.  The 
documentation shall be consistent with the requirements of Historic American Building 
Survey/Historic American Engineering Record/Historic American Landscape Survey 
(HABS/HAER/HALS) Level II, and shall conform with the applicable standards 
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described in the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for Architectural 
and Engineering Documentation.  The approved documentation package shall be 
submitted to the Community Development Department and City’s Historical Commission 
for curation, with copies distributed to the Redondo Beach Public Library and the 
Redondo Beach Historical Society Museum, where they shall be accessible to the 
public.  Mitigation measure MM CUL-2 requires that an interpretive program be 
developed to include an internet website that shall be of educational benefit to the public 
and illustrate the history and historic architecture of the historical resource through 
photographs, video, and oral history interviews collected from persons familiar with the 
history and historic functioning of the property.  Additionally, a permanent, on-site 
interpretive facility presenting the history of the property and incorporating HABS/HAER 
documentation, historical images, and salvaged elements of the historic property shall 
be created.  Mitigation measures MM CUL-1 and MM CUL-2 serve to document and 
memorialize the significant historic features of the project site, including those that 
would be removed or substantially altered as part of the project, such as the 
Sportfishing Pier, buildings at 208-210 Fisherman’s Wharf (i.e., Tony’s On The Pier, 
Tony’s Hats ‘N Things), and the Redondo Beach Pier Complex.  Additionally, MM CUL-
3 sets forth requirements to ensure that the important historic character defining 
elements of the Monstad Pier are maintained during constructions.  While the above 
mitigation measures will help maintain the memory and record of the historic features of 
the project site, they will not avoid the physical removal/loss or substantial alteration of 
the aforementioned historic properties. 
 
Findings.  

The City finds that changes or alterations have been incorporated into the project which 
mitigate significant effects on the environment from Impact CUL-1.  Specifically, the 
mitigation measures MM CUL-1 through MM CUL-3, set forth above in Table 3 and also 
found on pages 3.4-65 and 3.4-66 of the Draft EIR, are feasible and are adopted to 
mitigate significant effects from Impact CUL-1.  However, even with implementation of 
these measures, significant unavoidable impacts will occur as described above.  
Therefore, the City finds that specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other 
considerations make it infeasible to reduce Impact CUL-1 to a less than significant level. 
Rationale for Finding.  
The complete reconstruction of Sportfishing Pier and the demolition of the timber portion 
of the Horseshoe Pier, which includes the removal of Tony’s On The Pier and its 
companion building, and connects with the adjacent Monstad Pier, are essential 
elements of the project.  Avoidance, relocation, or partial retention of these resources is 
not possible due to the existing condition of these structures.  As detailed in Section 3.5 
Geology and Soils of the Draft EIR, inspections of the Sportfishing Pier and Horseshoe 
Pier found the condition of the pier structures to be in very poor condition and any 
attempt to repair or replace existing piles and decks was determined to require 
demolition of a portion of the existing buildings and decks to sufficiently expose the 
bottom and allow equipment to repair and replace the structures.  This essentially 
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translates to nearly total demolition and replacement of the existing piers and buildings 
(those on the Sportfishing Pier and Tony’s On The Pier), which would result in removal 
or alteration to these potentially historical resources; therefore, a significant unavoidable 
impact would occur to Sportfishing Pier, Tony’s On The Pier and its companion building, 
and the Redondo Beach Pier Complex. 

Reference. Draft EIR and Final EIR, including but not limited to Draft EIR Section 3.4 
and Final EIR Section 1.3.4.4, Master Response #5, and Response to Comment 
PC312-1. 

 Hydrology and Water Quality 

Impact HWQ-5:  The proposed project would expose people and structures to 
substantial risk associated with inundation by seiche, tsunami, mudflow, or sea 
level rise. 

The project site is located within a tsunami-induced inundation zone for a tsunami 
originating in the coastal waters of California, according to the potential inundation map 
for the Redondo Beach area prepared by the California Governor’s Office of Emergency 
Services.  While the potential is rare, given the potential for future occurrence of 
earthquakes and tsunamis along the Pacific Rim, on- or near-shore development in 
Southern California, including the project site, would involve some measure of risk of 
impacts from a tsunami or seiche.  Although rare, should a large tsunami or seiche 
occur, it would be expected to cause some amount of damage and possibly injuries and 
risk of life to most on or near-shore locations.  As a result, this is considered as the 
average or normal condition for most on- and near-shore locations in Southern 
California, which would include the project site.   

Since tsunamis and seiches are derived from wave action, the risk of damage or injuries 
from these events is lessened if the location is high enough above sea level, far enough 
inland, or protected by structures such as dikes or concrete walls.  Implementation of 
the project would include raising the site elevation in the northern portion of the site.  
The raising of the boardwalk and some portions of the site in the northern portion would 
reduce, to some degree, the potential for hazards and damage associated with a future 
tsunami or seiche event compared to existing conditions; however, with revitalization of 
the project site, including the net increase in building area and the desired increase in 
activities at, and patronage of, the project site, there is also the potential of more people 
being present at the project site, and at risk, should a major tsunami or seiche occur in 
the future.  Emergency planning and coordination by the City of Redondo Beach Fire 
Department and other City and County agencies, would contribute to reducing onsite 
injuries during a tsunami.  However, the effectiveness of an emergency response would 
vary depending on amount of warning time provided (i.e., a distant tsunami may provide 
ample time to initiate an evacuation or other safety precautions, but there may only be a 
few minutes warning for local event).  While no tsunami is known to have ever 
significantly affected the Los Angeles Coast in the past, the likelihood of such a future 
event is largely unknown, the potential exposure of buildings and people at the project 
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site to risk and damage associated with a tsunami or seiche is considered to be a 
significant impact. 

Mitigation measure MM HWQ-1 sets forth the requirements for a tsunami/seiche 
awareness notification program, including placement of signage throughout the project 
area showing the designated tsunami emergency evacuation route, installation of a 
public address system that will be used to inform the public of evacuation order or 
emergency procedures in the event a tsunami warning or alert is issued, having on-site 
in the property management office a tsunami evacuation map and a copy of any City 
tsunami preparation/emergency response procedure manuals, providing tsunami 
preparedness training to on-site security personnel, and also make available at the 
project site additional information, such as brochures and signage, promoting tsunami 
awareness and providing the address to the City’s emergency preparedness website.  
MM HWQ-1 provides numerous measures for warning of, and safety measures for, a 
tsunami event; however, due to natural uncertainties of such an event occurring in the 
future, it is not possible to conclude that the associated risks would be fully mitigated. 

Findings.  
The City finds that changes or alterations have been incorporated into the project which 
mitigate significant effects on the environment from Impact HWQ-5.  Specifically, the 
mitigation measure MM HWQ-1, set forth above in Table 3 and also found on pages 
3.8-76 and 3.8-77 of the Draft EIR, is feasible and is adopted to mitigate significant 
effects from Impact HWQ-5.  However, even with implementation of these measures, 
significant unavoidable impacts will occur as described above.  Therefore, the City finds 
that specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations make it 
infeasible to reduce Impact HWQ-5 to a less than significant level. 
Rationale for Finding.  

Due to natural uncertainties of a tsunami an event occurring in the future, including 
uncertainties regarding the timing, size, duration, and other characteristics of such an 
event, it is not possible to conclude that the associated risks can be fully mitigated.  

Reference. Draft EIR and Final EIR, including but not limited to Draft EIR Section 3.8 
and Final EIR Section 1.3.4.8. 

 Noise 

Impact NOI-2:  Construction activities associated with the proposed project would 
expose sensitive receptors to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration 
or groundborne noise levels. 

Construction equipment associated with the project, such as dozers and plate 
compactors, would generate vibrations that could result in groundborne noise or 
vibration that may affect nearby structures and sensitive receptors.  The estimated 
vibration levels associated with project construction would be below the significance 
thresholds at the majority of receptor locations for most construction equipment.  The 
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most notable exception would be for pile drivers (impact type), which would exceed the 
annoyance thresholds at all locations and the structural damage thresholds at receptors 
close to the project site.  Relative to other aspects of construction vibration near 
sensitive receptors possibly resulting in annoyance impacts, vibration associated with 
several other types of construction equipment operating in close proximity to sensitive 
receptors, such as large bulldozers, hoe rams, and loaded trucks, operating directly 
adjacent to the residential condominiums along the eastern edge of the site or Veterans 
Park, would exceed the significance threshold.  

Depending on the type of pile driver to be used, vibration from an impact pile driver 
would exceed the criterion for potential damage of non-engineered wooden 
buildings/structures (0.2 in/sec) at a distance of 53 feet or less, and vibration from a 
sonic/vibratory pile driver would exceed that criterion at a distance of 23 feet or less.   
Based on the above, vibration from construction activities associated with the project 
would result in significant impacts relative to potential structural damage when pile 
drivers (impact type) operate within 55 feet of non-engineered timber and masonry 
buildings or within 30 feet of structures or buildings constructed of reinforced-concrete, 
steel, or timber.  Additionally, short-term significant impacts related to human 
annoyance from vibration would occur during construction activities in close proximity to 
sensitive receptors. 
 
Mitigation measure MM NOI-1 requires that, prior to approval of grading plans and/or 
prior to issuance of demolition, grading and building permits for construction activities 
involving the use of pile drivers (impact) within 55 feet of non-engineered timber and 
masonry structures/buildings or within 30 feet of structures/buildings constructed of 
reinforced-concrete, steel, or timber, the project applicant shall retain a Professional 
Structural Engineer to perform certain tasks that will serve to ensure that construction–
related vibration levels do not exceed significance thresholds at those nearby 
structures.   
 
Findings.  

The City finds that changes or alterations have been incorporated into the project which 
mitigate significant effects on the environment from Impact NOI-2.  Specifically, the 
mitigation measure MM NOI-1, set forth above in Table 3 and also found on page 3.10-
30 of the Draft EIR, is feasible and is adopted to mitigate significant effects from Impact 
NOI-2.  However, even with implementation of these measures, significant unavoidable 
impacts will occur as described above.  Therefore, the City finds that specific economic, 
legal, social, technological, or other considerations make it infeasible to reduce Impact 
NOI-2 to a less than significant level. 
Rationale for Finding.  

With implementation of MM NOI-1, impacts related to potential structural damage from 
constructed–related vibration, particularly as related to pile driving (impact) would be 
less than significant.  No feasible mitigation measures are available relative to human 
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annoyance from construction-related vibration, even though such impacts would only be 
short-term and periodic. 

Reference. Draft EIR Section 3.10. 

Impact NOI-3:  The proposed project would cause a substantial permanent 
increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project. 
 
There is the potential for increased roadway noise level to result from project-related 
operational traffic.  The greatest potential for increased roadway noise levels would 
occur in close proximity to the project site where increased traffic directly associated 
with the project would be most prominent (i.e., project-related traffic would be more 
dispersed, using different streets, at greater distances from the project site).  Table 
3.10-9 in the Draft EIR identifies roadways in close proximity to the project site that have 
noise sensitive uses (i.e., residential or hotel) nearby, the estimated existing CNEL 
along each roadway, the existing average daily traffic (ADT) for each road, the ADT for 
existing plus project-related traffic for each road, and the amount of CNEL increase 
attributable to the project-related traffic.  As indicated in that table, the project-related 
increases in daily traffic on most of the local roadways with noise sensitive uses nearby 
would not exceed the allowable increments that define a significant impact; however, 
the project’s operations-related increase in traffic and associated roadway noise on 
Torrance Circle/Boulevard between Project Site and Catalina Avenue would exceed the 
significance threshold (i.e., would result in a 4.4 dB increase to the existing ambient 
noise level of 60 CNEL, which would exceed the applicable significance threshold of 2 
dB) and would, therefore, be a significant noise impact.  No mitigation is available. 
 
Findings.  

The City finds that specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations 
make it infeasible to reduce Impact NOI-3 to a less than significant level. 
Rationale for Finding.  

The increase in the existing ambient noise level on Torrance Circle/Boulevard between 
Project Site and Catalina Avenue is due to the increase in vehicle traffic along that 
segment, as attributable to the proposed reconnection of Pacific Avenue.  Specifically, 
the existing ADT along that roadway segment would increase from an estimated 5,869 
to 16,083.  It is that increase in traffic volume that results in the projected 4.4 dB 
increase in outdoor ambient noise levels, which exceeds the threshold of 2 dB.  
Mitigation of roadway noise impacts typically occurs through the installation of a noise 
wall/barrier in order to achieve acceptable exterior and/or interior noise standards; 
however, in the case of the project, the resultant noise level of 60 CNEL for the existing 
ambient noise level plus the 4.4 dB increase from project-related traffic is still below the 
outdoor noise land use compatibility of 65 CNEL for the noise-sensitive uses located 
nearby.  To achieve that level of noise reduction a 39-foot tall wall would need to be 
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constructed at the ground floor of the neighboring residential property line.  Such a 
development is considered legally, socially, and environmentally infeasible.  The City’s 
certified Coastal Land Use Plan Implementing Ordinance generally prohibits walls in 
excess of six feet.  (RBMC §§ 10-5.516(g) and 10-5.1524(b)(1)(b).)  Furthermore, the 
City has received comments regarding concerns from the neighboring residences 
associated with blockage of private views; consequently, the City believes it would be 
socially infeasible to construct a 39-foot wall.  Furthermore, construction of a 39-foot 
wall has the potential to effect biological resources, including birds, and, therefore, the 
City determines this measure is environmentally infeasible.   

Reference. Draft EIR and Final EIR, including but not limited to Draft EIR Section 3.10 
and Final EIR Section 1.3.4.10 and Response to Comment PC-039-7. 

Impact NOI-4:  Construction activities associated with the proposed project would 
cause a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the 
project vicinity above levels existing without the project and in excess of the 
City’s standards. 

Existing ambient noise levels during the daytime at sensitive receptor areas around the 
site range from approximately 52 dBA to 63 dBA.  As indicated in Table 3.10.5 of the 
Draft EIR, noise levels associated with various types of construction equipment 
generally range around 80 dBA to 90 dBA at 50 feet, and construction noise levels 
associated with typical phases of development (i.e., multiple pieces of construction 
equipment operating at the same time during each phase), such as site clearing, 
grading, foundation work, construction, paving, and finishing, range from approximately 
81 dBA to 85 dBA at 50 feet.  As such, it is concluded that construction of the project 
would cause a substantial temporary and periodic increase in ambient noise levels in 
the project vicinity above levels existing without the project, exceeding the threshold of 
significance (i.e., construction activities lasting more than one day would exceed 
existing ambient exterior noise levels by 10 dBA or more at a noise sensitive use).  

Mitigation measures MM NOI-2 through MM NOI-6 set forth numerous requirements to 
limit or attenuate construction-related noise, including requirements related to 
equipment mufflers, placement of stationary construction equipment and equipment 
staging areas away from noise-sensitive receptors, using grid-power instead of portable 
generators to power electric tools, and installation of temporary sound barriers.  In 
addition, mitigation measure MM NOI-ALT-1 provides for the temporary relocation of 
liveaboards located near the proposed boat launch ramp facility, thereby reducing 
exposure of noise sensitive uses to temporary significant noise during construction of 
the subject facility.  Collectively, all of the aforementioned requirements would largely 
mitigate substantial temporary construction-related increases in ambient noise levels.  
 
Findings.  

The City finds that changes or alterations have been incorporated into the project which 
mitigate significant effects on the environment from Impact NOI-4.  Specifically, the 
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mitigation measures MM NOI-2 through MM NOI-6 set forth above in Table 3 and also 
found on pages 3.10-36 and 3.10-37 of the Draft EIR, are feasible and are adopted to 
mitigate significant effects from Impact NOI-4.  However, even with implementation of 
these measures, significant unavoidable impacts will occur as described above.  
Therefore, the City finds that specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other 
considerations make it infeasible to reduce Impact NOI-4 to a less than significant level. 
Rationale for Finding.  

Implementation of mitigation measures MM NOI-2 through MM NOI-5 would help 
reduce construction noise impacts, and mitigation measure MM NOI-6 could provide for 
a substantial reduction in construction noise impacts.  With a 20 dBA of noise reduction 
associated with such noise barriers, the attenuated construction noise levels at most of 
the noise sensitive receptors around the project site would be generally comparable to, 
if not less than, existing ambient noise levels.  The exceptions would be: (1) the western 
edge of Czuleger Park; (2) the northern edge of Veterans Park; (3) the western portions 
of the condominium complexes located immediately east of the project site; and (4) the 
Crowne Plaza Hotel during construction of the upper levels of multi-story structures 
within the project site.  At Czuleger Park, the 20 dBA noise reduction offered by MM 
NOI-5 would largely, but not fully, reduce the noise exposure impact to a level that is 
less than significant.  Similarly, a 20 dBA noise reduction offered by placement of a 
noise barrier along the northern edge of Veterans Park would largely, but not fully, 
address the construction noise impact.  Relative to the condominiums east of the site, 
the combination of their close proximity to the project site and their elevated and multi-
story nature would render any noise barrier as being unable to achieve a construction 
noise level reduction that would make the impact less than significant.  A noise barrier 
located along the edge of the project site, which is approximately 20+/- feet lower than 
the base elevation of the condominiums, could not effectively shield/attenuate 
construction noise from reaching the westernmost portions of those condominium 
complexes, and even if it did, a 20 dBA noise reduction would not be sufficient.  With 
regard to differences in elevation, construction of the upper levels of multi-story 
structures within the eastern portions of the project site, such as proposed Buildings A 
and D and the parking structures at the north and south ends of the site, may expose 
adjacent noise sensitive receptors, such as the Crowne Plaza Hotel and the 
condominiums east of the site, to temporary periods of construction noise that cannot 
be shielded/attenuated by construction noise barriers.  There may also be other 
situations where it is not possible to effectively position a temporary noise barrier to 
break the line of sight (sound) between construction noise sources and nearby 
receptors, such as when constructing improvements at or near water areas.  In 
summary, as indicated on page 3.10-37 of the Draft EIR, implementation of the project 
would result in an unavoidable significant construction noise impact. 

Reference. Draft EIR Section 3.10. 
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I.6  Findings on Project Alternatives  

I.6.1 Alternatives Screened Out from Detailed Consideration in the EIR 
The City finds that the alternatives eliminated from further consideration in the Draft EIR 
(including the modifications contained in the Final EIR) are infeasible, would not meet 
most project objectives, and/or would not reduce or avoid any of the significant effects 
of the project, for the reasons described in Section 4.2.3 of the Draft EIR.   

 I.6.2 Alternatives Analyzed in the EIR 

 Alternative 1 – No Project – No Build 
Under this alternative, the project site would retain the existing physical conditions with 
future regional growth occurring, such as changes in area-wide traffic.  The project site 
is currently developed with approximately 219,881 square feet of existing structures (not 
including the parking structures) which would remain.  Further, under Alternative 1, no 
new infrastructure or other site improvements would occur.     
Finding/Rationale:  The Draft EIR determined that Alternative 1 would be 
environmentally superior to the project being approved.  The City finds that this 
alternative is infeasible for specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other 
reasons and rejects this alternative.  Specifically, Alternative 1 would not meet the 
project objectives.  By leaving the project site in its current condition, Alternative 1 would 
not optimize the full potential of approximately 36 acres of the Redondo Beach 
Waterfront, would not reestablish a vibrant Waterfront destination that serves the 
community and attracts residents and visitors, would not increase net financial return to 
provide for the repair and replacement of aging and obsolete infrastructure, would not 
effectuate the goals and objectives of the City’s Local Coastal Program, would not 
leverage a public-private partnership that generates sufficient revenues to support a 
coordinated revitalization of the Waterfront, would not create a project with readily 
accessible and easily identifiable pedestrian connections, transit connections, and 
conveniently located parking facilities, and would not restore and enrich the 
community’s connection to the Waterfront by providing improved connectivity to and 
along the Waterfront via enhanced pedestrian, bicycle, and motorized vehicle access, 
including the completion of a missing link in the California Coastal Trail. 

 Alternative 2 – No Project – Necessary Infrastructure Improvements 
Under Alternative 2, project components would include improvements reasonably 
expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project was not approved.  Such 
improvements would respond to existing infrastructure and public safety needs.  
Replacement in-kind of some existing development would occur, but the amount of 
square footage at the project site would remain 219,881 square feet (not including the 
parking structures) or less if some structures were removed and not replaced.     

Finding/Rationale:  The City finds that this alternative is infeasible for specific 
economic, legal, social, technological, or other reasons and rejects this alternative.  
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Specifically, as indicated in Table 4-2 in the Draft EIR, all of the types of unavoidable 
significant impacts of the project would still occur under Alternative 2, with the exception 
of noise 
Implementation of Alternative 2 would result in an unavoidable significant impact for 
Impact BIO-3 that would not occur under the project because, under Alternative 2, there 
is no readily foreseeable compensatory mitigation available for the filling of Seaside 
Lagoon (if it is determined to be federally protected jurisdictional Waters of the United 
States).  Additionally, implementation of Alternative 2 would not meet the project 
objectives.  Specifically, by limiting the project to only necessary infrastructure 
improvements and some amount of replacement of existing uses, Alternative 2 would 
not optimize the full potential of approximately 36 acres of the Redondo Beach 
Waterfront, would not reestablish a vibrant Waterfront destination that serves the 
community and attracts residents and visitors, would not increase net financial return to 
provide for those infrastructure improvements, would not effectuate the goals and 
objectives of the City’s Local Coastal Program, would not leverage a public-private 
partnership that generates sufficient revenues to support a coordinated revitalization of 
the Waterfront, would not create a project with readily accessible and easily identifiable 
pedestrian connections, transit connections, and conveniently located parking facilities, 
and would not restore and enrich the community’s connection to the Waterfront by 
providing improved connectivity to and along the Waterfront via enhanced pedestrian, 
bicycle, and motorized vehicle access, including the completion of a missing link in the 
California Coastal Trail. 

 Alternative 3 – Landside Construction Only (No Federal Action) 
Under this alternative, no project elements requiring a USACE permit (i.e., waterside 
project elements) would be implemented.  As with the project, a maximum of 312,289 
square feet of net new development would be constructed, that includes retail, 
restaurant, creative office, an approximately 700-seat specialty cinema, and hotel, 
however, some of the square footage would be relocated under Alternative 3 as 
compared to the project.     
Finding/Rationale:  The City finds that this alternative is infeasible for specific 
economic, legal, social, technological, or other reasons and rejects this alternative.   
Under this alternative, it is important to note that the waterside project elements that 
would not be implemented which are integral to the overall purpose, character, and 
benefits of revitalizing the Waterfront area as a coastal resource.  Such improvements 
that would not be implemented under Alternative 3 include: construction of the boat 
launch ramp; creation of the natural beach area that would occur through opening the 
Seaside Lagoon to waters of King Harbor; demolition and possibly replacement of the 
Sportfishing Pier, which is currently suffering from deterioration; replacement of the 
timber portion of Horseshoe Pier, which is needed to support new development on the 
pier; limited modifications where the Monstad Pier connects with the Horseshoe Pier; 
provision of a new pedestrian/bicycle bridge at the mouth of Basin 3; 
reconstruction/redevelopment of the docks, gangways, and boat slips in Basin 3 and 
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buildings; and, the extent of enhancement and expansion of the pedestrian boardwalk 
along the water’s edge that would otherwise occur with the project.  By eliminating the 
waterside project elements under Alternative 3, the ability to meet the project objectives 
would be compromised in terms of not optimizing the full potential of approximately 36 
acres of the Redondo Beach Waterfront, not fully reestablishing a vibrant Waterfront 
destination that serves the community and attracts residents and visitors, not 
effectuating the goals and objectives of the City’s Local Coastal Program, not creating a 
project with readily accessible and easily identifiable pedestrian connections to the 
same extent that would occur under the project, and not restoring and enriching the 
community’s connection to the Waterfront to the extent that the project would in 
providing improved connectivity to and along the Waterfront.  

 Alternative 4 – No Property Exchange with the State 
Alternative 4 would not include any property exchange that would require State Lands 
Commission approval.  Therefore, under Alternative 4, the proposed change in 
designation of approximately 86,000 square feet of Tidelands on Mole D to Uplands, 
and in exchange for Basin 3 becoming subject to the Public Trust would not occur.  All 
uses on the Tidelands need to be consistent with Public Trust Doctrine and meet certain 
criteria including allowable uses and time restrictions on leases in tidelands.  As 
described in Section 2.2.1 of the Draft EIR, the Tidelands held in trust by the City are 
based on the Mean High Tide Line designated in 1935, prior to the construction of King 
Harbor in its current configuration, including Basin 3.  As such, Basin 3 is classified as 
Uplands.  Alternative 4 would be identical to the project with the exception of a 
reconfiguration of the conceptual site plan at Mole D.2     

Finding/Rationale:  The City finds that this alternative is infeasible for specific 
economic, legal, social, technological, or other reasons and rejects this alternative.  
Specifically, implementation of Alternative 4 would essentially have similar 
environmental impacts as those of the project.  Additionally, Alternative 4 would not 
meet the project objective to continue to preserve the tidelands and submerged lands 
granted to the City of Redondo Beach for the benefit of all citizens of California for 
purposes consistent with the Public Trust Doctrine.   

 Alternative 5 – No Pacific Avenue Reconnection 
Alternative 5 would include all the project elements except there would be no 
reconnection of Pacific Avenue as a roadway.  The International Boardwalk and 
elevated walkway would be retained; however, the shops at the International Boardwalk 
may be closed in the future if the frequency of flooding at that location increases with a 

                                                           
2 The currently proposed project, under the Staff Preferred Alternative, includes a modification to the layout of 

buildings originally proposed in the Draft EIR for the northern portion of the project site.  Specifically, the 
subject modifications include the addition of a view corridor extending south from Harbor Drive through to the 
marina/bay. While this modification reflects some reconfiguration of uses within Mole D, it does not represent a 
complete reconfiguration of uses as would be required under Alternative 4.  
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predicted rise in sea levels.  Should this occur, the building would be walled off, 
although the access road and elevated walkway would remain open to the public.     

Finding/Rationale:  The City finds that this alternative is infeasible for specific 
economic, legal, social, technological, or other reasons and rejects this alternative.  
Failure to provide the Pacific Avenue Reconnection would compromise the project’s 
ability to meet several of the project objectives, such as: supporting adaptation to 
address sea level rise, enhancement of public safety, public amenities, and an upgrade 
of the deteriorated visual character of the Waterfront (i.e., under Alternative 5, the 
International Boardwalk and elevated walkway would be retained; however, the shops 
at the International Boardwalk may be closed and walled-off in the future if the 
frequency of flooding at that location increases with a predicted rise in sea levels); 
creating a project with readily accessible and easily identifiable pedestrian connections, 
transit connections, and conveniently located parking facilities providing access by foot, 
bike, bus and car to a synergistic mix of commercial and recreational uses (i.e., the 
Pacific Avenue Reconnection will provide a continuous link along the eastern edge of 
the site, including dedicated lanes/paths for vehicle access, pedestrian access, and 
bicycle access, that connects the northern portion of the site with the southern portion of 
the site, including transit access at the Torrance Circle).  

 Alternative 7 – Reduced Density 
Under this alternative, the amount of net new development on the site would be reduced 
by 50 percent (152,029 square feet).  This would result in a total of 371,910 square feet 
of development at the project site (which equals an approximately 29 percent reduction 
in total square footage as compared to the project).  The proposed uses of retail, 
restaurant, creative office, hotel, and specialty cinema would be the same under 
Alternative 7 and the conceptual site plan would be similar to the project, but some 
buildings would be eliminated or reduced in size.  The other main elements of the 
project, including improvements in site connectivity and modification of Seaside Lagoon, 
would be implemented.     

Finding/Rationale:  The City finds that this alternative is infeasible for specific 
economic, legal, social, technological, or other reasons and rejects this alternative. 
Implementation of Alternative 7 would not respond, or only partially respond, to some of 
the project objectives.  Specifically, the 29 percent reduction in development that would 
occur under Alternative 7, as compared to the project, would not respond to the 
objective to optimize the full potential of approximately 36 acres of the Redondo Beach 
Waterfront and would only partially respond to the project objectives to: reestablish a 
vibrant Waterfront destination that serves the local community and attracts residents 
and visitors by providing a viable and cohesive mix of distinctive first class water and 
landside amenities that support and augment a variety of year-round coastal-oriented 
recreational opportunities; increase net financial return to provide for the repair and 
replacement of aging and obsolete infrastructure (e.g., Pier Parking Structure), 
improvements to operational on-site water quality, adaptation to address sea level rise, 
enhancement of public safety, public amenities, and an upgrade of the deteriorated 
visual character of the Waterfront; effectuate the goals and objectives of the City's Local 
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Coastal Program, which provide for the development of up to 400,000 net new square 
feet of commercial development in the Waterfront area; and, leverage a public-private 
partnership that generates sufficient revenues to support a coordinated revitalization of 
the Waterfront.  The City is not required to second guess previous planning decisions in 
the context of project specific EIRs.  (See also Citizens v. Goleta Valley v. Board of 
Supervisors of Santa Barbara County (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553,571-573 [The Court held 
that the analysis of alternative locations in a project level EIR “would have been in 
contravention to the legislative goal of long-term, comprehensive planning…case-by-
case reconsideration of regional land-use policies, in the context of a project specific 
EIR, is the very antithesis of that goal.”)  As discussed in Draft EIR Section 2.1.1.5.8, 
the project site has been the subject of over a decade of planning efforts, which were 
approved by Planning Commission, City Council, Coastal Commission, and the 
Redondo Beach electorate, which specifically allow for development of 400,000 square 
feet in the Harbor Pier area.  As noted in the Draft EIR, the Harbor Commission, 
Planning Commission and City Council considered the appropriate amount of new 
development in the City’s Harbor-Pier area.  This cumulative development cap was 
reduced from 750,000 sq. ft., to 557,000 sq. ft., to the current 400,000 sq. ft. limit.  
Furthermore, it development is proposed that is not dense enough, it would not 
accomplish the underling goals of the zoning of creating a pedestrian oriented 
development.  As noted in the City’s April 8, 2008 Admin Report, p. 37 “a low [Floor to 
Area ratio or FAR] may not achieve the character and amenities desired for the Harbor 
area, and too low a FAR is not likely to result in a pedestrian-active character.” 

 Alternative 8 – Alternative Small Craft Boat Ramp Facilities Within King 
Harbor 

A public boat launch ramp facility has been contemplated for King Harbor for many 
years, and is required to be implemented under the City’s Local Coastal Program.  
Alternative 8 includes most elements of the project with an alternate location and/or 
design for the proposed small craft boat launch ramp facility.  In developing Alternative 
8, multiple locations and boat ramp designs were considered.  Four possible locations 
were identified as potential locations for a boat ramp within King Harbor, considering 
navigational safety, existing site constraints (such location of existing boat slips and 
other physical features), and others factors such as typical wave patterns and storm 
conditions: Mole A, Mole B, Mole C, and Mole D.  
 
Of the four possible locations, Mole D is located within the project site, Mole C is located 
adjacent to the project site, and Mole A and Mole B are located to the north.  Mole A is 
located along the North (Outer) Breakwater at the existing King Harbor Yacht Club 
approximately 0.5 miles northwest of the project site.  There are existing docks as well 
as parking and yacht club facilities at this site.  Mole B is the site of Moonstone Park 
and the Harbor Patrol Headquarters.  It is approximately 0.33 mile northwest of the 
project site. Portofino Marina boat slips are located to the east of Mole B and the main 
channel is to the west.  
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For the potential development of a boat launch ramp facility at Mole A, Mole C, or Mole 
D, several different designs were selected for further evaluation, resulting in six options 
analyzed under Alternative 8.  The six small craft boat ramp design options by location 
are described below, as well as a description of any difference between each option and 
the project.  Each of the boat launch ramp facility options includes either one-lane or 
two-lane ramps with 20- or 40-stall parking lots.  Each facility would have a wash down 
space or stall with a stormwater interceptor or other water treatment system that would 
treat runoff water before discharging it to the storm drain or sewer system.   
Implementation of the boat launch ramp facility design at Mole B under the Staff 
Recommended Alternative would avoid a significant, albeit mitigable, impact to 
biological resources, specifically as related to surface water cover, that would otherwise 
occur with development of a boat launch ramp facility at Mole C under the project 
proposed in the Draft EIR. Developing a boat launch ramp facility at Mole B would be 
more feasible than doing so at Mole C, mainly because much of Mole B is owned and 
currently controlled by the City and because the leaseholder for a portion of Mole B has 
indicated a willingness to work with the City, whereas the site at Mole C is occupied by 
a use that currently has a long-term lease, which could substantially delay and 
complicate the ability to develop a boat launch ramp facility.  That site control issue also 
affects the ability to fund the boat launch ramp facility.   
Finding/Rationale:  The City finds that, with the exception of a boat launch ramp facility 
at Mole B as designed and proposed under the Staff Recommended Alternative, 
Alternative 8 is infeasible for specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other 
reasons and rejects this alternative.  As indicated in Table 4-3 in the Draft EIR, all of the 
unavoidable significant impacts of the project would still occur under all of the options 
for Alternative 8 and, as summarized below and more fully documented in Section 
4.4.8.3 of the Draft EIR and Section 1.3.4 of the Final EIR (relative to the Staff Preferred 
Alternative), none of the unavoidable significant impacts of the project would be 
substantially reduced under Alternative 8.  As noted in the Draft EIR project description 
(Chapter 2), the City has deteriorating infrastructure on the project site, which needs to 
be replaced in the near future.  However, the City’s Coastal Land Use Plan, Policy 1 
requires the development of a public boat launch ramp in conjunction with future 
development projects within the Harbor area.  Developing a boat launch ramp facility at 
Mole B best meets the project objectives because it can be completed in a short 
timeframe and because the Mole B leaseholder has indicated a willingness to work with 
the City to expedite such a facility, whereas the site at Mole C is occupied by a use that 
currently has a long-term lease, which could substantially delay and complicate the 
ability to develop a boat launch ramp facility.  That site control issue also affects the 
ability to fund the boat launch ramp facility.  Furthermore, construction at Mole C is 
anticipated to cost considerably more than Mole B (approximately $8.25-12.25 million 
for Mole C versus approximately $6 million).  Furthermore, Mole B better meets the 
project objectives because it is located away from the entrance to King Harbor and 
would therefore reduce long-term operational costs and maintenance due to reduced 
wave activity.  (See Harbor Commission June 13, 2016 Administrative Report for further 
details.) 
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Similar to Mole C, Mole B would be more feasible for developing a boat launch ramp 
facility in a timely manner than doing so at Mole A. This is mainly because placement of 
the proposed facility at Mole A compared to Mole B would take a longer period of time 
due to the current tenant’s unwillingness to negotiate, which could substantially delay 
and complicate the ability to develop a boat launch ramp facility.  Site control issue also 
affects the ability to fund the boat launch ramp facility.  A boat launch ramp facility at 
Mole D is considered infeasible because both Mole D options would encompass a prime 
portion of the project site that is available for redevelopment, which would conflict with 
the project objectives, in particular the objective to “optimize the full potential of 
approximately 36 acres of the Redondo beach Waterfront” which includes the 
elimination of underutilized surface parking.  Under existing conditions, the two boat 
hoists typically only see a maximum 12 to 14 boat launches per day, with a maximum 
on holiday weekends of 20 to 25.  Placing the boat launch facility and associated 
parking at Mole D would greatly limit the area available for creating a pedestrian-
oriented environment and it would benefit only a small number of individuals and 
maintain a large area as underutilized surface parking.  By eliminating underutilized 
surface parking, and creating parking structures, the City has been able to increase the 
amount of useable active land area by approximately eight acres in the Harbor.   
In addition, a boat launch ramp at Mole D would conflict with the objective to improve 
connectivity because 1) no pedestrian bridge would be constructed to connect the 
northern and southern portions of the site; 2) only a limited walkway would be provided 
along Mole D to meet minimum code requirements and safety considerations (as 
opposed to a 20 to 30-foot multi-use promenade); 3) the development would be more 
dense resulting in constraints on pathways and bikeway design; and 4) the village 
concept connecting the northern and southern portions of the site would not be 
implemented.  Further, the project would have a denser development with buildings 
likely built to maximum height limits and floor area ratio limits, concentrated in a smaller 
area at both the northern and southern portions of the site.  This would result in less 
public open space, reduced views and reduced public access to the waterfront, as 
compared to the project and it would affect circulation at and within the project site.  A 
boat launch ramp at Mole D with 67 parking spaces would require a substantially larger 
portion of that site and would further separate the pedestrian active components of the 
project. As noted in the City’s April 8, 2008 Administrative Report, the City had concerns 
about setting development density too low, which would not achieve a pedestrian 
activated area.  This concept is equally applicable to separating the pedestrian related 
components of the project to two disconnected areas, as would occur with an alternative 
boat launch ramp at Mole D.  As expressly noted in that 2008 Report “it is intended 
under the General Plan for development to be reconfigured to create a unified seaside 
‘village’, siting buildings adjacent to one another and orienting them along common 
pedestrian promenades and public plazas.”   
Additionally, given the proximity of a ramp at Mole D to the mouth of Basin 3 and to the 
Sportfishing Pier, potential traffic conflicts with vessels (i.e., including charter vessels 
maneuvering to and from berths at the Sportfishing Pier) could pose a potential safety 
hazard, particularly during times of peak use.  Additionally, a launch ramp at Mole D 
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could result in potential traffic conflicts associated with queuing of vehicles along Harbor 
Drive waiting to access the boat ramp site.  Depending on the precise location of the 
entrance to the boat ramp facility and entrance to the project development on the 
northern portion of the project site, this could cause potential backups along Harbor 
Drive, Pacific Avenue, and the Pacific Avenue Reconnection, and result in potential 
conflicts with the cycle track located along Harbor Drive.     

