
AGENDA – REGULAR MEETING 
PLANNING COMMISSION 

CITY OF REDONDO BEACH 
THURSDAY NOVEMBER 17, 2016 – 7:00 P.M. 

CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS 
415 DIAMOND STREET 

 
 
I. OPENING SESSION 
 

1. Call Meeting to Order 
 

2. Roll Call 
 

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

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

 
4. Approval of Affidavit of Posting for the Planning Commission meeting of November 17, 2016. 

5. Approval of the following minutes:  Regular Meeting of October 20, 2016. 

6. Receive and file the Strategic Plan Update: None 

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

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

 
VI. EXCLUDED CONSENT CALENDAR ITEMS 
 
VII. PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 

8. A Public Hearing for consideration of an Exemption Declaration, Coastal Development Permit, 
and Variance to allow the construction of a new single-family residence with reduced front, rear, 
and side setbacks and reduced outdoor living space on a lot with dimensions smaller than the 
standard size for the zone on property located within a Low-Density Multiple-Family Residential 
(R-3A) zone, in the Coastal Zone. 
 

APPLICANT:         Mark and Kayo Libiano 
PROPERTY OWNER:      Same as applicant 
LOCATION:        209 Beryl Street 
CASE NO.:        2016-11-PC-022 
RECOMMENDATION:      Approve with conditions 
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VIII. OLD BUSINESS 

Items continued from previous agendas. 

9. A Public Hearing for consideration of an Exemption Declaration, Conditional Use Permit, 
Planning Commission Design Review, Coastal Development Permit, and Vesting Tentative 
Tract Map No. 74543 to allow the construction of a 7-unit residential condominium project on 
property located within a Medium-Density Multiple-Family Residential (RMD) zone, in the 
Coastal Zone. 
 

APPLICANT:         iFrancisca Partners, LP 
PROPERTY OWNER:      Same as applicant 
LOCATION:        800 N. Catalina Avenue 
CASE NO.:        2016-10-PC-021 
RECOMMENDATION:      Approve with conditions 

 
IX. NEW BUSINESS 

Items for discussion prior to action. 
 
X. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS 
 This section is intended to provide members of the public with the opportunity to comment on any subject that does not 

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

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

XIII. COUNCIL ACTION ON PLANNING COMMISSION MATTERS 
 
XIV. ADJOURNMENT 
 
The next meeting of the Planning Commission of the City of Redondo Beach will be a Regular Meeting to 
be held at 7:00 p.m. on Thursday, December 15, 2016 in the Redondo Beach City Council Chambers, 415 
Diamond Street, Redondo Beach, California. 

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

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

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

 

 
 

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

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

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

provided, however, that permission shall not be refused except for a good cause. 
 
2. Speakers may be sworn in by the Chairperson. 
 
3. After a motion is passed or a hearing closed, no person shall address the Commission on the 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Attacks against the character or motives of any person shall be out of order.  The Chairperson, 
subject to appeal to the Commission, shall be the judge of relevancy and whether character or 
motives are being impugned. 
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11. The public participation portion of the agenda shall be reserved for the public to address the 
Planning Commission regarding problems, question, or complaints within the jurisdiction of the 
Planning Commission. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

 
APPEALS OF PLANNING COMMISSION DECISIONS: 

 

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







    Minutes 
Regular Meeting 

Planning Commission 
October 20, 2016 

 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
The Regular Meeting of the Planning Commission was called to order by Chair 
Rodriguez at 7:00 p.m. in the City Hall Council Chambers, 415 Diamond Street. 
 
ROLL CALL 
Commissioners Present: Elder, Gaian, Mitchell, Ung, Toporow, Vice Chair 

Goodman, Chair Rodriguez 
Commissioners Absent:  
Officials Present: Aaron Jones, Community Development Director 

Sean Scully, Planning Manager 
Stacey Kinsella, Associate Planner 

 Genny Ochoa, Recording Secretary 
 

SALUTE TO THE FLAG 
Commissioner Mitchell led the Commissioners and audience in a Salute to the Flag, in 
tribute to his late uncle (U.S. Army veteran) and all veterans. 
 
APPROVAL OF ORDER OF AGENDA 
Moved by Commissioner Elder, seconded by Vice Chair Goodman, to approve the Order 
of Agenda as presented. 
 
Motion carried by the following vote: 
 
AYES:  Commissioners Elder, Gaian, Mitchell, Ung, Toporow, Vice Chair 

Goodman, Chair Rodriguez        
NAYS:    None    ABSTAINED:  None    
ABSENT:  None           
 
CONSENT CALENDAR ITEMS 
4. Approval of Affidavit of Posting for the Planning Commission meeting of October 20, 

2016. 
 
5.  Approval of the following minutes:  Regular Meeting of September 15, 2016. 

6.  Receive and file the Strategic Plan Update of October 4, 2016. 

7.  Receive and file written communications. 
 
Moved by Commissioner Mitchell, seconded by Vice Chair Goodman, to approve the 
Consent Calendar Items as presented. 
 
Motion carried by the following vote: 
 
AYES:  Commissioners Gaian, Mitchell, Ung, Vice Chair Goodman, Chair 

Rodriguez          
NAYS:    None   ABSTAINED: Commissioners Elder, Toporow  
ABSENT:  None           
 
AUDIENCE OATH 
Chair Rodriguez asked that those people in the audience who wished to address the 
Commission on any of the hearing issues stand and take the following oath: 
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Do each of you swear or affirm that the testimony you shall give  
shall be the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth? 
 

Audience members stood and answered, “I do.” 
 
EX PARTE COMMUNICATIONS  
Commissioner Elder disclosed that he spoke with several residents of his district. 
 
Commissioner Gaian disclosed that he spoke with one of the applicants. 
 
Chair Rodriguez disclosed that he spoke to an applicant and a resident. 
 
EXCLUDED CONSENT CALENDAR ITEMS 
Moved by Chair Rodriguez, seconded by Commissioner Mitchell, to receive and file Blue 
Folder Items. 
  
Motion carried by the following vote: 
 
AYES:  Commissioners Elder, Gaian, Mitchell, Ung, Toporow, Vice Chair 

Goodman, Chair Rodriguez        
NAYS:    None    ABSTAINED:  None    
ABSENT:  None           
 
PUBLIC HEARINGS  
 
8. Public Hearing for consideration of an Exemption Declaration and amendment to a  

Conditional Use Permit to allow the expansion of a body art business within a 
commercial building on property located in a Commercial (C-2) zone. 
 
APPLICANT:   Envy Inc. 
PROPERTY OWNER: Cardinal Equities LLC 
LOCATION: 2615 190th Street, #103 
CASE NO.:  2016-10-PC-020 
RECOMMENDATION:   Approve with conditions 

 
Moved by Commissioner Mitchell, seconded by Commissioner Toporow, to: 
 

Open the Public Hearing and receive and file all documents regarding Case No. 
2016-10-PC-020. 

