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Response to Comment PC430-1 

The notice of availability of a Draft EIR was provided be provided in compliance with Section 15087 of the 
CEQA Guidelines. 

Notices of Availability and DVDs of the Draft EIR were distributed to various government agencies, 
organizations, interested persons, and a notice was sent to residences City-wide.  As detailed in Section 2.1 
Chapter 2, Response to Comments of the Final EIR, the public noticing for the Draft EIR exceeded the 
requirements set forth by CEQA and RBMC.  The public review period also exceed minimum CEQA 
requirements.  Under CEQA Guidelines Section15105, the public review period for a Draft EIR may not be less 
than 30 days (or 45 days if submitted to the State Clearinghouse for review by state agencies) and should not be 
longer than 60 days except under unusual circumstances.  The review period was extended from the minimum 
45 days to 63 days (November 17, 2015 to January 19, 2016).   

It should also be noted that prior to the release of the Draft EIR, the public were given opportunities to be 
informed and provide feedback on the proposed project at a series of eight community meetings held in 2013 
and during the EIR scoping period (see Appendix A of the Draft EIR for a complete description of the noticing 
for the EIR scoping period and the scoping meeting held on July 9, 2014).  Additional opportunities for the 
public to provide input will occur at during the public hearing process for the proposed project.  Please also see 
Final EIR Chapter 2, Section 2.1, which lists the numerous additional public outreach efforts, including but is 
not limited to publication in several different newspapers, local access cable advertisements, email blasts, bulk 
mailings, and posted public notices. 

Comment PC430-2 

2) With regards to the scoring of options given on page ES-80 of the EIR, there is: 
a. There is insufficient background and information given as to the criteria used in the scoring 

process. Criteria that would lead toward the acceptance of the proposed development was likely 
included for evaluation, while criteria that could lead toward the denial of this development may 
well have been excluded.  Such a list of criteria, with associated “weights” needs to be disclosed 
in order for this process to be transparent and properly and fairly performed. 

b. The methodology of this analysis/scoring was not disclosed – whether it is some form of Kepner-
Tregoe or some other methodology, the methodology, along with the sources, inputs, criteria lists, 
criteria weighting, criteria judges, and final scoring methodology – should all be disclosed for 
public review. 

Particular questions include the scoring of “Alternative 1 – No Project – No Build” and “Alternative 
7 – Reduced density”.  Clear criteria, its weighting, and who was involved in the weighting and 
criteria for the associated weighting, are all of significant concern. 

Response to Comment PC430-2 

The commenter is referring to information presented in the Executive Summary of the Draft EIR.  The 
Executive Summary presents a brief overview of the information presented in greater detail throughout the 
Draft EIR.  The commenter appears to be referring to Table ES-8, which provides a rank and score for the 
impacts associated with each alternative as compared to the proposed project.  As described on page ES-80, 
Table ES-8 shows the results of the analysis that was presented in Section 4.5 in Chapter 4, Analysis of 
Alternatives of the Draft EIR.  A more detailed table showing the scoring of each alternative is presented in 
Section 4.5 beginning on page 4-426 (Table 4-63) along with approximately 432 pages of supporting 
documentation.  As shown in Table 4-63, and described in the accompanying notes and text, the alternatives are 
ranked relative to the environmental impacts that may occur in comparison to the proposed project.  The criteria 
used are the thresholds analyzed for both the proposed project in Sections 3.1 through 3.14 and the alternatives 
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in Chapter 4.  

Comment PC430-3 

3) The waterfront and its parking is commonly referred to by City Staff and Officials as being 
“underutilized”.  
This runs contrary to the fact that both the parking lot and parking structure are at times indicated as 
“Lot Full”. This alone is a harbinger that we already don’t have adequate parking capacity with the 
current commercial-visiting and beach-going public – even if only a few times a year.  “Lot Full” 
situations invite parking creep into the neighborhoods of residents that live within a mile (yes – a mile) 
of the waterfront. 

Response to Comment PC430-3 

Please refer to Master Response #7: Waterfront Parking regarding the parking at the site. 

Comment PC430-4 

4) Financing information is needed for public understanding, review, and input.  
If the city needs to promise any kind of guaranteed income to any developer for any length of time, then 
this is a red flag that: either the development has huge inherent risks for the developer’s consideration 
of their involvement with such a prime real estate project, and/or this represents an untoward giveaway 
of precious resources that belong to the public or Redondo Beach – whether unintentionally by way of 
clever and disingenuous representations of the developer(s), or by willing and/or corrupted behavior by 
people supposedly responsible to the citizens of Redondo Beach. This is why transparency and public 
buy-in (not public apathy) is so important with such a project. 
 

5) There is a lot of money involved with this project, a lot of time required for its completion, and huge 
impacts on the community during and long after this project is done.  
The “Heart of the City” was a mere 14-15 years ago.  It was largely private development with some 
public-related development, but required public approval after the disclosure that it was a real estate 
goldmine for developers. Similarly, due to the design, components, superficial financing considerations, 
and impacts that benefit business and hinder the Redondo public, there must be full disclosure to all 
residents of this city as to the full and actual plan, financials, specific players, and so on. 
 

6) This project, in its current process and form, is another example of how certain City Officials and Staff 
consider their views, inputs, and priorities to be “more expert” and “above” those of the general 
population of the City.  
Look to any neighborhood and see what is being developed.  Virtually ALL neighborhood multi-unit 
developments are being proposed, approved, and rammed through contrary to the locals who live in the 
area.  This “divide and conquer” strategy is being repeated here, where the public, at large, is being 
denied sufficient information (and a vote) to allow their approval or denial of such a project. 