1.7  Findings on Suggested Project Revisions in Comments 
Several comments on the Draft EIR suggested additional project modifications.  Where 
the suggestions requested minor modifications in adequate mitigation measures, 
requested mitigation for impacts that the Draft EIR determined were less than 
significant, or requested mitigation for impacts for which the Draft EIR already identified 
measures that would reduce the impact to less than significant, these requests were 
declined as unnecessary.  Similarly, where the suggestions proposed minor variations 
or iterations of project alternatives presented and addressed in the Draft EIR, these 
requests were also declined as unnecessary.  The City adopts and incorporates by 
reference the specific reasons for declining such measures contained in the responses 
to comments in the Final EIR as its grounds for rejecting these measures. 
Additionally, certain mitigation measures and/or alternatives suggested in comments 
could reduce impacts that would otherwise be significant, but implementation of 
measures and/or alternatives would be infeasible.   
Finding. The City finds that specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other 
considerations make infeasible the following mitigation measures or project alternatives 
identified in the Final EIR, for the reasons explained below. 

 Comments were received suggesting ways to reduce roadway noise impacts 
from traffic associated with the Pacific Avenue Reconnection.  Such comments 
included suggestions to restrict traffic on, or divert traffic from, the subject 
roadway segment.  As discussed in Response to Comment PC317-3 of the 
Final EIR, traffic management measures such as those suggested are contrary 
to the project objectives, could create their own air quality and noise impacts 
that would not otherwise occur with the proposed project, and are legally 
infeasible.  Specifically, the subject segment of Pacific Avenue, between North 
Harbor Drive and Torrance Circle provides a key connection between Catalina 
Avenue and Harbor Drive, serving not only the residents along the block but 
also the uses in the waterfront area.  As noted in Draft EIR Chapter 2, one of 
the project objectives is to provide improved vehicular access, at which 
implementation of the proposed project with the Pacific Avenue Reconnection 
would improve vehicular access in the local area and support that objective.  
Installation of speed bumps, traffic lights, and/or stop signs, as suggested by 
the commenter, would hinder the flow of traffic along the subject street 
segment and therefore would compromise the project’s ability to respond to 
that project objective.  Additionally, the installation of speed-bumps, traffic 
lights, and/or stop signs along the subject street segment would result in air 
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quality and noise impacts that would not otherwise occur with the project as 
currently proposed, due to repeated vehicle deceleration and (re)acceleration 
associated with approaching and departing from such traffic control devices.  
The City of Redondo Beach’s policy on installing speed cushions (a form of 
traffic calming devices similar to speed humps) indicates that these traffic-
calming devices “shall only be installed on local neighborhood residential 
streets.”  Additionally, Harbor Drive is listed as exempt from speed cushion 
installation because of its designation and use as an access route for the Fire 
Department.  Per the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices, stop signs 
are used for intersection control.   Stop signs are typically not installed for 
speed control alone. 

 Other comments related to roadway noise impacts along Pacific Avenue 
included the suggestion to ban motorcycles from Torrance Circle.  Such as 
measure would do little to reduce roadway noise impacts, given the relatively 
low percentage of motorcycles within the typical daily vehicle mix, and, 
moreover, is considered legally infeasible.  The state has plenary power and 
has preempted the field of traffic control.  (Vehicle Code Section 21.)  More 
specifically, California Vehicle Code Section 21101.6 states “local authorities 
may not place gates or other selective devices on any street which deny or 
restrict the access of certain members of the public to the street, while 
permitting others unrestricted access to the street.”  While some exceptions 
have been permitted for certain categories of vehicles, such as trucks or 
tractors, motorcycles are not inherently noisy, and must comply with noise 
limits contained under California Vehicle Code Sections 27201 and 27202.  
Furthermore, such limitations would, in practice, be difficult to enforce, and are 
not expected to significantly reduce or avoid a significant noise impact and 
would simply relocate the vehicles to a different location adjacent to other 
structures.   

 Comments related to reducing roadway noise impacts also included 
suggestions to fund double-paned windows for condominiums exposed to 
additional noise.  Such comments generally came from 
homeowners/occupants located in areas where the project-related increase in 
ambient noise levels would be both less than significant and within acceptable 
noise exposure levels (i.e., would be less than 65 decibels, Community Noise 
Equivalent Level [CNEL], and, therefore, mitigation is not warranted. The only 
area where the proposed project would result in a significant roadway noise 
impact would be at Torrance Circle between the project site and Catalina 
Avenue. Along this roadway segment, the project-related increase in existing 
ambient noise levels, due to increased traffic associated with the Pacific 
Avenue Reconnection, would exceed the applicable threshold of significance; 
however, the resultant noise exposure level at the nearby condominiums would 
still be within acceptable limits. Additionally, the noise levels calculations used 
to assess the significance of noise impacts apply to exterior/outdoor noise 
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levels, and do not reference interior residential noise levels; hence, installation 
of windows would not alter this significance conclusion.  It should also be noted 
that the outdoor-to-indoor noise reduction level typical for residential buildings 
is typically at least 20 dB (i.e., outdoor noise level of 64.5 dB would be reduced 
to approximately 44.5 dB indoors).  This is also consistent with California 
Building Code, which requires installation of noise insulation for residential 
developments.  Notwithstanding that the future noise levels along the subject 
roadway segment would be within noise exposure levels considered 
acceptable for residential development, it should also be noted that 
construction of a noise barrier along the roadway segment to shield nearby 
residential development from the project-related 4.5 dB increase is not feasible 
as described above under the NOI findings.  Other considerations contributing 
to the infeasibility of such a noise wall/barrier include costs, constructability, 
and long-term maintenance.   

I.8 Finding on Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR and Revisions to the 
Final EIR 
Chapter 2 of the Final EIR includes the comments received on the Draft EIR and responses 
to those comments. The focus of the responses to comments is on the disposition of 
significant environmental issues as raised in the comments, as specified by CEQA 
Guidelines § 15088(b).  The City finds that responses to comments made on the Draft 
EIR and revisions to the Final EIR merely clarify and amplify the analysis presented in 
the document and do not trigger the need to recirculate per CEQA Guidelines 
§15088.5(b).  The City further finds that the Staff Recommended Alternative is not 
considerably different from those analyzed in the Draft EIR and incorporates revisions 
suggested by the Public and City Staff.  As noted under CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.6(a), “An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project. 
Rather it must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will 
foster informed decision-making and public participation.”  The Draft EIR included a 
reasonable range of eight alternatives; with the last alternative including different boat 
launch ramp locations within King Harbor.  Alternative 8 informed the public and the 
decision-makers regarding the possibility for alternative locations for the boat launch 
ramp project component. Inclusion of a boat launch ramp at another Mole within the 
King Harbor is within the range of alternatives previously analyzed.  Furthermore, this 
modification would only affect one out of the 27 project elements identified in Table 4-1 
of the Draft EIR (and Final EIR Table 1-4).  Similar to Alternative 4, the Staff 
Recommended Alternative also includes the reconfiguration of buildings in the northern 
portion of the project site.  While the Staff Recommended Alternative includes 
reconstruction of the Sportfishing Pier, this option was included with the proposed 
project (Draft EIR page 2-57.)  While the Staff Recommended Alternative may be 
phased, this is consistent with Alternative 6 in the Draft EIR; phasing will depend upon 
the ability to acquire leaseholds after the initial project approvals. 
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I.9 Custodian of Records 
The documents and other materials that constitute the record of proceedings on which the 
project findings are based are located at the City of Redondo Beach Community 
Development Department, 415 Diamond Street, Redondo Beach, CA.  The custodian 
for these documents is the Community Development Department of the City of Redondo 
Beach.  This information is provided in compliance with Public Resources Code 
§21081.6(a)(2) and CEQA Guidelines §15091(e). 
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II. STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 
CEQA requires the decision-making agency to balance, as applicable, the economic, 
legal, social, technological, or other benefits of a project against its unavoidable 
environmental risks when determining whether to approve the project. If the specific 
economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits of a project outweigh the 
unavoidable adverse environmental effects, the adverse environmental effects may be 
considered “acceptable.”  (CEQA Guidelines § 15093.)  When the lead agency 
approves a project which will result in the occurrence of significant effects which are 
identified in the final EIR but are not avoided or substantially lessened, the agency must 
state in writing the specific reason to support its actions based on the final EIR and/or 
other information in the record. The statement of overriding considerations shall be 
supported by substantial evidence in the record.  (Id.) 
Having (i) adopted all feasible mitigation measures, (ii) recognized all significant, 
unavoidable impacts, and (iii) balanced the benefits of the project against its significant 
and unavoidable impacts, the City finds that the project’s benefits outweigh and override 
its significant unavoidable impacts for the reasons stated below.  Each benefit (and 
subsection thereof) set forth below independently constitutes an overriding 
consideration warranting approval of the project despite each and every unavoidable 
impact. 

1. Revitalization of the Redondo Beach Waterfront through the provision of a 
distinctive high quality mixed-use environment that supports economic 
and recreational revitalization of the area, serves the local community, 
attracts residents and visitors, and honors Redondo Beach’s rich history 
and family-friendly beach culture. 

As described in Section 2.1, Introduction, of the EIR, Redondo Beach, including 
the Waterfront Area in particular, has a long and rich history of coastal 
development uses, beginning in the late 1800s when it showed promise as an 
industrial harbor and a resort.  With the decline of the shipping industry at 
Redondo Beach near the turn of the century, tourism and recreation became the 
City’s main focus.  The development of resort uses and activities in the local 
area, along with the quick and convenient electric rail to Los Angeles, made 
Redondo Beach a major resort destination.  Over the next several decades, 
Redondo Beach underwent many changes, especially along the waterfront, 
including the periodic addition of new buildings and uses, as well as the 
demolition and loss of historic structures.   

The last major revitalization of the pier and waterfront was in the 1970s.  The 
characteristics (e.g., design, layout, and functionality) of many properties within 
the ocean-side area still reflect that time period of over 30 years ago.  Although a 
number of buildings have since been constructed or modernized, many 
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properties are aging and in need of renovation or reconstruction, including the 
Pier Parking Structure which likely had only five to ten years of service life 
remaining since the time of publication of the Draft EIR.  In 1988, a major storm 
and subsequent fire on the Horseshoe Pier destroyed much of the pier as well as 
more than 22,000 square feet of leasehold commercial improvements.  The 
damaged portions of the pier were subsequently reconstructed with the restored 
pier opening in 1995; however, patronage patterns to the pier and waterfront 
were significantly interrupted during that period of damage and reconstruction 
and have never fully recovered.  The ongoing degradation of both the physical 
condition of the waterfront area and the business and activity levels of the 
waterfront area was acknowledged by many residents of the local area and 
former patrons of the waterfront, who indicated in oral testimony at public 
meetings held during the review period for the Draft EIR that while they used to 
frequent the waterfront area in past times, the current state of the area is no 
longer attractive and, as such, they, their families, and their guests now go to 
other coastal business and recreation complexes outside of Redondo Beach 
(including but not limited to Final EIR Comments PC225, PM1-18, PM1-19, PM1-
21, PM1-25, PM1-29, PM1-30, PM2-06, PM2-09, PM2-26, PM2-28, and PM3-09, 
PM3-10, and PM3-15).   

The project is intended to revitalize approximately 36 acres of land and water by 
redeveloping and expanding local and visitor serving commercial uses, 
enhancing public access and recreational opportunities and facilities, and 
improving the aging support infrastructure and parking facilities.  The project also 
proposes substantial improvements in site connectivity, and public access and 
public views to and along the waterfront.  The main components of the project 
include the proposed demolition of approximately 207,402 square feet of existing 
structures, demolition/renovation of the existing Pier Parking Structure, and 
construction of up to approximately 511,460 square feet resulting in 
approximately 312,289 square feet of net new development (the project includes 
renovation of approximately 12,479 square feet of existing structures), to include 
retail, restaurant, creative office, specialty cinema, a market hall, and a boutique 
hotel.  Enhancements to public recreation and open space include a new small 
craft boat launch ramp, Redondo Beach Marina/Basin 3 
reconstruction/redevelopment (including repair of bulkhead and cap within Basin 
3), the opening of Seaside Lagoon to the harbor as a protected beach (currently 
the lagoon is not directly connected to the ocean), new and expanded pedestrian 
and bicycle pathways, as well as new open spaces.  Site connectivity and coastal 
access would be increased by the establishment of a new pedestrian bridge 
across the Basin 3 entrance, a new pedestrian promenade along the water’s 
edge from the base of the pier to Seaside Lagoon, and the Pacific Avenue 
Reconnection.  Project elements also include water quality benefits (associated 
with new storm-water facilities described in the EIR and opening the Seaside 
Lagoon to ocean waters which will eliminate the ongoing clean water act 
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regulatory issues), measures to accommodate sea level rise projections, and 
replacement or upgrades to aging infrastructure.   

The nature and mix of uses proposed at the project site are projected to succeed 
in revitalizing the waterfront area, based on the Market Study of the Proposed 
Waterfront Revitalization Project completed by AECOM in February 2015.  The 
Study concluded that, in summary, current and anticipated future market demand 
appears sufficient to support the proposed project’s programming.  AECOM’s 
analysis on comparable development of similar quality and scale suggest that the 
project will perform strongly in the market based on its mix of proposed uses.  A 
detailed summary of the competitive market area, retail, dining, and 
entertainment or RDE, upscale boutique hotel, and creative office components 
are provided below.  In short, implementation of the project as proposed will 
provide the benefit of revitalizing the Redondo Beach Waterfront through the 
provision of a distinctive high quality mixed-use environment that supports 
economic and recreational revitalization of the area, serves the local community, 
attracts residents and visitors, and honors Redondo Beach’s rich history and 
family-friendly beach culture. 

2. Increase net financial return to provide for the repair and replacement of 
aging and obsolete infrastructure (e.g., Pier Parking Structure), 
improvements to operational on-site water quality, adaptation to address 
sea level rise, enhancement of public safety, public amenities, and an 
upgrade of the deteriorated visual character of the Waterfront. 

Much of the public infrastructure in the Waterfront, including parking structures, 
marina basins, pathways, and roadways were constructed over 50 years ago.  
The age of the construction coupled with decades of exposure to the ocean 
elements has significantly degraded much of the infrastructure.  An engineering 
report by Walker Parking Consultants indicates that the Pier parking structure, 
specifically, has less than 5 to 10 years of remaining useful life.  Replacement 
cost for the Pier parking structure, essential to Waterfront merchants and visitors, 
is estimated to be as much as $30 million.  Through the project, CenterCal, the 
Waterfront Project developer selected by the City, will contribute to the upgrade 
and replacement of aging City infrastructure at the Waterfront, including the Pier 
Parking Structure.  Additionally, the project has the potential to deliver significant 
benefits to Redondo Beach, and could generate as much as $4-$5 million in new 
annual tax revenue. 

Additionally, as described in Section 3.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the 
EIR, implementation of the project will provide extensive improvements to the 
existing storm water drainage system on-site.  Presently, surface runoff, including 
stormwater runoff as well as non-stormwater runoff, such as from washing-down 
surface areas, irrigation systems, and various “nuisance flows”, flow directly into 
the bay/ocean.  Implementation of the project will include compliance with the 
City of Redondo Beach’s Low Impact Development (LID) Ordinance to treat both 
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the quantity and quality of storm/surface water flows.  Per the LID Ordinance, 
Best Management Practices (BMPs) are required to treat, infiltrate, and/or retain 
the first 0.75 inches of rain in bio-retention basins or the 85th percentile 24-hour 
storm event, whichever is greater.  The quantity of flow would be reduced and 
the quality of flow improved by implementing BMPs including, but not limited to, 
permeable pavers, infiltration, bio-filtration planters, modular wetlands and french 
drains.  The project as proposed would also add/redevelop approximately 
119,000 square feet of new roadway areas (new main street and Pacific Avenue 
Reconnection).  The new roadways would be required to comply with the City’s 
Green Street Policy adopted in May 2015.  Green streets are required to 
incorporate infiltration, biofiltration, and/or storage and use BMPs to collect, 
retain, or detain stormwater runoff in conjunction with design elements to create 
attractive streetscapes.  These BMPs would reduce runoff and pollutants from 
discharging into the Pacific Ocean.  Runoff from the project site would reduce 
contamination associated with roadways, parking lots, landscaping, and 
accumulated atmospheric deposition on impervious surfaces in comparison to 
existing conditions.  Approval of a LID implementation plan is required by the City 
prior to beginning construction.  

Additionally, as discussed in Section 4.8 of the EIR, the project would open the 
Seaside Lagoon to King Harbor, consequently the existing NPDES discharge 
permit for the facility would no longer be required.  Cooling water from the AES 
power generating station (AES power plant) that currently serves as the water for 
the facility would be replaced with tidal flows from the harbor.  This would 
eliminate water quality requirements currently imposed on the facility, including 
addressing total suspended solids (TSS).  The water exchange time for the area 
within the proposed breakwater entrance, including Seaside Lagoon and the area 
that is outside of the lagoon but inside of the breakwater entrance, would be 
approximately 20 hours, which would be much shorter than the exchange time 
for the three existing marina basins of King Harbor.  A shorter water exchange 
time can potentially lead to better water quality.  The results indicate that the 
project components would have a less than significant impact to the overall water 
quality within King Harbor.  The water residence time for the project area would 
be less than two days, which would be shorter than most regions of King Harbor.   

As also discussed in Section 4.8 of the EIR, portions of the project site, 
particularly the boardwalk area, are currently subject to inundation during periods 
of extreme high tides.  Additionally, based on a sea level analysis conducted for 
the proposed project, more extensive inundation could occur in the future due to 
projected sea level rise, ranging from 0.20 feet to 1.1 feet at Year 2040 and 0.99 
feet to 4.5 feet at Year 2090.  Implementation of the project would include raising 
the site elevation in the northern portion of the site.  Specifically, the boardwalk 
would be raised approximately four feet and the overall raising of the site would 
vary from zero to eight feet.  Site elevations would not substantially change on 
the southern portion.  The raising of the boardwalk and some portions of the site 
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in the northern portion would reduce, to some degree, the potential for hazards 
and damage associated with a future tsunami or seiche event compared to 
existing conditions.  The project also includes several mitigation measures that 
would provide certain improvements and benefits, compared to existing 
conditions, as related to potential inundation hazards.  Such mitigation measures 
include MM HWQ-1: Tsunami/Seiche Awareness Notification Program, MM 
HWQ-2: Wave Uprush Protection, and MM HWQ-3: Sea Level Rise Adaption 
Plan.    

3. Effectuate the goals and objectives of the City's Local Coastal Program, 
which provide for the development of up to 400,000 net new square feet of 
commercial development in the Waterfront area  
 
As described in Section 3.9, Land Use and Planning, in the EIR, the proposed 
net new construction under the project is within the cap of 400,000 square feet of 
net new floor area allowed within all CC zones based on existing land use on 
April 22, 2008.  Redondo Beach Resolution No. 2011-09-HC-002 (Shade Hotel) 
states that there are approximately 371,638 remaining square feet of allowed 
development under the City’s 400,000 square foot limit (RBMC Sections 10-
5.813(a), 10-5.814(a), 10-5.815(a), and 10-5.816(a)).  Subsequent to the 
adoption of this resolution, there was an amendment to the Shade Hotel Project 
approval, which increased the square footage of that project by 8,649 square feet 
(allowing for an additional 362,989 square feet under the City’s 400,000 square 
foot limit).  With the additional 277,901 square feet of net new construction in the 
Coastal Commercial zones that would occur under the project under the Coastal 
Zoning Baseline, the total net new development within the CC zones since April 
22, 2008 would be 314,912 square feet.  This is within the 400,000 square foot 
maximum.  After buildout of the project, 85,088 square feet of remaining net new 
development would be allowed within the CC zones.  As detailed in Tables 3.9-5 
through 3.9-8, of the EIR, the project complies with the many applicable policies 
and development standards of the Local Coastal Plan for Redondo Beach.  The 
ability to provide for the size and nature of a mixed-use development that 
effectuates the goals and objectives of the City’s Local Coastal Program is not 
easy and is considered to be a key benefit of project as proposed. 
The project would also promote alternative modes of transportation by creating a 
pedestrian active and bicycle oriented development.  As noted in the City 
Council’s 2008 Administrative Report for the current zoning “pedestrian-active 
commercial areas generally require higher FARS than auto-oriented 
centers…Although the Harbor area will not be a ‘downtown’, it is intended under 
the General Plan for development to be reconfigured to ‘create a unified seaside 
‘village’, siting buildings adjacent to one another and orienting them along 
common pedestrian promenades and public plazas.”  As described in greater 
detail in Draft EIR Chapter 2, the proposed project provides a number of these 
amenities. 
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Furthermore, construction of the parking structures will reduce the amount of 
surface parking, thereby freeing additional lot area to be utilized in the Harbor for 
non-parking purposes.  This is consistent with the underlying goals of the City, as 
discussed in the April 8, 2008 Administrative Report for the current zoning, 
“Clustered new development in conjunction with replacing surface parking with 
parking structures will in fact increase the amount of useable open space, 
provide pedestrian walkways and view corridors in place of walking through 
parking lots, and enhance the character of the harbor area as a pedestrian-active 
area.”  As noted in the Final EIR, under existing conditions the project site has lot 
coverage of approximately 546,056 square feet (or over 12 acres) of surface and 
structured parking footprints (not including Joes Crab Shack). Under the project, 
the site would consist of approximately 184,879 square feet (or just over four 
acres) of surface-and structured parking footprints. 
 

4. Leverage a public-private partnership that generates sufficient revenues to 
support a coordinated revitalization of the Waterfront. 

One of the central strategies in the Redondo Beach 2007 Assess Management 
Plan is to promote the highest and best use of the waterfront property through 
consolidated ownership and the attraction of new private section investment.  
The ultimate goal of this property consolidation was to attract a private section 
partner with the capital and resources to redevelop the Waterfront within the 
parameters established by the citizens through Measure G.  In October 2012, 
after a lengthy and comprehensive evaluation process, the City Council selected 
CenterCal Properties as the preferred development partner for the Waterfront.  
Based on the submittals, extensive references, and site visits, CenterCal was 
deemed the most qualified to take on the complex mix of uses and extensive 
community engagement that the project would require.  CenterCal has an 
impressive track record of building and operating great places as a proven, long-
term capital partner.  Subsequent to selecting CenterCal, an Exclusive 
Negotiating Agreement was approved on January 8, 2013, providing negotiating 
certainty and exclusivity for both parties.  Over the past 3+ years, the City and 
CenterCal have worked together in the formulation, evaluation, and refinement of 
a concept for redevelopment of the Waterfront area.  This public-private 
partnership provides a solid foundation for realizing a development plan that 
results in significant revitalization of the City’s Waterfront and could generate as 
much as $4-$5 million in new annual tax revenue. 
 

5.  Restore and enrich the community's connection to the Waterfront by 
providing improved connectivity to and along the Waterfront via enhanced 
pedestrian, bicycle, and motorized vehicle access, including the 
completion of a missing link in the California Coastal trail. 
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A major component of the project is improved site connectivity between the pier 
and harbor area with residents and visitors serving uses to the east.  Site 
connectivity improvements include new pedestrian and bicycle pathways, many 
of which are separated from vehicular traffic, a new pedestrian bridge across the 
Redondo Beach Marina/Basin 3 entrance, and the reconnection of Pacific 
Avenue to Torrance Circle (also known as Coral Way) south of the Waterfront 
area. Implementation of the project would further enhance the bicycle and 
pedestrian environment, providing even more favorable conditions for bicycling 
and walking.  

The Pacific Avenue Reconnection will convert an existing car-free, pedestrian-
only facility into a full-access roadway for vehicles, bicyclists, and pedestrians 
with sidewalks and a marked crossing.  The provision of high-quality crossings 
and other new pedestrian facilities, including new pedestrian pathways and a 
pedestrian bridge across Basin 3, would enhance access within the project site.  
Additionally, the character and mix of uses included in the project are compatible 
with pedestrian-oriented areas.  Visitors to the project site arriving on foot, or 
those choosing to circulate around the project site on foot after having parked, 
will be able to utilize wide sidewalks provided throughout the project site, 
particularly along the Pacific Avenue Reconnection and enhanced crosswalks.  
While the operation of the project would add vehicular traffic to new pedestrian 
crossing points, the added traffic would not exceed the capacity of these facilities 
based on their design, and this additional traffic would not be expected to add 
significant delay for pedestrians.  Pedestrian crossings along the Pacific Avenue 
Reconnection will provide sufficient capacity to accommodate the added 
pedestrian volumes based on the design of those facilities.  The project would 
also create a more typical four-way perpendicular intersection geometry for the 
intersection of Pacific Avenue and Harbor Drive compared with the existing 
condition, which has a near 270 degree turn from the southbound Harbor Drive to 
northbound Pacific Avenue.  

Visitors to the project arriving by bicycle may utilize existing bicycle facilities on 
Harbor Drive, Catalina Avenue, Diamond Street, and through Veterans Park.  A 
Class IV cycle track was recently completed as part of the Herondo Gateway 
project.  It will be extended through the project site along the Pacific Avenue 
Reconnection to connect the existing Class I bicycle path in Veterans Park, 
providing high-quality bicycle facilities along the Waterfront where today there are 
none.  The project would also provide a missing link of the California Coastal 
Trail. 

Overall, implementation of the project as proposed would restore and enrich the 
community's connection to the Waterfront by providing improved connectivity to and 
along the Waterfront via enhanced pedestrian, bicycle, and motorized vehicle access, 
including the completion of a missing link in the California Coastal Trail. 
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Exhibit C 
 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Introduction 
Assembly Bill 3180 (AB 3180) codified in Section 21081.6(a) of the California Public Resources Code (PRC), 
became effective January 1, 1989, and requires a Lead Agency to adopt a mitigation monitoring and reporting 
program (MMRP) when approving or carrying out a project for which mitigation measures have been 
identified in the environmental review process.  The Lead Agency responsibility also originates in the State 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Sections 15097 (Mitigation Monitoring or 
Reporting).  As the Lead Agency under CEQA, the City of Redondo Beach (City) is required to adopt a 
program for reporting or monitoring regarding the implementation of mitigation measures for The Waterfront 
Project (hereafter referred to as the “proposed project” or ‘project’), if it is approved, to ensure that the adopted 
mitigation measures are implemented as defined in the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).  The EIR, 
prepared for the proposed project, addressed the potential environmental impacts and identified measures, 
where appropriate, to reduce adverse environmental impacts to less than significant levels. 

As such, the purpose of this MMRP is to ensure that adopted mitigation measures are successfully 
implemented.  Once the Redondo Beach Harbor Commission adopts the MMRP, the applicable City 
department(s) will incorporate the mitigation monitoring/reporting requirements in the appropriate permits (i.e., 
engineering specifications, engineering construction permits, real estate entitlements, and/or coastal 
development permits).  Therefore, in accordance with the aforementioned requirements, this document lists 
each mitigation measure, describes the methods for implementation and verification, and identifies the 
responsible party or parties as detailed below in the MMRP Implementation section.  While the Draft EIR also 
discussed Conditions of Approval (COA), these conditions were not proposed to reduce or avoid a significant 
environmental impact.  The finalized COA will be included as an attachment to the Waterfront project’s 
entitlement resolution(s).   

Mitigation Compliance Responsibility 
The Applicant or City is responsible for successfully implementing all the mitigation measures in the MMRP 
and for assuring that these requirements are met by all of its contractors and field personnel throughout the 
design/construction and operation of the proposed project.   

Monitoring and Reporting Procedures 
The City is responsible for administering and enforcing the procedures adopted for monitoring throughout 
the design, construction and operation of the proposed project.  The City and responsible/jurisdictional 
agencies may delegate their duties and responsibilities for monitoring to staff or consultants as 
“environmental monitors.”  The environmental monitor assigned to the proposed project shall maintain 
adherence to all mitigation measures by tracking and documenting compliance through periodic reports; 
notifying appropriate parties of any noncompliance issues and, coordinating any deficiencies are promptly 
corrected.  The number of designated monitors for the proposed project will depend on the number of 
concurrent activities and their locations.  Some of the mitigation measures can be completed in the short-
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term and will not require additional monitoring.  Others are long-term or on-going and will require annual 
or on-going monitoring for the foreseeable future. 

Mitigation Monitoring Table 
Table 1 presents a summary of MMRP requirements for the mitigation measures identified in the EIR as 
applicable to the proposed project.  This MMRP identifies each mitigation measure by discipline, the entity 
(organization) responsible for its implementation, and the report/permit/certification required for each measure.  
Certain inspections and reports may require preparation by qualified individuals, and these are specified as 
needed.  The timing and method of verification for each measure is also specified.  This mitigation measures 
below are applicable to the complete Waterfront project, consequently, if the project is phased and mitigation 
measures are implemented during the first phase, the city shall retain mitigation credit for any subsequent 
phases of the project, including but not limited to the transportation mitigation measures. 
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Table 1: Mitigation Measure Reporting Program Requirements for the Mitigation Measures Identified in The Waterfront EIR 

Mitigation Measure 
Monitoring 

Timing/ 
Frequency 

Action 
Indicating 

Compliance 
Monitoring 

Agency 

Verification of 
Compliance 

Initial Date Remarks 
Air Quality 

MM AQ-1:  Fleet Modernization for Construction Equipment:  Prior to issuance 
of any Grading Permit, the City Engineer and the Chief Building Official shall 
confirm that the Grading Plan, Building Plans, and specifications stipulate that the 
construction contractor shall ensure that all off-road equipment with a horsepower 
greater than 50 horsepower (HP) be required to have USEPA certified Tier 4 
interim engines or engines that are certified to meet or exceed the NOx emission 
ratings for USEPA Tier 4 engines.  Any emissions control device used by the 
contractor shall achieve emissions reductions that are no less than what could be 
achieved by a Level 4 diesel emissions control strategy for a similarly sized 
engine, as defined by CARB regulations.  During construction, the construction 
contractor shall maintain a list of all operating equipment in use on the project site 
for verification by the City’s Building and Safety Division.  The construction 
equipment list shall state the makes, models, and numbers of construction 
equipment on-site.  Equipment shall be properly serviced and maintained in 
accordance with the manufacturer’s recommendations.  Construction contractors 
shall also ensure that all nonessential idling of construction equipment is restricted 
to five minutes or less in compliance with California Air Resources Board’s Rule 
2449.  These activities shall be verified by the Building and Safety Division during 
construction. 

Prior to 
issuance of 
any grading 
permit and 
during 
construction 

 

Applicant/Con
struction 
Contractor to 
submit 
grading plan, 
building plans, 
and 
construction 
specifications 
for review by 
the City for 
compliance 
with MM-AQ-
1; routine 
inspections 
during 
construction 

 

Redondo 
Beach 
Building and 
Safety 
Division and 
Public Works 
Department 

 

   

MM AQ-2: Use of Low-VOC Coatings and Paints:  Prior to issuance of any 
Grading Permit, the City Engineer and the Chief Building Official shall confirm that 
the construction plans and specifications stipulate that all architectural coatings 
shall meet a volatile organic compound (VOC) content of 50 grams per liter (g/L) or 
less for interior coating and 100 g/L or less for exterior coatings.  Use of low-VOC 
paints shall be verified by the Building and Safety Division during construction.  
However, if the project is phased such that less square footage is coated on a 
daily basis, then coatings with higher VOC levels may be used over a longer 
period of time such that the combination of daily square footage coated and VOC 
content does not exceed South Coast Air Quality Management District’s regional 
threshold for ROG during construction of 75 pounds per day when combined with 
other on-site activities occurring on the same day. 