 
Motion carried by the following vote: 
 
AYES:  Commissioners Elder, Gaian, Mitchell, Ung, Toporow, Vice Chair 

Goodman, Chair Rodriguez        
NAYS:    None    ABSTAINED:  None    
ABSENT:  None           
 
Associate Planner Stacey Kinsella gave a PowerPoint presentation which included 
review of: 
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Background 
 February 18, 2016 – First Body Art Studio 
 Suite 107 – Primarily piercing (1,000 sq. ft.) 
 Expand to Suite 103 – Focus on tattooing 
 No contiguous vacant spaces to created one larger studio 

 
Photographs of Subject Site (aerial, front, and rear) 
 
Existing Site 

 20-foot wide rear driveway 
 24-foot wide front driveway 
 51 parking spaces 

 
Business Model 

 Suite 103 - 770 sq. ft.  
 Two Employees, two clients 
 Previous Retail – 4 parking spaces 
 Hours – 10:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m., 7 days 
 Signage – Meets Code, matches approved 
 CUP - Site is adequate in size, supports traffic flow, no adverse impacts to 

adjacent properties  
 

Evaluation of the Request 
 Meets allowable hours 
 Applicant aware and shall meet AB 300 
 No live animals, no temporary/mobile events, no alcohol 
 1,000 foot separation between studios – one business with two tenant spaces, 

conditions to keep them tied 
 

Proposed Conditions 
 Suite 103 and Suite 107 – part of the same body art business, managed by same 

owner 
 Suite 103 solely tattooing with max. two artists at one time, Suite 107 solely 

piercing 
 At no time suites shall function as two separate body art studios 

 
Recommendation 

 Make findings set forth in the Draft Resolution 
 Adopt the Exemption Declaration 
 Approve the Amendment to the Conditional Use Permit for Expansion of a Body 

Art Business with proposed conditions 
 

Chair Rodriguez asked for comments from the applicant. 
 
Bruce Kusada, leasing broker for the property, spoke in favor of the project and stated 
that the tenants of the property enjoyed the synergy within the existing businesses. He 
stated that the applicant was a professional operator and that he supported the 
proposed expansion of the business.  
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Chair Rodriguez asked for anyone else wishing to speak on the item. No one came 
forward. 
 
In response to Commissioner Gaian, Associate Planner Kinsella stated that the 1,000 ft. 
separation of the studios was to avoid a proliferation of tattooing studios within the City 
and to have a healthy mix of commercial sites. 
 
In response to Commissioner Ung, Associate Planner Kinsella stated that no complaints 
had been received on the subject operation. 
 
In response to Commissioner Toporow, Associate Planner Kinsella stated that Code 
Enforcement visit sites for permit compliance. 
 
In response to Commissioner Elder, Associate Planner Kinsella stated that there were 
no complaints on the other tenants at the subject property. 
 
Community Development Director Jones added that the business center was clean and 
very well managed and monitored by the leasing (agent/manager). 
 
Chair Rodriguez stated that he had driven by the site and found it very well maintained. 
 
Moved by Commissioner Ung, seconded by Commissioner Elder, to close public 
testimony.  
 
Motion carried by the following vote: 
 
AYES:  Commissioners Elder, Gaian, Mitchell, Ung, Toporow, Vice Chair 

Goodman, Chair Rodriguez        
NAYS:    None    ABSTAINED:  None    
ABSENT:  None            
 
Moved by Vice Chair Goodman, seconded by Commissioner Ung, to approve Case No. 
2016-10-PC-020 with the 6 Findings and 15 Conditions of Approval, and 

 
ADOPT RESOLUTION NO. 2016-10-PCR-020, A RESOLUTION OF THE 
PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF REDONDO BEACH APPROVING 
AN EXEMPTION DECLARATION AND AN AMENDMENT TO A CONDITIONAL 
USE PERMIT TO ALLOW THE EXPANSION OF A BODY ART BUSINESS 
INTO TWO TENANT SPACES WITHIN AN EXISTING BUILDING LOCATED 
WITHIN A COMMERCIAL (C-2) ZONE AT 2615 WEST 190TH STREET 

 
Motion carried by the following vote: 
 
AYES:  Commissioners Elder, Gaian, Mitchell, Ung, Toporow, Vice Chair 

Goodman, Chair Rodriguez        
NAYS:    None    ABSTAINED:  None    
ABSENT:  None            
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9. Public Hearing for consideration of an Exemption Declaration, Conditional Use 
Permit, Planning Commission Design Review, Coastal Development Permit, and 
Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 74543 to allow the construction of a 7-unit 
residential condominium project on property located within a Medium-Density 
Multiple-Family Residential (RMD) zone, in the Coastal Zone. 

 
APPLICANT:   iFrancisca Partners, LP 
PROPERTY OWNER: Same as applicant 
LOCATION: 800 N. Catalina Avenue 
CASE NO.:  2016-10-PC-021 
RECOMMENDATION:   Approve with conditions 

 
Moved by Commissioner Ung, seconded by Commissioner Toporow, to: 
 

Open the Public Hearing and receive and file all documents regarding Case No. 
2016-10-PC-021. 

 
Motion carried by the following vote: 
 
AYES:  Commissioners Elder, Gaian, Mitchell, Ung, Toporow, Vice Chair 

Goodman, Chair Rodriguez        
NAYS:    None    ABSTAINED:  None    
ABSENT:  None            
 
Planning Manager Sean Scully gave a PowerPoint presentation which included review 
of: 
 
Existing Land Uses 

 Northeast corner of N. Catalina and N. Elena Avenue 
 1956 – Previous development was built and included 3 structures that totaled 14 

dwelling units (apartments) 
 1967 – 30-unit motel was approved but never built 
 1972 – proposal for 32-unit motel was denied 
 May 9, 2016 – 3-unit residential condominium approved for Lot 22 (adjacent) 
 August 8, 2016 – 14-unit apartments were demolished 
 Surrounding uses to the north, east, and south are predominately developed 

medium and low density residential condominiums 
 Commercial development to the west 

 
Photographs of Subject Site  
 
Description of the Request 

 Seven-unit residential condominium development 
• Two-story, with an additional mezzanine level 
• 29’-9.5” in height with permitted chimney and garage ventilation features 

above to 34’ in height 
• Subterranean parking 

• Each unit with 2-car garage approximately 18’-6’ wide and 19’-6” deep 
• 3 guest parking spaces 

• Units vary in size from 2,532 SF to 2,928 SF  
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• All units have 4 bedrooms and at least 2 baths with the exception of Unit 4 (3 
bedrooms and 2 baths) 

• Proposed varied architectural style is mixed with elements of Craftsman and 
Cape Cod design 

• Multiple materials including brick, vertical siding (board and batten), horizontal 
siding (wide shiplap) and shingle siding 

• Increased setback at front corner and between development to the south 
along Elena Avenue 

 
Zoning Development Standards – RMD 

 Lot Area Per Dwelling Unit 
• One dwelling unit for each 1,870 sq. ft. of lot area 
• 13,790 sq. ft. total of lot area which permits 7 residential units 

 Building Height 
• 30’ feet limit 
• Proposed 29’-0” 

 Stories 
• Two (2) stories 
• Project proposes two (2) stories 

 Setbacks 
• Front: Average no less than 18’, but at no point less than 12’ 

• Project complies with increased front setback at corner and at southeastern 
area of front yard with 26’ setback 

• Side: 6’, when width of property is between 50’ and 100’ 
• Proposed with varied side yard setback along Catalina Avenue, minimum 

6’-10’ with additional above story setbacks (decks) to 20’ 
• Side setbacks to south even greater 

• Rear: Average no less than 15’, but at no point less than 10’ 
• Project complies with varied setbacks 

 Outdoor Living Space (OLS) 
• Condominiums require 350 sq. ft. per dwelling unit 
• Units 1-3 provide required OLS with second floor decks oriented towards 

Elena and Catalina Avenue 
• Unit 1:  16.75’ x 10.5’ 
• Unit 2:  14.5’ x 12’ 
• Unit 3:  16’ x 14.5’ 

• Units 4-7 provide required OLS with first floor patios and roof decks 
 Parking 

• 2 enclosed parking spaces and 3 visitor spaces 
• Proposed subterranean garage provides each unit with a 2-car garage and 3 

visitor spaces are proposed 
 Landscaping 

• To enhance the aesthetic appearance of properties 
• Setbacks required to be landscaped except for walkways, driveways, parking 

areas and patios 
• Front and side yard along Catalina Avenue will be landscaped with a variety of 

hedge row shrubs, grasses (combination of synthetic and natural), 36” accent 
box trees (3 proposed – 5 are conditioned), decorative concrete walkways and 
potted plants throughout 

 
Site Plan of the Three Lots, Proposed Site Plan, Conceptual Landscape Plan  
Planning Manager Scully noted the separate and distinct entrances to each of the units. 
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Rendering with Image of Aesthetic to the Property 
 
Additionally Recommended Condition 

34.  The applicant shall be required to provide a 6-foot dedication along N. Catalina 
Avenue along the subject site frontage and develop a parkway and relocated 
sidewalk behind the existing curb line. Where existing curb cuts are removed, 
new curbs and sidewalks shall be also be installed as required by the City 
Engineer. 