This waterfront is a pubic resource – and should be accessible to and provide resources for the public. 
Anything short of this is mismanagement and beyond grounds for dismissal. If city Staff and/or Officials 
are so certain that such developments are good for the city and its people, then they should not be afraid to 
accept personal (vs City-shielded) responsibility by way of liabilities and civil actions. If all goes well and 
right, then you have done what you were supposed to do by running for office, and/working for the city – as 
that is what is expected of you. 

There are many other issues that need to be addressed – including the specifics of using waterfront for 
residences and offices, along with building height and view considerations, but time and space are limited 
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for the time being. I look forward to working with the city and staff in the future toward getting an 
appropriate project targeted once proper notifications, processes, and transparency is established. 

Response to Comment PC430-4 

The focus of CEQA, and hence the Draft EIR, are environmental impacts and not economics.  The Draft EIR 
was prepared in accordance with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
(California Public Resources Code [PRC] Section 21000 et seq.) and the Guidelines for Implementation of the 
California Environmental Quality Act of 1970 (State CEQA Guidelines) (14 California Code of Regulations 
[CCR] Section 15000 et seq.) by City staff and a team of technical experts in CEQA analysis and 
documentation.  Please refer to a list of the City staff and technical experts in Chapter 7, List of Preparers of the 
Draft EIR.  Regarding the commenter’s assertion that they are being “denied sufficient information (and a 
vote),” the zoning for the project site was put up to a public vote, which was approved by the electorate in 2010 
(Measure G).  Furthermore, non-legislative permits are an improper subject of an initiative measure, and cannot 
be placed up to a public vote.  Please also see Master Response #9: Views and Scale of Development for 
discussion of “building height and view considerations.”  

The commenter’s opinions are noted and your comments will be included in the Final EIR presented for review 
and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC431 SIMMONS NORWOOD 
 
Comment PC431-1 

Please do not destroy old Tony's and the Redondo pier. I live in Long Beach and make a pilgrimage to Redondo 
about once a month even in the winter to hang out on the pier and have mai tais at old Tony's. I live in Long 
Beach and I never go to the peirs here or downtown because of all the crappy chain restaurants. You can clean 
the place up a little and still keep Redondo unique. 

Response to Comment PC431-1 

Please refer to Section 3.4 Cultural Resources of the Draft EIR and Refer to Response to Comment PC312-1 
regarding Tony’s On The Pier.  Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and 
Sportfishing.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review 
and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC432 MICHAEL STUTZ 
 
Comment PC432-1 

I'm a fan of the Redondo Beach Pier and want to see it a success that people talk about. 

Please find a letter attached voicing my concerns for the property at 208-210 Fisherman's Wharf, a historic 
landmark known well outside of LA and even California. Preserving its authenticity and one-of-a-kind character 
should be one of the promises and points of any Pier redevelopment project. 

Response to Comment PC432-1 

The comment is acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and 
consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 
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Comment PC432-2 

We've never met, and although my urgent letter concerns Redondo Beach, I'm not even a local---I'm a travel 
writer and photographer who writes frequently on American landmarks, restaurants, and historic architecture. 
My work has appeared in books, magazines, Internet and newspapers---including THE AGE, THE NEW 
YORK TIMES, THE SYDNEY MORNING HERALD, WIRED, CIO, and ROLLING STONE.  

You should know that just a few weeks ago I flew the 2,400 miles from my home to your city, where I met with 
two other pro photographers. Our purpose? To document Redondo Beach's notable historic landmarks and 
architecture. I have five gigabytes of photos from that day---that's pushing 1,000 shots---and I can tell you in 
two words where the bulk of them were taken: Old Tony's. 

I just received word a few hours ago that the city is giving Old Tony's a hard time. This is insane. What exactly 
is the problem, and how can I help? 

Old Tony's is absolutely perfect not only as a photo set and subject of articles, but it's a _destination_: it's one of 
those rare landmarks that take you back right to the era it came from, and perfectly so. And it's so fundamental 
to Redondo Beach ﴾look at the www.redondo.org home page!*﴿ that I'm having a hard time understanding why 
the city would possibly act against it. 

I take it, of course, that you're been there. I urge you to go back again as soon as possible---right now, actually--
-and take a hard look at the place. Look at the cushions on the chairs---Mike, do you realize how rare, and also 
how cool, it is to find a waterfront mid‐century modern restaurant that still has a well‐kept and original, 
authentic interior? As they say, "People pay big money for that." 

The circular fire pit? It was featured in the classic _Sunset_ lifestyle books of the '60s---look it up---and is the 
last of its kind in any restaurant. The fisherman's netting on the ceiling? It's half a century old, Mike! Nowhere 
are you going to get that kind of authentic atmosphere. Stand over by the back‐corner booth and feel how the 
water rushes up right around the tables. Even the old‐time autographs going up to Top o' Tony's---they, too, are 
perfect and irreplaceable. Do you think anyone could ever reproduce something like that again? Don't you see 
why Old Tony's is such a perfect place, preserved without compromise---a place that makes east coast writers 
rave crazy over? 

From what I've been able to gather in just a few minutes of research, you're not only an intelligent man, but 
you're also reasonable---so I hope you please consider this plea: I think you should be known not as the man 
who destroyed the iconic landmark of Redondo Beach, but as the man who saved it. Please do your city, and 
our nation, justice: help keep Old Tony's safe and preserved just as it is, so that future generations can enjoy this 
incredible American landmark. 