Prior to 
issuance of 
any grading 
permit and 
during 
construction 

 

Applicant/Con
struction 
Contractor to 
submit 
grading plan, 
building plans, 
and 
construction 
specifications 
associated 
with Coatings 
and Paints for 
review by the 

Redondo 
Beach 
Building and 
Safety 
Division and 
Public Works 
Department 
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Mitigation Measure 
Monitoring 

Timing/ 
Frequency 

Action 
Indicating 

Compliance 
Monitoring 

Agency 

Verification of 
Compliance 

Initial Date Remarks 

City for 
compliance 
with MM-AQ-
2; routine 
inspections 
during 
construction 

Biological Resources 

MM BIO-1: Protection of Marine Mammals During Construction:  Pile-driving 
could result in Level B harassment that leads to avoidance behavior by marine 
mammals.  Therefore, a Level B (harassment) safety zone shall be established 
around the pile-driving site and monitored for marine mammals as shown in Table 
MM BIO-1 below.  The Level B radius is based on the estimated safe distance for 
installation of piles proposed for use in the project and is adequate to ensure that 
pinnipeds would not be exposed to Level B harassment sound levels.  The safety 
zone varies by pile size and hammer type.  Because the noise levels anticipated 
under this analysis are based on measured values from multiple different projects, 
the protective buffer has been increased by 20 percent to address inherent 
variability.  The buffers are to be applied using direct straight line exposure thus 
barriers that create an acoustic shadow (e.g., a jetty or breakwater) separating the 
noise generation from mammal receptors would eliminate the buffer requirement.  
 
The pile-driving site will move with each new pile; therefore, the safety zones shall 
move accordingly.  Prior to commencement of pile-driving, a qualified marine 
mammal observer1 on shore or by boat shall survey the safety zone to ensure that 
no marine mammals are seen within the safety zone before pile-driving of a pile 
segment begins.  If a marine mammal is observed within the safety zone during 
pile-driving operations, pile driving shall be delayed until the marine mammal 
moves out of the safety zone.  If a marine mammal remains within the zone for at 
least 15 minutes before pile-driving commences then pile-driving may commence 
with a “soft start” to warn mobile aquatic species to leave the area.  
 

Table MM BIO-1: Pile Driving Safety Zone Buffer By Pile Type and Pile Driving Method 

Prior to and 
during pile 
drive 
construction 
activities 

Routine site 
inspections  
 

Redondo 
Beach 
Building and 
Safety 
Division 
through the 
use of a 
qualified 
marine 
mammal 
observer1  
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Mitigation Measure 
Monitoring 

Timing/ 
Frequency 

Action 
Indicating 

Compliance 
Monitoring 

Agency 

Verification of 
Compliance 

Initial Date Remarks 

Project Element 
Pile Type Pile Driving Methods 

Level B 
(160 dBRMS) Distance 
(meters) 

Level B 
Buffer 
(160 dBRMS) Distance 
(meters) + 20 Percent 

Horseshoe Pier: 18-inch 
steel piles 

Vibratory hammer >12 and <16 63 ft (19 m) 

Pedestrian/Bicycle 
Bridge: 14-18-inch steel 
piles 

Vibratory hammer >3 and <16 63 ft (19 m) 

Sportfishing Pier: 11-14-
inch wood or concrete 
piles 

Impact hammer 10 meters 39 ft (12 m) 

Small Craft Boat Launch 
Ramp: >18-inch concrete 
pile 

Impact hammer >14 meters 55 ft (17 m) 

Marina Reconstruction: 
16-inch concrete pile 

Impact hammer 13-18 meters 71 ft (22 m) 

dBRMS  - decibels Root Mean Square 
ft – feet 
m - meters 

 
If marine mammals enter the safety zone after pile driving of a segment has 
begun, pile driving will continue.  The qualified marine mammal observer shall 
monitor and record the species and number of individuals observed, and make 
note of their behavior patterns.  If the animal appears distressed, and if it is 
operationally safe to do so, pile-driving shall cease until the animal leaves the 
area.  Prior to the initiation of each new pile-driving episode, the area will again be 
thoroughly surveyed by the qualified marine mammal observer. 
 
1 A qualified marine mammal observer must meet the professional expectations laid out in the Marine 
Mammal Observer Associations website: http://www.mmo-association,org/about-mmos, or equivalent, 
as applicable 

MM BIO-2: California Grunion:  Horseshoe Pier construction that could disturb 
the sandy beach under the pier structure shall be scheduled outside of the grunion 
spawning season (March to August), unless the applicant fulfills the following 
procedures:   
 
If construction overlaps the grunion spawning season, grunion monitoring shall be 
conducted prior to any sandy beach-disturbing activity (check California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife [CDFW] website for spawning events as spawning 

During 
construction 
activities 
that would 
disturb the 
sandy 
beach near 
Horseshoe 

Inspection of 
Horseshoe 
Pier Beach 
during 
Horseshoe 
Pier 
construction  

Redondo 
Beach 
Building and 
Safety 
Division 
through the 
use of a 
qualified 

   

http://www.mmo-association,org/about-mmos
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Mitigation Measure 
Monitoring 

Timing/ 
Frequency 

Action 
Indicating 

Compliance 
Monitoring 

Agency 

Verification of 
Compliance 

Initial Date Remarks 

events occur bi-weekly).  If no grunion are observed, construction may proceed.  If 
spawning occurs within the work area and is of a Walker Scale1 2 or higher, work 
shall not be performed if it would disrupt the high spawning beach used by 
grunion.  Work shall be deferred until after the next spring tide series when eggs 
would be expected to hatch and larval fish would return to the water.  However, 
construction can continue where work would not overlap with grunion spawning 
locations. 
 
1  The Walker Scale for assessment of California Grunion (Leuresthes tenuis) spawning runs, 
developed by K. Martin, M. Schaadt and S. Lawrenz-Miller, is named for Boyd Walker, whose 
pioneering research provided the scientific basis for understanding the periodicity of L. tenuis spawning 
runs in California. Scale increases exponentially with greater numbers of fish, greater area involved, 
and increased duration of the run. 
 
2  The Qualified Biological Monitor should have a minimum of a Bachelor of Science Degree or 
Bachelor of Arts Degree in biology or related environmental science, having a demonstrated familiarity 
with the natural history, habitat requirements and affinities, and identification of the species of concern 
at the site, demonstrated familiarity with the laws and regulations governing the protection of the 
species, and 2 years of construction and/or operations effects monitoring experience.   

Pier (limits 
during 
March to 
August-
check 
CDFW 
spawning 
event 
listing). 

 biologist2 

MM BIO-3: Mitigation for Increase in Surface Coverage:  The applicant shall be 
required to obtain all required permits from appropriate federal and state agencies 
for in-water work such as a Clean Water Act Section 404 permit, Section 401 
Water Quality Certification and/or Rivers and Harbors Act Section 10 permit.  Prior 
to issuance of construction permits for the in-water elements of the proposed 
project, the applicant shall demonstrate that permits have been obtained and 
significant impacts related to any net increase in surface coverage of harbor 
waters that would occur as a result of the proposed project would be mitigated to 
less than significant through avoidance, impact minimization, and/or compensatory 
mitigation.  Subject to agency coordination and permit requirements, 
compensatory mitigation may consist of (a) the establishment of an equivalent 
amount of new open water surface area within King Harbor through the opening of 
Seaside Lagoon to harbor waters; (b) other marine resource restoration, 
establishment, enhancement, and/or preservation activity within King Harbor or 
elsewhere in Santa Monica Bay; (c) obtaining credits from a mitigation bank within 
the Santa Monica Bay; and/or (d) making a payment to an in-lieu fee program that 
will conduct wetland, marine, or other aquatic resource restoration, creation, 
enhancement, or preservation activities within the Santa Monica Bay. Any required 

Prior to 
issuance of 
any grading 
or 
construction 
permits for 
in-water 
elements of 
the project 

Applicant/Con
struction 
Contractor to 
submit 
evidence to 
the City that  
permits were 
obtained from 
appropriate 
federal and 
state agencies 

Redondo 
Beach 
Community 
Development 
Department - 
Planning 
Division 
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Mitigation Measure 
Monitoring 

Timing/ 
Frequency 

Action 
Indicating 

Compliance 
Monitoring 

Agency 

Verification of 
Compliance 

Initial Date Remarks 

compensatory mitigation or other mitigation shall be implemented as set forth in 
the permits. 

MM BIO-4: Fill in Waters of the U.S.:  The applicant shall comply with U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers (USACE) Clean Water Act and Rivers and Harbors Act 
permitting requirements.  Prior to issuance of construction permits for the in-water 
elements of the proposed project, the applicant shall demonstrate that any 
required permits such as Clean Water Act Section 404 permit, Section 401 Water 
Quality Certification, and/or Rivers and Harbors Act Section 10 permit have been 
obtained.  If it is determined that fill of waters of the United States would result 
from implementation of the proposed project, authorization for such fill shall be 
secured through the Section 404 and/or Section 10 permitting process.  The net 
amount of Waters of the United States that would be removed during project 
implementation shall quantified and replaced or rehabilitated in accordance with 
the USACE mitigation guidelines.  If required in compliance with permit 
requirements, mitigation shall be implemented that includes one of the following: 
avoidance, impact minimization, and/or compensatory mitigation.  Subject to 
agency coordination and permit requirements, compensatory mitigation may 
consist of (a) the enhancement of marine habitat associated with the opening of 
Seaside Lagoon to the waters of King Harbor or other marine resource restoration, 
establishment, enhancement, and/or preservation activity within King Harbor or 
elsewhere Santa Monica Bay; (b) obtaining credits from a mitigation bank; and/or 
(c) making a payment to an in-lieu fee program that will conduct wetland, marine, 
or other aquatic resource restoration, creation, enhancement, or preservation 
activities. Any required compensatory mitigation or other mitigation shall be 
implemented as set forth in the permits. 

Prior to 
issuance of 
any grading 
or 
construction 
permits for 
in-water 
elements of 
the project 

Applicant/Con
struction 
Contractor to 
submit 
evidence of 
permits 
obtained from 
U.S. Army 
Corps of 
Engineers 
(Section 404 
Permit and 
Section 10 
Permit), and 
California 
Regional 
Water Quality 
Control Board 
(Section 401 
Water Quality 
Certification) 

Redondo 
Beach 
Community 
Development 
Department - 
Planning 
Division and 
Building and 
Safety 
Division 

   

Cultural Resources 

MM CUL-1: Recordation:  Prior to the issuance of any project related demolition 
or grading permits, the applicant shall prepare comprehensive documentation of 
the significantly impacted historic resources, including all features previously 
identified as contributive to its historic character.  The project-specific historical 
resources identified as meeting the eligibility criteria for City of Redondo Beach 
Landmark designation (although there is no official designation) are:  

Prior to 
issuance of 
demolition 
and grading 
permits 

Applicant/Con
struction 
Contractor to 
submit 
documents for 
review and 

Redondo 
Beach 
Community 
Development 
Department 
and Historical 
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• Sportfishing Pier (including buildings)  

• 208-210 Fisherman’s Wharf (Tony’s On The Pier and its companion building, 
Tony’s Hats ‘N Things)  

• Redondo Beach Pier Complex (includes the timber portion of the Horseshoe 
[Municipal] Pier and the Monstad Pier) 

The documentation shall be consistent with the requirements of Historic American 
Building Survey/Historic American Engineering Record/Historic American 
Landscape Survey (HABS/HAER/HALS) Level II, and shall conform with the 
applicable standards described in the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and 
Guidelines for Architectural and Engineering Documentation. 

HABS/HAER/HALS Level II documentation typically includes a written historical 
report accompanying photocopies of any existing architectural drawings and a set 
of large format (minimum 4” x 5” neg.) archival quality black and white 
photographs. The original documentation package shall be submitted to the City of 
Redondo Beach Community Development Department and Historical Commission 
for review.  The approved documentation package shall be submitted to the 
Community Development Department and City’s Historical Commission for 
curation, with copies distributed to the Redondo Beach Public Library and the 
Redondo Beach Historical Society Museum, where they shall be accessible to the 
public. 

approval Commission 

MM CUL-2: Interpretive Program:  An interpretive program shall be developed to 
include an internet website that shall be of educational benefit to the public and 
illustrate the history and historic architecture of the historical resource through 
photographs, video, and oral history interviews collected from persons familiar with 
the history and historic functioning of the property.  Additionally, a permanent, on-
site interpretive facility presenting the history of the property and incorporating 
HABS/HAER documentation, historical images, and salvaged elements of the 
historic property shall be created.  The interpretive program shall be coordinated 
with the City of Redondo Beach Community Development Department, in 
coordination with the City’s Historical Commission, and other agencies and 
organizations, as appropriate.  Integration of the interpretive program with existing 
programs, such as the Paths of History marker program, and the Redondo Beach 

Design 
review and 
prior to 
construction  

Applicant to 
submit 
interpretative 
program for 
review for 
compliance 
with MM CUL-
2 

Redondo 
Beach 
Community 
Development 
Department – 
Building and 
Safety 
Division and 
Planning 
Division, and 
Historical 
Commission 
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Historical Society website is acceptable. 

MM CUL-3: Protection of the Monstad Pier During Construction:  Prior to the 
issuance of demolition permits associated with the Horseshoe (Municipal) Pier 
element of the project, construction documents shall be reviewed and approved by 
a qualified preservation professional to ensure that the important historic character 
defining elements of the Monstad Pier are maintained.  To ensure that the 
Monstad Pier is not inadvertently damaged during construction, plans and 
specifications shall incorporate measures consistent with National Park Service 
guidance for temporary protection of historic structures (“Temporary Protection No. 
3: Protecting a Historic Structure during Adjacent Construction.” National Park 
Service, Technical Preservation Services, Washington, D.C., 2001).  These plans 
shall also be submitted to, and reviewed by, the City’s Historical Commission, 
pursuant to Redondo Beach Municipal Code Section 10-4.501. 

Prior to 
issuance of 
demolition 
permits 
associated 
with the 
Horseshoe 
(Municipal) 
Pier 
element of 
the project 

Applicant/Con
struction 
Contractor to 
submit site 
plans, 
construction/ 
building plans 
and 
specifications 
for review for 
compliance 
with MM CUL-
3 

Redondo 
Beach 
Building and 
Safety 
Division, and 
Historical 
Commission 
through the 
use of a 
qualified 
preservation 
professional 

   

MM CUL-4: Phase I Archaeological Work:  A Phase I archaeological evaluation 
shall be conducted in association with excavation activities (either prior to or during 
excavation) of the northeast and southern edges of the project site as shown on 
Figure 3.4-5 Phase I Archaeological Mitigation Area of the Waterfront Draft EIR.  
The Phase I archaeological evaluation shall be conducted with a backhoe, two 
supervising archaeologists, and a Native American monitor.  The archaeologist in 
charge shall meet or exceed the qualifications set by the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards and Guidelines as published in the Code of Federal Regulations, 36 
CFR Part 61.  If resources are determined to be present, then an evaluation of 
their significance would be undertaken, and if feasible, the archaeological 
resources shall be preserved in place.  If preservation in place is infeasible, a Data 
Recovery Plan shall be prepared and implemented that includes, treatment, 
recordation and/or curation consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards and Guidelines for Archaeology and Historic Preservation.  Once a 
decision has been made to recover archeological information through the naturally 

Prior to or 
during 
excavation 
activities of 
the 
northeast 
and 
southern 
edges of the 
project site 
as shown 
on Figure 
3.4-5 Phase 
I 
Archaeologi

Applicant/Con
struction 
Contractor to 
conduct a 
Phase I 
archaeological 
evaluation per 
Figure 3.4-5 
of the Draft 
EIR; upon 
discovery of 
archaeological 
artifacts, 
submit results 
of data 

Redondo 
Beach 
Community 
Development 
Department 
and Historical 
Commission; 
Waterfront 
and Economic 
Development 
Department, if 
applicable 
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destructive methods of excavation, a research design and data recovery plan 
based on firm background data, sound planning, and accepted archeological 
methods should be formulated and implemented.  Data recovery and analysis 
should be accomplished in a thorough, efficient manner, using the most cost- 
effective techniques practicable.  A responsible archeological data recovery plan 
should provide for reporting and dissemination of results, as well as interpretation 
of what has been learned so that it is understandable and accessible to the public.  
The data recovery plan shall be grounded in and related to the priorities 
established by the local historic preservation commission plans and the needs of 
other City Departments (such as the Waterfront and Economic Development 
Department).  Appropriate arrangements for curation of archeological materials 
and records shall be made. 

cal 
Mitigation 
Area of the 
Waterfront 
Draft EIR  

recovery plan 
and analysis 
for review for 
compliance 
with MM CUL-
4 

MM CUL-5: Potential to Encounter Unknown Paleontological Resources:  
Prior to excavation activities, a qualified paleontologist (i.e., a paleontologist with 
an M.S. or Ph.D. degree in paleontology or geology and be familiar with 
paleontologic salvage or mitigation procedures and techniques) shall examine final 
design construction plans and bore logs of the project site to determine if 
potentially fossiliferous strata underlying the site would be encountered by 
excavation and, if so, what level of paleontologic monitoring should be 
implemented during excavation.  If it is determined that such strata would be 
encountered by excavation, the paleontologist shall develop a written storage 
agreement with a recognized museum repository such as the Natural History 
Museum of Los Angeles County (LACM) regarding the permanent storage and 
maintenance of any remains that might be recovered as a result of implementing 
these mitigation measures.  If warranted, the paleontologist shall be present at a 
preconstruction meeting to consult with appropriate City of Redondo Beach and 
Construction Contractor staff.  During the meeting, the paleontologist shall conduct 
an employee environmental awareness training session for all personnel who will 
be involved with excavation.  If it is determined that monitoring is necessary, a 
paleontologic monitor shall be on site to inspect new exposures created by 
excavation once that earth-moving activity has reached a depth of five feet below 
the current ground surface in areas underlain by Holocene beach sediments, but 
at any depth when excavation involves lagoonal deposits or Pleistocene marine 
deposits.  Monitoring will allow for the recovery of fossil remains that might be 

Prior to 
excavation 
activities 
and during 
construction 
activities if 
determined 
to be 
necessary 
by the 
Paleontologi
cal Monitor. 

Review of 
construction 
plans, 
designs, and 
bore logs 
submitted by 
the Applicant; 
upon 
discovery of 
fossiliferous 
strata or 
recovery of 
fossil remains, 
implement 
paleontologic 
monitoring 
plan. 

Evidence from 
the Applicant 
showing that 
an employee 
environmental 

Redondo 
Beach 
Building and 
Safety 
Division and 
Historical 
Commission 
utilizing a 
qualified 
paleontologist 
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uncovered by excavation.   

If fossil remains are discovered, the monitor will recover them and record 
associated specimen and locality data. If necessary, excavation at the fossil 
locality will be halted or diverted temporarily around the locality until the remains 
have been recovered. The paleontologic monitor will be equipped to allow for the 
timely recovery of such remains. If necessary to reduce the potential for a delay of 
excavation, additional personnel will be assigned to the recovery of an unusually 
large or productive fossil occurrence. Following the discovery of the remains, 
monitoring will be raised to full time when excavation involves the fossil-bearing 
unit and full-time monitoring is not already in effect. On the other hand, if too few or 
no fossil remains have been found once 50 percent of the area comprising a 
particular rock unit has been excavated, the Principal Paleontologist can 
recommend that monitoring be reduced.   

Recovered fossil remains will be prepared to the point of identification, identified to 
the lowest taxonomic level possible by knowledgeable paleontologists, and 
curated and cataloged in compliance with designated museum repository 
requirements.  All curation is assumed to meet the standards identified in 36 CFR 
79.9, and specifically set forth by the Department of Interior - Museum Property 
Handbook, DM 411, which is the standards that must be meet for facilities that 
house federally owned museum collections.  The entire fossil collection (along with 
associated specimen data and corresponding geologic and geographic locality 
data and copies of pertinent field notes, photos, and maps) will be transferred to 
the repository for permanent storage and maintenance. Associated specimen data 
and corresponding geologic and geographic locality data will be archived at the 
repository and, along with the fossil specimens, will be made available to 
paleontologists for future study. 

A final report of findings that summarizes the results of the work conducted under 
these mitigation measures will be prepared by the Principal Paleontologist and 
submitted to the City of Redondo Beach. A copy of the report will be filed at the 
museum repository. Submission of the report will signify completion of the 
mitigation program. 

awareness 
training 
session has 
occurred. 

If fossil 
remains are 
encountered, 
then the 
applicant shall 
submit a final 
summary 
report 
indicating 
compliance.  

Hydrology and Water Quality 
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MM HWQ-1: Tsunami/Seiche Awareness Notification Program: The following 
shall be implemented on-site to reduce risks associated with tsunami:  

The following shall be implemented on-site to reduce risks associated with 
tsunami:  

1. Signage shall be provided throughout the project area, 
showing the designated tsunami emergency evacuation route.   

2. A public address system audible at both northern and 
southern locations of the site shall be installed and used to inform the 
public of evacuation order or emergency procedures in the event a 
tsunami warning or alert is issued.  Contact information for the on-site 
management office with access to the public address system shall be 
provided to the Redondo Beach Fire Department and provided for 
inclusion in City tsunami preparation/emergency response procedure 
manuals.  

3. A tsunami evacuation map and a copy of any City tsunami 
preparation/emergency response procedure manuals shall be kept in the 
on-site management office at all times.  

4. Tsunami preparedness training shall be provided to on-site 
security personnel. 

5. Additional information, such as brochures and signage, 
promoting tsunami awareness and providing the website to the City’s 
emergency preparedness website shall also be made available at the 
project site. 

During 
design and 
prior to 
construction 

Once the 
project is 
operational, 
the 
applicant 
shall 
provide 
tsunami 
preparedne
ss training 
and keep 
emergency 
response 
manuals on-
site. 

Applicant/Con
struction 
contractor to 
submit design 
plans for 
review for 
compliance 
with MM 
HWQ-1. 

Redondo 
Beach Fire 
Department 
and Building 
and Safety 
Division 

   

MM HWQ-2: Wave Uprush Protection:  A four-foot high recurved splash wall 
shall be placed within the existing revetment at the seaward edge of the boardwalk 
to redirect up-rushed water back toward the ocean (as shown in Figure 3.8-16 of 
the Waterfront Draft EIR), or other wave uprush protection that prevents inundation 
from occurring at the buildings and pedestrian boardwalk located landward of the 
northern portion of the Horseshoe (Municipal) Pier (just to the north and south of 
Kincaid’s restaurant) shall be installed, subject to California Coastal Commission 
recommendations and approval, prior to certificates of occupancy for the buildings. 

Prior to 
construction 
and prior to 
obtaining 
certificate of 
occupancy 
associated 
with building 

Applicant/Con
struction 
contractor to 
submit design 
plans for 
review and 
approval 

Redondo 
Beach 
Building and 
Safety 
Division, and 
California 
Coastal 
Commission 
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The top of the splash wall shall be level with the finished grade of the boardwalk. and 
boardwalk 
located 
landward of 
the northern 
portion of 
the 
Horseshoe 
Pier 

MM HWQ-3: Sea Level Rise Adaption Plan:  The Applicant shall every 10 years 
from the first Certificate of Occupancy issued for the proposed project, review 
information from the National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration’s 
(NOAA) tide measurement at the Santa Monica tide gauge and the recorded sea 
level rise trend, as well as pertinent literature that updates the sea level rise trend, 
to determine if sea level rise at the project site is trending toward the high, mid-
level or low projections recommended by the Californian Ocean Protection Council 
(COPC).  If the review of information shows that trend is consistent with the high 
projections of the COPC, then the Applicant shall design and implement a 
supplemental feature, such as a parapet adaptation to (and on top of) the 
proposed recurved splash wall or a raised splash wall to respond to sea level rise 
under the high projection trend (see Figure 3.8-17 of the Waterfront Draft EIR).  If 
the future sea level rise shows an accelerating trend, the construction of such 
adaptations may then be implemented at an appropriate time in the future. 

Ten year 
increments 
after first 
issued 
certificate of 
occupancy 

Applicant to 
submit 
evidence of 
the review of 
NOAA 
information 

Redondo 
Beach 
Community 
Development 
Department - 
Building and 
Safety 
Division 

   

Noise 

MM NOI-1: Pile Driving Vibration:  Prior to approval of grading plans and/or prior 
to issuance of demolition, grading and building permits for construction activities 
involving the use of pile drivers (impact) within 55 feet of non-engineered timber 
and masonry structures/buildings or within 30 feet of structures/buildings 
constructed of reinforced-concrete, steel, or timber, and to the satisfaction of the 
City of Redondo Beach Building and Safety Division, the project applicant shall 
retain a Professional Structural Engineer to perform the following tasks: 

• Review the project plans for demolition and construction; 

Prior to 
approval of 
grading 
plans and/or 
prior to 
issuance of 
demolition, 
grading and 

Applicant/Con
struction 
contractor to 
submit 
structural 
engineering 
report for 
review for 

Redondo 
Beach 
Building and 
Safety 
Division 
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• Investigate the area where pile driving is proposed to occur, including 
geological testing, if required; and 
• Prepare and submit a report to the Chief Building Official to include, but not 
be limited to, the following: 

 - Description of existing conditions at the subject area; 
 - Vibration level limits based on building conditions, soil conditions, and 
pile driving approach to ensure vibration levels would be below 0.2 in/sec 
for non-engineered timber and masonry buildings if nearby or 0.5 in/sec 
for structures or buildings constructed of reinforced-concrete, steel, or 
timber if nearby; and 

- Specific measures to be taken during pile driving to ensure the specified vibration 
level limits are not exceeded. 

building 
permits for 
construction 
activities 
involving the 
use of pile 
drivers 
(impact) 
within 55 
feet of non-
engineered 
timber and 
masonry 
structures/b
uildings or 
within 30 
feet of 
structures/b
uildings 
constructed 
of 
reinforced-
concrete, 
steel, or 
timber 

compliance 
with MM NOI-
1 

MM NOI-2: Equipment Mufflers:  During all project construction, all construction 
equipment, fixed or mobile, shall be operated with closed engine doors, if so 
equipped, and shall include properly operating and maintained residential-grade 
mufflers consistent with manufacturers’ standards. 

Throughout 
construction 

Routine in-
field 
inspections 

Redondo 
Beach 
Building and 
Safety 
Division 

   

MM NOI-3: Stationary Equipment: Stationary construction equipment (fixed 
equipment such as compressors, generator, fans, as well as idling vehicles, etc.) 
operating in proximity to noise sensitive receptors (i.e., residential structures) shall 

Throughout 
construction 

Routine in-
field 

Redondo 
Beach 
Building and 
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be placed a minimum of 50 feet away from such receptors so that emitted noise is 
naturally dissipated from the receptors. 

inspections Safety 
Division 

MM NOI-4: Equipment Staging Areas:  Equipment staging shall be located in 
areas that are shielded from and/or set back noise sensitive receptors, with a 
minimum of 50 feet separation between the sensitive receptor and the nearest 
edge of the staging area. 

Throughout 
construction 

Review of site 
plans and 
routine in-field 
inspections 

Redondo 
Beach 
Building and 
Safety 
Division 

   

MM NOI-5: Electrically-Powered Tools and Facilities:  Where available, 
electrical power from a grid connection shall be used to run air compressors and 
similar power tools and to power any temporary equipment. 

Throughout 
construction 

Routine in-
field 
inspections 

Redondo 
Beach 
Building and 
Safety 
Division 

   

MM NOI-6: Sound Barriers:  Temporary sound barriers shall be installed and 
maintained by the construction contractor between the construction site and the 
residences to the east as needed during construction phases with high noise 
levels.  Temporary sound barriers shall consist of either sound blankets capable of 
blocking approximately 20 A-weighted decibels (dBA) of construction noise or 
other sound barriers/techniques such as acoustic padding or acoustic walls placed 
near the existing residential buildings to the east of the project site that would 
reduce construction noise by approximately 20 dBA.  Barriers shall be placed such 
that the line-of-sight between the construction equipment and immediately 
adjacent sensitive land uses is blocked. 

Throughout 
construction 

Review of site 
plans and 
routine in-field 
inspections 

Redondo 
Beach 
Building and 
Safety 
Division 

   

MM NOI-ALT-1: Temporary Relocation of Liveaboards:  A temporary moorage 
location within King Harbor shall be provided to liveaboard vessels located within 
150 feet of construction activities as needed during construction phases with high 
noise levels.  The need for relocation should be evaluated on a case-by-case basis 
considering the type of construction activities occurring, equipment being used, 
duration, and distance to the noise sensitive receptors. 

Throughout 
construction 

Review of site 
plans and 
routine in-field 
inspections. 
The applicant 
shall 
coordinate 
with the 
Waterfront 

Applicant and 
Redondo 
Beach 
Building and 
Safety 
Division 
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and Economic 
Development 
Department 
and the 
Harbor Master 
on temporary 
moorings. 

Traffic and Transportation 

MM TRA-1: Valley Drive/Francisca Avenue & Herondo Street (Intersection 6) 
– City of Hermosa Beach:  A traffic signal would be installed at this intersection 
for which the project Applicant would provide fair share funding.   

Prior to final 
certificate of 
occupancy 
or prior to 
final 
certificate of 
occupancy 
for Phase 1 
if the project 
is phased 

Applicant shall 
pay the City of 
Redondo 
Beach a fair 
share 
contribution. 
Upon receipt 
of funding, the 
City shall 
consult with 
the City of 
Hermosa 
Beach to 
implement the 
physical 
improvements 
(fair share 
funding for 
installation of 
traffic signal). 

Redondo 
Beach Public 
Works 
Department 

   

MM TRA-2: Pacific Coast Highway & Herondo/Anita Street (Intersection 7):  
An additional westbound and eastbound through lane would be added.  For the 
westbound approach, the center-raised median would be narrowed or eliminated.  
The two westbound left turn lanes would be shifted to the south to accommodate 

Prior to final 
certificate of 
occupancy 
or prior to 

Applicant shall 
pay the City of 
Redondo 
Beach a fair 

Redondo 
Beach Public 
Works 
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the additional westbound through lane.  An additional westbound receiving lane 
would be added extending for a minimum of half a block length to the west of 
Intersection 7.  The additional eastbound through lane would need to extend for a 
minimum of half the block length to the west of Intersection 7.  The on-street 
angled parking on Herondo Street conflicts with the additional eastbound and 
westbound lane, and will require their removal.  Parking will be replaced at 1:1 
ratio to the satisfaction of the City Engineer, which could include, but not be limited 
to, off-street parking at the Triton Site, which is located northwest of Portofino Way 
and Harbor Drive, and/or parking at the project site over and above the ULI 
Parking Demand of 2,147 parking spaces.  In addition, the on-street bike lanes 
would be shifted from their current location, but can be accommodated with the 
addition of the two through lanes.  

final 
certificate of 
occupancy 
for Phase 1 
if the project 
is phased 

share 
contribution. 
Upon receipt 
of funding, the 
City shall 
implement the 
improvements 
or the 
applicant shall 
install the 
physical 
improvements 
under MM 
TRA-2 
including but 
not limited to 
an additional 
westbound 
and 
eastbound 
through lanes 
with 
replacement 
parking 

Department 

MM TRA-3: Pacific Coast Highway & Catalina Avenue (Intersection 10):  One 
additional eastbound left turn lane would be added to provide two left turn lanes 
onto Pacific Coast Highway northbound.  The intersection would also be restriped 
to provide one shared left-right lane, for a total of three lanes on the eastbound 
approach.   

Prior to final 
certificate of 
occupancy 
or final 
certificate of 
occupancy 
for Phase 1 
if the project 
is phased 

Applicant shall 
pay the City of 
Redondo 
Beach a fair 
share 
contribution. 
Upon receipt 
of funding, the 
City shall 
implement the 

Redondo 
Beach Public 
Works 
Department 
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improvements 
or the 
applicant shall 
install the 
physical 
improvements 
under MM 
TRA-3  

MM TRA-4: Pacific Coast Highway & Beryl Street (Intersection 19):  Add a 
southbound dedicated right-turn lane.  This additional lane would encroach into the 
existing sidewalk right-of-way of the Gertruda Avenue cul-de-sac, and require the 
removal of mature trees that line the western side of the street.  The sidewalk 
would need to be reconstructed to the west of its current location, which would 
narrow the end of the cul-de-sac. 

Prior to final 
certificate of 
occupancy 
or prior to 
final 
certificate of 
occupancy 
of Phase 1 if 
the project 
is phased 

Applicant shall 
pay the City of 
Redondo 
Beach a fair 
share 
contribution. 
Upon receipt 
of funding, the 
City shall 
implement the 
improvements 
or the 
applicant shall 
install the 
physical 
improvements 
under MM 
TRA-4  

Redondo 
Beach Public 
Works 
Department 

   

MM TRA-5: Pacific Coast Highway & Torrance Boulevard Avenue 
(Intersection 26):  A northbound and an eastbound right-turn lane would be 
added at this intersection to mitigate the project's impact.  The northbound right-
turn lane is an approved project identified as mitigation from a prior project in the 
City, and therefore, the Applicant would provide a fair share contribution for these 
improvements.  The eastbound right-turn lane would be fully-funded by the 
proposed project.  The eastbound right-turn lane can be accommodated through 

Prior to final 
certificate of 
occupancy 
or prior to 
final 
certificate of 
occupancy 

Applicant shall 
pay the City of 
Redondo 
Beach a fair 
share 
contribution. 
Upon receipt 

Redondo 
Beach Public 
Works 
Department 
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Mitigation Measure 
Monitoring 

Timing/ 
Frequency 

Action 
Indicating 

Compliance 
Monitoring 

Agency 

Verification of 
Compliance 

Initial Date Remarks 

restriping the outer eastbound lane on Torrance Boulevard, which measures 24 
feet. 

of Phase 1 if 
the project 
is phased 

of funding, the 
City shall 
implement the 
improvements 
or the 
applicant shall 
install the 
physical 
improvements 

Document 
showing traffic 
improvement 
credit (fair 
share funding) 
for installation 
of additional 
northbound 
lane; 
installation of 
eastbound 
right-turn lane 

MM TRA-6: Pacific Coast Highway & Palos Verdes Drive (Intersection 36):  
Add a southbound right-turn lane.  The project Applicant shall provide a fair share 
percentage of contribution to this mitigation measure along with other development 
projects that would impact this intersection. 