 
Recommendation 

 Make findings in staff report and Resolution 
 Adopt the Exemption Declaration 
 Approve the Conditional Use Permit, Planning Commission Design Review, 

Coastal Development Permit, and Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 74543 
 

Chair Rodriguez asked for comments from the applicant. 
 
Austin Peters, project architect, commented on the adjacent land uses and the proposed 
subterranean parking for the project, and stated that each unit would have individual 
front doors. He described the open spaces for the units, which included decks and 
balconies, and the proposed landscaping. 
 
Chair Rodriguez called for those wishing to speak in favor of the project. 
 
Ben Agarwal, project owner/applicant, stated that he was not sure how the 
recommended condition (Condition 34) would affect the project and that it would be a 
hardship. Applicant Agarwal requested that the Commission consider to either reduce 
the setback or any other option to reduce the hardship by the condition imposed at the 
“last minute.” 
 
Chair Rodriguez called for those wishing to speak in opposition of the project. No one 
came forward. 
 
Moved by Commissioner Ung, seconded by Commissioner Toporow, to close the Public 
Hearing. 
  
Motion carried by the following vote: 
 
AYES:  Commissioners Elder, Gaian, Mitchell, Ung, Toporow, Vice Chair 

Goodman, Chair Rodriguez        
NAYS:    None    ABSTAINED:  None    
ABSENT:  None            
 
In response to Vice Chair Goodman, Community Development Director Jones stated 
that the applicant and architect for the proposed project had also developed a 14-unit 
development, two blocks north (of the proposed project) with the same 6’ dedication and 
improvement required along Catalina Avenue. He added that the Master Plan approved 
to move the sidewalks from the curb line and create parkway along the street as new 
development occurs. He stated that the City Council had adopted living streets policies 
and that it would not make sense to have one property discontinuous to the planned 6’ 
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parkway. Mr. Jones stated that it was a reasonable condition, consistent with the City 
Engineer’s request. He apologized for not informing the applicant sooner, and added 
that the public hearing would have to be continued if the applicant wanted to ask for 
further discussion or relief from the condition. 
  
Community Development Director Jones explained that the requirement was created by 
the City Engineer and City Traffic Engineer, as well as previous discussions on the 
transformation of Catalina Avenue to a “grand boulevard,” which was scaled down to 
creating parkways when new developments occur and that the standard had been put in 
effect more than 10 years ago.   
 
In response to Commissioner Ung, Planning Manager Scully stated that the applicant 
was the same developer for Lot 22, previously approved for 3-unit condominium project, 
and that the projects had different styles of architecture. A brief review of the site plans 
followed. Mr. Scully further responded that the number of the added Condition would be 
modified to be Condition 33.  
 
In response to Chair Rodriguez, Community Development Director Jones stated that 
staff would work with the applicant in reducing the dimensions of the drawings and the 
appropriate setback, and it would not have to come back to the Commission for 
approval. Mr. Jones further responded that he believed the issue was not presented at 
the predevelopment conference and plan review, however, (the 6-foot dedication) was a 
requirement, and added that the street character required the improvement.   
 
Commissioner Gaian suggested that as a courtesy to the applicant, the Public Hearing 
be continued so that the applicant could renegotiate the setback (requirement) with the 
City. He added that a checklist of items required for the Public Hearing as well as 
(extensive) photos of adjacent properties, as previously requested by the Commission, 
were not included in the agenda material provided by staff. He stated that it was his 
understanding that if items were incomplete, the item would not be placed on the 
agenda. 
 
Moved by Commissioner Mitchell, seconded by Chair Rodriguez to reopen the Public 
Hearing.  
 
Motion carried by the following vote: 
 
AYES:  Commissioners Elder, Gaian, Mitchell, Ung, Toporow, Vice Chair 

Goodman, Chair Rodriguez        
NAYS:    None    ABSTAINED:  None    
ABSENT:  None            
 
Austin Peters came forward and stated that it was not easy to take six feet from the 
building, and emphasized that they had been working on the project (and with Planning 
staff) for six months and this was the first time they heard of the dedication requirement. 
He pointed out that a (LID-drainage) plan for both properties was submitted to and 
approved by Public Works. He added that detailed photos of neighboring properties 
were provided to staff, in addition to a detailed rendering.  
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Commissioner Gaian stated that the Commission would not override the City’s policy, 
and the Commission could either continue or vote on the case. 
 
In response to Chair Rodriguez, Mr. Peters confirmed that he was the architect of the 
previously approved 3-unit condominium project on Lot 22. 
 
Applicant Agarwal asked how the City would take six feet of his property if they did not 
accept the City’s condition and left the property as is. Community Development Director 
Jones responded that the requirement would be in effect at the time he chose to move 
forward with a development proposal. Applicant Agarwal stated that the hardship 
imposed could require him to leave the subject undeveloped and asked what the City 
was giving in return for the 6’ dedication. He responded to Commissioner Gaian that in 
exchange for the 6’ dedication in the previously approved project they were allowed two 
additional units. 
 
Moved by Commissioner Gaian to continue the Public Hearing. 
 
Community Development Director Jones clarified that the two additional units referenced 
by the applicant were a project requirement to provide affordable housing. 
 
Applicant Agarwal stated it was a good idea to continue the hearing, and that (they) 
would keep the lot vacant until the City provides concessions. He responded to Chair 
Rodriguez that he was aware of the requirement for the previously approved project. 
 
Commissioner Toporow stated it was important to keep green space and added that the 
6’ dedication would be an investment into the City. She commented that parking would 
be very congested in the development. Planning Manager Sully explained required 
parking calculations were made by unit count: 7-10 units requiring three guest parking 
spaces. 
 
Community Development Director Jones stated that most zones require one visitor 
space per 3 units, 2.3 spaces per unit. 
 
Commissioner Mitchell commented on the egress turning direction. He asked if safety 
was considered on making a left turn onto Elena Avenue. Planning Manager Scully 
stated that they could follow up. 
 
Commissioner Elder stated that he agreed with the open space requirement and green 
space to capture storm water. Staff responded to his inquiry that electric vehicle 
charging stations would be provided and that the building height would allow for solar 
panels. 
 
Commissioner Toporow stated that there were developers who would be happy to 
develop the site with the 6’ dedication requirement. 
 
Vice Chair Toporow seconded Commissioner Gaian’s motion to continue the Public 
Hearing to November 17, 2016.  
 
Motion carried by the following vote: 
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AYES:  Commissioners Elder, Gaian, Mitchell, Ung, Vice Chair Goodman, Chair 
Rodriguez          

NAYS:    Commissioner Toporow   ABSTAINED:       None  
ABSENT:  None           
 
OLD BUSINESS  
Items continued from previous agendas. 
 
10. Public Hearing for consideration of an Exemption Declaration, Conditional Use 

Permit and Planning Commission Design Review to allow the demolition of an 
existing commercial building and construction of a new commercial building for the 
operation of a coffee shop with drive-up service on property located within a 
Commercial (C-2) zone. 
 
APPLICANT:   Coffee Bean and Tea Leaf 
PROPERTY OWNER: Tim Foley 
LOCATION: 2521-2525 Artesia Boulevard 
CASE NO.:  2016-09-PC-017 
RECOMMENDATION:   Approve with conditions 

 
Commissioner Mitchell recused himself from the Public Hearing and left the dais (8:02 
p.m.).  
 