That way travel writers on the other end of the country can relax and look forward to our next visit to Redondo 
Beach---where we can go back to Old Tony's and recognize it just as we remember it. You've got a treasure 
there. Please keep it that way! 

If I can help you in any way, let me know--- 

Response to Comment PC432-2 

Please refer to Section 3.4 Cultural Resources of the Draft EIR and Response to Comment PC312-1 regarding 
Tony’s On The Pier.  The comment is acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for 
review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. PC433 JENNIFER MARS 
 
Comment PC433-1 

I would like to commend Polly's as a wonderful 'institution' for those of us far and wide, who have come here 
for years. 

I bring overseas visitors here and they love the rustic beauty of sitting on this little pier. I come here with a 
group of friends every month and what we particularly like is the service which is superb! The food servers 
have been there for years and greet us like old friends. 

I know of no other place in Redondo where 

Response to Comment PC433-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC434 BARBAR PRITZKAT 
 
Comment PC434-1 

I am opposed to the changes proposed for the pier. I find the pier area comfortable, accessible, and it meets my 
needs. I eat at Pollys often, used to go to Golds Gym (I now belong to the Bay Club). 

My experience with the changes proposed in the recent past are that they are the result of the partnership of 
developers, realtors, property managers – people who profit from change and not from the status quo. 

Our efforts should go into improving our schools, maintaining our roads, and not into change sake. 

I congratulate the city on the biking/running/walking lanes recently added to the drive along the harbor area. It 
is attractive and innovative, well thought out.  

Response to Comment PC434-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  Your comment will be 
included in the Final EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC435 ALBRO LUNDY 
 
Comment PC435-1 

Please Please DO NOT REMOVE THE FISHING PIER. 

 The Pier is UNIQUE in all of southern California. Pollys is a gen, a iconic business of 
immeasurable worth in its value to the community and the character of Redondo Beach and all the 
south bay I have been coming to Polly’s on a regular basis for over 20 years. It is the BEST place 
for breakfast in the world. No where else can you find the value, beauty, friendliness and location – 
it is a landmark. And I have been fishing off the pier since I was a coy. Whenever anyone comes 
into town or I have a meeting, I recommend Polly’s as none compares. And weekend breakfasts 
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and lunches and incomparable – sitting on the boards looking out on the world, the view, the water, 
the sea life, the regulars, the friends, the service – it doesn’t get any better and anything else would 
be a lot worse. 

The saying the old is new fits perfectly for Polly’s – developers are trying to create what Poll’s 
already has – but can’t because it takes history and experience, it takes loyal clientele – decades in 
making, it takes a small old but treasured fishing pier uniquely our own. 

New is not better, please keep our pier. Please keep our heritage. Please keep Polly’s on the Pier! 

Response to Comment PC435-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC436 MARY WATKINS 
 
Comment PC436-1 

As a Redondo Beach resident since 1963, and owner of the home I grew up in, I have seen many 
changes in the development of the town. Some changes have been for the better, but not all. 
Certainly the view-blocking over development of Catalina and the Esplanade with multi story 
residential units commencing in the 1960’s come to mind under “not better”. 

I have been told by persons and groups opposing the CenterCal development that the project 
density + height of the buildings would allow for only “corridor” views along a large area of the 
waterfront. For this reason alone, I, Wholeheartedly oppose the project  

2) But wait, there’s more! What about the published goal #2? “Reestablish a vibrant waterfront 
destination that serves the local community and attracts residents and visitors by providing a viable 
and cohesive mix of ….amenities that support and augment a variety of year-round coastal-
oriented recreational opportunities”. Can anyone explain how the loss of Seaside Lagoon (in 
effect), fewer boatslips and fewer boat trailer parking spaces would further this goal? 

Which, resident-attracting category would a boutique hotel fall under? What coastal-oriented 
recreational opportunity does a movie theater constitute?  

Don’t our elected and appointed officials have a duty of care to do what the citizens want, even if 
it conflicts with the Chamber of Commerce and other business interests? 

CenterCal has been presented as a “done deal” It doesn’t seem that anyone is interested in working 
out a compromise or even presenting the facts in a fair light. 

Snow jobs don’t always work - remember Heart of the City! 

Thanks you for your attention. 

Response to Comment PC436-1 

The modifications to Seaside Lagoon would enhance the usability of this amenity (it has limited use during the 
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year and the opening would create a year round amenity), and in fact save it from having to close in the future 
due to water quality permit issues due to its current operating conditions.  Please refer to Section 3.8, Hydrology 
and Water Quality, and Section 3.12, Recreation of the Draft EIR for the detailed analyzes and Master 
Response #4: Modifications to the Seaside Lagoon.  Additionally, one of the project objectives is to reduce 
seasonality.  As discussed in the City Council’s April 8, 2008 Administrative Report for the zoning 
amendments, there is a “need for additional uses that provide enough day-time, year-round population to 
smooth out the seasonality of use and enhance the viability of shops and restaurants attractive to both residents 
and visitors…If the Harbor area is to be revitalized as a year-round asset, the uses that will need to be focused 
on are hotels…” Similarly, the City Council’s report state “…that expanded hotel and hospitality uses and 
offices are an important component of revitalization of the Harbor and Pier area.  These uses smooth out the 
seasonality of activity and provide the day-time and year-round population to help provide for viability of other 
restaurant, retail and service uses.” The mix of uses proposed at the project site would reduce seasonality.  
Please also see Master Response #9: Views and Scale of Development. 