Prior to final 
certificate of 
occupancy 

Applicant shall 
pay the City of 
Redondo 
Beach a fair 
share 
contribution. 
Upon receipt 
of funding, the 
City shall 
implement the 
improvements 
or the 
applicant shall 

Redondo 
Beach Public 
Works 
Department 
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Mitigation Measure 
Monitoring 

Timing/ 
Frequency 

Action 
Indicating 

Compliance 
Monitoring 

Agency 

Verification of 
Compliance 

Initial Date Remarks 

install the 
physical 
improvements 

Document 
showing traffic 
improvement 
credit (fair 
share funding) 
for installation 
of additional 
southbound 
right-turn lane 
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RESOLUTION NO.  2016-XX-HCR-XXX 

 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE HARBOR COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF 
REDONDO BEACH, CALIFORNIA, SELECTING THE STAFF 
RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE DESCRIBED IN THE FINAL EIR 
AND GRANTING THE REQUESTS FOR A CONDITIONAL USE 
PERMIT, HARBOR COMMISSION DESIGN REVIEW INCLUDING 
SIGN REVIEW AND LANDSCAPE/IRRIGATION PLANS, COASTAL 
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, AND A VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT 
MAP NO. 74207 TO ALLOW THE CONSTRUCTION OF A COASTAL 
COMMERICAL PROJECT TOTALING 523,939 SQUARE FEET OF 
DEVELOPMENT, ON PROPERTY LOCATED WITHIN THE 
COASTAL COMMERCIAL ZONE (CC-1, CC-2, AND CC-3) AND THE 
PARKS, RECREATION, AND OPEN SPACE ZONE (P-PRO) 
LOCATED BETWEEN PORTOFINO WAY AND TORRANCE 
CIRCLE.  

 
 WHEREAS, applications were filed by Redondo Beach Waterfront, LLC 
requesting approval of a Conditional Use Permit, Harbor Commission Design Review, 
Coastal Development Permit, and Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 74207 to allow the 
construction of coastal commercial office, hotel, theater, retail, restaurant, and 
recreational uses totaling approximately 523,939 square feet of development in the 
Coastal Commercial Zone (CC-1, CC-2, and CC-3) and the Parks, Recreation, and 
Open Space Zone (P-PRO) ; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the City of Redondo Beach Harbor Commission held a public 
workshop on May 9, 2016 which provided a project description, the key project goals 
and objectives, a comprehensive description of the project entitlement process, and the 
specific findings and criteria for approval; and  
 

WHEREAS, a notice of the City of Redondo Beach Harbor Commission’s (“Harbor 
Commission”) public hearing was published in the Easy Reader, mailed City-wide, and 
posted throughout the Harbor on or before June 2, 2016; and 

 
 WHEREAS, the Harbor Commission reviewed and considered the applicant’s 
design submittal, the Vesting Tentative Tract Map, the Zoning and General Plan 
Consistency Tables, presentations from Staff and the applicant at the public hearing 
held on the 13th day of June, 2016. After accepting testimony from the public, the 
Harbor Commission moved to continue the public hearing to a special meeting on June 
27, 2016; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Harbor Commission reconvened the public hearing on June 27, 
2016 and reviewed and considered the project applications, responses to feedback 
received at the June 13, 2016 public hearing, and the draft project entitlement 
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conditions. After accepting testimony from the public, the Harbor Commission moved to 
continue the public hearing to a special meeting on July 18, 2016; and   
 
 WHEREAS, the Harbor Commission reconvened the public hearing on July 18, 
2016 and reviewed and considered the Final Environmental Impact Report including 
Responses to Comments, the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, the Fact of 
Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations, and all other final project 
documents.  After accepting testimony from the public, the Harbor Commission moved 
to continue the public hearing to the regularly scheduled meeting on August 8, 2016; 
and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Harbor Commission reconvened the public hearing on August 8, 
2016 and reviewed and considered all of the final project documents as well as 
additional clarifications in response to feedback received during the previous public 
hearings; and  

 
NOW, THEREFORE, THE HARBOR COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF 

REDONDO BEACH DOES HEREBY FIND: 
 

1. In accordance with Municipal Code Sections 2-9.711, 10-2.2512, 10-2.2506(b), 
and 10-5.2506(b) of the Redondo Beach Municipal Code, a Conditional Use Permit 
is in accord with the criteria set forth therein for the reasons described below.  The 
Findings provided in this resolution are also supported by information and analysis 
in the Draft EIR, the Final EIR, the MMRP, the CEQA Findings, the Statement of 
Overriding Considerations, and the Administrative Report. 

 
a) The proposed Waterfront Project is conditionally permitted in the Coastal 

Commercial (CC-1, CC-2, and CC-3) Zone and the Parks, Recreation, and 
Open Space Zone (P-PRO), in which the site is located, and the site is 
adequate in size and shape to accommodate the uses including all 
setbacks, spaces, walks and fences, parking, loading, landscaping and 
other features, and the project is consistent with the requirements of 
Chapters 2 and 5, Title 10 of the Redondo Beach Municipal Code. 

 
b) As substantiated in Final Environmental Impact Report (SCH# 2014061071 

/ FILE NO. 2014-04-EIR-001) and the Traffic Impact Study prepared by Fehr 
& Peers, the site has adequate access to public streets of adequate width 
to carry the kind and quantity of traffic generated by the Waterfront Project 
with the implementation of Mitigation Measures TRA-1 through TRA-6 in the 
adopted Mitigation Monitoring Program. 

 
c) The proposed Waterfront Project will have no adverse effect on abutting 

property or the permitted use thereof, subject to the adopted Mitigation 
Monitoring Program and Conditions of Approval. 

 



RESOLUTION NO.2016-XX-HCR-XXX 
THE WATERFRONT PROJECT 
PAGE NO. 3 
 

d) The proposed Waterfront Project conforms to all of the requirements of the 
Coastal Zoning Ordinance and the Coastal Land Use Plan, and is therefore, 
consistent with the Local Coastal Program. 

 
e) The proposed Waterfront Project is consistent and in conformance with (1) 

the General Plan including the “CC Coastal Commercial” designation and 
the “P Public or Institutional” designation, (2) the Harbor/Civic Center 
Specific Plan, (3) and the Certified Coastal Land Use Plan. 

 
f) The Mitigation Monitoring Program and Conditions of Approval adopted in 

this resolution are deemed necessary to protect the public health, safety, 
and general welfare. 
 

g) The Waterfront Project is in compliance with the applicable development 
standards by zone, including allowable uses, height requirements, F.A.R. 
maximums, and other standards as outlined in the summary table labeled 
as Attachment 4 to Administrative Report A presented at the June 13, 2016 
Harbor Commission meeting. 

 
h) The proposed Waterfront Project qualifies for a floor area ratio FAR bonus 

as it provides office and hotel uses and it provides new high quality public 
open space within amenities such as enhanced and expanded public 
pathways, new landscaping, lighting, and features such as seating and 
children play equipment. Specifically:  

 
a. In the CC-2 Zone, the project qualifies for a .15 FAR bonus because 

it includes a hotel above the ground floor of Building P per RBMC 10-
5.813(a)(1)a, and it qualifies for an additional .15 FAR bonus 
because it includes the equivalent of 20% (approximately 47,632 
square feet) of high quality open space per RBMC 10-5.813(a)(1)b. 
This allows for a total permissible FAR of .65. The Waterfront Project 
would, therefore, be consistent with this requirement as the Project 
would result in an FAR of .60 in the CC-2 zone. 

 
b. in the CC-3 zone, the project qualifies for a .15 FAR bonus because 

it includes offices above the ground floors of Buildings A, B, and D 
per RBMC 10-5.814(a)(1)a, and it qualifies for an additional .15 FAR 
bonus because it includes the equivalent of 20% (approximately 
157,102 square feet) of high quality open space per RBMC 10-
5.814(a)(1)b. This allows for a total permissible FAR of .65. The 
Waterfront Project would, therefore, be consistent with this 
requirement as the Project would result in an FAR of .56 in the CC-3 
zone. 
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i) That given the fact that it is not possible at this time to know the exact leasing 
plan  for specific uses, and the fact that most of the future uses would 
require a Conditional Use Permit, it is expedient and desirable to grant an 
overall Master Conditional Use Permit to more uniformly establish overall 
operating conditions and allowances for uses within the scope of a Master 
Conditional Use Permit at  this time.   

 
2. In accordance with Municipal Code Sections 10-2.2512, 10-2.2502(b), 10-5.2512, 

and 10-5.2502(b), 10-2.1802, 10-5.1802, and 10-5.1900 of the Redondo Beach 
Municipal Code, the applicant’s request for Harbor Commission Design Review is 
consistent with the criteria set forth therein for the following reasons: 

 
a) The design of the proposed Waterfront Project considers the impact and 

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

 
b) The natural terrain was removed from the project site more than 60 years 

ago when the first development took place. Therefore, there is no natural 
terrain or natural landscape features that can be integrated into the project.  
Furthermore, it would not be feasible to preserve the existing landscaping 
because the existing landscaping is not draught tolerant and would not 
conform to the City’s landscaping regulations for new development. 

 
c) The final design of the proposed Waterfront Project is harmonious and 

consistent within the proposed architectural style regarding roofing, 
materials, windows, doors, openings, textures, colors, and exterior 
treatment subject to the conditions of approval. 

 
d) The surrounding built environment includes a wide variety of structures in 

terms of architecture, design style, building height, mass, bulk and scale, 
such that the architecture, design style, building height, mass, bulk and 
scale of proposed Waterfront Project is consistent within the existing 
framework. 

 
e) The design of the proposed Waterfront Project provides innovation, variety, 

and creativity in the proposed design solution and serves to minimize the 
appearance of flat facades and box-like construction subject to the 
conditions of approval. 

 
f) The conceptual signage proposed on the exterior elevations would be 

consistent with sign regulation criteria in RBMC Sections 10-5.1802 and 10-
5.1810. 
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g) The use of specific design elements, such as decorative parapets or towers 
are permitted to exceed the maximum building height restriction because 
they do not contain habitable floor area and are deemed as being design 
elements that are integral to the overall architectural style of the project and 
that other structures such parapets, towers, signage, flagpoles, and 
columns, and mechanical equipment are also permitted to exceed the 
building height restriction because they are necessary to the overall 
functioning of the project and will in some cases, such as in the case of the 
solar panels, contribute to make the project more environmentally 
sustainable.  (RBMC Sections 10-2.1522(b) and 10-5.1522(b).) 
 

3. In accordance with Section 10-5.2218 (c) of the Redondo Beach Municipal Code 
the applicant’s request for a Coastal Development Permit is consistent with the 
criteria set forth therein for the following reasons: 

 
a) That the Waterfront Project is in conformity with the Certified Local Coastal 

Program because it will preserve and enhance public views of the 
water/marina and increase the on-site public-serving amenities by providing 
the following: public accessibility from Harbor Drive and the new Pacific 
Avenue reconnection through to the water’s edge/marina; a new public 
promenade with additional resting and viewing opportunities; bicycles racks 
at numerous locations on the site; landscaping that will create a new 
aesthetic on the property; and custom designed lighting that will add 
ambience to the area and make it useable during the evening hours. Most 
importantly, the proposed project provides new visitor-serving and local-
serving hotel, retail, theater, office, restaurant and event space that is 
strongly encouraged in the Coastal Land Use Plan.  As also outlined in the 
findings above for the Design Review and the Conditional Use Permit, the 
Project would be consistent with the FAR, height limits, and permissible 
uses laid out in in the Coastal Zoning for the CC-1, CC-2, and CC-3 zones. 

 
b) That the proposed Waterfront Project will also improve the quality of the 

storm water runoff and reduce the pollution that may contribute to adverse 
impacts on recreational access to beaches, coastal resources or coastal 
waters through the incorporation of all the Best Management Practices 
(BMPs) required in the Low Impact Development (LID). 

 
c) That the proposed Waterfront Project, which is located between the sea and 

the first public road paralleling the sea, is in conformity with the public 
access and public recreation policies of Chapter 3 of Division 20 of the 
Public Resources Code. As outlined in greater detail in the Environmental 
Impact Report and the associated Fehr and Peers Traffic Report, public 
access to the waterfront and the associated esplanade would be maintained 
throughout the site. The project would also widen the existing public 
esplanade and provide bicycle related amenities and pathways. 
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d) That the decision-making body has complied with any CEQA 
responsibilities it may have in connection with the project and in approving 
the proposed development, the decision-making body is not violating any 
CEQA prohibition that may exist on approval of projects for which there is a 
less environmentally damaging alternative or a feasible mitigation measure 
available. The project has been evaluated for environmental impacts 
through the preparation of an Initial Environmental Study and an 
Environmental Impact Report which details all of the required feasible 
mitigation measures and conditions that shall be incorporated into the 
project. 
 

4. The Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 74207 meets the requirements of Chapter 1, 
Subdivisions, Article 5 of the City’s Municipal Code, and the California State 
Subdivision Map Act.  The City further finds that the Staff Recommended 
Alternative is consistent with the City’s General Plan and Local Coastal Program, 
as outlined in the Draft EIR (including but not limited to Section 3.9), the Final EIR, 
and the City’s Administrative Reports for the Waterfront Project.  As outlined in the 
Initial Study (Section XIII), the Draft EIR, and the Final EIR (Response AL001-13), 
the City has also considered housing needs.  The Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 
74207 is consistent with the criteria set forth therein for the following reasons: 
 

a. That Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 74207 filed and deemed complete on 
June 1, 2016 is in conformance with Section 10-1.102 (Purpose and intent) 
of the Redondo Beach Municipal Code which establishes the rules, 
regulations, and specifications to control and regulate the division of an 
land, building, or air space for any purpose whatsoever within the City. 
 

b. That in accordance with Section 10-1.103 (General responsibilities: 
Subdividers) of the Redondo Beach Municipal Code, the Subdivider has 
prepared a map consistent with the design standards and has assured the 
accomplishment of improvements consistent with the subdivision section of 
the Redondo Beach Municipal Code. 
 

c. That in accordance with Section 10-1.105 (General responsibilities: City 
Engineer)  of the Redondo Beach Municipal Code the City Engineer has 
reported to the Harbor Commission that the proposed improvements are 
consistent with the regulations set forth in this chapter relating to technical 
engineering requirements and improvements to the public right-of-way. 
 

d. That in approving the Vesting Tentative Tract Map the Harbor Commission 
has investigated and concludes that the design and improvement of the 
proposed subdivision is in conformance with the General Plan and the 
requirements of the Subdivision section of the Redondo Beach Municipal 
Code and hereby reports its actions to the subdivder pursuant to Section 
10-1.106 of the Redondo Beach Municipal Code. 
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e. That pursuant to Sections 10-1.514 and 10-1.5508 of the Redondo Beach 
Municipal Code the approval of the Vesting Tentative Tract Map shall expire 
thirty-six (36) months after the date the map was approved or conditionally 
approved. The person filing the tentative map may request an extension of 
the tentative map or vesting tentative map approval or conditional approval 
by a written application to the Commission, such application to be filed at 
least thirty (30) days before the approval or conditional approval is due to 
expire. The application shall state the reasons for requesting the extension.  
 

f. That the approval of the Vesting Tentative Tract Map granted herein shall 
confer a vested right to proceed with development in substantial compliance 
with the ordinances, policies, and standards described in Section 66474.2 
of the Government Code of the State. However, if said  

 Section 66474.2 is repealed, the approval or conditional approval of a 
 vesting tentative map shall confer a vested right to proceed  with 
 development in substantial compliance with the ordinances, policies, 
 and standards in effect at the time the vesting tentative map is approved 
 or conditionally approved. 
 
g.  That the street and lot layout is appropriate to the commercial land use for 
 which the subdivision is proposed and conforms to the proposed land use 
 and standards established in the General Plan and Zoning Ordinance. The 
 subdivider has demonstrated to the satisfaction of the Commission that 
 the street, parcel, and block pattern proposed is specifically adapted to the 
 uses anticipated and takes into account other uses in the vicinity.  The 
 Harbor Commission finds that: The following principles and standards are 
 met by this subdivision: 
 (a) The proposed parcels or lots are suitable in area and dimensions to 
  the types of development anticipated. 
 (b)  The street rights-of-ways and pavement are adequate to   
  accommodate the type of volume of traffic anticipated to be   
  generated thereon. 
 (c) That special requirements may be imposed by the City with respect 
  to street, curb, gutter, and sidewalk design and construction. 
 (d) That special requirements may be imposed by the City with respect 
  to the installation of public utilities, including water, sewer, and  
  storm water drainage. 
 (e) That every effort has been made to protect adjacent residential  
  areas from the potential nuisance of proposed uses including the  
  provision of extra depth and building setback lines in parcels   
  backing up on existing or potential residential developments and  
  provisions for a permanently landscaped buffer strip when   
  necessary. 
 (f) That streets carrying nonresidential traffic including truck traffic are  
  appropriately extended and connected and do not interconnect to  
  existing streets intended for predominantly residential traffic. 
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 (g) That the subdivision for proposed commercial development takes  
  into account all areas proposed for vehicular circulation and   
  parking, for pedestrian circulation, and for buffer strips and other  
  landscaping. 
  

5. That the RBMC Sections 10-5.812, 10-5.813(a), 10-5.814(a), 10-5.815(a), 10-
5.816(a), state that “cumulative development in all CC coastal commercial zones 
shall not exceed a net increase of 400,000 square feet of floor area based on 
existing land use on April 22, 2008.”  The Waterfront Project would provide an 
additional 285,855 square feet of net new construction in the CC zones and in 
conjunction with 34,309 square feet of net new construction for the Shade Hotel 
and 2,702 square feet of net new construction for the Harbor Patrol building, the 
total net new development within the CC zones since April 22, 2008 would be 
322,866 square feet.  After buildout of the Staff Recommended Alternative, 77,134 
square feet of remaining net new development would be allowed within the CC 
zones.  The Harbor Commission hereby finds that the Waterfront Project is within 
the 400,000 square foot maximum development cap. These findings are not 
intended to limit development (in the event that these municipal code/coastal 
zoning ordinance sections are revised), but rather to catalogue increases in gross 
floor area that fall under these municipal code sections.  The Harbor Commission 
further finds, consistent with the May 23, 2016 Record of interpretation included 
with the Final EIR, that these RBMC regulations do not consider parking facilities 
and utilize the definition of gross floor area. 
 

6. The plans, specifications and drawings submitted with the applications associated 
with the Staff Recommended Alternative described in the Final EIR have been 
reviewed by the Harbor Commission and are approved. Project materials were 
made available for review at City Hall, on the City website, and were included as 
attachments to the Administrative Reports presented to the Harbor Commission. 

 
NOW, THEREFORE, THE HARBOR COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF REDONDO 
BEACH DOES HEREBY RESOLVE AS FOLLOWS: 
 
Section 1.  The Harbor Commission does hereby find that the above recitals and findings 
are true and correct and are incorporated herein by reference as if set forth in full. 
 
Section 2. That based on the above findings, the Harbor Commission does hereby select 
the Staff Recommended Alternative described in the Waterfront Final EIR Chapter 1, and 
grant and approve the Conditional Use Permit, the Harbor Commission Design Review, 
the Coastal Development Permit, and the Vesting Tentative Tract Map pursuant to the 
plans and applications considered by the Harbor Commission at its meeting on the 18th 
day of July, 2016. These entitlements shall be held by both the City and the applicant, 
Redondo Beach Waterfront, LLC.   
 
Section 3.  That the approved Coastal Development Permit, Conditional Use Permit, 
Harbor Commission Design Review, and Vesting Tentative Tract Map shall become null 
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and void if not vested within 36 months from the effective date of this resolution, unless 
an extension is granted pursuant to law. 
 
Section 4.  These permits shall be void in the event that the applicant does not comply 
with the adopted Mitigation Monitoring Program adopted concurrently in the associated 
CEQA resolution, or the following conditions: 
 
1. That the Harbor Commission hereby approves the architectural design of the 

Waterfront Project. The precise architectural treatment of building exteriors, roofs, 
walks, walls, landscape, hardscape, lighting and other features shall be reviewed 
and approved by the Community Development Department prior to the issuance 
of building permits. 
 

2. That the façades of all buildings shall incorporate significant façade articulation 
and varied surfaces to avoid the appearance of solid/continuous/unbroken 
smooth/reflective walls.  Street trees and other landscaping shall also be provided 
between the buildings and the roadway to absorb/disperse roadway noise. 
 

3. That in order to maintain continuous visual interest, activity and energy along the 
street edge, the east elevation of the northern parking structure between the 
proposed street-facing retail shall be architecturally enhanced through the 
incorporation of additional high quality architectural features including, but not 
limited to recesses, projections, materials changes and other design 
enhancements.  The area at the pedestrian level shall also be activated through 
the incorporation of additional pedestrian-oriented features such as bicycle racks, 
public benches, public art and similar enhancements. The revised elevation 
provided as an attachment to the July 18, 2016 Administrative Report is hereby 
included as part of the design submittal and is, therefore an integral part of the 
approved project.     
 

4. That the revised rendering of the Pacific Avenue Reconnection (Harbor Drive 
Extension) presented by the applicant on June 27, 2016 is hereby included as part 
of the design submittal and is, therefore, an integral part of the approved project. 
 

5. Projections may be allowed above the permitted height limit of the zone in which it 
is located, provided that the structure contains no habitable floor area and shall 
meet the following criteria: 1) Mechanical equipment and housing, including 
screening, may exceed the height limit by no more than four feet; 2) Chimneys 
may exceed the height limit only to the extent necessary to comply with Building 
and Fire codes; 3) Television and radio whip antennae may exceed the height 
limits by no more than ten feet; 4) Church steeples and bell towers may exceed 
the height limit by no more than fifteen feet, 5) Flagpoles may exceed the height 
limit by no more than ten feet; and  6) Architectural design elements integral to the 
overall design character of a building and intended to distinguish its design shall 
be permitted provided that the design element does not significantly increase the 
mass or bulk of the building. 
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6. That the applicant shall submit complete signage and wayfinding plans for review 

by the Harbor Commission. Said plans shall provide for high-quality, creative and 
artistic sign installations that avoid visual clutter and unnecessary repetition.  Signs 
shall be architecturally compatible with the facades upon which they are proposed.  
The sign plans shall provide for unique signs that add character, whimsy and 
artistic charm. This may include projecting signs, awning and canopy signs, 
sculptural signs, neon signs, integrated roof signs and other signs that are 
determined to enhance the visual quality and character of the project. It is the 
specific intent and authorization that these types of signs be included in the project. 
The signage and wayfinding plans are to be implemented by the Waterfront & 
Economic Development and Community Development Departments. 

 
7. That the use of valet parking within the project is hereby authorized by the Harbor 

Commission.  Any business requesting to utilize valet parking shall submit a valet 
parking plan to the City and said plan shall be reviewed and approved by the 
Community Development and Public Works Departments prior to implementation 
of valet parking operations. 

 
8. That complete landscape, hardscape and irrigation plans (pursuant to the 

requirements of the Assembly Bill 1881, the Water Conservation in Landscaping 
Act of 2006) shall be submitted for review and approval by the Community 
Development Department prior to installation.  Said plans shall incorporate 
extensive use of California native, drought-tolerant and water-wise plant materials 
and tree plantings. 

 
9. That a final lighting plan in substantial conformance with the approved conceptual 

lighting plan shall be prepared and submitted to the Community Development 
Department.  The plan shall include all information, details and calculations 
necessary to determine if the proposed installation will achieve the necessary and 
appropriate levels of illumination for safety and security and aesthetic and 
architectural enhancement while shielding and protecting off-site properties from 
unnecessary and unintentional illumination.  Said plan shall be reviewed and 
approved by the Community Development Department, Police Department and 
Public Works Department prior to the issuance of electrical permits. 

 
10. That pursuant to the City’s Public Art Ordinance, the applicant shall provide a 

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

 
11. That in order to ensure compliance with all water quality regulations, the 

construction drawings for the project shall be prepared in accordance with all 
standards, requirements and design features of the approved Low Impact 
Development (LID) prepared for the subject site.  The initial installation 
requirements and ongoing operational maintenance requirements of said plan 
shall be implemented in accordance with the approved LID. 

 
12. That the project shall incorporate electric vehicle charging stations, short and long 

term bicycle parking, the use of low-emitting materials, the diversion of 
construction waste from landfills, and the use of Best Management Practices to 
prevent storm water pollution. 

 
13. That final exterior color and material samples, including the use of marine-grade 

finishes when feasible, shall be reviewed and approved by the Community 
Development Department prior to the issuance of Building Permits. 
 

14. That roof mounted mechanical equipment and appurtenances to be used in the 
operation or maintenance of a building shall be installed so as not to be visible 
from any point at or below the roof level of the subject building. The features so 
regulated shall in all cases be either enclosed by outer building walls or parapets, 
or grouped and screened in a manner architecturally compatible with the building. 
 

15. That Traffic Management and Safety Plans shall be reviewed and approved by the 
Public Works Department prior to commencement of any work within the public 
right-of-way. Provisions of said plans shall be implemented at all times during 
construction. 
 

16. That the applicant shall provide a Security/Crime Prevention Program Plan for the 
proposed project. The plans, specifications and other related documents shall be 
reviewed and approved by the Community Development Department and the 
Police and Fire Departments. The plan shall be completed prior to the issuance of 
Building Permits. Inspections by the appropriate Staff members shall be made to 
ensure compliance with the approved plan prior to the issuance of a Certificate of 
Occupancy and the plan shall be implemented throughout operation of the project. 
The plan shall incorporate the following: 

(a) Provide Security Plans and design specifications that show the location of 
visual camera systems for key areas to which access is granted to the 
public. 
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(b) Provide specifications and/or security plans that provide the police with 
visual access to the interior of all commercial tenant spaces. 

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

(d) Provide a garage lighting plan along with design specifications that include 
lighting of the garage stair wells, ramps and all access roads.  The plan shall 
ensure that the lighting does not encroach on the adjacent residential 
properties to the east. 

(e) Provide a painting scheme for the garage areas that employs the use of 
light and highly reflective color to enhance visibility and improve lighting 
effectiveness. 

(f) Provide plans for the installation of a “repeater” system, if necessary, 
allowing the use of personal cell phones on all levels of the parking garage. 

(g) The applicant/property owner shall ensure that the visual security 
equipment be monitored as necessary during business hours and that 
regular daily patrols of the subject property be made by security personnel. 

 
17. That the Final Vesting Tract Map shall be recorded within 36-months of the 

effective date of this resolution, unless an extension is granted pursuant to law. 
 

18. That the Final Vesting Tract Map shall be prepared, signed and sealed by or under 
the direction of a registered civil engineer or a licensed land surveyor, per 
Subdivision Map Act. The Vesting Tentative Tract Map shall meet the following 
conditions:  

(a) The Map title shall include the following: Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 
74207, In the City of Redondo Beach - County of Los Angeles - State of 
California, Redondo Beach Waterfront, For Commercial Subdivision 
Purposes; 

(b) The Map shall include a sufficient legal description as well as all the relevant 
and applicable APNs to clearly identify the boundary (property limits) of the 
proposed subdivision;  

(c) The Map shall include a vicinity map showing streets, adjoining 
subdivisions, piers, launching and other facilities, sufficient to locate the 
proposed subdivision and show its relation to the community; 

(d) The Map shall include project information including names, addresses and 
other pertinent information such as: project name, property address and 
owner; project developer and engineer/surveyor; existing and proposed 
zoning and land use; and a table listing all proposed lot numbers and 
corresponding square foot areas;  

(e) The Map shall include date, north arrow, scale, key map, legend, plan/sheet 
index; and utility easement and encumbrance notes. The legend shall 
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provide for a clear distinction between the Property Limits, Boundary and 
Lot Lines - among others;  

(f) The Map sheet size shall be 24”x36” with an appropriate scale (e.g. 1”=50’) 
and in sufficient number of sheets to clearly depict the entire subdivision, 
with and without existing topography, all lettering shall be one-eighth inch 
minimum; 

(g) The Map shall clearly show the layout and dimensions of all the proposed 
lots, and building locations on each lot. Engineering data shall show the 
approximate finished grade of each lot; 

(h) The Map shall clearly identify and call out the Mean High Tide Line 
(MHTL) of Nov. 1935, its relationship to adjoining lots and call out the 
proposed bridge. 

(i) The Map shall show all major project utilities including, but not limited to 
proposed sanitary sewers, water mains and storm drains on the Map, with 
specific attention to the County Health Department’s utility separation 
requirements; 

(j) The type, size and location of all proposed utilities required for the project 
shall meet the City and/or the utility owner/operator’s requirements. No 
over-head utility lines shall be allowed within the project site or the 
peripheral streets; 

(k) The applicant shall prepare and submit a project-wide hydrology study 
report and SUSMP (LID) report for the City’s review and approval prior to 
the Map approval; 

(l)  Prepare and submit a project-wide sanitary sewer study report, and a 
preliminary design for replacement of the two existing sewer pump stations 
to identify the location and footprint of the new pump stations; 

(m) Add a utility easement note on the Map title sheet to state the following: 
Easements for all required wet utilities such as sanitary sewer lines (and 
pump stations), water mains, and storm drains; dry utilities such as gas, 
electrical, telephone, cables; and other utility lines including structures and 
appurtenances shall be reserved in favor of the utility owner/operator’s 
requirements, and delineated based upon the final project design and the 
City-approved plans; 

(n) The type, location, widths and purpose of all existing and proposed 
easements with appropriate references to those on the Commitment No. 
NCS-612436-SA1 issued by the First American Title Company, updated 
on April 29, 2016, shall be shown on the Map;  

(o) A list of all encumbrances shall be included on the Map and the disposition 
of all existing utilities shall be identified – whether to remain or be 
abandoned; 

(p) An encumbrance note to be shown on the Map title sheet referencing the 
Commitment No. NCS-612436-SA1 and the Map sheets with above noted 
encumbrances; 
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(q) Existing topography of the project site shall be in sufficient detail and include 
elevations showing relationship to neighboring lots, structure and facilities; 

(r) The location, type, and outline of existing and proposed building and 
structures shall be identified on the Map as well as buildings or structures 
to be removed; 

(s) The location, pavement type, grade and right-of-way width (including 
roadway, sidewalk and parkway) as well as all existing infrastructure to be 
abandoned shall be clearly identified on the Map; 

(t) Identify whether any parts of the proposed roadways, walks, etc. within the 
project limits shall be held as public right-of-way, or designated as being 
private with appropriate public access rights or easements; 

(u) Proposed improvements to be shown shall include, but not be limited to the 
location, grade, centerline radius and arc length of curves, radius of all curb 
returns; and the name of all streets, walkways and bike-paths (including 
Class); 

(v) Provide typical cross-sections for all proposed streets, walkways and bike-
paths at appropriate locations and in sufficient number where there are 
changes in proposed width or alignment; 

(w) Show and note the approximate location of all project areas that may be 
subject to inundation or storm water overflows, if any, and incorporate 
appropriate mitigation measures; 

(x) Identify proposed common and/or recreation areas, walkways, bike-paths 
(including class) and parks, and whether these areas designated for private 
or public use; and, 

(y) Specify the source and date of existing survey and contours. 
 

19. That prior to the issuance of Final certificate of occupancy, or prior to the 
recordation of the Final Vesting Tract Map, whichever occurs first, public access 
rights shall be reserved over all public areas providing access to, from, and along 
the waterfront. Access to public areas shall be open for pass through traffic 24 
hours a day, seven (7) days a week. A public access map defining the public areas 
shall be submitted for review and approval by the Community Development 
Department and the Waterfront and Economic Development Department. It is the 
intent of this condition to maximize public access to and along the water. Any 
restrictions on the hours, modes of travel allowed, or other prohibitions shall be 
reviewed and approved by the Community Development Department and the 
Waterfront and Economic Development Department. Temporary restrictions or 
limitations for special events, emergencies, construction or other similar activities 
may be approved by the City Manager or designee. 
 

20. High Quality Public Open Space, including the Pedestrian Promenade, shall be 
constructed, furnished, landscaped, and lighted per the approved final plans. Any 
significant deviation from the plans shall be referred to the Harbor Commission for 
review. 
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21. An arborist shall assess all existing trees and document if any can be relocated 

and/or replanted. The applicant shall relocate existing trees that are identified as 
in good health, salvageable, and appropriate for public spaces as determined by 
the City Arborist. 
 

22. The “Ocean Steps” mosaics are to be salvaged prior to demolition, if feasible, and 
the applicant shall work with the Public Arts Commission to establish a new 
location for the salvaged or new replacement mosaics in or around the Waterfront 
Project site. If replacement mosaics are necessary, the applicant shall solicit a 
proposal from the Ocean Steps artists to create the new installation. 
 

23. The applicant shall prepare a temporary access plan for access to public areas, 
i.e. Monstad and Horseshoe Piers, and businesses that are intended to remain 
open during construction, i.e. Kincaid’s. This plan shall be submitted for review and 
approval by the Community Development Department and the Waterfront and 
Economic Development Department. 
 

24. All dumpsters for commercial use shall be covered/screened from public view. 
Trash facilities shall generally be co-located with loading and service areas. This 
condition shall not limit individual climate-controlled interior trash collection 
facilities. 
 