Moved by Commissioner Gaian, seconded by Commissioner Toporow, to: 
 

Open the Public Hearing and receive and file all documents regarding Case No. 
2016-09-PC-017. 

 
Motion carried by the following vote: 
 
AYES:  Commissioners Elder, Gaian, Ung, Toporow, Vice Chair Goodman, Chair 

Rodriguez          
NAYS:    None    ABSTAINED:  None    
ABSENT:  Commissioner Mitchell        
 
Planning Manager Sean Scully gave a PowerPoint presentation which included review 
of: 
 
Existing Conditions 
 

• Northwest corner of Felton Lane and Artesia Boulevard 
• Zoned C-2 
• Existing vacant restaurant with parking lot, “El Indio” 
• Approximately 13,000 SF 

 East, west and south along Artesia Boulevard zoned C-2 
• North is R-3 low density multiple-family residential zoning 

 Immediately north is six unit apartment 
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Photographs 
 
Summary of September 15, 2016 Planning Commission Meeting 

 The applicant and Planning Staff requested that the project be continued to 
provide additional time to further study potential traffic and circulation issues 
 The applicant needed additional time to work on an acceptable site 

configuration that would provide safe on-site and off-site ingress/egress 
 Planning Commission continued the Public Hearing to tonight’s meeting 

 
Project Proposal 

 Demolish all existing on-site structures and adjoining parking lot 
 1,500 SF Restaurant – Snack Shop (Coffee Shop) with Drive-up Aisle 
 150 SF Outdoor dining patio 
 Parking lot with 15 parking spaces and four (4) LED shielded parking lot lights 

(17.5’ high) 
 Trash and recycling enclosure (9.5’ x 9’) 
 Landscaping – 1,866 SF 
 9 – 24” to 36” box trees 
 Perimeter landscaping surrounding the parking lot, trash enclosure, coffee shop, 

outdoor dining patio, and between the drive-up aisle and the Artesia Blvd and 
Felton Lane 

 New 8’ block wall with smooth stucco finish along northern property line  
 Felton Lane – Entrance only driveway (20’) 
 Artesia Boulevard – Entrance and Exit Driveway (30’) 
 Pole sign – 30’ at southwest corner of building (Staff Recommending this not be 

allowed – Monument Sign preferred. 
 

Rendering of Proposed Project 
 
Business Operations 

 Hours of store operation: 4am-12am 
 Delivery schedule: 

• Daily 7am-10pm 
 Four (4) staff members per shift (typical)  
 Menu – Pure snack (Various Coffee & Tea products all served hot & cold, limited 

selection of bakery/pastry items including sandwiches and grab and-go items) 
 Trash company to provide dedicated recycling bins where space allows 

 
Traffic 

 City’s Traffic Engineer determined the project warranted a traffic study 
• Potential for additional trips 
• Conflicts with ingress-egress and the drive-up aisle 
• Concerns from adjacent neighbors with exiting onto Felton Avenue 

 Additional trips 
•  No impact to any of the 3 intersections studies 

 Conflicts with ingress-egress and drive-up service aisle 
• Artesia Boulevard driveway conflict: drive-up aisle too close to driveway 

• Resolved by moving entrance further north on site 
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• Felton Avenue driveway conflict: vehicles exiting the drive-up aisle cannot exit 
the property into the southbound Felton Lane travel lane safely (turning radius 
requires that vehicles enter into northbound travel land of Felton Lane)  
• Could not be safely resolved with site redesign, therefore Felton Lane is 

ingress only – 20’ wide driveway and signage with pavement markings 
 City’s Traffic Engineer supports the conclusions of the Traffic Study that no traffic 

impacts will result from the project as designed and conditioned. 
 

Neighborhood Compatibility 
      Noise: 

• Condition 6 – That all mechanical equipment on the rooftop or on the ground 
shall be architecturally screened. The parapet roof will be constructed with sound 
attenuation materials to best ensure no noise impacts upon adjacent properties 
from rooftop mechanical equipment will occur. 

• Condition 11 – 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. 

• Condition 19 – A new wall to be constructed along the northern property line shall 
be 8’ high and finished on both sides. 

Lighting: 
• Condition 17 – Lighting plan required. 
• Condition 18 – Landscaping of sufficient height to obscure lighting from the 

subject property to the residential properties to the north 
• Condition 19 – A new wall to be constructed along the northern property line shall 

be 8’ high and finished on both sides. 
• Condition 20 – The conceptual landscaping plan shall add additional trees to the 

areas along the northern property line to screen car lights. Additional trees are 
subject to the approval by the Planning Division. 
 

Zoning Development Standards Compliance 
Floor Area Ratios (FAR) 

 The project FAR of 0.11 is well under the maximum 0.5 FAR permitted under the 
C-2 zone 

Building Height 
 The building height is 21 feet and is 9 feet below the maximum 30 feet height 

limit set for this zone 
Setbacks 

 The building meets all the required setbacks 
• 5-foot front setback 
• 10-foot side setback (street side) 
• 0-interior side setback 
• 20-foot setback from the adjacent residentially zoned property north of subject 

property 
Parking 

 The 15 on-site parking spaces proposed exceeds the parking space per 250 sq. 
ft. of gross floor area by 9 parking spaces 

Design 
 High quality contemporary design meets all required criteria for issuance of 

Planning Commission Design Review 
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Revised and Additionally Recommended Condition 
Revise: 
Operations 

16. That delivery and loading hours for the commercial businesses shall be per 
the following schedule: 

a. Product deliveries: Tuesday & Saturday 

b. Bakery Deliveries: Daily overnight between 12AM-4AM 

c. Supplies delivery: Thursdays between 8AM-8PM 

d. Dairy Delivery: Tuesday & Friday 

e. Daily between 7AM – 10PM 

  
Additionally recommended: 
  
Signage  

23. That the pole sign as shown in the drawings presented to the Planning 
Commission is not approved in conjunction with this project.  

  
Recommendation 

 Make findings in staff report and Resolution 
 Adopt the Exemption Declaration 
 Approve the Conditional Use Permit and Planning Commission Design Review 

 
Chair Rodriguez asked for comments from the applicant. 
 
Ralph Gentile, project architect, thanked Planning staff and Commissioners for their time 
and effort in working on the project. He stated that Property Owner Tim Foley had owned 
the property for over a year and that as a resident of the South Bay, he was committed 
to providing the best project for the community. He added that they were excited to have 
Coffee Bean and Tea Leaf as their tenant.  
 
In response to Commissioner Gaian, Project Architect Gentile stated that this Coffee 
Bean was a combination of a drive-thru and sit-down operation, and explained that that 
the turn-around time in the waiting line was relatively quick. He continued by describing 
the on-site parking. 
 
In response to Commissioner Toporow, Property Owner Tim Foley stated that he did not 
have the exact ratio of the drive-thru and non-drive-thru operations, and that they did 
extensive case studies and almost all had drive-thru operations. He estimated that there 
are 50-100 operations in the Los Angeles area. He added that the project would 
contribute to the revitalization of North Redondo Beach. Commissioner Toporow 
commented on patrons sitting on the patio being surrounded by car (engines) running.  
Mr. Foley responded that they were providing the convenience of drive-thru, which 
consumers desire. He stated that the proposed landscaping would shield the concerns 
she expressed. Mr. Foley further addressed the parking concerns and brought support 
letters from the community. He stated that they spent time on addressing what the public 
wanted and had had various operation options. He further stated that the operation 
would be an enhancement to the area.   
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Commissioner Elder clarified that he did not live within 500 feet of the subject property, 
and inquired on traffic impacts on Phelan Lane. Traffic Engineer John Merrill addressed 
traffic concerns and explained the traffic configuration surrounding the property. 
 