The commenter states opinions and a preference relevant to the project.  Your comment is acknowledged and 
will be included in the Final EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC437 NORM AND MAUREEN REEDER 
 
Comment PC437-1 

We totally support the efforts to revitalize the Pier Area.  However, all of the drawings look like a very non-
descript mall – like the Metlox project in Manhattan Beach. 

The beauty of Redondo is “Character”. We retired from the City of Torrance six years ago and spend every 
Monday and Friday at Polly’s and walking the esplanade. The sportfishing pier and Polly’s are your greatest 
assets. Kids come down after school to fish” families teach their kids; in good weather it is filled with every 
generation of locals. Vistors from the hotel always comment on the “charm” of the community. We first came 
because my cousin said she had a friend from Germany who was in the Holiday Inn/Crown Plaza for a week 
and came to Polly’s every day – hating to leave. 

Please consider reconstruction this part of your heritage. No one will object to plumbing + electricity brought 
up to code! 

You mention rivaling “The Grove”. It has character – albeit artificial. You have authentic character here. 

Response to Comment PC437-1 

To clarify, the proposed redevelopment of the project site is not a ‘large scale mall develop’ but is categorized 
as a mixed-use development including office and hotel with a retail, dining, entertainment component that has 
enhanced public open spaces and recreational opportunities unique to the waterfront.  In fact, as analyzed, the 
project includes more restaurant, including a public market hall, than retail.  Please refer to the Master Response 
#5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is acknowledged and will be included in the Final 
EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC438 LOREN HEARD 
 
Comment PC438-1 

 The Polly’s Pier + the entire Redondo Beach-Pier are historic, yet viable landmarks – not only to long-
time residents of Redondo Beach, the entire South Bay, but Los Angeles as a whole and we have tourists and 
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visitors from every, or almost every country in the world… A Pier by all rights is to be actively connected to the 
sea, fishing, surfing, wild-life etc… This is a naturally beautiful place and many generations have grown up 
loving it here. I am a 2nd generation person here, my kids 3rd generation. We have more than enough Malls, 
fancy eateries and wine-tasting places for the well-heeled crowd… What about poor families on limited income 
who can afford to come here? The Beach, fishing, the Arcade etc… (There is no other place like it-Santa 
Monica is fun-but it isn’t Red. Bch. Pier. Even wealthy people come-here and have enjoyed it! 

We need structural improvements and see general fixing of what needs fixing. Not a glistening mall that doesn’t 
connect folks to the sea and wild life…. 

 What can I say? 

 All people of different backrounds come here… I’ve never had a problem here with anyone… It is not a 
dangerous place as some of these naysayers and detractors supporting CenterCal have claimed… 

 Please think before you destroy Peoples business’s, dreams, memories, and the ability to pass on a 
wonderful legacy of Redondo Beach. 

 Do you really think it will bring in enough money or do you want to be known as a failed endeavor that 
destroyed a Beautiful land-make that just needs more love and care!? 

Response to Comment PC438-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC439 TOM SCHLEPER 
 
Comment PC439-1 

The fishing pier is an outstanding example of the history and true charm of the Redondo Beach area. Polly’s is 
more than a restaurant, it is an institution that describes the true character of Redondo Beach, we have been 
going to Polly’s weekly for 20 years and its character should be preserved. 

The update of the pier area and the new hotel’s and additions are a good idea but the fishing pier and 
particularly Polly’s should be retained. It could be updated but still preserve its to character as a gathering place 
that is truly Redondo Beach. 

A good example of a big mistake was the destruction of the sister hotel to the Hotel Del in San Diego. Don’t 
make the same mistake and destroy Polly’s and the Pier. 

Response to Comment PC439-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. PC440 

BRETT HENRY – REDONOD BEACH 
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE & VISITORS 
BUREAU 

 
Comment PC440-1 

On behalf of the Redondo Beach Chamber of Commerce & Visitors Bureau, we would like to take this 
opportunity to comment on the Waterfront Project EIR. We sincerely appreciate the level of detail included in 
the EIR, the number of project design features and mitigation measures included in the project and its 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. The EIR clearly demonstrates the positive impacts for Redondo 
Beach residents and confirms that our environment is not adversely affected by this proposed project. Below are 
some important issues that we want to highlight from our review of the EIR. 

Smaller Development Plan than Voter-Approved Measure B by 18.2%: Redondo Beach voters approved a 
net increase of 400,000 square feet (Measure B) for the revitalization of the waterfront. The proposed plan 
reduces the allowable development by 72,876 square feet or 18.2%. This is an important feature of the proposed 
plan. 

Less than Significant Impact on Traffic: Of the 41 key intersections affected by the prosed project only six 
intersections (14.6%) were identified as having significant impact from the revitalization. The EIR identifies 
appropriate mitigation steps required which include the addition of one traffic light and several turn lanes at the 
six affected intersections. By mitigating these few intersections, the EIR concludes that traffic will have a less 
than significant impact post mitigation. Traffic is always a concern of any community and it is important to 
emphasize the minor impact this plan has on our streets. 

Improvement in the Stormwater System: The EIR concludes that the stormwater management approach for 
the proposed project will have a positive environmental impact on our ocean and community. The new project 
will have more pervious surface compared to existing conditions. The stormwater plan will ensure that more 
water is collected in underground storage chambers or in the new landscape, where it can either be filtered 
safely into the ground (and not into our oceans) or be reused for on-site irrigation. The EIR observes that the 
proposed project will be more efficient in reducing the flow of both stormwater and pollutants into our oceans 
and environment compared to the current conditions of the site.  This is both great news for our environment 
and our financial liability as a City. 