25. That the applicant shall comply with, complete and implement the following 
mitigation measures and the associated procedures as specified in the Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP): 

 
a. MM AQ-1:  Fleet Modernization for Construction Equipment:  Prior to 

issuance of any Grading Permit, the City Engineer and the Chief Building 
Official shall confirm that the Grading Plan, Building Plans, and specifications 
stipulate that the construction contractor shall ensure that all off-road 
equipment with a horsepower greater than 50 horsepower (HP) be required to 
have USEPA certified Tier 4 interim engines or engines that are certified to 
meet or exceed the NOx emission ratings for USEPA Tier 4 engines.  Any 
emissions control device used by the contractor shall achieve emissions 
reductions that are no less than what could be achieved by a Level 4 diesel 
emissions control strategy for a similarly sized engine, as defined by CARB 
regulations.  During construction, the construction contractor shall maintain a 
list of all operating equipment in use on the project site for verification by the 
City’s Building and Safety Division.  The construction equipment list shall state 
the makes, models, and numbers of construction equipment on-site.  
Equipment shall be properly serviced and maintained in accordance with the 
manufacturer’s recommendations.  Construction contractors shall also ensure 
that all nonessential idling of construction equipment is restricted to five 
minutes or less in compliance with California Air Resources Board’s Rule 
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2449.  These activities shall be verified by the Building and Safety Division 
during construction. 
 

b. MM AQ-2: Use of Low-VOC Coatings and Paints:  Prior to issuance of any 
Grading Permit, the City Engineer and the Chief Building Official shall confirm 
that the construction plans and specifications stipulate that all architectural 
coatings shall meet a volatile organic compound (VOC) content of 50 grams 
per liter (g/L) or less for interior coating and 100 g/L or less for exterior 
coatings.  Use of low-VOC paints shall be verified by the Building and Safety 
Division during construction.  However, if the project is phased such that less 
square footage is coated on a daily basis, then coatings with higher VOC levels 
may be used over a longer period of time such that the combination of daily 
square footage coated and VOC content does not exceed South Coast Air 
Quality Management District’s regional threshold for ROG during construction 
of 75 pounds per day when combined with other on-site activities occurring on 
the same day. 

 
c. MM BIO-1: Protection of Marine Mammals During Construction:  Pile-

driving could result in Level B harassment that leads to avoidance behavior by 
marine mammals.  Therefore, a Level B (harassment) safety zone shall be 
established around the pile-driving site and monitored for marine mammals as 
shown in Table MM BIO-1 below.  The Level B radius is based on the 
estimated safe distance for installation of piles proposed for use in the project 
and is adequate to ensure that pinnipeds would not be exposed to Level B 
harassment sound levels.  The safety zone varies by pile size and hammer 
type.  Because the noise levels anticipated under this analysis are based on 
measured values from multiple different projects, the protective buffer has 
been increased by 20 percent to address inherent variability.  The buffers are 
to be applied using direct straight line exposure thus barriers that create an 
acoustic shadow (e.g., a jetty or breakwater) separating the noise generation 
from mammal receptors would eliminate the buffer requirement. The pile-
driving site will move with each new pile; therefore, the safety zones shall move 
accordingly.  Prior to commencement of pile-driving, a qualified marine 
mammal observer1 on shore or by boat shall survey the safety zone to ensure 
that no marine mammals are seen within the safety zone before pile-driving of 
a pile segment begins.  If a marine mammal is observed within the safety zone 
during pile-driving operations, pile driving shall be delayed until the marine 
mammal moves out of the safety zone.  If a marine mammal remains within 
the zone for at least 15 minutes before pile-driving commences then pile-
driving may commence with a “soft start” to warn mobile aquatic species to 
leave the area. 

 
Table MM BIO-1: Pile Driving Safety Zone Buffer By Pile Type and Pile Driving Method 

Project Element 
Pile Type Pile Driving Methods 

Level B 
(160 dBRMS) Distance 
(meters) 

Level B 
Buffer 
(160 dBRMS) Distance 
(meters) + 20 Percent 

Horseshoe Pier: 18-inch Vibratory hammer >12 and <16 63 ft (19 m) 
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steel piles 

Pedestrian/Bicycle 
Bridge: 14-18-inch steel 
piles 

Vibratory hammer >3 and <16 63 ft (19 m) 

Sportfishing Pier: 11-14-
inch wood or concrete 
piles 

Impact hammer 10 meters 39 ft (12 m) 

Small Craft Boat Launch 
Ramp: >18-inch concrete 
pile 

Impact hammer >14 meters 55 ft (17 m) 

Marina Reconstruction: 
16-inch concrete pile 

Impact hammer 13-18 meters 71 ft (22 m) 

dBRMS  - decibels Root Mean Square 
ft – feet 
m - meters 

 
 If marine mammals enter the safety zone after pile driving of a segment has 

begun, pile driving will continue.  The qualified marine mammal observer 
shall monitor and record the species and number of individuals observed, 
and make note of their behavior patterns.  If the animal appears distressed, 
and if it is operationally safe to do so, pile-driving shall cease until the animal 
leaves the area.  Prior to the initiation of each new pile-driving episode, the 
area will again be thoroughly surveyed by the qualified marine mammal 
observer. 1 A qualified marine mammal observer must meet the professional 
expectations laid out in the Marine Mammal Observer Associations website: 
http://www.mmo-association,org/about-mmos, or equivalent, as applicable. 

 
d. MM BIO-2: California Grunion:  Horseshoe Pier construction that could 

disturb the sandy beach under the pier structure shall be scheduled outside of 
the grunion spawning season (March to August), unless the applicant fulfills 
the following procedures: If construction overlaps the grunion spawning 
season, grunion monitoring shall be conducted prior to any sandy beach-
disturbing activity (check California Department of Fish and Wildlife [CDFW] 
website for spawning events as spawning events occur bi-weekly).  If no 
grunion are observed, construction may proceed.  If spawning occurs within 
the work area and is of a Walker Scale1 2 or higher, work shall not be 
performed if it would disrupt the high spawning beach used by grunion.  Work 
shall be deferred until after the next spring tide series when eggs would be 
expected to hatch and larval fish would return to the water.  However, 
construction can continue where work would not overlap with grunion 
spawning locations. 1 The Walker Scale for assessment of California Grunion 
(Leuresthes tenuis) spawning runs, developed by K. Martin, M. Schaadt and 
S. Lawrenz-Miller, is named for Boyd Walker, whose pioneering research 
provided the scientific basis for understanding the periodicity of L. tenuis 
spawning runs in California. Scale increases exponentially with greater 
numbers of fish, greater area involved, and increased duration of the run. 2  
The Qualified Biological Monitor should have a minimum of a Bachelor of 
Science Degree or Bachelor of Arts Degree in biology or related environmental 
science, having a demonstrated familiarity with the natural history, habitat 
requirements and affinities, and identification of the species of concern at the 
site, demonstrated familiarity with the laws and regulations governing the 

http://www.mmo-association,org/about-mmos
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protection of the species, and 2 years of construction and/or operations effects 
monitoring experience.   

 
e. MM BIO-3: Mitigation for Increase in Surface Coverage:  The applicant 

shall be required to obtain all required permits from appropriate federal and 
state agencies for in-water work such as a Clean Water Act Section 404 permit, 
Section 401 Water Quality Certification and/or Rivers and Harbors Act Section 
10 permit.  Prior to issuance of construction permits for the in-water elements 
of the proposed project, the applicant shall demonstrate that permits have 
been obtained and significant impacts related to any net increase in surface 
coverage of harbor waters that would occur as a result of the proposed project 
would be mitigated to less than significant through avoidance, impact 
minimization, and/or compensatory mitigation.  Subject to agency coordination 
and permit requirements, compensatory mitigation may consist of (a) the 
establishment of an equivalent amount of new open water surface area within 
King Harbor through the opening of Seaside Lagoon to harbor waters; (b) other 
marine resource restoration, establishment, enhancement, and/or 
preservation activity within King Harbor or elsewhere in Santa Monica Bay; (c) 
obtaining credits from a mitigation bank within the Santa Monica Bay; and/or 
(d) making a payment to an in-lieu fee program that will conduct wetland, 
marine, or other aquatic resource restoration, creation, enhancement, or 
preservation activities within the Santa Monica Bay. Any required 
compensatory mitigation or other mitigation shall be implemented as set forth 
in the permits. 

 
f. MM BIO-4: Fill in Waters of the U.S.:  The applicant shall comply with U.S. 

Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Clean Water Act and Rivers and Harbors 
Act permitting requirements.  Prior to issuance of construction permits for the 
in-water elements of the proposed project, the applicant shall demonstrate that 
any required permits such as Clean Water Act Section 404 permit, Section 401 
Water Quality Certification, and/or Rivers and Harbors Act Section 10 permit 
have been obtained.  If it is determined that fill of waters of the United States 
would result from implementation of the proposed project, authorization for 
such fill shall be secured through the Section 404 and/or Section 10 permitting 
process.  The net amount of Waters of the United States that would be 
removed during project implementation shall quantified and replaced or 
rehabilitated in accordance with the USACE mitigation guidelines.  If required 
in compliance with permit requirements, mitigation shall be implemented that 
includes one of the following: avoidance, impact minimization, and/or 
compensatory mitigation.  Subject to agency coordination and permit 
requirements, compensatory mitigation may consist of (a) the enhancement of 
marine habitat associated with the opening of Seaside Lagoon to the waters 
of King Harbor or other marine resource restoration, establishment, 
enhancement, and/or preservation activity within King Harbor or elsewhere 
Santa Monica Bay; (b) obtaining credits from a mitigation bank; and/or (c) 
making a payment to an in-lieu fee program that will conduct wetland, marine, 
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or other aquatic resource restoration, creation, enhancement, or preservation 
activities. Any required compensatory mitigation or other mitigation shall be 
implemented as set forth in the permits. 

 
g. MM CUL-1: Recordation:  Prior to the issuance of any project related 

demolition or grading permits, the applicant shall prepare comprehensive 
documentation of the significantly impacted historic resources , including all 
features previously identified as contributive to its historic character.  The 
project-specific historical resources identified as meeting the eligibility criteria 
for City of Redondo Beach Landmark designation (although there is no official 
designation) are: Sportfishing Pier (including buildings),  208-210 Fisherman’s 
Wharf (Tony’s On The Pier and its companion building, Tony’s Hats ‘N Things),  
Redondo Beach Pier Complex (includes the timber portion of the Horseshoe 
[Municipal] Pier and the Monstad Pier). The documentation shall be consistent 
with the requirements of Historic American Building Survey/Historic American 
Engineering Record/Historic American Landscape Survey 
(HABS/HAER/HALS) Level II, and shall conform with the applicable standards 
described in the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for 
Architectural and Engineering Documentation. HABS/HAER/HALS Level II 
documentation typically includes a written historical report accompanying 
photocopies of any existing architectural drawings and a set of large format 
(minimum 4” x 5” neg.) archival quality black and white photographs. The 
original documentation package shall be submitted to the City of Redondo 
Beach Community Development Department and Historical Commission for 
review.  The approved documentation package shall be submitted to the 
Community Development Department and City’s Historical Commission for 
curation, with copies distributed to the Redondo Beach Public Library and the 
Redondo Beach Historical Society Museum, where they shall be accessible to 
the public. 

 
h. MM CUL-2: Interpretive Program:  An interpretive program shall be 

developed to include an internet website that shall be of educational benefit to 
the public and illustrate the history and historic architecture of the historical 
resource through photographs, video, and oral history interviews collected 
from persons familiar with the history and historic functioning of the property.  
Additionally, a permanent, on-site interpretive facility presenting the history of 
the property and incorporating HABS/HAER documentation, historical images, 
and salvaged elements of the historic property shall be created.  The 
interpretive program shall be coordinated with the City of Redondo Beach 
Community Development Department, in coordination with the City’s Historical 
Commission, and other agencies and organizations, as appropriate.  
Integration of the interpretive program with existing programs, such as the 
Paths of History marker program, and the Redondo Beach Historical Society 
website is acceptable. 
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i. MM CUL-3: Protection of the Monstad Pier During Construction:  Prior to 
the issuance of demolition permits associated with the Horseshoe (Municipal) 
Pier element of the project, construction documents shall be reviewed and 
approved by a qualified preservation professional to ensure that the important 
historic character defining elements of the Monstad Pier are maintained.  To 
ensure that the Monstad Pier is not inadvertently damaged during construction, 
plans and specifications shall incorporate measures consistent with National 
Park Service guidance for temporary protection of historic structures 
(“Temporary Protection No. 3: Protecting a Historic Structure during Adjacent 
Construction.” National Park Service, Technical Preservation Services, 
Washington, D.C., 2001).  These plans shall also be submitted to, and 
reviewed by, the City’s Historical Commission, pursuant to Redondo Beach 
Municipal Code Section 10-4.501. 

 
j. MM CUL-4: Phase I Archaeological Work:  A Phase I archaeological 

evaluation shall be conducted in association with excavation activities (either 
prior to or during excavation) of the northeast and southern edges of the project 
site as shown on Figure 3.4-5 Phase I Archaeological Mitigation Area of the 
Waterfront Draft EIR.  The Phase I archaeological evaluation shall be 
conducted with a backhoe, two supervising archaeologists, and a Native 
American monitor.  The archaeologist in charge shall meet or exceed the 
qualifications set by the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines 
as published in the Code of Federal Regulations, 36 CFR Part 61.  If resources 
are determined to be present, then an evaluation of their significance would be 
undertaken, and if feasible, the archaeological resources shall be preserved in 
place.  If preservation in place is infeasible, a Data Recovery Plan shall be 
prepared and implemented that includes, treatment, recordation and/or 
curation consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and 
Guidelines for Archaeology and Historic Preservation.  Once a decision has 
been made to recover archeological information through the naturally 
destructive methods of excavation, a research design and data recovery plan 
based on firm background data, sound planning, and accepted archeological 
methods should be formulated and implemented.  Data recovery and analysis 
should be accomplished in a thorough, efficient manner, using the most cost- 
effective techniques practicable.  A responsible archeological data recovery 
plan should provide for reporting and dissemination of results, as well as 
interpretation of what has been learned so that it is understandable and 
accessible to the public.  The data recovery plan shall be grounded in and 
related to the priorities established by the local historic preservation 
commission plans and the needs of other City Departments (such as the 
Waterfront and Economic Development Department). Appropriate 
arrangements for curation of archeological materials and records shall be 
made. 

 
k. MM CUL-5: Potential to Encounter Unknown Paleontological Resources:  

Prior to excavation activities, a qualified paleontologist (i.e., a paleontologist 
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with an M.S. or Ph.D. degree in paleontology or geology and be familiar with 
paleontologic salvage or mitigation procedures and techniques) shall examine 
final design construction plans and bore logs of the project site to determine if 
potentially fossiliferous strata underlying the site would be encountered by 
excavation and, if so, what level of paleontologic monitoring should be 
implemented during excavation.  If it is determined that such strata would be 
encountered by excavation, the paleontologist shall develop a written storage 
agreement with a recognized museum repository such as the Natural History 
Museum of Los Angeles County (LACM) regarding the permanent storage and 
maintenance of any remains that might be recovered as a result of 
implementing these mitigation measures.  If warranted, the paleontologist shall 
be present at a preconstruction meeting to consult with appropriate City of 
Redondo Beach and Construction Contractor staff.  During the meeting, the 
paleontologist shall conduct an employee environmental awareness training 
session for all personnel who will be involved with excavation.  If it is 
determined that monitoring is necessary, a paleontologic monitor shall be on 
site to inspect new exposures created by excavation once that earth-moving 
activity has reached a depth of five feet below the current ground surface in 
areas underlain by Holocene beach sediments, but at any depth when 
excavation involves lagoonal deposits or Pleistocene marine deposits.  
Monitoring will allow for the recovery of fossil remains that might be uncovered 
by excavation. If fossil remains are discovered, the monitor will recover them 
and record associated specimen and locality data. If necessary, excavation at 
the fossil locality will be halted or diverted temporarily around the locality until 
the remains have been recovered. The paleontologic monitor will be equipped 
to allow for the timely recovery of such remains. If necessary to reduce the 
potential for a delay of excavation, additional personnel will be assigned to the 
recovery of an unusually large or productive fossil occurrence. Following the 
discovery of the remains, monitoring will be raised to full time when excavation 
involves the fossil-bearing unit and full-time monitoring is not already in effect. 
On the other hand, if too few or no fossil remains have been found once 50 
percent of the area comprising a particular rock unit has been excavated, the 
Principal Paleontologist can recommend that monitoring be reduced. 
Recovered fossil remains will be prepared to the point of identification, 
identified to the lowest taxonomic level possible by knowledgeable 
paleontologists, and curated and cataloged in compliance with designated 
museum repository requirements.  All curation is assumed to meet the 
standards identified in 36 CFR 79.9, and specifically set forth by the 
Department of Interior - Museum Property Handbook, DM 411, which is the 
standards that must be meet for facilities that house federally owned museum 
collections.  The entire fossil collection (along with associated specimen data 
and corresponding geologic and geographic locality data and copies of 
pertinent field notes, photos, and maps) will be transferred to the repository for 
permanent storage and maintenance. Associated specimen data and 
corresponding geologic and geographic locality data will be archived at the 
repository and, along with the fossil specimens, will be made available to 
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paleontologists for future study. A final report of findings that summarizes the 
results of the work conducted under these mitigation measures will be 
prepared by the Principal Paleontologist and submitted to the City of Redondo 
Beach. A copy of the report will be filed at the museum repository. Submission 
of the report will signify completion of the mitigation program. 

 
l. MM HWQ-1: Tsunami/Seiche Awareness Notification Program: The 

following shall be implemented on-site to reduce risks associated with tsunami: 
1 - Signage shall be provided throughout the project area, showing the 
designated tsunami emergency evacuation route.  2 - A public address system 
audible at both northern and southern locations of the site shall be installed 
and used to inform the public of evacuation order or emergency procedures in 
the event a tsunami warning or alert is issued.  Contact information for the on-
site management office with access to the public address system shall be 
provided to the Redondo Beach Fire Department and provided for inclusion in 
City tsunami preparation/emergency response procedure manuals. 3 – A 
tsunami evacuation map and a copy of any City tsunami 
preparation/emergency response procedure manuals shall be kept in the on-
site management office at all times. 4 - Tsunami preparedness training shall 
be provided to on-site security personnel. 5 - Additional information, such as 
brochures and signage, promoting tsunami awareness and providing the 
website to the City’s emergency preparedness website shall also be made 
available at the project site. 

 
m. MM HWQ-2: Wave Uprush Protection:  A four-foot high recurved splash wall 

shall be placed within the existing revetment at the seaward edge of the 
boardwalk to redirect up-rushed water back toward the ocean (as shown in 
Figure 3.8-16 of the Waterfront Draft EIR), or other wave uprush protection 
that prevents inundation from occurring at the buildings and pedestrian 
boardwalk located landward of the northern portion of the Horseshoe 
(Municipal) Pier (just to the north and south of Kincaid’s restaurant) shall be 
installed, subject to California Coastal Commission recommendations and 
approval, prior to certificates of occupancy for the buildings. The top of the 
splash wall shall be level with the finished grade of the boardwalk. 

 
n. MM HWQ-3: Sea Level Rise Adaption Plan:  The Applicant shall every 10 

years from the first Certificate of Occupancy issued for the proposed project, 
review information from the National Oceanographic and Atmospheric 
Administration’s (NOAA) tide measurement at the Santa Monica tide gauge 
and the recorded sea level rise trend, as well as pertinent literature that 
updates the sea level rise trend, to determine if sea level rise at the project site 
is trending toward the high, mid-level or low projections recommended by the 
Californian Ocean Protection Council (COPC).  If the review of information 
shows that trend is consistent with the high projections of the COPC, then the 
Applicant shall design and implement a supplemental feature, such as a 
parapet adaptation to (and on top of) the proposed recurved splash wall or a 



RESOLUTION NO.2016-XX-HCR-XXX 
THE WATERFRONT PROJECT 
PAGE NO. 23 
 

raised splash wall to respond to sea level rise under the high projection trend 
(see Figure 3.8-17 of the Waterfront Draft EIR).  If the future sea level rise 
shows an accelerating trend, the construction of such adaptations may then 
be implemented at an appropriate time in the future. 

 
o. MM NOI-1: Pile Driving Vibration:  Prior to approval of grading plans and/or 

prior to issuance of demolition, grading and building permits for construction 
activities involving the use of pile drivers (impact) within 55 feet of non-
engineered timber and masonry structures/buildings or within 30 feet of 
structures/buildings constructed of reinforced-concrete, steel, or timber, and to 
the satisfaction of the City of Redondo Beach Building and Safety Division, the 
project applicant shall retain a Professional Structural Engineer to perform the 
following tasks: Review the project plans for demolition and construction; 
Investigate the area where pile driving is proposed to occur, including 
geological testing, if required; and Prepare and submit a report to the Chief 
Building Official to include, but not be limited to, the following:  Description of 
existing conditions at the subject area; Vibration level limits based on building 
conditions, soil conditions, and pile driving approach to ensure vibration levels 
would be below 0.2 in/sec for non-engineered timber and masonry buildings if 
nearby or 0.5 in/sec for structures or buildings constructed of reinforced-
concrete, steel, or timber if nearby; and Specific measures to be taken during 
pile driving to ensure the specified vibration level limits are not exceeded. 

 
p. MM NOI-2: Equipment Mufflers:  During all project construction, all 

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

 
q. MM NOI-3: Stationary Equipment: Stationary construction equipment (fixed 

equipment such as compressors, generator, fans, as well as idling vehicles, 
etc.) operating in proximity to noise sensitive receptors (i.e., residential 
structures) shall be placed a minimum of 50 feet away from such receptors so 
that emitted noise is naturally dissipated from the receptors. 

 
r. MM NOI-4: Equipment Staging Areas:  Equipment staging shall be located 

in areas that are shielded from and/or set back noise sensitive receptors, with 
a minimum of 50 feet separation between the sensitive receptor and the 
nearest edge of the staging area. 

 
s. MM NOI-5: Electrically-Powered Tools and Facilities:  Where available, 

electrical power from a grid connection shall be used to run air compressors 
and similar power tools and to power any temporary equipment. 

 
t. MM NOI-6: Sound Barriers:  Temporary sound barriers shall be installed and 

maintained by the construction contractor between the construction site and 
the residences to the east as needed during construction phases with high 
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noise levels.  Temporary sound barriers shall consist of either sound blankets 
capable of blocking approximately 20 A-weighted decibels (dBA) of 
construction noise or other sound barriers/techniques such as acoustic 
padding or acoustic walls placed near the existing residential buildings to the 
east of the project site that would reduce construction noise by approximately 
20 dBA.  Barriers shall be placed such that the line-of-sight between the 
construction equipment and immediately adjacent sensitive land uses is 
blocked. 

 
u. MM NOI-ALT-1: Temporary Relocation of Liveaboards:  A temporary 

moorage location within King Harbor shall be provided to liveaboard vessels 
located within 150 feet of construction activities as needed during construction 
phases with high noise levels.  The need for relocation should be evaluated on 
a case-by-case basis considering the type of construction activities occurring, 
equipment being used, duration, and distance to the noise sensitive receptors. 

 
v. MM TRA-1: Valley Drive/Francisca Avenue & Herondo Street (Intersection 

6) – City of Hermosa Beach:  A traffic signal would be installed at this 
intersection for which the project Applicant would provide fair share funding.   

 
w. MM TRA-2: Pacific Coast Highway & Herondo/Anita Street (Intersection 

7):  An additional westbound and eastbound through lane would be added.  
For the westbound approach, the center-raised median would be narrowed or 
eliminated.  The two westbound left turn lanes would be shifted to the south to 
accommodate the additional westbound through lane.  An additional 
westbound receiving lane would be added extending for a minimum of half a 
block length to the west of Intersection 7.  The additional eastbound through 
lane would need to extend for a minimum of half the block length to the west 
of Intersection 7.  The on-street angled parking on Herondo Street conflicts 
with the additional eastbound and westbound lane, and will require their 
removal.  Parking will be replaced at 1:1 ratio to the satisfaction of the City 
Engineer, which could include, but not be limited to, off-street parking at the 
Triton Site, which is located northwest of Portofino Way and Harbor Drive, 
and/or parking at the project site over and above the ULI Parking Demand of 
2,147 parking spaces.  In addition, the on-street bike lanes would be shifted 
from their current location, but can be accommodated with the addition of the 
two through lanes. 

 
x. MM TRA-3: Pacific Coast Highway & Catalina Avenue (Intersection 10):  

One additional eastbound left turn lane would be added to provide two left turn 
lanes onto Pacific Coast Highway northbound.  The intersection would also be 
restriped to provide one shared left-right lane, for a total of three lanes on the 
eastbound approach.   

 
y. MM TRA-4: Pacific Coast Highway & Beryl Street (Intersection 19):  Add 

a southbound dedicated right-turn lane.  This additional lane would encroach 
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into the existing sidewalk right-of-way of the Gertruda Avenue cul-de-sac, and 
require the removal of mature trees that line the western side of the street.  The 
sidewalk would need to be reconstructed to the west of its current location, 
which would narrow the end of the cul-de-sac. 

 
z. MM TRA-5: Pacific Coast Highway & Torrance Boulevard Avenue 

(Intersection 26):  A northbound and an eastbound right-turn lane would be 
added at this intersection to mitigate the project's impact.  The northbound 
right-turn lane is an approved project identified as mitigation from a prior 
project in the City, and therefore, the Applicant would provide a fair share 
contribution for these improvements.  The eastbound right-turn lane would be 
fully-funded by the proposed project.  The eastbound right-turn lane can be 
accommodated through restriping the outer eastbound lane on Torrance 
Boulevard, which measures 24 feet. 

 
aa. MM TRA-6: Pacific Coast Highway & Palos Verdes Drive (Intersection 36):  

Add a southbound right-turn lane.  The project Applicant shall provide a fair 
share percentage of contribution to this mitigation measure along with other 
development projects that would impact this intersection. 

 
26. That the applicant shall be required to adhere to the adopted (Revised) Mitigation 

Monitoring and Reporting Program prepared in conjunction with the approved Final 
Environmental Impact Report (SCH# 2014061071 / File No. 2014-04-EIR-001).  
Compliance monitoring shall be as specified in the MMRP.  

 
27.     That the applicant shall comply with the following conditions of approval identified         

 in the Final EIR:  
 
a. COA AES-1: Lighting - Lighting at the project site would consist of various 

types of light sources, including light emitting diodes (LEDs), aimed or shielded 
in such a manner as to limit light trespass, direct the visual impact of the display 
to the appropriate audience, and direct light away from adjacent residential 
premises. The final lighting and signage plans shall be in substantial 
conformance with the plans approved by the Harbor Commission. Final lighting 
plans shall be subject to review and approval by the Community Development 
Department.  In the event that the lighting plans are not approved by the 
Community Development Department, said plans shall be referred to the 
Harbor Commission for review. Final signage plans shall be reviewed by the 
Harbor Commission.  

 
b. COA AES-2: Glare - All buildings, parking structures, and signage within the 

project site shall be prohibited from using large expanses of reflective materials 
such as mirrored glass in exterior façades.  Buildings and structure façades 
shall primarily make use of textured and other non-reflective materials, such 
as, but not limited to wood, cement, plaster, brick, concrete, non-polished metal 
and non-mirrored glass. In addition, methods such as screening and 
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architectural design shall be incorporated into the new parking structures to 
prevent automobile headlights from shining directly into adjacent light-sensitive 
uses (e.g., hotels and residential uses). The final architectural design and plans 
for the proposed project, which include the materials and textures shall be in 
substantial conformance with the design and plans approved by the Harbor 
Commission and shall be subject to the review and approval of the Community 
Development Department. In the event that final architectural design and plans 
are not approved by the Community Development Department, said design and 
plans shall be referred to the Harbor Commission for review.  

 
c. COA BIO-1: California Least Tern - If the construction schedule overlaps with 

the California least tern breeding season of April 1 – September 15, a qualified 
biologist1 shall conduct monitoring prior to the initial start of construction within 
500 feet of in-water construction activities. (“in water work area”).  The 
contractor shall delay commencing work if terns are actively foraging (e.g. 
searching and diving) within the in-water work area.  If no least terns are 
actively foraging within 500 feet of in-water construction activities, construction 
can commence.  Monitoring shall continue a minimum of one-hour twice a week 
during in-water project activities during the breeding season (April 1 – 
September 15).  In-water construction will be halted if least terns are actively 
foraging within 500 feet of the in-water construction area, and can resume when 
least terns have left the area within 500 feet of in-water construction. 1  The 
Qualified Biological Monitor should have a minimum of a Bachelor of Science 
Degree or Bachelor of Arts Degree in biology or related environmental science, 
having a demonstrated familiarity with the natural history, habitat requirements 
and affinities, and identification of the species of concern at the site, 
demonstrated familiarity with the laws and regulations governing the protection 
of the species, and 2 years of construction and/or operations effects monitoring 
experience.   

 
d. COA BIO-2: Permit Compliance - In compliance with the Clean Water Act, it 

is anticipated that a Section 404 permit would be required for project activities, 
including placement of permanent fill in jurisdictional waters.  A Section 401 
Water Quality Certification would also be required.  In compliance with the 
Rivers and Harbors Act, a Section 10 permit would be required for “all work, 
including structures, seaward of the annual high water line in navigable waters 
of the United States”.  Compliance with these permits may include best 
management practices and construction measures to control turbidity in the 
water column adjacent to in-water work.  The Water Quality Certification would 
contain water quality monitoring requirements for dissolved oxygen, light 
transmittance (turbidity), pH, and suspended solids at varying distances from 
the dredging operations.  The permit would also include corrective actions in 
the unlikely event that construction exceeds any of the monitoring levels, which 
include silt curtains, which would be implemented if the monitoring data indicate 
that water quality conditions outside of the mixing zone exceed the permit-
specified limits. 
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e. COA BIO-3: Marine Mammal Management Program - While impacts are less 

than significant without mitigation, the City is proposing the following Condition 
of Approval as part of its Conditional Use Permit procedures: The City of 
Redondo Beach shall prepare and initiate implementation of a marine mammal 
management program prior to the opening of Seaside Lagoon to harbor waters 
as recommended below to deter pinnipeds from establishing a regular 
presence in the lagoon or immediate vicinity.  The marine mammal 
management program includes the following: 1) A formal determination must 
be made that marine mammals in Redondo Beach threaten public health and 
welfare, and public and private property.  Apply accepted standards and 
practices for addressing public health, welfare, and nuisances. 2) Determine 
that under section 109(h)(1)(B) of the Marine Mammal Act the City has the 
authority to take marine mammals for the purpose of protection of public health 
and welfare. 3) Designate a chain of authority within the City for the 
implementation of marine mammal deterrents, including providing department 
director level controls on program implementation. 4) Establish marine mammal 
controls including, but not limited to: a. Eliminate pinniped haul-outs on public 
and private structures and vessels within King Harbor, except as designated; 
b. Reduce or eliminate existing colonial haul-outs inside King Harbor; c. 
Prevent the development of new colonial haul-outs or seal nursery 
aggregations on public beaches, structures or jetties of existing King Harbor 
facilities or harbor revitalization project facilities; d. Design revitalization 
facilities and uses in a manner that minimizes promotion of pinniped use, 
including: i. Avoiding development of areas isolated from public access that 
support flat surface near the water’s edge; ii. designing public outreach signage 
regarding marine mammal hazards, not feeding animals or having close 
interactions, and the presence of a formal deterrent program; iii. adoption of 
stringent and enforceable policies on discharges of fish and food wastes in and 
around the water, feeding animals, and enticing sea lions and seals; 5) 
Implement a non-lethal marine mammal management program under the 
following scenarios: a. a normal year, b. an abnormal year (with abnormally 
high number of starving or sick  pinnipeds), c. stranding protocol that addresses 
both healthy and sick/injured animals and provides contact information for 
marine mammal rescue organizations and the National Marine Fisheries 
Service (NMFS) Southwest Region Marine Mammal Stranding Network. The 
City shall implement a public education campaign that may include the 
following: 1) Develop and distribute signage and flyers designed to educate the 
public on elements of the program; 2) Assign an information officer to talk to 
the public, where deterrents are implemented, for a period of time until public 
interest dies down; and 3) Have animal control staff implementing the program 
wear official City attire and incorporate an informational web-site address on 
shirts where the public may garner additional information on the program. The 
Marine Mammal Management Program does not require removal or 
modification to existing sea lion barges, nor does it preclude the addition of new 
sea lion barges. 
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f. COA BIO-4: Eelgrass - Prior to any in-water construction, the project area 

would be surveyed per the Southern California Eelgrass Mitigation Policy 
(SCEMP).  The SCEMP is administered by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), and California Department of Fish 
and Wildlife in order to determine impacts to eelgrass resources.  In 
accordance with the requirements of the SCEMP, a pre-construction eelgrass 
survey shall be completed by a qualified biologist within 60 days prior to 
initiation of demolition or construction activities at the site.  This survey shall 
include both area and density characterization of the beds.  A post-construction 
survey shall be performed by a qualified biologist1 within 30 days following 
project completion to quantify any unanticipated losses to eelgrass habitat. 
Impacts shall then be determined from a comparison of pre- and post-
construction survey results. Impacts to eelgrass, if any, would require mitigation 
as defined in the SCEMP.  If required following the post-construction survey, a 
mitigation planting plan shall be developed, approved by NMFS, and 
implemented to offset losses to eelgrass. 1  The Qualified Biological Monitor 
should have a minimum of a Bachelor of Science Degree or Bachelor of Arts 
Degree in biology or related environmental science, having a demonstrated 
familiarity with the natural history, habitat requirements and affinities, and 
identification of the species of concern at the site, demonstrated familiarity with 
the laws and regulations governing the protection of the species, and 2 years 
of construction and/or operations effects monitoring experience.   

 
g. COA BIO-5: Caulerpa - Prior to initiation of any permitted disturbing activity, a 

pre-construction survey of the project area shall be conducted to determine the 
presence or absence of Caulerpa.  Per the National Marine Fisheries Service’s 
(NMFS’) Caulerpa Control Protocol, this survey shall be conducted at a 
Surveillance Level, since Caulerpa has not been detected in King Harbor.  
Survey work shall be completed no earlier than 90 days prior to the disturbing 
activity and no later than 30 days prior to the disturbing activity and shall be 
completed, to the extent feasible, during the high growth period of March 1 – 
October 31.  If detected, NMFS and California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
will be notified within 24 hours of completion of the survey. 

 
h. COA BIO-6: Compliance with NMFS Guidelines for Overwater Structures 

- The proposed project shall comply with National Marine Fisheries Service 
(NMFS) guidelines for overwater structures and Essential Fish Habitat (EFH).  
The City will cooperate in any consultation process with NMFS regarding 
impacts to EFH; consultation would be conducted prior to implementation of 
the proposed project. 

 
i. COA GEO-1: Geotechnical Report Per the Seismic Hazard Mapping Act - 

As required by the Seismic Hazard Mapping Act of 1990 (Public Resources 
Code Section 2697[a]), the City shall require, prior to the approval of a project 
located in a seismic hazard zone, a geotechnical report defining and delineating 
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any seismic hazard.  Because a majority of the proposed project is within a 
liquefaction zone, a geotechnical report or reports prepared in accordance with 
the Act would be prepared and submitted to the City’s Building and Safety 
Division prior to implementation of the project. 

 
j. COA GEO-2: Seismic Design and Engineering Criteria - The proposed 

project would be designed and constructed in accordance with California 
Building Code provisions associated with seismic design and engineering 
criteria (including recommendations in geotechnical reports prepared as part of 
the design process) to minimize potential risks to people and 
buildings/structures in the event of seismically-induced geological hazards 
(including liquefaction).  This includes requirements for construction, grading, 
excavations, use of fill, and foundation work (including type of foundation and/or 
soil improvement requirements), including type of materials, design, 
procedures, etc.  Such design and construction practices would include, but not 
be limited to, completion of site-specific geotechnical investigations regarding 
construction and foundation engineering.  The design would incorporate 
measures pertaining to temporary construction conditions as well as long-term 
operational conditions specific to the project site. 