In response to Commissioner Elder, Planning Manager Scully stated that the City’s 
Traffic Engineer recommended monitoring traffic patterns developed for a determination 
in alleviating traffic issues. Community Development Director Jones added that staff was 
not adverse to post “keep clear” signage (at Felton Lane entrance). 
 
Commissioner Elder commented that he liked the color (scheme) and asked regarding 
solar panels. Traffic Engineer Merrill responded that solar panels were a possibility with 
the building’s flat roof, and added that the electrical system could support the addition of 
electric vehicle charging stations. Commissioner Elder commented on potential planning 
on working with Artesia Plaza which could be very successful.  
 
Vice Chair Goodman commented on Felton Lane not included in the traffic study counts. 
Property Owner Foley responded regarding their observations of the Felton walkway to 
the middle school and the volume of pedestrian (school children) traffic was minimal. He 
added that they tried to mitigate all the effects on the community. Traffic Engineer Merrill 
further responded regarding the traffic counts. 
 
Community Development Director Jones stated that time metering would help alleviate 
pedestrian concerns off of Artesia and Felton Lane. Traffic Engineer Merrill commented 
on timing related to drive-thru orders. 
 
In response to Vice Chair Goodman, Rebecca Gilbert (Ralph Gentile Architects) clarified 
that there were not two entrances on Felton.   
 
Property Owner Foley stated that their traffic study showed that there were no more than 
six cars in line (at other operations) and wanted to ensure that cars in a queue would not 
be an issue.  
 
Commissioner Ung thanked the applicant for working with staff in addressing community 
concerns and inquired regarding the queue. Traffic Engineer Merrill stated that the menu 
board was not at the turn and explained the traffic associated with the ordering process. 
 
Community Development Director Jones commented on the site design and explained 
that traffic from Felton could proceed forward and park on the lot. He added that there 
was room for two-way traffic all the way to the back of the property. 
 
Property Owner Foley stated that Coffee Bean would take the necessary steps to make 
the operation work.   
 
In response to Commissioner Toporow, Community Development Director Jones stated 
that they hoped that the applicant redesign the pole sign with a decorative base and pole 
cover. 
 
Property Owner Foley stated that they wanted to work with the City on the pole design. 
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Rebecca Gilbert clarified that food items were delivered, with no cooking on site.  She 
added that they would address the delivery times with Coffee Bean. 
 
Property Owner Foley commented on the 24-hour 7-11 store across the street, with 
heavy traffic.  
 
Community Development Director Jones stated that 7-11 has 24-hour deliveries. 
 
A brief discussion followed on deliveries to Coffee Bean. Traffic Engineer Merrill 
commented on the parking and driveway of the adjacent apartment units, and stated that 
Coffee Bean preferred to use the parking for guests and not for the bakery truck 
(deliveries). 
 
Commissioner Elder commented regarding parking and traffic flow, and stated that the 
proposed project was a significant improvement to the subject site. 
  
Chair Rodriguez asked for anyone else wishing to speak in favor or in opposition of the 
project.   
 
Rolf Strassenburg, address on Avenue F, came forward and asked if the two Artesia 
(Blvd.) parking spaces (on the north side of Artesia adjacent to the subject site) would be 
removed with the project configuration. Planning Manager Scully responded that one 
parking space would be lost. 
 
Rick Johnson inquired if the parking on the west side of the lot would be diagonal or 
straight-in. Chair Rodriguez responded that parking would be straight-in (90 degree 
angle). Mr. Johnson expressed concern with increased traffic on Mathews Avenue.   
 
Property Owner Foley commented that there would be no impact for people driving 
around the business. 
 
Bruce Kusada agreed with Mr. Foley, and stated that cars do not “go around in circles” 
for these types of businesses. 
 
Moved by Vice Chair Goodman, seconded by Commissioner Toporow, to close the 
Public Hearing.  
 
Motion carried by the following vote: 
 
AYES:  Commissioners Elder, Gaian, Ung, Toporow, Vice Chair Goodman, Chair 

Rodriguez          
NAYS:    None    ABSTAINED:  None    
ABSENT:  Commissioner Mitchell        
 
 
In response to Commissioner Gaian, Planning Manager Scully stated that the 7-11 store 
site plan and orientation allows for the store to serve as a buffer to the residential units to 
the rear of the store. In reference to the proposed Coffee Bean, he stated that staff was 
trying to balance the business needs with the quality of life of the residents and added 
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that because of the openness of the lot, the 8’ wall and additional landscaping 
requirements were placed. 
 
Moved by Vice Chair Goodman, seconded by Commissioner Toporow, to reopen the 
Public Hearing.  Motion carried. 
 
Property Owner Foley stated that Coffee Bean wanted to work with the community and 
that there were ways to mitigate noise from delivery (vehicles).   
 
Community Development Director Jones stated that the item could be brought back to 
the Commission if delivery complaints were received. 
 
In response to Commissioner Toporow, Planning Manager Scully stated that the delivery 
location was not specified. Commissioner Toporow commented that she opposed 
(delivery vehicle) back-up noise in the middle of the night.  
 
Rebecca Gilbert clarified that deliveries were made by vans (“not 18-wheelers”). 
 
In response to Commissioner Toporow, Community Development Director Jones 
suggested language regarding the pole sign (additionally recommended Condition 23):  
That the applicant be required to work with staff to modify the pole sign to a monument 
sign or other sign with higher architectural design. 
 
Commissioner Toporow further recommended amending the delivery requirement 
(Condition 16) requiring deliveries near the handicap area (as far away from adjacent 
residential units) and that there be no backing up by delivery vehicles (to avoid noise). 
 
Moved by Vice Chair Goodman, seconded by Chair Rodriguez, to close the Public 
Hearing.  Motion carried. 
 
Moved by Commissioner Toporow, seconded by Chair Rodriguez, to approve Case No. 
2016-09-PC-017, with amendments to the conditions of approval by amending Condition 
16 and adding Condition 23 (as noted above), and 

 
ADOPT RESOLUTION NO. 2016-10-PCR-017, A RESOLUTION OF THE 
PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF REDONDO BEACH APPROVING 
AN EXEMPTION DECLARATION AND GRANTING THE REQUEST FOR A 
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT AND PLANNING COMMISSION DESIGN 
REVIEW TO ALLOW THE OPERATION OF A 1500 SQUARE FOOT 
RESTAURANT – SNACK SHOP WITH DRIVE-UP SERVICE WINDOW-AISLE 
AND OUTDOOR DINING PATIO ON PROPERTY LOCATED WITHIN A 
COMMERCIAL (C-2) ZONE AT 2521-2525 ARTESIA BOULEVARD (CASE NO. 
2016-09-PC-017) 
 

Motion carried by the following vote: 
 
AYES:  Commissioners Elder, Gaian, Ung, Toporow, Vice Chair Goodman, Chair 

Rodriguez        
NAYS:    None    ABSTAINED:  None    
ABSENT:  Mitchell          
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Commissioner Mitchell returned to the dais at 9:07 p.m. 

 
11. Public Hearing for consideration of an Exemption Declaration and Conditional Use 

Permit to allow the operation of an automobile sales lot on property located within a 
Commercial (C-2B) zone. 

 
APPLICANT:   Jim Sarmast (dba Platinum Autohaus) 
PROPERTY OWNER: Sigi Werner 
LOCATION: 600 N. Pacific Coast Highway 
CASE NO.:  2016-09-PC-019 
RECOMMENDATION:   Approve with conditions 

 
Moved by Commissioner Mitchell, seconded by Commissioner Toporow, to: 
 

Open the Public Hearing and receive and file all documents regarding Case No. 
2016-09-PC-019. 