Opening of Seaside Lagoon to the Harbor and Ensured Continued Operation: The project will open the 
Seaside Lagoon to King Harbor and eliminate the required National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) Permit for the facility which has been a substantial financial liability for the City for decades. Since 
1999, the City has been fined over $195,000. During the past few decades, the City had been forced to evaluate 
(1) closing the facility completely (2) spending significant capital to upgrade the lagoon or (3) working with the 
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (LARWQCB) to modify the existing NPDES Permit to 
allow increased water discharge limits. Once the Seaside Lagoon is open to the natural ocean water, the City 
will no longer need the NPDES Permit and therefore the operation of the lagoon will not be forced into closure 
again.  The positive impact of this project on the Seaside Lagoon ensures that the residents of Redondo Beach 
will continue to enjoy the facility into the foreseeable future and will terminate the financial liability the City 
has faced over the years. 

Aesthetics and Views 

Aesthetic Quality:  The proposed project would create a more visually stimulating style that incorporates both 
similar style and design features through the entire project that it is currently lacking. The design uses a pleasant 
mixture of stone, tile, non-reflective glass and concrete which provides variation, but is still visually cohesive. 
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The EIR specifically states "The design 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 the same time presenting a contemporary 
aesthetic that reinforces the uniqueness of the site and the coastal commercial and recreational character." The 
improved landscape from the proposed projected is identified as a beneficial upgrade compared to the existing 
property. The new connection bridge for pedestrians and bicycles will provide additional ways for visitors to 
enjoy the waterfront. The aesthetics of the proposed project are recognized as beneficial upgrades compared to 
the current conditions. 

Seven Key Observation Views:  The EIR identifies seven Key Observational Views (Views 1 - 3 from 
Czuleger Park; Views 4 -5 N. Harbor Drive; View 6 Seaside Lagoon; View 7 from Water to the Project). These 
views were all studied in detail and will not be adversely affected by the new project. View 5 will provide a 
previously unavailable view of the water, which is a benefit of the project. The re-connection of Pacific Avenue 
will also provide residents with a new perspective on the waterfront while traveling around our City. 

Significantly Improved Security at the Waterfront: The current project has only a police substation without 
much additional security for visitors. The new project includes a new substation, private security and design 
strategies to deter criminal behavior (i.e. security lighting, security cameras, lit landscaping, clear sight lines for 
security personnel and other devices to monitor the project). These improvements will ensure Redondo Beach 
residents and guests will feel safe to bring their families to the revitalized pier. 

The Redondo Beach Chamber of Commerce & Visitors Bureau is very pleased to suppo1t the positive 
conclusions of the draft EIR. It is very important for the stakeholders of Redondo Beach to understand the 
potential outcomes and effects that this important project will have on our community. We are pleased to 
support the positive environmental conclusions of the EIR for the waterfront revitalization. 

Response to Comment PC440-1 

Your comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and 
consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC441 LENNETTE HARTUMIAN 
 
Comment PC441-1 

Center Cal Draft EIR 

It is a ludicrous to state that an additional 12, 550 daily car trips will have no impact on traffic and 
congestion in the area. What a ridiculous statement! 

 This EIR needs to be re-done by an independent entity. It is deeply flawed. 

Response to Comment PC441-1 

The commenter is incorrect that the Draft EIR states that there would be no impact on traffic and congestion in 
the area.  For a summary of the traffic analysis, please refer to Master Response #6: Summary of Traffic 
Impacts Associated with the Operation of the Proposed Project.  As noted therein, the project determined there 
would be several significantly impacted intersections, which would be mitigated to less than significant with 
implementation of the proposed mitigation measures.  The commenter’s opinion is noted and your comment 
will be included in the Final EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. PC442 ELIZABETH ZUBIETA SANCHEZ 
 
Comment PC442-1 

 I would like a scaled down version of the proposed project. I don’t think a movie theater is economicaly 
feasible, my friend lives on Vorhees and she will continue going to the Arclight theater because it’s closer. We 
have 3 theaters within a few miles. The one at the Galeria, The Del Amo 18 theaters, and the theaters, in Rolling 
Hills 20, in Torrance. I’m opposed to the hotel because of the traffic increase. I also think the Pedestrian Draw 
Bridge is not a good idea taking into consideration maintenance costs. I don’t forsee people in our community 
coming to the Pies to do their shopping given the internet ease of shopping and the Del Amo Mall proximity. 
My feeling is if the city can’t maintain one parking structure how are they going to maintain all this 
construction for years to come, specially if the spaces turn out they can’t be rented-out. 

Response to Comment PC442-1 

The Draft EIR included analysis of eight alternatives in Draft EIR Chapter 4, including an analysis of a “Reduced-
Density” alternative (Alternative 7).  Please refer to Master Response #3: Economic Vitality and Compatibility 
of Businesses at the Project Site for information on the theater (e.g., specialty cinema) and viability of the 
proposed project.  The commenter’s opinion is noted and your comment will be included in the Final EIR 
presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC443 DOROTHY (DOTTIE) LEE 
 
Comment PC443-1 

After seeing drawings on a CD, “EIR-Aesthetics” of what the project will look like, I have these comments: 

1) I like the walkway. Can more seating be added for views? 
2) Too many concrete buildings for a waterfront. 
3) Why is the first building people entering from Beryl will see a huge brick-looking building – like a 

warehouse, office building, or Barnes + Noble? Can’t you have something more “waterfront” friendly? 
A welcoming set of palm trees + grass would be nicer. 