 
k. COA GEO-3: Final Geotechnical Report Review and Approval - The final 

geotechnical report(s) shall be reviewed by the City’s Building and Safety 
Division for findings and recommendations, and the City shall approve the final 
project plans once satisfied that all appropriate site-specific design criteria and 
geotechnical recommendations, including any additional recommendations 
that come out of this review, have been applied to the implementation of the 
project through the project plans.  The applicant is required to comply with the 
recommendations contained in the geotechnical report. 

 
l. COA HAZ-1: Contamination Contingency Plan - If soil and/or buried debris 

is encountered during excavation or grading that is suspected to be 
contaminated (i.e., is observed by sight, smell, or instrument such as a 
photoionization detector [PID] meter if in use), work in the area of potential 
contamination shall be temporarily halted and redirected around the area until 
the appropriate evaluation and follow-up measures are implemented.  The 
potential contamination would be evaluated by a qualified environmental 
professional using appropriate evaluation practices and, if necessary, sampling 
and analysis techniques as determined by the environmental professional 
based on the nature of the find.  The nature and extent of contamination shall 
be determined and the appropriate handling, disposal and/or treatment shall be 
implemented (i.e., excavated/disposed of, treated in-situ [in-place], or 
otherwise managed) in accordance with applicable regulatory requirements, 
such as those associated with, but not limited to, the RBFD, LACFD, 
LARWQCB, CalEPA, DTSC, and/or SCAQMD, as appropriate. 
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m. COA NOI-1: Parking Area/Structure Design – Parking shall be designed to 
include buffers and/or shielding by walls, fences, or adequate landscaping to 
reduce noise exposure to nearby noise sensitive receptors.  Additionally, 
design measures for parking structures near noise sensitive uses shall include: 
the use of materials that reduce sound transmission; the configuration of 
interior spaces to minimize sound amplification and transmission; or other 
suitable and appropriate means to reduce noise exposure to nearby noise 
sensitive receptors. This condition has been revised since the release of the 
FEIR.  

 
n. COA REC-1: Temporary Hand Launch and Dinghy Dock – The City is to 

minimize the interruption of existing hoist operations to the extent feasible per 
the construction schedule. The City would secure for temporary use a nearby 
location for use as a hand launch and dinghy dock during the construction of 
the proposed project.  Possible nearby locations include: fuel dock at Portofino; 
Mole B (Outriggers’ launch); and, King Harbor Yacht Club. 

 
o. COA REC-2: Redondo Beach Marina in Basin 3 Slip Transition/Temporary 

Relocation Plan - A slip transition and/or temporary relocation plan would be 
established for vessels located with the Redondo Beach Marina/Basin 3 similar 
to the temporary relocation plan established for Portofino Marina (located within 
King Harbor to the north of the project site).  The temporary transition/relocation 
plan is intended to provide temporary slips for displaced vessels during the 
reconstruction/redevelopment of the Redondo Beach Marina.  The plan would 
include notifying tenants in advance of construction, finding temporary 
locations elsewhere in King Harbor for displaced vessels prior to the start of 
construction, and phasing construction to minimize the disruption to the degree 
feasible, including minimizing the number of times that vessels must be moved 
over the course of the construction.  The transition/relocation plan would 
include measures to provide for continued operation of visitor-serving vessels 
(e.g., charter fishing operations, whale watching, glass bottom tours, harbor 
tours, etc.), such as use of transient moorings within the harbor and operating 
from other marinas within King Harbor.  The temporary locations identified in 
the relocation plan would take into account the adequacy of the replacement 
locations, to ensure that adequate space and amenities (e.g., parking spaces) 
are available to accommodate the relocated uses and so as not to disrupt 
existing uses or result in substantial physical deterioration of the temporary 
location. 

 
p. COA TRA-1: Construction Traffic:  The following conditions are 

recommended: A flagman shall be placed at the truck entry and exit from the 
Project site, To the extent feasible, deliveries and pick-ups of construction 
materials shall be scheduled during non-peak travel periods to the degree 
possible and coordinated to reduce the potential of trucks waiting to load or 
unload for protracted periods of time, Access shall remain unobstructed for land 
uses in proximity to the Project site during project construction, Minimize lane 
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and sidewalk closures to the extent feasible.  In the event of a temporary lane 
or sidewalk closure, a worksite traffic control plan, approved by the City of 
Redondo Beach, shall be implemented to route traffic, pedestrians, or bicyclists 
around any such lane or sidewalk closures, A Construction Management Plan 
shall be developed by the contractor and approved by the City of Redondo 
Beach.  In addition to the measures identified above, a Construction 
Management Plan shall include the following: Schedule vehicle movements to 
ensure that there are no vehicles waiting off-site and impeding public traffic flow 
on the surrounding streets, Establish requirements for the loading, unloading, 
and storage of materials on the Project site, Coordinate with the City and 
emergency service providers to ensure adequate access is maintained to the 
Project site and neighboring businesses. 

 
q. COA TRA-2:  Promote Alternative Transportation Modes for Employees 

and Patrons - With the objective to support trip and emission reduction goals, 
the project applicant shall encourage employees and patrons to use existing 
bus service, pedestrian and bicycle connectivity to and through the site, which 
would decrease the number of vehicle trips.  In addition, TDM measures that 
could further reduce trips could include: Shuttles to/from the Metro Green Line 
Station, Shuttles to/from LAX for hotel guests, Transit pass subsidies, vanpool 
services, and other incentives to employees to reduce vehicle trips. 

 
28. That the applicant shall provide on-site erosion protection for the storm drainage 

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

29. That all on-site litter and debris shall be collected daily during construction. 
 

30. That construction work shall occur only between the hours of 7 a.m. and 6 p.m. on 
Monday through Friday, between 9 a.m. and 5 p.m. on Saturday, with no work 
occurring on Sunday and holidays unless for unique and exceptional reasons the 
applicant obtains an After Hours Permit from the Community Development 
Department. 
 

31. That a Project Information Officer shall be assigned to the site during construction. 
The officer shall provide community updates through a City website page as well 
as periodic email blasts to interested parties. A construction hotline phone number 
shall be dedicated for the project.  
 

32. That Material storage on public streets shall not exceed 48 hours per load. 
 

33. That the project developer and/or general contractor shall be responsible for 
counseling and supervising all subcontractors and workers to ensure that 
neighbors are not subjected to excessive noise, disorderly behavior, or abusive 
language. 
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34. That barriers shall be erected to protect the public where streets and/or sidewalks 
are damaged or removed.  
 

35.  That streets and sidewalks adjacent to job sites shall be clean and free of debris. 
 

36. That there shall be no outdoor amplified music before 10 a.m. or after 10 p.m. 
without administrative review and approvals from the City.  
 

37. That the following list of operational hours shall be the maximum allowed by all 
businesses authorized by this Conditional Use Permit. Any operations outside 
those specified herein shall require an amendment to this specific condition of the 
Conditional Use Permit: 
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Land Use Classifications  Permitted Hours of 

Operation 
Bars and nightclubs 10 a.m. – 2 a.m. 
Commercial recreation, i.e. theatre 8 a.m. – 2 a.m. 
Food and beverage sales 5 a.m. – 2 a.m. 
Hotel  24 hours 
Marinas 24 hours 
Marina-related facilities 24 hours 
Offices 24 hours 
Personal convenience services, i.e. spas 5 a.m. – 12 a.m. 
Personal improvement services, i.e. yoga instruction 5 a.m. – 12 a.m. 
Restaurants / Snack Shops 5 a.m. – 2 a.m. 
Recreational equipment rentals 5 a.m. – 10 p.m. 
Retail Sales 5 a.m. – 12 a.m. 
Market Hall  5 a.m. – 2 a.m. 
Cultural institutions 8 a.m. – 12 a.m. 
Government offices 24 hours 
Piers, parks, recreation and open space 24 hours 
Parking lots 24 hours 
Public safety facilities 24 hours 
Public utility facilities 24 hours 
Recreation facilities 5 a.m. – 2 a.m. 
 
 

38. That this Master Conditional Use Permit shall permit the overall occupancy of the 
project with the following uses: commercial office, hotel, theater, restaurant, retail, 
and recreational uses. That the maximum allowable percentage of each use in 
relationship to the total overall project square footage of 523,939 shall be 35 
percent restaurant, 24 percent hotel, 20 percent retail, 12 percent office and 9 
percent specialty cinema.  Variations in these use percentage maximums may be 
approved provided that the overall trip generation and parking demand does not 
exceed that approved in conjunction with this Conditional Use Permit.  The 
Waterfront and Economic Development and Community Development 
Departments shall monitor compliance with this condition. 
 

39. Any proposed future use not conforming to the conditions specified in this Master 
Conditional Use Permit shall require consideration of an amendment to this permit 
for the specific limited exception to the conditions contained herein. 
 

40. That the applicant shall comply with the following Coastal Land Use Plan policy:  
Lower cost visitor accommodations shall be protected, encouraged, and where 
feasible, provided.  In the Coastal Zone when demolition of existing lower cost 
overnight visitor accommodations or when Hotels or Limited Use Overnight Visitor 
Accommodations are proposed that include high-cost overnight visitor 
accommodations, an in-lieu fee in an amount necessary to off-set the lack of the 
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preferred lower cost facilities in Redondo Beach shall be imposed.  The fee shall 
be $30,000 per room that mitigation is required for, and the fee shall be adjusted 
annually to account for inflation according to increases in the Consumer Price 
Index U.S. City Average (based on a 2010 baseline).  The fee shall apply to 25% 
of the total number of proposed units that are high-cost overnight visitor 
accommodations or limited use overnight visitor accommodations. If as a part of a 
proposed development all units for which an in-lieu fee would be required are 
replaced by lower cost overnight visitor accommodations within the Coastal Zone 
of Redondo Beach, the in-lieu fee shall be waived.  
 

41. That a Final Basin 3 Marina Reconstruction Plan and Bridge Operations and 
Maintenance Plan shall be prepared and submitted for review by the Harbor 
Commission prior to issuance of building permits.  Said plan shall be reviewed and 
approved by the Waterfront and Economic Development Department, the 
Community Development Department and the Fire Department prior to 
commencement of construction and said plan shall be implemented following final 
inspection.   
 

42. That the bridge operations and maintenance plan shall (1) specify that the 
pedestrian bridge across the mouth of Basin 3 shall be operated in compliance 
with drawbridge operation regulations set forth in 33 CFR 117, which establishes 
drawbridge operational parameters for normal and emergency operations; and (2) 
include provisions for providing 24-hour vessel access to Basin 3 which shall 
include the monitoring and use of Marine Channel 16 and providing an emergency 
phone number for boaters to call to request the raising of the bridge outside of 
regular operating hours.  This plan may also include (but is not limited to) one or 
more of the following: 1) requiring staff trained to operate the bridge to be on-site 
at all times; or 2) closing the bridge to pedestrians and leaving it in an open position 
during late night/early morning hours. The plan may be adjusted per administrative 
review. The applicant shall present a review of operations to the Harbor 
Commission no later than 6 months from the date of commencement.  
 

43. That a use and operating plan for Seaside Lagoon shall be prepared and reviewed 
by the Harbor Commission. The plan shall include the following: 1) A loading zone 
and/or other temporary parking to accommodate a minimum of three private 
vehicles on the roadway east of Seaside Lagoon for temporary loading/unloading.  
Said parking spaces/loading zone shall be restricted and operated as temporary 
loading and unloading spaces for users of the new beach and time limits may be 
adjusted as necessary to facilitate these operations; 2) Water quality testing by the 
applicant to verify compliance with the standards set forth by applicable regulatory 
agencies which may include the California Regional Water Quality Control Board 
and the County Department of Health Services. The testing shall be performed by 
a certified laboratory approved by the City. The testing shall be monthly during the 
active summer months from May to September and quarterly during the remainder 
of the year. The test results shall be submitted to the City for review; 3) Publicly 
accessible short-term lockable board storage racks and bicycle racks including 
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design, location and number of facilities; 4) Lifeguard services provided by the City 
and/or the applicant as necessary and appropriate; 5) Details regarding trash 
management within the Lagoon; 6) Details regarding allowances and procedures 
for special events; and 7) Anticipated recreation programs and activities. 
 

44. That a Final Public Parking Structure Operations and Maintenance Plan shall be 
prepared and submitted to the Waterfront and Economic Development Department 
prior to issuance of permits. Said plan shall be reviewed and approved by the 
Waterfront and Economic Development Department prior to commencement of 
construction and said plan shall be implemented following final inspection.  The 
Plan shall generally provide that public parking be available 24 hours each day 
and that fees may be charged for parking and adjusted in accordance with Coastal 
Commission Guidelines.  Guides signs and a real-time information system 
identifying the availability of parking spaces at the various parking locations shall 
be provided in the Parking Structures. 
 

45. That the applicant may enter into an agreement with the City of Redondo Beach 
to allow parking and vehicle code enforcement throughout some or all areas of the 
project.  Said agreement shall be subject to review of the City Manager, Chief of 
Police and City Council. 
 

46.  That commercial loading and unloading shall take place between the hours of 
 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m., Monday through Sunday pursuant to Redondo Beach 
 Municipal Code Section 12-2.10.  All trucks shall not be permitted to idle engines 
 or run refrigeration equipment while loading. Any deviations to these delivery 
 hours may be granted subject to administrative review.   

 
47. That Public Bus Stops, benches, trash cans, and recycling cans shall be provided 

in coordination with the Public Works and Community Services Departments. The 
location and design for these features shall be consistent with the proposed 
streetscape.  
 

48. That a transport service be provided to Los Angeles International Airport and the 
Metro Green Line Station from the proposed hotel.  Said service shall be provided 
between the hours of 4:30 a.m. and 12:30 a.m. daily.  Guest transport service shall 
be available upon request of the hotel guests. 
 

49. That the reconnection of Pacific Avenue (Harbor Drive extension) along the east 
side of the project shall be completed and open for public use prior to the issuance 
of the Final Certificate of Occupancy of the final phase.   
 

50. That all uses proposing live entertainment shall be subject to the City’s 
Entertainment Permit requirements. 
 

51. That all businesses serving alcoholic beverages shall comply with all of the 
regulations of the Alcoholic Beverage Control Act and the regulations promulgated 
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by the Alcoholic Beverage Control Board including, without limitation, the 
regulations set forth in 4Cal. Code of Regs. §§ 55, et seq. 
 

52. That all employees serving alcoholic beverages to patrons must complete a 
certified training program by the State Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control 
(ABC) for the responsible sales of alcohol. The training must be offered to new 
employees on not less than a quarterly basis. 
 

53. That the applicant shall encourage employees and patrons to use existing bus 
service, pedestrian and bicycle connectivity to and through the site, which would 
decrease the number of vehicle trips.  In addition, TDM measures that could further 
reduce trips could include: shuttles to/from the Metro Green Line Station, shuttles 
to/from LAX for hotel guests, and transit pass subsidies, vanpool services, and 
other incentives to employees to reduce vehicle trips. 
 

54. That off-site parking for employees and surplus or overflow parking is hereby 
authorized. Plans for such parking shall be reviewed and approved by the Director 
of Public Works and the Community Development Director. 
 

55. That the following traffic flow improvements on Harbor Drive, and the Harbor Drive 
extension shall be designed and constructed prior to final occupancy of the project.  
The project Applicant shall provide a fair share contribution for these 
improvements.  If the installation of these improvements results in the loss of any 
on street parking that parking shall be replaced at a one to one ratio.  Replacement 
parking can be accommodated within the parking structures proposed for the 
project or on another site or sites within the Harbor and Pier area.   Signal timing, 
phasing, equipment, signage and markings shall be adjusted to accommodate all 
modes of travel. The final design of these improvement shall be subject to the 
review and approval of the City Engineer.. 

 
a. Design and construct a southbound right turn lane on Harbor Drive at Yacht 

Club Way sufficient to accommodate the projected turning volumes such 
that all turning vehicles are serviced within one signal cycle.  The right turn 
lane shall be designed in compliance with standards and guidance found 
within the California Highway Design Manual, the California Manual on 
Uniform Traffic Control Devices (CA MUTCD) and the Caltrans Standard 
Plans that are current at the time of construction.   
 

b. Design and construct a southbound right turn lane on Harbor Drive at 
Marina Way sufficient to accommodate the projected turning volumes such 
that all turning vehicles are serviced within one signal cycle.  The right turn 
lane shall be designed in compliance with standards and guidance found 
within the California Highway Design Manual, the California Manual on 
Uniform Traffic Control Devices (CA MUTCD) and the Caltrans Standard 
Plans that are current at the time of construction.  
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c. Design and construct a southbound right turn lane on Harbor Drive at 
Portofino Way/Beryl Street sufficient to accommodate the projected turning 
volumes such that all turning vehicles are serviced within one signal cycle.  
The right turn lane shall be designed in compliance with standards and 
guidance found within the California Highway Design Manual, the California 
Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (CA MUTCD) and the Caltrans 
Standard Plans that are current at the time of construction.   
 

d. Construct a new traffic signal on Harbor Drive at the primary entry to the 
Harbor Drive parking structure just south of Portofino Way.  The traffic signal 
shall be designed in compliance with standards and guidance found within 
the California Highway Design Manual, the California Manual on Uniform 
Traffic Control Devices (CA MUTCD) and the Caltrans Standard Plans that 
are current at the time of construction.  
 

e. Design and construct a southbound right turn lane on Harbor Drive at the 
primary entry to the Harbor Drive parking structure just south of Portofino 
Way sufficient to accommodate the projected turning volumes such that all 
turning vehicles are serviced within one signal cycle of the new traffic signal.  
The installation of the traffic signal and right turn lane may include 
realignment of the existing lanes on Harbor Drive.  
 

f. Design and construct a new traffic signal controlled intersection at the 
intersection of Pacific Avenue, Harbor Drive and the Public Market surface 
parking lot access driveway.  The design of said intersection shall provide 
a protected and efficient crossing of the Harbor Drive Cycle Track to the 
eastern alignment and shall control traffic entering and exiting the Harbor 
Drive extension, Pacific Avenue and the Public Market.  

  
56. That the pedestrian crossing at the mid-point of the Harbor Drive extension shall be 

designed and constructed to provide a protected crossing that is actuated by 
pedestrians.  Actuation may be active or passive, at the discretion of the City.  The 
project Applicant shall provide a fair share contribution for these improvements prior 
to final certificate of occupancy or prior to final certificate of occupancy for Phase 1 if 
the project is phased. The crossing shall be designed in compliance with standards 
and guidance found within the California Highway Design Manual, the California 
Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (CA MUTCD) and the Caltrans Standard 
Plans that are current at the time of construction.  The crossing controls shall be 
analyzed to ensure that City-approved levels-of-service are maintained based on the 
projected volumes.  

 
57. That the pedestrian and bicycle crossing at the southern end of the Harbor Drive 

extension shall be designed and constructed to provide a protected crossing that 
is actuated by pedestrians.  Actuation may be active or passive, at the discretion 
of the City.  The project Applicant shall provide a fair share contribution for these 
improvements prior to final certificate of occupancy or prior to final certificate of 
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occupancy for Phase 1 if the project is phased. The crossing shall be designed in 
compliance with standards and guidance found within the California Highway 
Design Manual, the California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (CA 
MUTCD) and the Caltrans Standard Plans that are current at the time of 
construction.  The crossing controls shall be analyzed to ensure that City-approved 
levels-of-service are maintained based on the projected volumes. 
 

58. That the applicant/owner/operator/lessee of the proposed project and subject 
property shall comply with the requirements of Section 10-5.1900(h) of the City's 
Coastal Zoning Implementation Ordinance with respect to Tree Trimming within 
the Harbor/Pier Area which currently reads as follows: The trimming and/or 
removal of any trees that have been used for breeding and nesting by bird species 
listed pursuant to the federal or California Endangered Species Acts California bird 
species of special concern and wading birds, herons or egrets within the past five 
5 years as determined by a qualified biologist or ornithologist shall be undertaken 
in compliance with all applicable codes and regulations of the California 
Department of Fish and Game the US Fish and Wildlife Service and the US 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act. 
 
 (1)    No tree trimming or removal shall take place during breeding and nesting 

season (January through September) unless a tree is determined by a 
qualified arborist to be a danger to public health and safety. A health or 
safety danger exists if a tree or branch is dead, diseased, dying, or injured 
and is seriously compromised. Tree trimming or removal shall only be 
carried out from October 1st through December 31st. 

(2)    Trees or branches with a nest of a wading bird (heron or egret), a State or 
Federal listed species, or a California bird species of special concern that 
has been active any time in the last five (5) years shall not be removed or 
disturbed unless a health and safety danger exists. 

(3)   Any breeding or nesting tree that must be removed shall be replaced at a 
1:1 ratio. Replacement trees shall be native or regionally appropriate non-
natives and non-invasive. 
a.   A tree replacement and planting plan for each tree replacement shall be 

developed to specify replacement tree locations which must be in close 
proximity to the existing nesting tree, tree size (no less than thirty-six (36) 
inch box size), planting specifications, and a five (5) year monitoring 
program with specific performance standards. 

b.  An annual monitoring report for tree replacement shall be submitted for 
the review and approval of the Waterfront and Economic Development 
Director and maintained on file as public information. 

 (4)   Tree trimming or removal during the non-breeding and non-nesting season 
(October 1st through December 31st) shall follow the following procedures. 
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a.  Prior to tree trimming or removal, a qualified biologist shall survey the 
trees to be trimmed or removed to detect nests and submit the surveys 
to the Waterfront and Economic Development Department. Tree 
trimming or removal may proceed if a nest is found, but has not been 
used within the prior five (5) years and no courtship or nesting behavior 
is observed. 

b.  In the event that a wading bird (heron or egret) species, a State or 
Federal listed species, or a California bird species of special concern 
return or continue to occupy trees during the non-nesting season 
(October 1st through December 31st), trimming shall not take place 
until a qualified biologist has assessed the site, determined that 
courtship behavior has not commenced, and has given approval to 
proceed within 300 feet of any occupied tree (500 feet for raptor 
species (e.g., bald eagles, osprey, owls)). 

c.   Trimming of nesting trees shall not encroach within ten (10) feet of an 
unoccupied nest of any of the bird species referenced above. The 
amount of trimming at any one time shall be limited to preserve the 
suitability of the nesting tree for breeding and/or nesting habitat. 

d.   Written notice of tree trimming and/or removal shall be posted and 
limits of tree trimming and/or removal shall be established in the field 
with flagging and stakes or construction fencing at least one week 
before work takes place. The notice and flagging/fencing does not 
apply to an immediate emergency situation. 

 (5)   Tree trimming or removal during breeding and nesting season (January-
September) shall be undertaken only because a health and safety danger 
exists, as determined by a qualified arborist, in consultation with the 
Waterfront and Economic Development Department and the City of 
Redondo Beach, and shall use the following procedures: 

a.   A qualified biologist shall conduct surveys and submit a report at least 
one week prior to the trimming or removal of a tree (only if it is posing a 
health or safety danger) to detect any breeding or nesting behavior in or 
within 300 feet (500 feet for raptors) of the work area. An arborist, in 
consultation with the qualified biologist, shall prepare a tree trimming 
and/or removal plan. The survey report and tree trimming and/or 
removal plan shall be submitted for the review and approval of the 
Waterfront and Economic Development Director and maintained on file 
as public information. The plan shall incorporate the following: 

1.    A description of how work will occur (work must be performed using 
non-mechanized hand tools to the maximum extent feasible). 

2.    Written notice of tree trimming and/or removal shall be posted and 
limits of tree trimming and/or removal shall be established in the field 
with flagging and stakes or construction fencing at least one week 
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before work takes place. The notice and flagging/fencing does not 
apply to an immediate emergency situation. 

3.    Steps taken to ensure that tree trimming will be the minimum 
necessary to address the health and safety danger while avoiding or 
minimizing impacts to breeding and/or nesting birds and their habitat. 

b.   Prior to commencement of tree trimming and/or tree removal the 
qualified biologist shall notify in writing the Department of Fish and Game 
and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service of the intent to commence tree 
trimming or removal. 

59.  That in the event of a disagreement regarding the interpretation and/or 
 application of these conditions, the issue shall be referred back to the Harbor 
 Commission for decision prior to the issuance of any permit. The decision of the 
 Harbor Commission shall be final. 

 
60. The Community Development and Waterfront & Economic Development 

Departments shall be authorized to approve minor changes to any conditions or 
requirements specified herein. Any significant changes shall be brought back to 
the Harbor Commission for review and consideration. With regard to the 
architectural design of the project significant changes shall be defined as changes 
greater than 10 percent of the architectural treatment of the approved building 
facades. The Community Development and Waterfront & Economic Development 
Departments shall be authorized to approve changes deemed necessary to 
comply with any permit or other requirements imposed by regulatory agencies, 
including but not limited to, the U.S. Coast Guard, the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers, the U.S. National Marine Fisheries Service, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Department, the California Coastal Commission, and the California State Lands 
Commission.  
 

61. The Final Tract Map shall reflect the Pacific Avenue Reconnection labeled as 
“Harbor Drive”.   
 

62. In exchange for the City’s issuance and/or adoption of the Project Approvals, the 
Applicant agrees to save, keep, indemnify, and hold harmless the City of Redondo 
Beach, and its appointed and elected officials, officers, employees, and agents 
(collectively “City”), from every claim or demand made, including in particular but 
not limited to any claims brought seeking to overturn the Project Approvals, 
whether under the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”), the Coastal Act, 
the Government Code, Redondo Beach City Charter, or other state or local law, 
including any attorneys’ fees or costs which may be awarded to any person or 
party challenging the Project Approvals on any grounds. In addition, in the event 
litigation is initiated, Applicant shall have the right, within forty five (45) days of 
receipt of notice of such litigation, to provide written approval to the City of 
Applicant's election to reimburse the City for its reasonably incurred attorneys' fees 
and costs for the defense of such litigation (with counsel of City’s choice), such 
approval not to be unreasonably withheld, conditioned or delayed. In the event that 
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Applicant makes the foregoing election, Applicant shall reimburse the City for all 
the City's litigation expenses in connection with such litigation, including but not 
limited to reasonable attorney's fees, and costs incurred. In the event that the 
Applicant elects not to reimburse the City for its litigation expenses, the City shall 
have the right to rescind all approvals or actions related to the litigation, including, 
but not limited to, certification and approval of any documents prepared pursuant 
to CEQA, any land use approvals, and any leases or other agreements entered 
with respect to the Project. 
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PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED this 8th day of August, 2016. 
 
 
 

  ________________________ 
      Harbor Commission Chair  
      City of Redondo Beach 
 
ATTEST: 
 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA          ) 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES   )      SS 
CITY OF REDONDO BEACH   ) 
 
I, Stephen Proud, Waterfront and Economic Development Director of the City of Redondo 
Beach, California, do hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution No. HC- was duly 
passed, approved and adopted by the Harbor Commission of the City of Redondo Beach, 
California, at a regular meeting of said Harbor Commission held on the 8th day of August, 
2016, by the following roll call vote: 
 
AYES:         
 
NOES:         
 
ABSENT:    
 
 
_______________________________ 
Stephen Proud  
Waterfront and Economic Development Director  
 
 
 
 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
_____________________________ 
City Attorney’s Office 
 

 



Link to Waterfront Project Final EIR document webpage 

http://www.redondo.org/depts/planning/waterfront_draft_eir/default.asp
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1st Administrative Draft 

 
Errata 

Introduction 

This document addresses modifications to the Final EIR for the Waterfront project (proposed 
project) in the City of Redondo Beach.  It presents all revisions related to public comments, as 
determined necessary by the lead agency, and any revisions to supporting documentation.  The 
following areas of the Final EIR included modifications and clarifications: 

 Chapter 2 Responses to Comments 

 Chapter 3 Modifications to the Draft EIR 

It should be noted that most of the changes were editorial in nature.  Some mitigation 
measures were strengthened.  None of these edits result in changes to significance findings. 

This section is meant to be an erratum to the Final EIR that identifies revisions since the 
release of the Final EIR to incorporate clarifications or minor errors corrected through 
subsequent review.  This erratum provides changes to the EIR in revision-mode text (i.e., 
deletions are shown with strikethrough and additions are shown with underline).  Where 
existing text has been omitted and not shown in strikethrough, this omitted text shall be 
considered retained in its current state in the Final EIR (such omitted text may be shown as 
“…”).  These notations are meant to provide clarification, corrections, or minor revisions as 
needed as a result of public comments or because of changes in the proposed project since the 
release of the Final EIR.   

The minor modifications and corrections below are provided to ensure that all information 
presented is correct.  In addition, corrections to mitigation are intended to clarify the extent of 
mitigation required to ensure feasibility and continued mitigation of identified impacts.  The 
corrections do not result in any new or more severe environmental impacts or required 
mitigation measures and are within the scope of impact analysis studied in the EIR. 

The following changes to the text as presented below are incorporated into the Final EIR: 

Chapter 2 Response to Comments 

Section 2.3.5, Public Comment - Beginning Page 2-216 
Response to Comment PC085-1 

Section 3.3, Biological Resources of the Draft EIR details the existing wildlife and vegetation 
(on land as well as in the water).  Specifically, in Section 3.3.2.3 (beginning on page 3.3-22), 
special-status species that occur at the project site (state and federal) are discussed and listed in 
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Table 3.3-2 (page 3.3-23).  Impacts on special-status species associated with the 
implementation of the proposed project are detailed in the analysis in Section 3.3.4.3.2 
(beginning on page 3.3-37).  As it specifically relates to the Great Blue Herons, they are 
special-status species only with greater protection afforded when they are nesting.  There were 
no heron colonies in the terrestrial (land) area of the project site that would be affected.  While 
the Great Blue Heron is not called out specifically as nesting at the project site, these birds fall 
under the discussion of nesting migratory birds (refer to Section 3.3.4.3.2).  Should a heron or 
any nesting bird be found at the project site during construction, as detailed throughout the 
Draft EIR, Section 10-5.1900 of the Coastal Land Use Plan Implementing Ordinance (within 
the Redondo Beach Municipal Code), prohibits trimming or disturbance of trees that have 
been used for breeding and nesting by bird species listed pursuant to the Federal or California 
Endangered Species Acts, California bird species of special concern, and wading birds (herons 
or egrets) within the previous five years, as determined by a qualified biologist, unless a health 
and safety danger exists, and prohibiting tree trimming and removal during the breeding and 
nesting season (January through September) unless a tree is determined to be a danger to 
public health and safety.   

Humpback whales are addressed in Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR under marine mammals.  The 
California Brown Pelican is specifically noted as occurring within the project site (Table 3.3-
2). 

The Draft EIR (as detailed in Section 3.3, Biological Resources) found that a significant 
impact to special-status species and sensitive habitats could occur during construction (due to 
the potential for mortality or injury from contact with construction equipment, or behavioral 
effects and effects on hearing from the noise of pile driving activities if marine mammals are 
nearby), but with implementation of mitigation measures (MM BIO-1 and MM BIO-2), the 
impacts would be reduced to less than significant. 

Chapter 3 Modifications to the Draft EIR 

Section 3.2.1, Executive Summary - Beginning Page 3-7 
Further revise mitigation measure MM TRA-2 (Section ES.7.2, Table ES-5, Page ES-67), 
under Impact TRA-1, to clarify additional possible locations for replacement parking that is 
within the general geographic area.  [Text added to this section has been underlined/italicized 
to highlight the change to the larger text added in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR]. 
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Table ES-5:  Detailed Summary of Potential Significant Impacts, Mitigation and Residual Impacts for the 
Proposed Project, Cumulative Growth, and Alternatives 1 through 7 

Alternative Environmental 
Impacts 

Impact 
Determination Mitigation Measures 

Impacts 
after 

Mitigation 
Traffic and Transportation  
Proposed 
Project 

TRA-1:  The 
proposed project 
could exceed the 
applicable 
significance 
thresholds 

Significant - 
operation 

… 

MM TRA-2: Pacific Coast Highway & Herondo/Anita 
Street (Intersection 7):  An additional westbound and 
eastbound through lane would be added. For the 
westbound approach, the center-raised median would be 
narrowed or eliminated.  The two westbound left turn lanes 
would be shifted to the south to accommodate the additional 
westbound through lane.  An additional westbound 
receiving lane would be added extending for a minimum of 
half a block length to the west of Intersection 7.  The on-
street angled parking on Herondo Street conflicts with the 
additional eastbound and westbound lane, and will require 
their removal.  Parking will be replaced at 1:1 ratio to the 
satisfaction of the City Engineer, which could include, but 
not be limited to, off-street parking at the Triton Site, which 
is located northwest of Portofino Way and Harbor Drive, 
and/or parking at the project site over and above the 
ULI Parking Demand of 2,147 parking spaces.  In 
addition, the on-street bike lanes would be shifted from their 
current location, but can be accommodated with the addition 
of the two through lanes. 

… 

Less than 
significant  

 
Section 3.2.16, Section 3.12 Recreation - Page 3-32 
Revise as follows [text added to this section has been underlined/italicized to highlight the 
change to the larger text added]: 

There are no modifications associated with this section. 

Section 3.12 Recreation, Page 3.12-38 

Revise the text of the Draft EIR, under Operation, as follows to add clarification: 

Operation 
As discussed above and in Chapter 2 Project Description of this Draft EIR, and in Section 
3.12.4.3.1, the proposed project would include various new or enhanced recreational amenities 
such as modified Seaside Lagoon, new small craft boat launch ramp, improved site 
connectivity with new pedestrian and bicycle paths, and high quality open space (e.g., 
waterfront promenade, public seating, landscaped areas, gathering spaces, and pathways).  
This would result in enhanced recreational facilities available to the community and visitors.  
The accessible shoreline throughout the project site would grow from approximately 3,500 
linear feet to approximately 4,450 linear feet, which is a 27 percent increase in accessibility 
(for a 100 percent accessibility of the project site).  This increase is due to providing pathways 

and not a physical change in the shoreline.  For example, the modified network of pedestrian 
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and bike pathways would improve connections to off-site trails and pathways, including a link 
of the California Coastal Trail, and would also enhance the bicycle and pedestrian experience 
within the site, thereby increasing the recreational enjoyment of coastal resources.  