 
Motion carried by the following vote: 
 
AYES:  Commissioners Elder, Gaian, Mitchell, Ung, Toporow, Vice Chair 

Goodman, Chair Rodriguez        
NAYS:    None    ABSTAINED:  None    
ABSENT:  None            
 
Planning Manager Scully gave a PowerPoint presentation which included review of: 
 
Existing Conditions 

 North side of Agate Street 
 Zoned C-2B 

• Properties north and contiguous zoned C-2B 
 Unpaved dirt lot, vacant SFR 
 Approximately 7,621 sq. ft. 
 R-3 to the south and east 

 
Photographs of Subject Site 

 
Description of the Request 
Automobile Sales Business 

 New 30-foot wide driveway at Agate 
 Perimeter landscaping – on-site in ROW 

• Total landscaping 2,589 SF (34% of property) 
 6-foot block wall, smooth stucco 
 3 parking spaces – 2 customers, 1 employee 
 580 sq. ft. sales office 
 LED shielded lights 
 Hours:  M-F 10 a.m.-7 p.m., Saturday 10 a.m.-5 p.m., Sunday 12 p.m.-5 p.m.  

 
Summary of September 15, 2016 Planning Commission Meeting 
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 Planning Staff presented this project 
 Planning Commission opened the public hearing 

 Testimony received from applicant, applicant’s architect, and lighting 
consultant 

 Testimony received from residents expressing potential concern with noise, 
lights, traffic, neighborhood compatibility 

 Planning Commission discussed the following issues: 
  Lighting 
 Noise from loading and unloading of cars (inventory) 
 Parking of vehicles on adjacent streets 
 Test drives through residential neighborhoods 
 Neighborhood compatibility 

 Planning Commission continued the Public Hearing 
 Question of public hearing notice raised 

 
Proper Public Notice was Provided 

 Section 10-2.2506(f) Notice of a public hearing before the Planning 
Commission 
 Published at least once not less than ten (10) calendar days prior to public 

hearing – Published on August 25 
 Mailed written notice not less than (10) days prior to date of the hearing to 

property owners within 300 feet – Mailing sent out August 25 
 Posted in at least one prominent location on the subject property 

 At least one notice shall be posted every 200 feet – Two notices were     
posted on August 25 

 
Issues of Concern 

 Lighting 
 Noise from loading and unloading of cars 
 Parking of vehicles on adjacent streets 
 Test drives through residential neighborhoods 
 Neighborhood compatibility 
 Signage-Banners 
 Vehicle washing 

 
Conditions to Address Issues of Concern 

 Lighting 
 Condition 11.  A lighting study and verification after installation is required to 

provide a site lighting design that will not exceed 1.0 foot candles of light at the 
centerline of N. Irena Avenue and Agate Street 

 Noise (Operations, Vehicle Deliveries & Test Drives) 
 Condition 4.  Vehicle deliveries limited to weekdays only between the hours of 

10:00 a.m. to 2:00 p.m. Loading limited to north side of Agate Street west of 
the access driveway to the property 

 Condition 6.  All test drives are limited to routes along Pacific Coast Highway 
and other roadways within the City designated as Major Arterials 

 Condition 15.  No outdoor speakers or outdoor amplified sound is permitted 
with this business 
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 Parking inventory on adjacent streets 
 Condition 20.  All vehicles subject to sale are not permitted to be parked on 

public streets 
 Signage-Banners 

 Condition 14.  Only 2 wall signs will be permitted, (1) on south elevation, (1) 
on west elevation 

 Vehicle washing 
 Condition 16.  Equipment must meet noise requirements. Not permitted after 

5:00 p.m., Mon-Sat.  Not permitted on Sundays. Must drain into landscaping 
area along PCH.  

 Neighborhood compatibility 
 Additional dense hedge, 48” in height, (living wall) from the Agate Street 

driveway to the proposed office building and enhanced landscaping at 
southeast corner of property is required per Sheet L of approved plans 

 
Public Correspondences 

 Provided tonight are written communications submitted to the City yesterday, 
October 19, 2016 

 
Recommendation 

 Make findings in staff report and Resolution, thereby; 
 Approving the Exemption Declaration, and 
 Granting the Conditional Use Permit 

 
Planning Manager Scully responded to Commissioner Toporow’s inquiry regarding the 
“wood floor” and building location. 
 
Chair Rodriguez asked for comments from the applicant. 
 
Charles Belak-Berger, 521 Rosecrans Ave., Gardena, CA, project architect, stated that 
the applicant was agreeable with the conditions of approval as recommended by staff. 
He stated that the proposed project was a quiet development which would remove 
vehicles from the street. He stated the proposal was an excellent project and that they 
were working hard on a lighting survey.  He added that they were doing everything to not 
infringe on the rights and privileges of surrounding property owners. Mr. Belak-Berger 
concluded that they wanted to be neighborly and make the project work for everyone. 
 
Charles Muñoz, Pacific Lighting & Standards Co., submitted documents (light reading 
calculations and drawings) related to the light survey. 
 
Moved by Commissioner Toporow, seconded by Commissioner Elder, to receive and file 
the documents submitted. Motion carried unanimously. 
 
Mr. Muñoz stated that he had worked in the lighting industry for 18 years doing light 
studies. He stated he was contracted to help with the design of the two projects (610 and 
600 Pacific Coast Highway). Mr. Muñoz gave a thorough review of the current and 
Scenarios 1-3 light readings and foot candle measurements. 
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In response to Commissioner Mitchell, Mr. Muñoz stated that the current lighting would 
be improved by the light being cut in half at the halfway point in the street, and that he 
was confident that (people) would be happy with the lighting improvement. He further 
responded that future modifications could be made to the lighting if necessary and 
added that house side shields could be used to further mitigate lighting effects. 
 
In response to Commissioner Gaian, Mr. Muñoz clarified that the light readings were 
done under “prime” conditions, without considering trees and stated that it was difficult to 
implement landscaping into light readings. 
 
In response to Chair Rodriguez, Mr. Muñoz explained Scenarios 1 and 2. 
 
In response to Commissioner Gaian, Community Development Director Jones stated if 
the Commission wanted the .5 lighting standard, a verification study after installation 
could be required by condition. 
 
In response to Commissioner Gaian, Mr. Muñoz explained lighting from Agate Street 
and Irena Avenue. 
 
In response to Chair Rodriguez, Mr. Muñoz stated that the study measured lighting from 
the car lot only (and not from street light) and explained that measurements were 
derived from an algorithm.  
 
Commissioner Toporow commented that a simple solution to incoming light was to 
“close the shutters.” She further commented that measurement of existing lights would 
reflect similarly on Agate and that the lighting would be shielded from the street, which 
would address the issue. She added that nothing could be done about the City light, and 
that it was safe to proceed with the proposed lot based on the established technology for 
light measurements. 
 
Commissioner Elder complemented the study and stated it was very informative and 
commented that flickering lights could be annoying to neighbors. 
 
Chair Rodriguez called for those in the audience wishing to speak.  
 
Jerry Gregory (1714 Esplanade, Redondo Beach), spoke in favor of the project. Mr. 
Gregory stated he was a former police captain and was currently a security consultant. 
Mr. Gregory stated that lighting was important to the business owner to protect his 
property and neighbors. He added that ample lighting was a tool to prevent criminal 
activity. Mr. Gregory stated that he talked to residents across the street who were 
pleased with the operation.  
 
Moved by Chair Rodriguez, seconded by Vice Chair Goodman, to extend the speaker’s 
time. Motion carried. 
 