Response to Comment PC443-1 

Seating will be added as appropriate throughout the project site.  Landscaping will also be added throughout an 
along the boundary of the project site as appropriate.  The commenter’s opinion is noted and your comment will 
be included in the Final EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC444 URBAN GLUE – PLACEMAKER 
 

Comment PC444-1 

Very few amazing places to eat include quality + tasty food, excellent service and sitting on the edge of the 
Pacific Ocean. Authentic local institutions need to be retained, foolish development that takes away these icons 
are a great tragedy to our great place. 
I work on master plans for cities + developments around the world! DON’T TAKE POLLY’S ON THE PIER! 
YOU WILL REGRET IT + SO WILL WEE! 

 
Response to Comment PC444-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
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acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC445 RICHARD LOPEZ 
 

Comment PC445-1 

I believe that Polly’s on the Pier restaurant + the small pier is worth saving or upgrading. Does all progress have 
to mean tearing down + rebuilding? The simple beauty of seeing + experiencing structure that has been part of a 
long history of activities, is hard to put a price tag on. There is value in knowing that this restaurant and this pier 
is the very same as when I was a teenager in the 1970”s when I would hitchhike to come fishing here. There is 
value in explaining to a new generation that this is the very same experience that their elders shared when they 
were young. 
Kids can see pictures of what this pier was like (if torn down) or they can experience it first hand what it is like 
+ keep that lasting impression that will make an impact forever. Some aspect of the past should be preserved. 

 
Response to Comment PC445-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC446 NICHOLAS PALLADINO 
 

Comment PC446-1 

I am 37 now, a single father, and love coming here with my family, friends, and people out of town… I think 
this is sickening that they would ruin all the history, and tradition, for money… I feel it’s a very greedy move, 
and think that this place is a “monument” of sorts for Redondo Beach and the pier. I would be very upset if they 
take Polly’s off the water. With the technology & money RB has, they definitely can derive an alternate 
solution so it can remain in it’s historic home and still add to the ambience of the new construction! 

 
Response to Comment PC446-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC447 DR. WILL PIH 
 

Comment PC447-1 

The removal of the “Polly’s Pier” will negatively impact the fishing heritage that has been the core of local on-
shore Redondo destination sportsfishing. 
Many children and seniors find their outdoor joy in fishing from this “family-friendly pier. Both the experience 
and character of the pier and its culture are irreplaceable. 

 
The pier should stay or be moved to a similarly strategic location. 

 
I am a voting resident of Redondo Beach. 
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Response to Comment PC447-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC448 NATALIE STORK 
 

Comment PC448-1 

I have been a resident of the South Bay for over 37 years. Coming down to the Pier and being able to “feel” the 
“local” cozy atmosphere is something hard to beat. What a view…the water has the calming ability, in sun or 
shade; watching the sails going by takes me briefly away on vacation; even the smell when I step onto the 
boards is enticing, calling me to “stay a while, eat here, especially at Polly’s! To have a Pier for we “locals”, 
makes us know this is “Our Home!” The customers at Polly’s are more “family”. A huge loss to “we who live 
here-if Polly’s & the Pier were not here” would be a SLAP in the Face to us. 
SAVE OUR PIER!! – a local 

 
Response to Comment PC448-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC449 KATHLEEN YINGER 
 

Comment PC449-1 

Sitting outside, enjoying lunch or breakfast at Polly’s is so relaxing because we hear the gentle sound of the 
waves and watch the fishermen catch their array of sea life. It’s always fun to watch the birds and the pelican. 
The “crustiness” of the pier makes it authentic and an iconic place in Redondo Beach. 

 
When my dad passed away, I had my out of town family stay at the Portofino. I gave them all a $20.00 and a 
map and suggested they walk here for breakfast. They loved the ambiance so much they continued to come 
back over while they were here. 

 
(They could have gone to Baleen’s, Ruby’s or Joe’s Crab Shack or others but chose the fishing pier)  
 
Response to Comment PC449-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC450 ANNIE LOPEZ 
 

Comment PC450-1 

I would like to see Polly’s & the small pier remain in tack and even refurbished and restored. We need to 
preserve our historic eateries and quaint landmarks throughout Redondo Beach especially the locations that 
embody the essence of a sport fishing destination. Pollys is an original eatery that is iconic. A one-of-a-kind 
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place that not new construction can ever replace. If refurbished, its charm will attract plenty of pier visitors and 
would be worth keeping. Please keep Pollys + the small pier!! 

 
Response to Comment PC450-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC451 BLAIR HAIZ 
 

Comment PC451-1 

My family has been coming to the sportsfishing pier since I was a kid. We bring visitors to the pier to enjoy the 
sun and sounds of the ocean. We love watching the fishermen and used to fish here as kids…many memories 
here and a real treasure. There is nothing like sitting here, seeing the water under the pier and enjoying a real 
part of the city. 
 
Response to Comment PC451-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 
 
COMMENT LETTER NO. PC452 TOM & MARY MALONE 

 
Comment PC452-1 

We are very strong supporters of the sport fishing pier – with Polly’s one of my favorite restaurants and the 
boats available for voyages/whale watching and then just walking the pier. It is a special unique local sport in 
our wonderful beach area. Of RB, HB and PV I (Tom) + Mary love this place. We have several rental properties 
in HB and RB and tell our tenants about Polly’s and The Pier and everyone we talk to believe this is a very 
special place in our universe. Keep the Pier! 
 