Section 3.2.17, Section 3.13 Traffic and Transportation, Beginning Page 
3-32 
Revise as follows [text added to this section has been underlined/italicized and not underlined 
to highlight the change to the larger text added]: 

SUMMARY to Section 3.13 – Page 3.13-3 
Add clarification to mitigation measure MM TRA-2, which provides a possible location for 
replacement parking that is the general geographic area, as follows: 

MM TRA-2: Pacific Coast Highway & Herondo/Anita Street (Intersection 7):  An 
additional westbound and eastbound through lane would be added. For the westbound 
approach, the center-raised median would be narrowed or eliminated.  The two westbound left 
turn lanes would be shifted to the south to accommodate the additional westbound through 
lane.  An additional westbound receiving lane would be added extending for a minimum of 
half a block length to the west of Intersection 7.  The on-street angled parking on Herondo 
Street conflicts with the additional eastbound and westbound lane, and will require their 
removal.  Parking will be replaced at 1:1 ratio to the satisfaction of the City Engineer, which 
could include, but not be limited to, off-street parking at the Triton Site, which is located 
northwest of Portofino Way and Harbor Drive, and/or parking at the project site over and 

above the ULI Parking Demand of 2,147 parking spaces.  In addition, the on-street bike lanes 
would be shifted from their current location, but can be accommodated with the addition of the 
two through lanes. 

Section 3.2.17, Section 3.13 Traffic and Transportation – Page 3-43 
Section 3.13.4.3 - Page 3.13-69 
Add clarification to mitigation measure MM TRA-2, which provides a possible location for 
replacement parking that is within the general geographic area, as follows: 

MM TRA-2: Pacific Coast Highway & Herondo/Anita Street (Intersection 7):  An 
additional westbound and eastbound through lane would be added. For the westbound 
approach, the center-raised median would be narrowed or eliminated.  The two westbound left 
turn lanes would be shifted to the south to accommodate the additional westbound through 
lane.  An additional westbound receiving lane would be added extending for a minimum of 
half a block length to the west of Intersection 7.  The on-street angled parking on Herondo 
Street conflicts with the additional eastbound and westbound lane, and will require their 
removal.  Parking will be replaced at 1:1 ratio to the satisfaction of the City Engineer, which 
could include, but not be limited to, off-street parking at the Triton Site, which is located 
northwest of Portofino Way and Harbor Drive, and/or parking at the project site over and 

above the ULI Parking Demand of 2,147 parking spaces.  In addition, the on-street bike lanes 
would be shifted from their current location, but can be accommodated with the addition of the 
two through lanes. 

Section 3.2.17, Section 3.13 Traffic and Transportation – Page 3-48 
Section 3.13.4.13, Page 3.13-100 
Add clarification to mitigation measure MM TRA-2, which provides a possible location for 
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replacement parking that is within the general geographic area, as follows: 

MM TRA-2: Pacific Coast Highway & Herondo/Anita Street (Intersection 7):  An 
additional westbound and eastbound through lane would be added. For the westbound 
approach, the center-raised median would be narrowed or eliminated.  The two westbound left 
turn lanes would be shifted to the south to accommodate the additional westbound through 
lane.  An additional westbound receiving lane would be added extending for a minimum of 
half a block length to the west of Intersection 7.  The on-street angled parking on Herondo 
Street conflicts with the additional eastbound and westbound lane, and will require their 
removal.  Parking will be replaced at 1:1 ratio to the satisfaction of the City Engineer, which 
could include, but not be limited to, off-street parking at the Triton Site, which is located 
northwest of Portofino Way and Harbor Drive, and/or parking at the project site over and 

above the ULI Parking Demand of 2,147 parking spaces.  In addition, the on-street bike lanes 
would be shifted from their current location, but can be accommodated with the addition of the 
two through lanes. 

Under Section 3.3 Additional Appendices, Section 3.3.3, Page 3-87 
Modify to clarify as follows: 

3.3.3 Master Response #7 - Final EIR Weekend and Staff 
Recommended Alternative Traffic Analysis Tables 
Attached are the weekend traffic analysis results/tables associated with the proposed project 
(as detailed in Master Response #6) and Staff Recommended Alternative. 
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Harbor Commission Hearing Date:  July 18, 2016 
 
AGENDA ITEM:  7 (Public Hearing) 
 
PROJECT LOCATION: THE REDONDO BEACH WATERFRONT BETWEEN 

PORTOFINO WAY AND TORRANCE CIRCLE  
 
APPLICATION TYPE:  WATERFRONT PROJECT - CONSIDERATION OF 

APPROVAL/CERTIFICATION OF A FINAL 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT AND WATER 
SUPPLY ASSESSMENT (SCH# 2014061071 / FILE 
NO. 2014-04-EIR-001), FACTS AND FINDINGS, 
STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS, 
AND A MITIGATION MONITORING AND 
REPORTING PROGRAM; CONDITIONAL USE 
PERMIT, HARBOR COMMISSION DESIGN REVIEW 
(INCLUDING SIGN REVIEW AND 
LANDSCAPE/IRRIGATION PLANS), COASTAL 
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, AND VESTING 
TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 74207, FOR 
APPROXIMATELY 36 ACRES OF DEVELOPMENT IN 
THE REDONDO BEACH HARBOR/PIER AREA, AND 
CONSIDERATION OF THE RECREATION AND 
PARK COMMISSION’S RECOMMENDATIONS 
RELATED TO SEASIDE LAGOON. 

 
CASE NUMBERS:  2016-06-HC-001 
 2016-06-CDP-003 
 
APPLICANT: REDONDO BEACH WATERFRONT LLC  
 (AFFLIATE OF CENTERCAL PROPERTIES LLC) 
 
APPLICANT’S REQUEST AS ADVERTISED:  
 
Consideration of a Final Environmental Impact Report (SCH# 2014061071 / FILE NO. 
2014-04-EIR-001), Facts And Findings, Statement Of Overriding Considerations, A 
Mitigation Monitoring And Reporting Program and Water Supply Assessment; Coastal 
Development Permit, Harbor Commission Design Review (including Sign Review and 
Landscape/Irrigation Plans), Conditional Use Permit, and Vesting Tentative Tract Map 
No. 74207, for a project that consists of the demolition of most of the existing buildings; 
the construction and operation of commercial, office, hotel, theater, and recreational uses 
totaling approximately 511,460 square feet of new construction (312,289 square feet of 
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net new development) on property at the Redondo Beach Waterfront located within the 
Coastal Commercial (CC) Zones and P-PRO Zone between Portofino Way and Torrance 
Circle. Approximately 12,479 square feet of existing development would remain, for a 
total of 523,939 square feet on site.  

Implementation of certain elements of the Staff Recommended Alternative are contingent 
upon the granting of permits by state and federal agencies, including but not limited to the 
California Coastal Commission (Coastal Development Permit for areas of original 
jurisdiction), U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (401 and 404 permit), and U.S. Coast Guard 
(bridge permit).  

DEPARTMENT’S RECOMMENDATION: 
It is recommended that the Harbor Commission take the following actions: 

1. Reconvene the public hearing; 
2. Receive and file the administrative report that provides additional information on 

questions raised during testimony, revised draft recommended land use 
entitlement conditions, and the Final EIR and supporting materials; 

3. Accept any additional public testimony; 
4. Close the public hearing; and 
5. Adopt the following resolutions for the Staff Recommended Alternative by title only, 

waiving further reading: 
 

A. A RESOLUTION OF THE HARBOR COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF 
REDONDO BEACH, CALIFORNIA, CERTIFYING FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT REPORT (SCH# 2014061071), ADOPTING THE FACTS AND 
FINDINGS, APPROVING THE WATER SUPPLY ASSESSMENT, 
STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS AND ADOPTING A 
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR THE 
WATERFRONT ON PROPERTY LOCATED WITHIN THE COASTAL 
COMMERCIAL (CC) ZONES AND P-PRO ZONE AT THE REDONDO BEACH 
WATERFRONT 
 

B. A RESOLUTION OF THE HARBOR COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF 
REDONDO BEACH, CALIFORNIA, SELECTING THE STAFF 
RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE DESCRIBED IN THE FINAL EIR AND 
GRANTING THE REQUESTS FOR A CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT, 
HARBOR COMMISSION DESIGN REVIEW INCLUDING SIGN REVIEW AND 
LANDSCAPE/IRRIGATION PLANS, COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, 
AND A VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 74207 TO ALLOW THE 
CONSTRUCTION OF A COASTAL COMMERICAL PROJECT TOTALING 
523,939 SQUARE FEET OF DEVELOPMENT, ON PROPERTY LOCATED 
WITHIN THE COASTAL COMMERCIAL ZONE (CC-1, CC-2, AND CC-3) AND 
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THE PARKS, RECREATION, AND OPEN SPACE ZONE (P-PRO) LOCATED 
BETWEEN PORTOFINO WAY AND TORRANCE CIRCLE. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
The Harbor Commission conducted a well-attended public hearing on June 27, 2016 that 
was continued from the public hearing held on June 13, 2016 to consider the proposed 
Waterfront project, a comprehensive and integrated project to transform and revitalize the 
City’s aging harbor and pier area.  At the public hearing, the Harbor Commission received 
additional public testimony regarding a variety of issues.  Following public testimony, the 
Commission raised several topics and areas of interest, discussed the draft 
recommended conditions, and requested that staff provide further information and 
analysis.   

This report responds to the public and Commission discussion, provides revised 
recommended conditions for the Staff Recommended Alternative based upon the Harbor 
Commission’s discussion, and provides the Final EIR and supporting materials.  
Resolutions certifying the Final EIR and conditionally approving the entitlements are 
provided for Commission consideration and adoption.  
 
BACKGROUND 
 
On April 20, 2016 the Recreation and Parks Commission provided the Harbor 
Commission with their recommendation to proceed with the proposed modifications to 
Seaside Lagoon.  On May 9, 2016 the Redondo Beach Harbor Commission held a public 
workshop on the Waterfront Project. On June 13, 2016, the Harbor Commission held the 
first the public hearing at which time staff presented the Staff Recommended Alternative. 
On June 27, 2016, the Harbor Commission reconvened a continued public hearing. At 
that meeting, staff presented a summary of the questions and issues raised at the June 
13, 2016 Public Hearing and presented the draft recommended project entitlement 
conditions (see attached Administrative Staff Report, dated June 27, 2016). A 
presentation from the applicant that addressed issues raised on June 13, 2016 followed 
the staff presentation.   
 
During the public hearing, testimony was taken from forty-four (44) individuals. Written 
statements on speaker cards were provided by approximately 27 individuals. Following 
testimony, the Harbor Commission continued discussion regarding the project and 
reviewed the recommended draft conditions resulting in several key issues and topics 
that warranted additional information and revisions to several of the conditions. Following 
discussion, the Harbor Commission continued the Public Hearing to July 18, 2016.   

This report responds to several key questions raised by the Harbor Commission and the 
public at the public hearing, and presents the revised conditions, the Final EIR, and the 
project entitlement and environmental resolutions.  
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 Issues Raised on the Staff Recommended Alternative 
The following addresses issues derived from testimony and Commission comments along 
with staff analysis and additional information based on the Staff Recommended 
Alternative. The information is provided in a question and response format for ease of 
review. 

Does Measure G (Harbor and Pier Zoning) protect all views? 

Public testimony and Harbor Commission discussion raised questions regarding the level 
of development under the proposed project and whether this was consistent with views 
as addressed under Measure G.1  It has been suggested that Measure G protects every 
view along Harbor Drive or views from private property through Czuleger Park; however, 
based on the development standards adopted under Measure G and the information 
provided while the development standards were undergoing review, this assumption is 
incorrect.  

As described in detail in Section 3.9, Land Use and Planning of the Draft EIR, the 
development standards include allowing up to 400,000 square feet of net new 
development within the Pier/Harbor area zoned Coastal Commercial.  The allowable 
height limits vary from 30 feet to 45 feet, and one-story up to three-story building, including 
allowing buildings of this height to be located along Harbor Drive.  This indicates that 
development within the project site (including up to three stories along Harbor Drive), was 
contemplated, and ultimately provided for under Measure G.  As discussed in the April 8, 
2008 report prepared for the City Council public hearing on the zoning for the project site, 
massing of the project site is considered as supportive of pedestrian oriented 
development envisioned for the waterfront and as establishing a development that can 
fully accomplish the Guiding Principles and Revitalization established for the Harbor and 
Pier area.  The staff report states that “Clustered new development in conjunction with 
replacing surface parking with parking structures will in fact increase the amount of 
useable open space, provide pedestrian walkways and view corridors in place of walking 
through parking lots, and enhance the character of the Harbor area as a pedestrian-active 
area.”  (April 8, 2008 Administrative Report, page 26.)  Additionally, “Pedestrian-active 
commercial areas generally require higher FARS [Floor to Area Ratios2] than auto-
oriented centers… a low FAR may not achieve the character and amenities desired for 
the Harbor area, and too low an FAR is not likely to result in a pedestrian-active 
character.”  (April 8, 2008 Administrative Report, pages 35 and 37.)    

                                                           
1 Measure G refers to amendments to the General Plan, Coastal Land Use Plan, Harbor/Civic Center Specific Plan, 
and zoning in the Harbor Area that were submitted to and approved by voters of Redondo Beach in 2010.   The Staff 
Recommended Alternative is consistent with these laws, ordinances, regulations, policies and standards. 

 
2 “Floor Area Ratio” (FAR) means the numerical value obtained by dividing the gross floor area of a building or 
buildings located on a lot by the total area of the lot/water area. For example, a FAR of 0.25 would mean that there is 
the equivalent one square foot of single story structural development for every four square feet of land/water surface. 
A two story structure occupying one fourth of the total area of a parcel would have an FAR of 0.50. 
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The proposed project is consistent with the development envisioned under Measure G 
for a pedestrian-active area with clustered development that provides pedestrian 
walkways, useable open space, and view corridors.  Further, the project has less 
development, and for many buildings, provides lower building heights, than the maximum 
build-out allowed under the development standards that were adopted by voters under 
Measure G (see Attachment 4 of the June 13, 2016 Harbor Commission Administrative 
Report).   

Policies specific to views from Harbor Drive and Czuleger Park that are included in the 
City’s Coastal Land Use Plan were amended under Measure G are described below.  

The Coastal Land Use Plan includes a policy that addresses public views of the water 
from Harbor Drive and other locations as follows: 

Policy 2. New development, additions or major rehabilitation projects within the 
Harbor-Pier area shall be sited and designed to:  
  

a) Preserve and enhance public views of the water from the moles, pier 
decks, publicly accessible open space and Harbor Drive. 

 Coastal Land Use Plan Commercial Recreation Sub-area 2 and 3 Policy: 

 New development projects shall include view corridors to the water from 
N. Harbor Drive. 

As described in Section 3.1, Aesthetics and Visual Resources of the Draft EIR, existing 
public views of the water from the Harbor Drive within the project site have a limited quality 
given the distance from the water, flat topography, and the presence of intervening 
features.   Comparatively, public views from the moles, pier decks and publicly accessible 
open space such as Czuleger Park, and the boardwalk along the water’s edge have much 
higher quality water views.  Under the Staff Recommended Alternative, some reduction 
of public views along portions of Harbor Drive would occur; however, the buildings are 
spaced to provide view corridors that provide public views of the water, which, as 
described above, is consistent with the intent of the zoning adopted under Measure G 
and consistent with the policy of providing view corridors along Harbor Drive.  
Furthermore, there would be improvements to other portions of Harbor Drive associated 
with the new view corridors under the Staff Recommended Alternative. Additionally, the 
Staff Recommended Alternative would provide new higher quality public views of the 
water along the Pacific Avenue Reconnection (a continuation of Harbor Drive) and the 
new main street.  Further, the enhanced boardwalk along the water’s edge would provide 
an improved experience for enjoying views by providing a wider boardwalk with expanded 
amenities such as seating, raising the elevation above the existing splash wall. Therefore, 
the Staff Recommended Alternative meets the intent of the policy cited above and as 
envisioned with the zoning amendments that were adopted under Measure G. 
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Views from Czuleger Park are specifically addressed in several of the City’s land use 
planning documents as described below. Also presented below is the project’s 
consistency with each policy/requirement. 

General Plan Recreation and Park Element 

 3.4.6 Implementation Programs:  
 

Enforce the following provisions of the settlement agreement (1975) 
between the California Coastal Zone Conservation Commission and the 
City related to “The Village” and Czuleger Park (Policies 8.2a.8, 8.2a.9, 
8.2b.4):…   
 Ensure that the ocean view corridors from the observation viewing 

area in Czuleger Park are not obstructed. 

As described in Section 3.1 of the Draft EIR, the 1975 settlement agreement referenced 
in the Recreation and Park Element Implementation Program listed above specifically 
identified three public view corridors.  Each of these three specific public view corridors 
are analyzed as Key Observation Views in Section 3.1 of the Draft EIR (see Figure 3.1-
5a).  As described therein, the proposed project would not obstruct public views from the 
view locations (see page 3.1-42 and Figure 3.1-7).  While the Draft EIR analysis 
addresses the proposed project and not the Staff Recommended Alternative, the views 
of the Staff Recommended Alternative would not change from this location.  Therefore, 
the Staff Recommended Alternative is consistent with the General Plan policy cited 
above. 

Coastal Land Use Plan 

 Commercial Recreation Sub-area 1 development standards and policies: 

Maximum Building Height  
• Two Stories, 30 Feet, except two stories, 40 feet for Zone 1 D (measured 
above the pier deck, or sidewalk grade of International Boardwalk, or 
sidewalk grade of Pier Plaza), as applicable.  
• New development shall not obstruct views from Czuleger Park to the 
ocean.  

The policy cited above (adopted as part of Measure G) applies to the Commercial 
Recreation Sub-area 1.  This is the southern portion of the project site, comprised of the 
area currently occupied by the International Boardwalk, Horseshoe Pier and landing, Pier 
Parking Structure, and Pier Plaza.  The Staff Recommended Alternative complies with 
the height requirements listed above (see Attachment 4 of the June 13, 2016 Harbor 
Commission Administrative Report).  Further, the only building in Sub-area 1 that would 
be partially visible from the view corridors protected under the 1975 settlement agreement 
(described above) would be the new building on the northern leg of the pier (near 
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Kincaid’s).  As shown in Figure 3.1-7 of the Draft EIR, this building would be largely 
obscured by existing landscaping and development, and views of the ocean would 
remain.  This is representative of views from other locations in the park.  The other 
buildings in the southern portion of the site would be largely obscured by existing 
landscaping and development.  The new development in Sub-area 1 that would be visible 
from the lower elevations of the park would be similar in heights to the existing 
development and views of the ocean would remain available from this location. The 
removal of the existing boat hoists, accessory structures, service buildings, and other 
current view obstructions will improve the public view from the lowest levels of the park. 
Views of hoists, paving, and surface parking will be improved. The new view shed opened 
to the south will also improve views. Therefore, views of the ocean would remain from 
Czuleger Park and the Staff Recommended Alternative is consistent with the LCP policy 
cited above.   

While the policy cited above is specific to Commercial Recreation Sub-area 1, as shown 
in Figure 3.1-7 in Section 3.1 of the Draft EIR, some development within Commercial 
Recreation Sub-area 2 (e.g., public market hall and pedestrian bridge) would be partially 
visible from Czuleger Park. As described in Section 3.1 and Master Response #9 included 
in Attachment 3 of the Administrative Report, while this development would be visible to 
varying degrees depending on the specific location with the park, views of the ocean from 
the park would remain.  As shown in Master Response #9, a new simulation of the view 
from the lower elevation of Czuleger Park has been prepared, which shows that while the 
development is visible, views of the ocean continue to remain available.  

Coastal Zoning Ordinance Section 10-5.814(b)(1):  

South of existing southerly boundary of Seaside Lagoon (Area 1 in the 
illustration below). No building shall exceed two (2) stories and a height 
of thirty-seven (37) feet south of the southerly existing boundary of 
Seaside Lagoon. In this area, no more than fifty (50%) of the cumulative 
building footprint area shall exceed one story and a height of twenty-four 
(24) feet. Views from Czuleger Park shall be protected by ensuring that 
two story buildings are not clustered or lined up in a manner that creates 
a wall-like impact on views from the park. 

The zoning requirement listed above (adopted as part of Measure G) applies to the area 
zoned CC-3, which is the northern portion of the project site (not including Seaside 
Lagoon).  The Staff Recommended Alternative complies with the height requirements 
listed above both north and south of southerly boundary of Seaside Lagoon, and many of 
the buildings are below the maximum height requirements (see Attachment 4 of the June 
13, 2016 Harbor Commission Administrative Report).  In total, of the approximately 
159,000 square feet of development within CC-3 south of the southerly boundary of 
Seaside Lagoon, approximately 80 percent of building square footage is one-story and 
20 percent is two-story.     
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The only buildings in the CC-3 that would be partially visible from the protected view 
corridors in Czuleger Park (discussed above) would be the public market hall and building 
immediately to the east of the market hall (Building F and Building E shown on Sheet 50 
of the applicant’s design submittal [Attachment 1 of the June 13, 2016 Harbor 
Commission Administrative Report]).  Building E is one story, and Building F is primarily 
one-story with one portion that is 2-stories.  As shown in Figure 3.1-7 of the Draft EIR and 
Sheet 261 of the applicant’s design submittal (Attachment 1 of the June 13, 2016 Harbor 
Commission Administrative Report), these buildings would be largely obscured by 
existing landscaping and development, and views of the ocean would remain.  This is 
representative of views from other locations in the park.  While the market hall and other 
project features would be viewable from locations in the park, views of the ocean would 
remain available immediately to the north and south.  Further, as described above and in 
Section 3.1 of the Draft EIR, the protected ocean view corridors would not be substantially 
altered and views of the ocean would remain from other locations in the park. 

Additional Information on Views 

As all views of the project site cannot feasibly be examined, the view analysis presented 
in the Section 3.1, Aesthetics and Visual Resources of the Draft EIR assesses changes 
in views from several representative locations with public views of the project site. The 
methodology for the selection process for Key Observation Views is discussed in Draft 
EIR Section 3.1.2.3.4; these Key Observation Views were determined to be 
representative of other view locations in their proximity and were selected for analysis 
because: 1) they are protected public views identified in City planning documents; or 2) 
they would become key views under the proposed project.  For example, as described 
above, the specific location of the views analyzed from Czuleger Park are called out as 
protected in the City’s General Plan.  There are other public view areas that have glimpses 
of the project site but were not selected for analysis (e.g., Veterans Park, locations from 
public sidewalks such as along Catalina Avenue, Beryl Street, and Diamond Street) 
because the views of the project site are very limited and distant and/or obscured by 
intervening development and landscaping; consequently, based on an initial screening, it 
was determined that there would be no substantial changes to those views with 
implementation of the proposed project.  For additional information, see Master Response 
#9 included in Attachment 3 of the Administrative Report as well as individual responses 
provided in the Final EIR.   

Would the project reduce or eliminate any waterside or landside recreational 
activities? 
Public testimony raised questions related to the recreational opportunities associated with 
the staff recommended alternative.   The recreational enhancements associated with the 
Staff Recommended Alternative (which would be the same as the proposed project 
analyzed in the Draft EIR) have been addressed extensively in the Draft EIR and other 
project presentations and materials. Notably, several project objectives include the 
preservation and enhancement of coastal recreation, as well as increasing site access 
and access to and along the water (see page 2-14 in Chapter 2, Project Description of 
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the Draft EIR for the list of project objectives).  Consistent with the project objectives, the 
existing recreational uses at the site would be preserved, and in many cases, enhanced.  
Existing recreational activities that are currently available at the project site and would 
remain include (but are not limited to) direct access to the harbor for boating, stand up 
paddle-boarding and other in-water sports.  Commercial recreational opportunities such 
as charter fishing, whale-watching, and equipment rentals would also continue to be 
available.  Recreational activities available from the landside, including pier fishing, 
swimming at Seaside Lagoon, and use of pathways and seating for activities such as 
exercising, coastal viewing, relaxing, and picnicking would also continue to be available.  
New and existing parking and bicycle/ pedestrian connections to the project site would 
provide access to everyone visiting the site, whether their primary purpose is to recreate, 
shop, eat, work, or relax.  

In addition to maintaining recreational resources, the Staff Recommended Alternative 
would maximize and enhance recreation opportunities and improve connections to the 
harbor area, including providing a missing link of the California Coastal Trail and 
connecting the northern and southern portions of the site with a new bicycle/pedestrian 
bridge.  Project features that enhance recreational opportunities include modifications to 
Seaside Lagoon, such as a new public gathering area, public beach and zero-depth or 
shallow water protected beach entry for hand-launch craft; improved boardwalks along 
the water’s edge; high quality public open space; a reconstructed Sportfishing Pier; and 
reconstruction/redevelopment of the Redondo Beach Marina within Basin 3.    

Large expanses of asphalt surface parking areas would be removed, which would help to 
provide the enhancement of pedestrian connections and high-quality public open space 
throughout the project site. Currently, over 500,000 square feet of the site is devoted to 
automobiles. This area is reduced to a footprint of approximately 155,000 square feet 
under the Staff Recommended Alternative. Furthermore, high-quality public open would 
include the provision of public seating, plazas, and passive and active recreational 
spaces.  Such areas include, but are not limited to, landscaped public spaces along the 
promenade, plaza and other areas in and around Seaside Lagoon, a landscaped corridor 
that extends from Harbor Drive to the waterfront on the northern portion of the project 
site, and a pocket park at Harbor Drive and Portofino Way.  The proposed promenades 
and pathways would further enhance the high-quality public open space. 
 
The new and enhanced features would continue to provide for in-water and on-land 
recreation as described above, for both passive and active uses. Additionally, new plazas 
and other spaces would provide for increased opportunities for public and private 
programming and events, such as festivals, exhibits, and classes.  

Is the proposed land exchange consistent with the provisions of the Tidelands 
Grant? 
Continued public testimony was received about the consistency of the land exchange and 
proposed uses with the Tidelands Grant.    
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A portion of the project site, including Seaside Lagoon, the Horseshoe Pier, the small 
craft boat launch ramp site, Sportfishing Pier and seaward portion of Mole D, is within 
designated public Tidelands.   

As addressed in Section 3.9, Land Use and Planning of the Draft EIR (page 3.9-29), the 
existing uses within the Tidelands would be retained, although some modification and/or 
expansion would occur.  Specifically, the uses present on the Tidelands would continue 
to include restaurant, visitor-serving retail, concessions, hotel, park and open space, and 
water-oriented recreation.  These uses are consistent with the uses of the Tidelands and 
consistent with the Public Trust Doctrine and the City’s Tideland grant. 

As described in Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR and in the June 27, 2016 Harbor Commission 
Administrative Report, following the proposed Tidelands Trust exchange, the Staff 
Recommended Alternative would be consistent with the Tidelands Grant.  The Tidelands 
Grant allows for a number of uses, including “…all marine-oriented commercial and 
industrial uses and purposes, and the construction, reconstruction, repair, and 
maintenance of marine-oriented commercial and industrial buildings, plans, and 
facilities…public parks, public playgrounds, public bathhouses, public bathing facilities, 
public recreation, snack bars, cafes, cocktail lounges, restaurants, motels, 
hotels…launching ramps and hoists…”  (Tidelands Grant, Senate Bill 1461, Section 2.)  
The Tidelands Grant also allows the City to “…lease said lands or any part thereof for 
limited periods, for purposes consistent with the trusts...” As further discussed on Draft 
EIR page 3.9-29, the proposed uses on Tidelands implemented under the proposed 
project would be consistent with the permissible uses under the City’s Tidelands Grant, 
however, the applicant has requested a 99-year lease for portions of the site that are 
currently Tidelands.  As discussed in greater detail under Alternative 4, in Chapter 4, 
Analysis of Alternatives in this Draft EIR, in the event that the Tidelands Exchange is not 
approved by the California State Lands Commission, the uses proposed for the site would 
still be consistent with the Tidelands Grant, however the lease agreement for the 
Tidelands identified in the exchange would be limited to 66 years. 

How would the Pacific Avenue Reconnection be designed and utilized? 
Harbor Commission discussion raised questions about the number of cars expected to 
use the Pacific Avenue Reconnection and the design of this replacement connector 
street.  Under the Staff Recommended Alternative, approximately 31 (approximately 1 
vehicle every 2 minutes) AM peak hour project trips and 74 (just over 1 vehicle per minute) 
PM peak hour project trips are estimated to use Pacific Avenue. This represents 
approximately 9 percent of all project trips.  With the Pacific Avenue connection, 
approximately 15 percent of the vehicles currently traveling on Catalina Avenue would 
shift to use Pacific Avenue. The proposed street is specifically designed as a connector 
or linkage street segment, not a collector or arterial.  This design includes grade 
separation to surrounding properties and elevation change to diminish the impact of the 
street extension on properties above the reconnected roadway.  The applicant has 
prepared an enhanced rendering of the design which illustrates the features of the 
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roadway including enhanced lighting, landscaping railings and other high quality 
elements. 

It should also be noted that Pacific Avenue Reconnection restores an important vehicle 
linkage between the northern and southern portions of the project site where none 
currently exists. The benefits to this connection include reducing some of the vehicle trips 
along Catalina Avenue, which is the current route for vehicles traveling between the 
northern and southern portions of the project site.  Additionally, the Pacific Avenue 
Reconnection allows emergency vehicles to travel directly from the northern and southern 
portions of the site, instead of using Catalina Avenue. This connector roadway would also 
serve the important function of linking the project’s three primary parking areas. This will 
greatly increase the efficiency in parking access, circulation, and site utilization.  

What are some of the existing stormwater conditions and proposed project 
benefits? 
Harbor Commission discussion raised questions regarding stormwater entering King 
Harbor and the potential for improvements to occur with project implementation, including 
the potential for off-site improvements. The Harbor includes three basins occupied by 
1,400 boat slips.  Basins 1 and 2 are used for recreational boats while Basin 3 is used for 
commercial marine operations.  The three basins are operated by private 
businesses.  The area surrounding the water is occupied by an assortment of commercial 
business.  These include restaurants, hotels, apartments, a fitness center, other marine 
related businesses, surface parking lots, and parking structures.  Stormwater runoff is 
collected by over 80 small catch basins/curb openings located throughout the Harbor - 
Pier area before being discharged into the Harbor.  The configuration of the catch basins 
include: a simple curb opening that drains under a sidewalk, grated inlets, side opening 
inlet, etc.  In addition, there are a number of storm drains that discharge into the harbor 
and shoreline which collects runoff from watershed areas outside of the Harbor-Pier 
attainment area. While substantial improvements to stormwater management at the 
project site would occur with implementation of the Staff Recommended Alternative, off-
site watershed area improvements would not be within the project scope.   

However, it should be noted that there are existing regulations and programs in place at 
the City and region-wide that are aimed at both improving the quality of stormwater and 
reducing the overall amount that enters into the Santa Monica Bay. These municipal 
stormwater regulations are becoming more stringent over time, and are associated with 
a general trend toward water quality improvements.  This pattern of stricter requirements 
and trend toward water quality improvements is expected to continue.  A description of 
stormwater regulations and programs applicable to the proposed project is included in 
Section 3.8, Hydrology and Water Quality of the Draft EIR (pages 3.8-38 through 48). 
This includes a discussion of the City’s participation in an Enhanced Watershed 
Management Program (EWMP) through the Beach Cities Watershed Management 
Group.  Participants in the group are the Los Angeles County Flood Control District and 
the cities of Redondo Beach, Manhattan Beach, Hermosa Beach, and Torrance.  The 
EWMP includes strategies, control measures and best management practices (BMPs) to 
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achieve water quality targets and receiving water limitations in the Santa Monica Bay and 
Dominguez Channel Watersheds.   

Is the proposed architectural design appropriate and how will it achieve community 
design goals and objectives? 

While the overall architectural design approach was discussed extensively in prior staff 
reports and the EIR, it is important that the Harbor Commission and the public understand 
the rationale for the design solution and the significant amount of time, effort and study 
that has been undertaken in achieving a design that will remain relevant and will 
significantly benefit the community.  Some of the important design objectives are as 
follows: 

 Remain timeless 

 Draw inference from earlier design styles in the City’s history including the 
early industrial period, resort period and contemporary recreational time 
frames 

 Avoid monotony and overuse of a single architectural design style 

 Achieve a “Village Atmosphere” and a “Beachtown” character 

 Be authentic and avoid “copying” or trying to recreate the appearance of 
historic structures 

Given these design objectives the applicant’s design team of experts and staff 
commenced an extensive evaluation of architectural design options.  One of the earliest 
observations was that a uniform or singular design style would be contrary to most if not 
all of the objectives, and that it was necessary to employ several compatible styles with 
references to historic design in order to achieve the “Waterfront Village” design goal. 

After examination of the various periods in the City’s history several significant styles were 
selected and work was commenced on deploying these styles in a precise manner 
throughout the project.  Signature buildings such as the Market Hall, the Hotel, and the 
Theater are designed as buildings of the highest significance with the most traditional 
design and most pure references to historic styles. 

The proposed design for the Main Street which is an assemblage of smaller free-standing 
structures and storefronts purposefully includes a variety of materials, designs and styles.  
The importance of adding interest and variety in this design solution to create a pedestrian 
experience can best be best observed locally in the Riviera Village. In particular, the 
blocks of Catalina Avenue between Avenue I and Palos Verdes Boulevard are very similar 
to the proposed “look” and “feel” of the new Main Street. 

The proposed Waterfront design is authentic and adaptable not simply a copy or a clone 
of other places.  It has been specifically selected to allow design freedom, unique 
storefronts and a memorable experience for residents and visitors alike. The design will 
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provide interest and creativity much as the City’s downtown, original Waterfront and 
Riviera Village grew and evolved organically over time.  In staff’s opinion it would be a 
significant mistake to impose strict design style restrictions or other conditions on the 
project that would stifle the need to provide for creative design evolution.     

Comments and Responses Related to Boat Launch Parking Data  

Comments were received from a resident alleging that (1) “The data from the MDR 
[Marina Del Rey] ramp clearly shows an annual daily average of over 26 ramp users per 
day, with peak month numbers well over 30 users per day.  In fact only two months 
averaged less than 20 ramp users per day.” 