Mr. Gregory commented on vehicle deliveries and stated that city parking regulations 
gave exemptions for commercial vehicles to do loading and unloading, including where 
parking is not allowed. He added that they tried to keep the vehicle inventory off the 
street and that the new lot would help with the overflow of vehicles. He noted that in 
addition to residential uses across the street, there was a car dealership. 
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Chris Hassapis spoke on behalf of Gwen Godek and himself, and commented on the 
data presented by Mr. Charles Muñoz, which he stated were not measurements, but a 
computer simulation of his lighting estimation. He stated that the model presented by Mr. 
Muñoz did not include secondary reflections. He requested that to ensure the 610 and 
600 (610 and 600 N. Pacific Coast Highway) projects did not violate the lighting issue, 
the Commission approve the concept for 610 (PCH) first to show that the lighting works 
and follow with the 600 (PCH) project. He added that this would ensure compliance of 
lighting requirements. He further commented on vehicles being parked on the street.  
 
Chris Prystalski, 725 N. Irena Ave., presented a slide show depicting street and sidewalk 
parking by the business. He stated that the business was not in compliance with 
conditions regarding street parking and delivery restrictions. He further stated that the 
photos were taken after the last meeting when the applicant had agreed to comply with 
the conditions. 
 
Doris Krebs, property owner/resident of 725 N. Irena Ave., commented that lighting and 
noise would be major impacts to the residents. She stated that the applicant (Platinum) 
was not complying with loading and unloading of vehicle regulations and had deliveries 
outside of the permitted hours. She commented on enforcement and consequences of 
non-compliance of the conditions. She added that the requested Conditional Use Permit 
be approved dependent on what was done at 610 (PCH). 
 
Applicant Jim Sarmast stated that they receive about three deliveries per month which 
take up to 30 minutes (per delivery), and added that Irena does not have a “no parking” 
sign. He stated that they have operated for the last 19-20 years and complaints started 
in the last six months. 
 
In response to Chair Rodriguez, Applicant Sarmast spoke of the delivery times. 
 
In response to Commissioner Gaian, Andy (dealership manager) stated that he did not 
recognize the vehicles in the photos and did not know when the photos were taken. 
 
Vice Chair Goodman commented on Conditional Use Permit requirements. He stated 
that the photos suggested that the applicant was not complying with the permit 
conditions, and stated that the applicant must comply with the conditions. Applicant 
Sarmast stated that at the last Planning Commission meeting he had requested that 
deliveries be approved for 9 a.m. to 5 p.m. deliveries. 
 
Community Development Director Jones stated that the applicant could come back to 
address the current Conditional Use Permit to request modification of delivery times. 
 
Chair Rodriguez stated that the applicant had agreed to the current delivery hours. 
 
Commissioner Gaian stated that the applicant agreed to the Conditional Use Permit and 
he was required to comply. Applicant Sarmast stated that they tried to comply with the 
required hours, however due to traffic conditions is was difficult for deliveries to be made 
on time. 
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Commissioner Ung commented on the delivery times and Code Enforcement and 
inquired what the City was doing regarding violations. 
 
In response to Commissioner Ung, Community Development Director Jones stated that 
criminal citations for violations could be issued.  He added that the applicant could come 
back for an amendment to the Conditional Use Permit delivery hours. He further stated 
that non-compliance could result in suspension, modification, or revocation of the Permit, 
and/or citation. He added that Code Enforcement could be available on Saturdays. 
 
Commissioner Mitchell asked the applicant if he was open to do the lighting on one of 
the lots first. Applicant Sarmast stated that he wanted to move forward with the project 
and would definitely work with the community “to make it right.” He added that they had 
no problems in 19 years. 
 
Project Architect Charles Belak-Berger stated that they understood that sidewalk parking 
was not allowed. He stated that moving forward with the (610 PCH) project would 
alleviate traffic and inventory. He stated that they agreed with the delivery conditions and 
that they were working on all aspect of the projects. He further stated that there was no 
shortage of street parking. He added that they were doing everything they could to 
comply with the requirements and agreed that that there should be no sidewalk parking, 
and further asked for approval of the request.  
 
Vice Chair Goodman stated that the applicant had to agree to park cars legally and 
comply with the conditions. 
 
Moved by Commissioner Toporow, seconded by Commissioner Elder, to close the 
Public Hearing.  
 
Motion carried by the following vote: 
 
AYES:  Commissioners Elder, Gaian, Mitchell, Ung, Toporow, Vice Chair 

Goodman, Chair Rodriguez        
NAYS:    None    ABSTAINED:  None    
ABSENT:  None            
 
Commissioner Toporow commented regarding communication with employees. She 
stated that she was happy with the business expansion and that it was tax revenue for 
the City. She further stated that lighting was addressed and reiterated the use of shutters 
to (decrease incoming light). She stated that a communication plan with employees be 
implemented to ensure compliance with parking requirements. She added that the 
current delivery hours were extremely restrictive and supported modifying the hours to at 
least 4 p.m. during the week. She commented that the residents lived by Pacific Coast 
Highway which has high traffic and traffic noise, and stated that the project was a 
positive change for the property. 
 
Chair Rodriguez stated that the applicant should talk to the residents, and agreed that 
the delivery hours were very restrictive. He commented on construction noise and traffic 
noise from Pacific Coast Highway, and added that the applicant was willing to work with 
the neighbors.  
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Commissioner Elder stated that the expansion would help alleviate the parking issues 
and that the applicant needed to comply with the Permit. He agreed that the delivery 
hours were very restrictive. He added that Code Enforcement was responsive and 
suggested that neighbors communicate. He agreed that PCH is a very busy street. He 
commented on sales tax and online sales tax revenue. 
 
Commissioner Gaian requested that in future General Plan recommendations, staff 
consider alternatives for zoning designations of commercial areas that are in close 
proximity to residential uses.  
 
Commissioner Toporow commented that the building location served as a “terrific 
buffer.” She suggested that instead of the required hedge on the Agate Street side, a 
more permanent structure be required to provide more shielding.  
 
Planning Manager Scully responded that the hedge (“living wall”) served as a green 
buffer, which was preferred over a wall. 
 
Commissioner Toporow commented on the sales tax generated by the business, and 
stated that (the City) work with the applicant (for the success of the business). 
 
In response to Chair Rodriguez, Planning Manager Scully stated that two parking spaces 
were required, and that one employee, one regular, and one handicap space were 
provided. 
 
Commissioner Gaian commented regarding the lighting study and stated that there had 
to be a condition for actual light testing. 
 
Commissioner Mitchell stated that he had previously suggested that lighting parameters 
be included in the General Plan update. 
 
Community Development Director Jones explained that Condition 11 required a 
calculated lighting study and compliance verification after the site lighting installation. 
 
In response to Chair Rodriguez, Community Development Director Jones stated that the 
street light contribution was known and that the applicant would not be penalized for (city 
lights). 
  
Commissioner Toporow stated that city lights provided safety to citizens and would be 
calculated in the study through an algorithm. 
 
Commissioner Gaian stated that the project lighting should not be brighter than street 
lights. 
 
Community Development Director Jones stated that staff supported, and recommended, 
that the delivery hours be amended to 10 a.m. to 4 p.m. 
 
Moved by Commissioner Elder, seconded by Commissioner Toporow, to amend 
weekday delivery hours to 10 a.m. to 4 p.m. (Condition 4), and approve Case No. 2016-
09-PC-019, 5 Findings and 29 Conditions, and 
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ADOPT RESOLUTION NO. 2016-09-PCR-019, A RESOLUTION OF THE 
PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF REDONDO BEACH APPROVING 
AN EXEMPTION DECLARATION AND GRANTING THE REQUEST FOR A 
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT TO ALLOW THE OPERATION OF AN 
AUTOMOBILE SALES LOT ON PROPERTY LOCATED WITHIN A 
COMMERCIAL (C-2B) ZONE AT 600 N. PACIFIC COAST HIGHWAY (CASE 
NO. 2016-09-PC-019) 
 

Motion carried by the following vote: 
 
AYES:  Commissioners Elder, Mitchell, Ung, Toporow, Vice Chair Goodman, 

Chair Rodriguez         
NAYS:    Commissioner Gaian    ABSTAINED:       None  
ABSENT:  None           
 
NEW BUSINESS 
 
12. Planning Commission Nominations and Election of Chair, Vice-Chair, and Secretary. 
 
 RECOMMENDATION:   

a. That the Chairperson opens nominations for the positions of Chairperson, 
Vice-Chair and Secretary; 

b. That the Chairperson closes nominations; 
c. That the Chairperson calls for a motion; and 
d. That the new Officers assume seats. 