Response to Comment PC452-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 
 
COMMENT LETTER NO. PC453 DEBBIE & DAVID SAWERS 

 
Comment PC453-1 

Flying for Air Canada we have come to Polly’s on every layover + vacation – please don’t take it away – it is an 
institution!!! 
 
Response to Comment PC453-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
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decision-making body. 
 
COMMENT LETTER NO. PC454 KEVIN SULLIVAN 

 
Comment PC454-1 

Save the Pier! 
 
Polly’s is the beast place for breakfast in the world. I always take my out of town guest there/here. 
 
Don’t tear it down! We don’t need another cheesecake factory or anther Shade. 
 
Keep it the way it is! 
 
Response to Comment PC454-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 
 
COMMENT LETTER NO. PC455 JOE LAVACHER 

 
Comment PC455-1 

SAVE THE PIER!!! 
 
Since moving to Inglewood and living there for 20 years I moved to Manhattan Beach than to P.V. in the 70’s I 
have enjoyed Polly’s on the Pier since it’s inception. There have been many changes in the pier area since the 
old town is gone, the skating rink upstairs etc. All for what? Money for absentee developers not for the people 
who live here or near here. 
 
It is a shame on the city council who are so greedy they can’t see or haven’t seen the fantastic place that they 
pretend to represent. 
 
SAVE THE PIER AS IT WAS SUPPOSED TO BE!!! 
 
Response to Comment PC455-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 
 
COMMENT LETTER NO. PC456 KENT STONES 

 
Comment PC456-1 
 
I moved to Redondo Beach from Kansas about four months ago. As part of my excursions to learn my new city, 
I discovered Polly’s. I love Polly’s on the Pier. Not just because it’s an institution in the area – but because of 
the wonderful, caring people (and incredible food). In this age of everything being new and trendy, Polly’s 
represents being real and human. It is where I go when I want to feel connected and centered. 
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I hope you’ll let this pier stay. New is fun and good. But mixed with tradition makes it even better. 
 
Response to Comment PC456-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 
 
COMMENT LETTER NO. PC457 TODD LANGEMEIER 

 
Comment PC457-1 

Please retain the Redondo Beach Pier, i.e. Polly’s, etc. as it is today! Any/ all changes would certainly 
harm/disrupt the animal/bird life that makes this area its home. Any changes or so named improvments will 
harm the beauty of this area. If the city moves forward on building hotel(s) a mall, retail shops in place of the 
existing legacy Businesses, i.e. Polly’s my family will no longer visit or patronize any of the proposed future 
businesses and look for another part of the coast that cares about holding on to the beauty that keeps us coming 
back. Please – No McDonalds, No hotels, No malls….should replace the views currently enjoyed by so many 
people through the years as well as future generations… rather – the city of Redondo  form a pact to keep future 
city counsel members from destroying this place we enjoy so much!  
 
Response to Comment PC457-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The commenter does not 
specifically give examples of how the proposed project would harm/disrupt animal/bird life or beauty of the 
area.  The impact of the proposed project on biological resources (found to be less than significant or less than 
significant with mitigation) is detailed in Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR, while the analysis of aesthetics and 
visual resources (also found to be less than significant) is in Section 3.1 of the Draft EIR.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 
 
COMMENT LETTER NO. PC458 JOAN SCHLEPER 

 
Comment PC458-1 

Our family has been coming to Polly’s on the Pier for 20 years. We have our friends Judge Gregory Obrien and 
his wife, Carolyn coming as “regulars” to Polly’s also. Our grandchildren now enjoy coming to Polly’s also. 
We find Polly’s very relaxing after a long week, and the food and staff are always wonderful. It is very casual 
and taking in the seals, birds and “catches” from the fishing boats connects us to the wonderful marine 
environment; while enjoying a tasty breakfast!  
Please consider very seriously keeping this unique landmark on the Redondo Beach Fishing Pier. 

 
Response to Comment PC458-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. PC459 CLAUDIA LANGEMEIER 
 

Comment PC459-1 

Please do not change the area. Keep the beauty as it is, and do not harm/disrupt the animal/bird life that makes 
this are its home 

 
Response to Comment PC459-1 

The commenter does not specifically give examples of how the proposed project would change the beauty or 
harm/disrupt animal/bird life.  The impact of the proposed project on aesthetics and visual resources was 
detailed in Section 3.1 of the Draft EIR.  Based on the Section 3.1 analysis, the proposed project would not have 
a substantial adverse effect on designated local valued views.  Also, please refer to Master Response #9: Views 
and Scale of Development for information from the Draft EIR analysis regarding visual resources.  Section 3.3, 
Biological Resources of the Draft EIR details the existing wildlife and vegetation (on land as well as in the 
water) and the impacts of the proposed project on these biological resources.  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.  There were no significant impact on wildlife or vegetation 
during operation of the project.  The comment is acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and 
presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC460 TENCY JAINES 
 

Comment PC460-1 

PLEASE DO NOT CHANGE ANYTHING LEAVE THIS BEAUTIFUL AREA AS IT IS. LET HUNDREDS 
OF PEOPLE ENJOY THIS ARE FOR YEARS TO COME. 