Response: The parking data received from the Marina Del Rey facility and incorporated 
into the Administrative Report is correct (also included in Final EIR Section 3.3.4).  The 
data associated with the Marina Parking facility was based upon parking entries; however, 
this parking data included two subsets of information “Global Pay Station Entries” and 
“MPI Staffed Entries.”   The MPI entries are not boat launches and are not indicative of 
boat launch demand, and instead are associated with staff, maintenance, and film shoot 
activities. Consequently, boat launch parking demand was based upon “Global Pay 
Station Entries.”  Utilizing the “Global Pay Station Entries” data of 5,845 provides an 
average rate of 16 launches per day, which is consistent with the June 13, 2016 
Administrative Report which stated: “One of the largest facilities near King Harbor is in 
Marina del Rey…the average daily usage of this facility was less than 20 vessels per 
day.”   The commenter incorrectly included in his calculations the “MPI Staff Entries.”  
Furthermore, it should be noted that after these materials were released by the City, that 
data was modified to eliminate reference to “MPI Staffed Entries.”  Figure A shows the 
data released by the City in a PRA response to the resident, and Figure B shows that 
data has subsequently been modified and distributed on Facebook pages: 

 
Figure A: Marina Del Rey Parking Data Released by the City 
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Figure B: Modified Marina Del Rey Parking Data Distributed Through 

https://www.facebook.com/keepkingharboraharbor (June 30, 2016) 

 

The resident also asserted that (2) ““The data supplied for Cabrillo boat ramp is only for 
select off-season months and there is not enough data to determine an average annual 
use rate.  But there are days in the data that was given that far exceed the numbers 
cited by staff.  Staff misrepresented these numbers to justify the low number of parking 
spaces in their Mole B ramp solution.” 

Response: The June 13, 2016 Administrative Report expressly stated that “oversized 
vehicle parking spaces utilized at the Cabrillo Beach facility in 2015 totaled 7,054. This 
represents an average usage of approximately 19 spaces per day, or less than 20% of 
the facility's parking capacity.”  (June 13, 2016 Administrative Report, page 4.)  Contrary 
to the comment, Staff did not state that this represented a specific peak weekend/holiday 
as implied in the comment (i.e. “days in the data that far exceed the numbers cited by 
staff”), it clearly explained that this was a year-long average associated with a total count 
of 7,054 spaces/365 days, which results in an average daily usage of 19 spaces per day, 
consistent with the statement in the Admin Report.  Staff clearly acknowledged earlier in 
this Administrative Report that parking demand for boat facilities are subject to peaks 
throughout the year; more specifically, the Administrative Report noted that “there is 
increased usage of the boat hoist parking during the few long holiday weekends.”  (June 
13, 2016 Administrative Report, page 4.)  Indeed, during the continued public hearing on 
June 13, 2016 additional discussion about these peaking characteristics was provided 
orally to the public and the Harbor Commission.3  Additionally, the 2015 daily count data 
                                                           
3 It should be noted that the Harbor Commission’s June 13, 2016 Administrative Report stated that Marina Del Rey 
facility was only a six (6) lane facility.  Technically that facility is an eight lane facility, however boaters may prefer 
to launch next to boarding floats, which is only offered adjacent to six lanes.   

https://www.facebook.com/keepkingharboraharbor
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for the Cabrillo boat ramp indicates that approximately 65% of the time, the 109-space lot 
had less than or equal to 20 launches. The facility only attained 40 or more launches 
approximately 10% of the year.  

 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), an EIR was prepared to 
address the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed project and 
alternatives for 14 environmental resource areas. The potential for environmental impacts 
on the environment were analyzed for each of the resource areas for both construction 
(e.g., short-term impacts throughout the 2.25 to 2.5 years of construction) and operation 
(e.g., long-term impacts) of the proposed project. 
 
The Harbor Commission is responsible for reviewing and certifying the Final EIR. The 
Final EIR includes the Draft EIR, all comments received, and responses to those 
comments. As part of the CEQA process, the Harbor Commission must also review and 
approve the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan (MMRP) and the Findings of Fact 
and Statement of Overriding Considerations. The MMRP includes a list of project 
mitigation measures, identifies the responsible agency or party for implementation, and 
notes time frames for compliance. City staff have prepared resolutions which include 
certification of the Final EIR (Attachment 3), adoption of the MMRP (Attachment 4), CEQA 
Findings (Attachment 1), and the Statement of Overriding Considerations (Attachment 4). 
 

 Overview 

    
The EIR identified potential environmental impacts in four environmental resource areas 
that were determined to be ‘Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated’. These 
resource areas are as follows: 

 Biological Resources (construction & operation) 

 Cultural Resources (construction) 

 Hydrology and Water Quality (operation) 

 Traffic and Transportation  

The EIR identified potential environmental impacts in four environmental resource areas 
that were determined to be ‘Significant and Unavoidable’. These resource areas are as 
follows: 
 
During Construction (short-term) 

 Air Quality – NOx and CO 

 Cultural Resources – historical resources 

 Noise – vibration and increase in ambient level 
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During Operation (long-term) 

 Hydrology & Water Quality – tsunami (this is an existing impact) 

 Noise – increase in ambient level at Torrance Circle 

Attachment 4 presents each of the impacts determined to be significant, mitigation (if 
feasible) to reduce each impact, and the level of significance with implementation of 
mitigation. All other potential environmental impacts were determined to be Less Than 
Significant.    

A number of comments were received on the Draft EIR expressing specific concerns 
associated with aspects of the proposed project and while the comments did not identify 
any new significant impacts, the applicant submitted a revised site plan based upon City 
staff recommendations and in response to the comments received.   

The Final EIR includes an environmental assessment of the project modifications, 
referred to as the Staff Recommended Alternative.  The Staff Recommended Alternative 
does not result in new or increased significant impacts in comparison to those analyzed 
in the Draft EIR.  Additional information can be found in the Final EIR.4   
 

 Final EIR Supporting Materials 

Final EIR supporting materials are provided as Attachment 4.  This consists of the 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan (MMRP), and the Findings of Fact and 
Statement of Overriding Considerations.   
 

 MMRP 

The MMRP includes a list of mitigation measures adopted by the City through the CEQA 
process, and identifies the responsible agency or party for implementation and a time 
frame for compliance. 
 

 Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations 

As described in Section II.1 above, the EIR identified significant environmental impacts 
in several environmental resource areas, including four environmental resources areas 
that were determined to be ‘Significant and Unavoidable’.  The Findings of Fact and 
Statement of Overriding Considerations presents specific written findings regarding 
each significant impact associated with the project, and presents findings, along with a 
presentation of facts in support of the findings to make an overall finding that the Staff 
Recommended Alternative’s benefits outweigh and override its significant unavoidable 
impacts.   

 Public Review Process 

                                                           
4 The Final EIR for the Waterfront is available online at:  
http://www.redondo.org/depts/planning/waterfront_draft_eir/default.asp 
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The following is a summary of the public review process, described in greater detail in the 
Harbor Commission June 13, 2016 Administrative Report (Attachment 5).  Pursuant to 
the California Environmental Quality Act and Guidelines (CEQA), the City issued a Notice 
of Preparation (NOP)/Initial Study for the proposed project on June 19, 2014, opening a 
30-day response period on the scope and content of the Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR).  A public scoping meeting/open house was held on July 9, 2014 at the Redondo 
Beach Performing Arts Center.  Approximately 260 comment letters were received during 
the comment period and eight letters were received after the close of the scoping period 
(see Appendix A of the Draft EIR5). 

On November 17, 2015, the Waterfront Draft EIR was distributed to the public and 
regulatory agencies for a 63-day review period, ending January 19, 2016 at 5:30 p.m.  
The City conducted three public meetings regarding the Draft EIR (November 21, 2015, 
December 9, 2015, and January 9, 2016) to provide an overview of the proposed project 
and alternatives and to accept public comments on the proposed project, alternatives, 
and environmental document.   

The City received 568 comment letters and emails and 115 oral comments at the three 
public meetings on the Draft EIR.  Additionally, written comments were received one 
month following the close of the public comment period (February 19, 2016). The written 
and oral comments received by the City and the City’s responses to environmental issues 
raised in the comments are provided in the Final EIR, which is available at the City’s 
libraries and on the City’s website. 6    
 
As required by the State CEQA Guidelines, the focus of the responses to comments on 
the “disposition of significant environmental issues raised” and detailed responses are not 
provided on the merits of the proposed project or on other topics that do not relate to 
environmental issues. 
 
The responses to comments consist of both master responses that address a common 
theme and individual responses that address comments specifically.  The master 
responses were developed to address subjects on which numerous comments were 
received in a comprehensive manner.  A total of nine (9) master responses are provided, 
as listed below:   

 
1. AES Power Plant Site 

2. Cumulative Analysis 

3. Economic Viability and Compatibility of Businesses at the Project Site 

                                                           
5 The Draft EIR for the Waterfront is available online at: 
http://www.redondo.org/depts/planning/waterfront_draft_eir/default.asp 
6 The Final EIR for the Waterfront is available online at: 
http://www.redondo.org/depts/planning/waterfront_draft_eir/default.asp 
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4. Modifications to the Seaside Lagoon 

5. Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing 

6. Summary of Traffic Impacts Associated with the Operation of the 
Proposed Project 

7. Waterfront Parking 

8. Boat Ramp in King Harbor 

9. Views and Scale of Development 

These master responses are provided as part of Attachment 3, the Final EIR.  The master 
responses, the individual responses, and the comment letters are all provided in the Final 
EIR.  

The Waterfront Final EIR was made available for review on July 7, 2016 at several 
locations, including: 1) The City of Redondo Beach Planning Division at 415 Diamond 
Street, 2) The Redondo Beach Public Library at 303 N. Pacific Coast Highway, 3) The 
Redondo Beach Public Library – North Branch at 2000 Artesia Boulevard, and 4) online 
at http://www.redondo.org/depts/planning/waterfront_draft_eir/default.asp. 

While online download speeds were slow in the early evening on July 7, 2016, the City 
was able to fully upload the Final EIR on July 7, 2016.  The City consultants were able to 
fully download the complete Final EIR from an off-site location in the early evening of July 
7, 2016 despite the slow download speeds. The City Information Technology Department 
was able to improve download speeds later in the evening on July 7, 2016; the largest 
Final EIR files took approximately 10 minutes to download. During this timeframe, 
hardcopies were still available for the review at the locations noted in the notice and DVD 
copies of the Final EIR were available for pick up at City Hall. Comments were received 
from members of Rescue Our Waterfront during the early evening of July 7, 2016 alleging 
they were unable to download the Final EIR.  However evidence from their indicates that 
they were able to fully download the complete Final EIR and re-upload the materials to 
google drive by 10:02 PM on July 7, 2016.7  One of the individuals also received a DVD 
copy of the FEIR delivered to his residence on July 8, 2016 at 1:15 p.m.  It was asserted 
that the inability to download the materials was a violation of state law, however, this 
assertion is incorrect.  The City has exceeded the requirements for state law, which only 
require that the response to public agencies be mailed 10 days before certification; 
furthermore there is no mandatory requirement that the FEIR be made available on the 
City’s website. 

                                                           
7 https://www.facebook.com/Rescueourwaterfront/ (“ROW”) [July 7, 2016 posting noting “Here's the link to 
download the FINAL EIR comments link to our Google Drive account. Because they can't or won't. 
https://drive.google.com/folderview?id=0B_snt_AZ2HTeSmhMalpJdWJkelE&usp=sharing”  Comment letter 
(PC323) was submitted on behalf of ROW. 

https://www.facebook.com/Rescueourwaterfront/
https://drive.google.com/folderview?id=0B_snt_AZ2HTeSmhMalpJdWJkelE&usp=sharing
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 CONDITIONS 
 
At the June 27, 2016 public hearing, Staff provided the Draft Land Use entitlement 
conditions which included 59 potential project conditions. These conditions were crafted 
to address maintenance and operations, specific operation plans, construction regulation, 
the details to be included in the final plans, and the Mitigation Measures and conditions 
as stated in the EIR.  
 
The maintenance and operation conditions include, but are not limited to, restrictions on 
the hours of operations, the ratio of the types of uses allowed on site, trash management, 
loading and unloading for businesses, equipment storage and temporary drop-off at 
Seaside Lagoon, and the use of public transit by employees. The specific operation plan 
conditions include, but are not limited to, the pedestrian bridge operations, parking 
structure operation and maintenance, valet parking, the concessionaire agreement for 
Seaside Lagoon, and a Marine Mammal Management Program. The construction 
conditions include, but are not limited to, traffic management and safety, a temporary 
access plan to public areas, tree assessment and relocations, the salvaging of the Ocean 
Steps, site maintenance, and erosion control measures. Final plan conditions include, but 
are not limited to, requiring detailed lighting, landscape, hardscape, signage, and public 
art drawings. 
 
The Harbor Commission provided feedback at the June 27, 2016 public hearing 
requesting that Staff modify or further refine various conditions. Minor revisions were 
requested, such as requesting marine-grade materials or more clarity in the allowable 
delivery hours, while other revisions were more complex such as the use and operations 
at Seaside Lagoon. The Harbor Commission also requested that certain final plans be 
brought back to them for review prior to implementation.  
 
Which conditions of approval should be administratively reviewed and which 
should require review by the Harbor Commission? 

During the June 27, 2016 public hearing, the Harbor Commission discussed the possibility 
that many of the design and operational plans be reviewed by the Harbor Commission. 
Staff has reviewed the potential issues associated with accommodating this suggestion 
and offers the following recommendations.  It is important to understand that many of the 
final design and operational issues cannot be reasonably determined until construction 
drawings are developed and a final leasing plan has been determined.  This will not take 
place for months, if not years, after project approval.  It is also critically important in a 
project of this scope to allow for flexibility in the final design. 

Should the Harbor Commission approve the design of the project as submitted with 
recommended conditions of approval, staff will be responsible for ensuring that final 
designs for construction are executed in substantial compliance with the approved plans.  
Any changes requested to the approved plans must result in a design that is equal to or 
enhanced from that approved by the Harbor Commission.  In the event that the applicant 
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were to disagree with staff’s decision on a proposed change, the issue would be referred 
to the Harbor Commission for final decision.  This approach is consistent with conditions 
placed on all other major development projects throughout the City and is appropriate for 
the Waterfront project. 

In light of the need to maintain design and operational plan flexibility, staff is 
recommending the following condition to retain administrative review and approval 
language with the added requirement of Harbor Commission review in the event of a 
disagreement:   

“That in the event of a disagreement regarding the interpretation and/or application 
of these conditions, the issue shall be referred back to the Harbor Commission for 
decision prior to the issuance of any permit. The decision of the Harbor 
Commission shall be final.” 

The above language is included as condition no. 53 of the Resolution approving the Land 
Use Entitlements and is included as Attachment 2 of this report.  Conditions referring to 
future administrative review include, but are not limited to, the valet parking plan, the final 
lighting plan, the security and crime prevention plans, and final traffic management plans.  
Please note that some conditions, such as condition no. 26 for erosion protection and 
stormwater drainage plans, reiterate current practice for administrative review by the 
Engineering Division. In many cases, the final plans will require input from multiple 
departments, further vetting their substantial compliance with the approved project. 

In addition to the condition noted about, the following language has been added to 
condition no. 54: 

“Any significant changes shall be brought back to the Harbor Commission for 
review and consideration.” 

While flexibility is key, staff is suggesting that three (3) plans be brought back for review 
by the Harbor Commission as these are critical to the successful functioning of the site. 
These include condition no. 4 regarding final signage and wayfinding plans, condition no. 
38 regarding the Marina 3 reconstruction and bridge operations, and condition no. 40 
regarding the Seaside Lagoon operating plan.  

When can the traffic mitigation measures be implemented? 
 
The traffic mitigation measures are included in the Resolution approving the Land Use 
Entitlements (Attachment 2) and in the MMRP (Attachment 4). The timing for these 
mitigation measures is noted within the MMRP which states implementation is to be 
“[p]rior to final certificate of occupancy or prior to final certificate of occupancy for Phase 
1 if the project is phased.”  
 
Implementation of the traffic mitigation measures during the initial stages of construction 
would be problematic. If done too early, there is the strong possibility that new work in the 
vicinity of the project site would be damaged due to construction equipment and 
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excavation/recompaction activities. Moreover, the improvements are to mitigate impacts 
from the future use of the site and will not be necessary until the site construction is 
complete and site occupancy commences.   

 FINDINGS AND CRITERIA  

 
The Waterfront project requires consideration of four specific development applications 
including a Master Conditional Use Permit, Harbor Commission Design Review, Coastal 
Development Permit, and a Vesting Tentative Tract Map.  The following section provides 
a discussion of the findings and criteria that the Harbor Commission must consider in 
reviewing each application associated with the Staff Recommended Alternative. The 
findings provided below are further supported by analysis in the Draft and Final EIR and 
the Statement of Overriding Considerations.   
 
Master Conditional Use Permit 
 
Approval of a Conditional Use Permit must generally meet certain criteria specified in 
RBMC 10-5.2506.   The City’s past interpretation of these provisions allows a balancing 
of these factors, consistent with Santa Clarita Organization for Planning the Environment 
v. City of Santa Clarita (2011) 197 Cal.App.4th 1042, 1059-1064.  The applicant’s request 
for a Conditional Use Permit is consistent with the criteria set forth therein and the 
following reflects the reasons:  
 
1. The site for the proposed use shall be in conformity with the General Plan and shall 

be adequate in size and shape to accommodate such use and all setbacks, spaces, 
walls and fences, parking, loading, landscaping, and other features required by this 
chapter to adjust such use with the land and uses in the neighborhood.  (RBMC § 10-
5.2506(b)(1)) 

Consistent with the goals and objectives of the General Plan, the project would include 
features and amenities that support coastal-related recreation. This includes 
expanding businesses located within areas designated as CC that support the 
commercial, coastal, and recreational setting such as marine-related commercial 
recreation (e.g., charter boats and marine-recreation equipment rentals), coastal-
related retail (e.g., beach-related goods such as towels, swim suits, sunglasses, and 
souvenir stores), and seafood stores and restaurants. Enhancements to existing 
recreational uses include a modified Seaside Lagoon with direct access to the harbor, 
new high-quality public open space, a new boat launch facility, and an improved 
promenade along the water’s edge and bicycle path. 
 
The existing recreation use within Seaside Lagoon would be maintained with modified 
amenities, providing for the continuation and expansion of existing recreation and 
other public land uses and facilities in accordance with the City’s General Plan 
Recreation Element. 
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The project area is approximately 36 acres and as such, is adequate in size and shape 
to support 523,939 square feet of floor area (312,289 square feet net new 
development) while still retaining 492,228 square feet of open space.  As reflected on 
the Land Use Plan shown on Sheet 50 in the applicant’s design submittal, the buildings 
are not overcrowded, there are large expanses of landscaped open space areas, there 
are wide pathways throughout the site, and with two new parking structures, there will 
be parking dedicated to this newly developed seaside village. 
 

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

The site will have access to Harbor Drive, Portofino Way, a new main street, the 
Pacific Avenue reconnection, and to Torrance Boulevard.  As substantiated in Final 
Environmental Impact Report (SCH# 2014061071 / FILE NO. 2014-04-EIR-001) and 
the Traffic Impact Study prepared by Fehr & Peers, these public streets are adequate 
in width to carry the kind and quantity of traffic generated by the Waterfront Project 
with the implementation of Mitigation Measures TRA-1 through TRA-6 in the adopted 
Mitigation Monitoring Reporting Program. 
 

3. The proposed use shall have no adverse effect on abutting property or the permitted 
use thereof. (RBMC § 10-5.2506(b)(3)) 

The proposed Waterfront Project will have no adverse effect on abutting property or 
the permitted use thereof on balance, subject to the adopted Mitigation Monitoring 
Program and Conditions of Approval and considering the improvements provided by 
the project as described in greater detail in the Draft EIR project description and the 
Final EIR statement of overriding considerations. 
 
The land uses to the east, which include residential uses, will be over 120 feet from 
the proposed buildings and in some areas, they will be 200 to 400 feet away.  
Additionally, the residential uses will be separated from the project site by 
landscaping, and in some areas, the Pacific Avenue Reconnection, as well as the 
difference in site elevation.  The project is also consistent with and supportive of uses 
to the north and northwest, which include the Portofino Hotel and Portofino Marina, 
and uses to the south, which includes the coastal commercial uses at the Monstad 
Pier.  
 
The project will also provide a net benefit to the surrounding land uses by providing 
enhanced coastal access, expanded waterfront amenities, and improved pedestrian 
and bicycle connections. The surrounding existing hotels will have more to offer their 
guests with lively day and nighttime activities.   
 

4. The conditions stated in the resolution or design considerations integrated into the 
project shall be deemed necessary to protect the public health, safety, and general 
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welfare. Such conditions may include, but shall not be limited to:...”  (RBMC § 10-
5.2506(b)(4)) 

The Mitigation Monitoring Program and Conditions of Approval proposed are deemed 
necessary to protect the public health, safety, and general welfare.  

Harbor Commission Design Review 
 
Pursuant to Section 10-5.2502 of the Zoning Ordinance any new development on a 
commercial or industrial zoned property that is 10,000 square feet in size or greater, 
requires Harbor Commission Design Review (HCDR). The purpose of the Design Review 
is to ensure the compatibility, originality, variety and innovation within the architecture, 
design, landscaping and site planning of the project. The purpose of the review is also to 
protect surrounding properties, prevent blight and deterioration of neighborhoods, 
promote sound land use, design excellence, and protect the overall health, safety and 
welfare of the City. The findings provided below are further supported by analysis in the 
Draft and Final EIR. 

Criteria are provided in order to determine the project’s consistency with the intent and 
purpose of this section. The applicant’s request for a Harbor Commission Design Review 
is consistent with the criteria set forth therein for the following reasons:  

The following are the criteria for granting a HCDR as specified in Section 10-5.2502(b) of 
the Municipal Code: 

1. User impact and needs.  The design of the project shall consider the impact and the 
needs of the user in respect to circulation, parking, traffic, utilities, public services, 
noise and odor, privacy, private and common open spaces, trash collection, security 
and crime deterrence, energy consumption, physical barriers, and other design 
concerns. 

 The design of the proposed Waterfront Project considers the impact and needs of 
the user in respect to circulation, parking, traffic, utilities, public services, noise and 
odor, privacy, private and common open spaces, trash collection, security and crime 
deterrence, energy consumption, physical barriers, and other design concerns. 

 On-site traffic circulation, as previously discussed, is adequate and appropriate for 
the project.  Concerns related to utilities, public services, noise and odor, privacy, 
private and common open spaces, trash collection, energy consumption, physical 
barriers, and other design concerns have been discussed at great length in the EIR 
for this project. 

 Based on RBMC code requirements, 2,527 parking spaces would normally be 
required.  The project would provide 2,269 spaces, which is a regulatory shortfall of 
258 spaces.  However, the shared parking demand analysis determined that peak 
demand for parking would be 2,147 parking spaces.  This demand can be fully met 
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by the number of parking spaces that would be provided on-site.  Therefore, the 
parking demand is met and the project would be consistent with this finding. These 
findings are further supported by the Aesthetics analysis contained in the Draft and 
Final EIR. 

2. Relationship to physical features.  The location of buildings and structures shall 
respect the natural terrain of the site and shall be functionally integrated with any 
natural features of the landscape to include the preservation of existing trees, where 
feasible. 

 Relationship to physical features relates to the natural terrain, topography, and 
landscape of the site.  The site has been developed with commercial structures, 
parking garages, and surface parking lots since the mid-1960s. There are no 
horticultural shrubs, grass or trees of any significance that are worthy of preservation 
or relocation. Furthermore, it would not be feasible to preserve the existing 
landscaping because the existing landscaping is not draught tolerant and would not 
conform to the City’s landscaping regulations for new development. 

 The project will restore the natural beach at Seaside Lagoon and provide more high 
quality open space areas, restoring visual and physical access to the coastline. The 
proposal also includes entirely new landscaping that is more suited to our coastal 
climate as well as drought-tolerant.  

3. Consistency of architectural style.  The building or structure shall be harmonious and 
consistent within the proposed architectural style regarding roofing, materials, 
windows, doors, openings, textures, colors, and exterior treatment. 

 Redondo Beach has an eclectic mix of architectural styles. While Craftsman was the 
predominant style in the early 1900’s, a wide variety of structures may be found 
throughout the City including, but not limited to, Spanish Colonial, Period Revival, 
Victorian, Modern, Contemporary, and even Tudor. Likewise, the buildings proposed 
within the Waterfront Project reflect a diverse array of styles and material choices. 
The project includes brick, wood, stucco, non-reflective glass, tile, metal, and 
concrete accents in a variety of combinations. The design for the project includes 
buildings with a high degree of articulation and varied rooflines that incorporate a 
variety of building materials to provide variation but still have a visual cohesiveness 
designed to provide a sense of place.   

 The concept is to provide a design that is rooted in the historic beach towns of 
Southern California and in the history of the City itself, while at that same time 
presenting a contemporary aesthetic that reinforces the uniqueness of the site and 
the coastal commercial and recreational character. 
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 The new design would create a more visually harmonious style across the northern 
and southern portions of the site by incorporating some similar style and design 
elements, such as a complementary color palette and building materials.   

4. Balance and integration with the neighborhood.  The overall design shall be 
integrated and compatible with the neighborhood and shall strive to be in harmony 
with the scale and bulk of surrounding properties. 

  Due to the existing topography of this area, the existing four to five-story multi-
 family structures to the east sit much higher than the proposed buildings. Towards 
 the northern portion of the project site, there is an existing five-story hotel east of 
 Harbor Drive, the new three-story Shade Hotel to the north, and the existing AES 
 power plant. Given the close proximity of these other existing multi-level structures, 
 the height, mass and scale of the Staff Recommended Alternative are neither 
 inconsistent nor disharmonious with the existing development in the area. 

5. Building design.  The design of buildings and structures shall strive to provide 
innovation, variety, and creativity in the proposed design solution.  All architectural 
elevations shall be designed to eliminate the appearance of flat facades or boxlike 
construction: a) The front facade shall have vertical and horizontal offsets to add 
architectural interest to the exterior of the building and where possible, bay windows 
and similar architectural projections shall be used; b) The roof planes of the building, 
as well as the building shape, shall be varied where feasible, and a visible and 
significant roof line shall be used to soften the vertical mass; and, c) Harmonious 
variations in the treatment or use of wall materials shall be integrated into the 
architectural design. 

The design and architectural styles within the project site are fresh, innovative, and 
well-suited to the Harbor area. As reflected in the elevation drawings, the buildings 
have articulation with a mix of complimentary materials, avoiding boxlike or flat 
facades. The roof lines are indeed varied with all of the buildings proposed, each 
with architectural projections compatible with the individual building designs. No two 
buildings are identical and have varied shapes and roof planes.   

6. Signs. Signs and sign programs shall meet the criteria established in Sign 
Regulation Criteria, Section 10-5.1802. 

 The conceptual signage proposed on the exterior elevations would be consistent 
with sign regulation criteria in RBMC Sections 10-5.1802 and 10-5.1810. A condition 
of approval states: “That the applicant shall submit complete signage plans for 
review and approval by the Planning Division prior to issuance of Certificate of 
Occupancy. Said plans shall provide for high-quality, creative and artistic sign 
installations that avoid visual clutter and unnecessary repetition.  Signs shall be 
architecturally compatible with the facades upon which they are proposed.  The sign 
plans shall provide for unique signs that add character, whimsy and artistic charm. 
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This may include projecting signs, awning and canopy signs, sculptural signs, neon 
signs, integrated roof signs and other signs that are determined to enhance the 
visual quality and character of the project.  In approving the Harbor Commission 
Design review, it is the specific intent and authorization that these types of signs be 
included in the project.” 

7. Conditions of approval.  The conditions stated in the resolution or design 
considerations integrated into the project shall be deemed necessary to protect the 
public health, safety, and general welfare.  

 The Mitigation Monitoring Program and Conditions of Approval proposed are 
deemed necessary to protect the public health, safety, and general welfare. 

Coastal Development Permit 
 
In accordance with Section 10-5.2218(a) of the Redondo Beach Municipal Code, the 
applicant’s request for a Coastal Development Permit is consistent with the criteria set 
forth therein for the following reasons set forth below. The findings provided below are 
further supported by analysis in the Draft and Final EIR.  

1. That the proposed development is in conformity with the Certified Local Coastal 
Program. 
 
As described in detail in Section 3.9.4.3 in Section 3.9, Land Use and Planning, of the 
Draft EIR, the proposed project is compatible with the objectives, policies, and general 
land uses specified in the City’s Certified Local Coastal Program.  The project will 
improve site connectivity, enhance public access to and along the water and increase 
the on-site public service amenities. Site connectivity and coastal access would be 
increased by providing new vehicle, pedestrian, and bicycles links to and across the 
site.  The project creates a new aesthetic by establishing an attractive and 
complimentary architectural style, new landscaping, signage, and lighting. Other 
features include a modified Seaside Lagoon that has unrestricted public access and 
high-quality public open space.   Project elements also include water quality benefits, 
measures to accommodate sea level rise projections, and replacement or upgrades 
to aging infrastructure, including a new stormwater system that complies with low-
impact development (LID) criteria. As described herein, the project would be 
consistent with the F.A.R., height limits, and land uses set forth in the Coastal Zoning.  
  
The project is subject to the approval of a Conditional Use Permit providing 
appropriate regulations for the development of the site so as to not be detrimental to 
the public health, safety, and general welfare. See the above-stated discussion 
regarding the criteria for the approval of a Conditional Use Permit. 

 
2. That the proposed development, if located between the sea (or the shoreline of any 

body of water located within the coastal zone) and the first public road paralleling the 
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sea, is in conformity with the public access and public recreation policies of Chapter 
3 of Division 20 of the Public Resources Code (commencing with Section 30200). 

 
The project site is located between the sea (or the shoreline of any body of water 
located within the coastal zone) and the first public road paralleling the sea and is 
consistent with the public access and public recreation polices of Chapter 3 of 
Division 20 of the Public Resources Code. As described in detail in Section 2.4.1 
Chapter 2, Project Description, and in Section 3.12.4.3 in Section 3.12, Recreation, 
of the Draft EIR for the proposed project, the project enhances public access and 
public recreation.  The project enhances connectivity to the coast by providing new 
vehicle and non-vehicle links to and across the site, including the Pacific Avenue 
Reconnection that provides vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian access across the edge 
of the project site, the new main street, a pedestrian/bicycle bridge across the 
Redondo Beach Marina/Basin 3 entrance, and pedestrian/bicycle pathways across 
the site, including an enhanced contiguous pedestrian boardwalk along the water’s 
edge, and completion of a missing section of the California Coastal Trail.  The 
pedestrian walkways and bridge would meet Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) 
requirements.  The project enhances recreation by removing access restrictions to 
Seaside Lagoon (the lagoon is currently fenced and only open during summer months 
and for special events, and requires an admission fee), establishing high-quality 
public open space with multi-use pathways, public seating, and gathering spaces for 
passive and active recreation, including special events and public programming.   

The project is in conformity with the public access and public recreation policies of 
Chapter 3 of Division 20 of the Public Resources Code (commencing with Section 
30200).   

3. That the decision-making body has complied with any CEQA responsibilities it may 
have in connection with the project, and that, in approving the proposed development, 
the decision-making body is not violating any CEQA prohibition that may exist on 
approval of projects for which there is a less environmentally damaging alternative or 
a feasible mitigation measure available. 

Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (California Public 
Resources Code, Division 13, Section 21000, et seq.), the CEQA Guidelines (Title 
14 of the California Code of Regulations, Division 6, Chapter 3, Section 15000, et 
seq.), and Title 10, Chapter 3 (Environmental Review Pursuant to the California 
Environmental Quality Act) of the Redondo Beach Municipal Code (RBMC), an EIR 
has been prepared for the Staff Recommended Alternative.  The adoption of a 
resolution certifying the Final EIR and adopting the Facts and Findings, Statement of 
Overriding Considerations, and the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program will 
bring the Harbor Commission in compliance with CEQA responsibilities it has in 
connection with the Staff Recommended Alternative.  In approving the Staff 
Recommended Alternative, the decision-making body is not violating any CEQA 





 
Administrative Report      July 18, 2016 
The Waterfront Project 

29 

Attachment 2 – A RESOLUTION OF THE HARBOR COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF REDONDO 
BEACH, CALIFORNIA, SELECTING THE STAFF RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE 
DESCRIBED IN THE FINAL EIR AND GRANTING THE REQUESTS FOR A CONDITIONAL USE 
PERMIT, HARBOR COMMISSION DESIGN REVIEW INCLUDING SIGN REVIEW AND 
LANDSCAPE/IRRIGATION PLANS, COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, AND A VESTING 
TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 74207 TO ALLOW THE CONSTRUCTION OF A COASTAL 
COMMERICAL PROJECT TOTALING 511,460 SQUARE FEET OF DEVELOPMENT, ON 
PROPERTY LOCATED WITHIN THE COASTAL COMMERCIAL ZONE (CC-1, CC-2, AND CC-
3) AND THE PARKS, RECREATION, AND OPEN SPACE ZONE (P-PRO) LOCATED BETWEEN 
PORTOFINO WAY AND TORRANCE CIRCLE. 
 
Attachment 3 – The FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (EIR), July 7, 2016 including 
Volume 1 - Final Environmental Impact Report, Volume 2 – All Appendices (Digital Copy only), 
and Appendix A – Draft EIR  
 
Attachment 4 – Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program and Findings of Fact and Statement 
of Overriding Considerations  
 
Attachment 5 – Administrative Report from June 13, 2016 
Attachment 6 – Administrative Report from June 27, 2016 
Attachment 7 – Correspondence received since June 27, 2016 
Attachment 8 - Architectural Design Development Slides 
 
 















































































































































































































































































































































































Written public correspondence regarding the Waterfront Project 

for the Harbor Commission public hearing of August 8, 2016 
 Stephen Shoemaker – July 18, 2016 

 Lisa Youngworth – July 18, 2016  

 Marcie Guillermo – July 18, 2016 

 Sherry Lombard – July 18, 2016  

 Erika Robinson – July 18, 2016  

 Lorrie Kazan – July 18, 2016  

 John Nelson – July 18, 2016  

 Lori Zaremaski – July 18, 2016  

 Carrie Perlow Honigsfeld – July 18, 2016  

 Todd Loewenstein – July 18, 2016  

 Barbara Sabo – July 18, 2016  

 Gina DiPietro – July 18, 2016 (3 pages) 

 Cynthia Furnberg – July 19, 2016  

 Jim Light – July 19, 2016 (27 pages) 

 Jennalee Infanto – July 19, 2016 

 Sean and Meghan Buda – July 21, 2016 

 Shannon Carr-Davey – July 28, 2016  

 Barbara Epstein – August 2, 2016 (19 pages) 

 Josh Cohen – August 3, 2016 

 Letters on behalf of Lanakila Outrigger Canoe Club 
 

 



Attachment #10 – Revised Elevation of the Northern Parking Structure will 
be distributed as a Blue Folder Item at the public hearing. 
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