 
Chair Rodriguez opened nominations. 
 
Chair Rodriguez nominated Commissioner Goodman for Chairperson, seconded by 
Commissioner Mitchell.  Motion carried unanimously. 
 
Commissioner Gaian nominated Commissioner Ung for Vice Chairperson, seconded by 
Commissioner Mitchell.  Motion carried unanimously. 
 
Commissioner Rodriguez nominated Commissioner Gaian for Secretary, seconded by 
Commissioner Mitchell.  Commissioner Gaian declined the nomination. 
 
By unanimous vote, the position of Secretary was left vacant and nominations were 
closed. 
 
PUBLIC PARTICIPATION ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS - NONE 
 
COMMISSION ITEMS AND REFERRALS TO STAFF 
In response to Commissioner Elder, Community Development Director Jones stated that 
sidewalks under the 405 Freeway overpass on Marina Avenue were part of the Marina 
Avenue Hotel project and that they would be completed within a month or two. 
 
In response to Vice Chair Goodman, Community Development Director Jones stated 
that he would remind and direct staff to provide the project checklist and materials board 
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(in the agenda packet). He added that staff would provide more specific information on 
the dedication (of property) requirements. 
 
In response to Commissioner Ung, Community Development Director Jones stated that 
Conditional Use Permits were reviewed by staff and brought back to the Commission at 
6 months if issues arise.   
In response to Commissioner Toporow, Community Development Director Jones stated 
that parking specifications and requirements would be addressed in the General Plan 
update. He responded that he would provide her an overview of parking requirements.  
He further responded that Strategic Plan status updates were included in the 
Commission agenda packet and added that the next Strategic Plan would be in March 
(2017). 
 
Chair Rodriguez commented regarding use of the Access Redondo application (app) for 
reporting concerns/issues (e.g. graffiti, parking, traffic light outages). 
 
ITEMS FROM STAFF - NONE 
Chair Rodriguez welcomed Commissioners Dan Elder and Chantal Toporow to the 
Commission. 
 
COUNCIL ACTION ON PLANNING COMMISSION MATTERS  
Community Development Director Jones reported that on Tuesday, October 18, City 
Council denied the appeal of the Waterfront development project. 
 
ADJOURNMENT:  10:52 PM 
Newly elected Chair Goodman moved, seconded by Commissioner Toporow, to adjourn 
the meeting at 10:52 p.m. to a regular meeting to be held at 7:00 p.m. on Thursday, 
November 17, 2016, in the Redondo Beach City Council Chambers, 415 Diamond 
Street, Redondo Beach, California. Motion carried. 
 
 
      Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
      ___________________________________ 
      Aaron Jones 

Community Development Director 



























NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT A PUBLIC HEARING WILL BE HELD BEFORE THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF 
THE CITY OF REDONDO BEACH ON THE FOLLOWING MATTER.  ANY AND ALL INTERESTED PERSONS MAY 
APPEAR AND BE HEARD.

SUBJECT OF THE HEARING: Consideration of an Exemption Declaration, Coastal Development Permit, and Variance to 
allow the construction of a new single-family residence with reduced front, rear, and side setbacks and reduced outdoor 
living space on a lot with dimensions smaller than the standard size for the zone on property located within a Low-Density 
Multiple-Family Residential (R-3A) zone, in the Coastal Zone.

LOCATION OF PROPOSED PROJECT:  209 Beryl Street, Redondo Beach. (Legal description on file)

FILING DATE:  October 10, 2016

APPLICANT NAME:  Mark and Kayo Libiano

COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT FILE NO.:  2016-11-CDP-009

HEARING WILL TAKE PLACE:  Thursday, November 17, 2016 at 7:00 p.m., or as soon thereafter as possible, in the 
City Council Chambers, 415 Diamond Street, Redondo Beach.

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT:  The project is Categorically Exempt from further environmental review, 
pursuant to Section 15303(b) of the Guidelines of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION:  The case file containing the plans and applications may be reviewed in the Planning 
Division, located through Door E of the Redondo Beach City Hall, 415 Diamond Street, Redondo Beach from 7:30 am to 
1:00 pm on a walk-in basis and 1:00 pm to 5:00 pm by appointment.  City Hall is closed every other Friday. For additional 
project information, contact Stacey Kinsella, Associate Planner, at (310) 318-0637, extension 1-2232.

PUBLIC COMMENTS: Public testimony will be taken at the hearing described in this notice. Written comments for the 
Planning Commission may be submitted to the Planning Division by mail or in person to the Planning Division office at 
415 Diamond Street Door E, Redondo Beach, Ca. 90277, fax to (310) 372-8021, or email to stacey.kinsella@redondo.org. 
Written comments must be submitted no later than 4:00 p.m. the day of the public hearing, November 17, 2016. 

If you challenge this matter in court, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at the 
public hearing described in this notice, or in written correspondence delivered to the Planning Commission at, or prior to, 
the public hearing.
APPEALS:   All decisions of the Planning Commission are appealable to the City Council.  The decision of the City Council 
on the Coastal Development Permit is final and not further appealable to the California Coastal Commission.

Easy Reader Inc/Redondo Beach News/November 3, 2016/RD16-094

City of
Redondo Beach

RD16-094.indd   1 10/31/16   11:06 AM















































































































NOTICE OF CONTINUANCE OF PUBLIC HEARING
PLANNING COMMISSION

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that on October 20, 2016 at 7:00 p.m., at a Regular meeting 
of the Planning Commission of the City of Redondo Beach, California, a public hearing 
regarding the matter below was continued to Thursday, November 17, 2016 at 7:00 
p.m.  Said Public Hearing will be held at 415 Diamond Street, Redondo Beach, California, 
in the Redondo Beach Council Chambers. 

SUBJECT OF THE HEARING:  Consideration of an Exemption Declaration, Conditional 
Use Permit, Planning Commission Design Review, Coastal Development Permit, and 
Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 74543 to allow the construction of a 7-unit residential con-
dominium project on property located within a Medium-Density Multiple-Family Residential 
(RMD) zone, in the Coastal Zone.

LOCATION OF PROPOSED PROJECT:  800 N. Catalina Avenue, Redondo Beach. 
(Legal description on file)

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT:  The project is Categorically Exempt 
from further environmental review, pursuant to Section 15332 In-Fill Development Projects 
of the Guidelines of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION:  The case file containing the plans and applications 
may be reviewed in the Planning Division, located through Door E of the Redondo Beach 
City Hall, 415 Diamond Street, Redondo Beach from 7:30am to 1:00pm on a walk-in basis 
and from 1:30pm to 5:00pm by appointment.  City Hall is closed every other Friday. 
For additional project information, contact Sean Scully, Planning Manager, at (310) 318-
0637, x1-2405.

PUBLIC COMMENTS: Public testimony will be taken at the hearing described in this 
notice. Written comments for the Planning Commission may be submitted to the Planning 
Division by mail, fax, email, or in person to the Planning Division office at 415 Diamond 
Street Door E, Redondo Beach, Ca. 90277 no later than 4:00 p.m. the day of the public 
hearing, November 17, 2016. 

If you challenge this matter in court, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or 
someone else raised at the public hearing described in this notice, or in written correspon-
dence delivered to the Planning Commission at, or prior to, the public hearing.
APPEALS:   All decisions of the Planning Commission are appealable to the City Council.  
The decision of the City Council on the Coastal Development Permit is final and not further 
appealable to the California Coastal Commission.
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