Response to Comment PC460-1 

The impact of the proposed project on aesthetics and visual resources was detailed in Section 3.1 of the Draft 
EIR.  Based on the Section 3.1 analysis, the proposed project would not have a substantial adverse effect on 
designated local valued views.  Also, please refer to Master Response #9: Views and Scale of Development for 
information from the Draft EIR analysis regarding visual resources.  The comment also states “do not change 
anything.”  As detailed in Section 3.5, Geology and Soils of the Draft EIR, on page 3.5-20, inspections of the 
timber portion of the Horseshoe Pier where Tony’s stands is from 1928, and although it has had maintenance 
over the years, this portion of the pier is aged and does not meet the current code requirements.  Doing nothing 
or not changing anything would not be consistent with the project objectives (which as detailed in Section 2.2 of 
Chapter 2, Project Description of the Draft EIR).  As further discussed under Alternative 1 in Section 4.4.1 of 
the Draft EIR, given the poor condition of the timber portion of the Horseshoe Pier is in very poor condition and 
that portion of the pier, as well as the buildings, which includes Tony’s and its companion structure, would be 
closed to the public in the future if the necessary structural repairs cannot be made.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. PC461 ELLIOTT PLEVA 
 

Comment PC461-1 

THIS IS A TREASURY. A FUNCTIONAL PIER. A LANDMARK. PART OF THE CULTURE OF 
RENDONDO BEACH 

Response to Comment PC461-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC462 DIANA PLEVA 
 

Comment PC462-1 

We’ve been coming to this pier for 30+ years. It would be a real loss to the community to have this historical 
place torn down. So many great times here where you can eat close to the water and catch a whale watching 
boat. 

Response to Comment PC462-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC463 GEORGE ALLEN 
 

Comment PC463-1 

I grew up in RB and the pier has been a huge part of my life for 72 years. It  will be a huge loss for me if it is 
taken away. 

Response to Comment PC463-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC464 KATHIE AUSTIN 
 

Comment PC464-1 

My husband and I have been coming here to Polly’s for a long time, meeting friends, and making friends! 
We’re always greeted by Polly’s staff and receive excellent breakfasts with great service. 

We’ve grown up in the Torrance/Redondo area and would hate to see this pier gone. Too much of old Redondo 
is here no more. 
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Response to Comment PC464-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC465 JOE AUSTIN 
 

Comment PC465-1 

Its old Redondo. Its a historic place, leave it alone. Its also functional for fishing & whale watching 

Response to Comment PC465-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC466 MARK BOUTILIER 
 

Comment PC466-1 

Time for Government to learn the difference between Progress & greed. Leave the damned Pier alone! 

Response to Comment PC466-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC467 JUDY SHAFFER 
 

Comment PC467-1 

I am a regular customer of Polly’s on the Pier as well as occasionally take out of town visitors for boat cruises 
from the pier. There is a “down-home” atmosphere of the pier that is wonderful and would be lost if the pier 
were removed. Not everyone wants a glitzy upscale development. 

One of the things I do each week is look for garibaldi: swimming near the pier, which is close enough to the 
water level to see them – unlike other nearby piers. The location of this pier permits an ever changing scene of 
paddleboarders, kayakers, sea life and birds. 

Response to Comment PC467-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. PC468 GERRY SUZUKI 
 

Comment PC468-1 

I’ve been coming to the pier at least once a week for more than eighteen years and would like to continue 
coming and bringing friends and relatives. If the pier is gone, how will I check on the garibaldi? 

Response to Comment PC468-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC469 AMI PEARCE 
 

Comment PC469-1 

We drive from RPV weekly for breakfast on the pier. It’s the ambience, the pier, the birds, the company, as it is, 
that we enjoy. Yes, it’s scruffy but if we wanted the sterility of a mall, we’d go there. 

Response to Comment PC469-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC470 KEVIN RUPP 
 
Comment PC470-1 

THE REDEVELOPMENT WILL CAUSE THE WATERFRONT TO LOSE ITS CHARM. THE 
FISHING PIER IS PART OF THE CHARM. SAVE IT. 

Response to Comment PC470-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing and Master Response #3: 
Economic Vitality and Compatibility of Businesses at the Project Site.  The comment is acknowledged and will 
be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC471 JOAN MATURKO 
 
Comment PC471-1 

I think that the pier with Polly’s and the fishing and whale watching boats should be saved. Polly’s is a local 
institution and is loved by many. The pier and buildings should be saved as a cultural heritage site. 

Response to Comment PC471-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. PC472 STEVE STEPANEK 
 

Comment PC472-1 

Pollys on the Pier is one of the few original resturants with a long history in South Bay. This resturant 
contributes to the local charm and is a “go to” for out of town resturants. The whale watching based on the pier 
generates money for the local business and creates boar traffic.  

My wife and I have lived in the area for 35 years and plan to stay into the future. The pier and restaurant 
contribute to the local quality an should remain that way 

Response to Comment PC472-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing and Master Response #3: 
Economic Vitality and Compatibility of Businesses at the Project Site.  The comment is acknowledged and will 
be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC473 LINDA GRIFFITHS 
 

Comment PC473-1 

I hope you leave the sportfishing pier-maybe only fix it up a little. It’s so charming. And we eat at Polly’s all 
the time and recommend it to friends and visitors all the time. It’s what makes this whole area fun. We get so 
tired of big chains coming in and taking over. Our daughter lives in Ojai and we were just talking about how it’s 
so great there because no chain stores, markets & shops are allowed. It keeps the small town feeling and tourists 
just love it. We have lived in MB for 35 years so we do know the area well. We also own property in Redondo 
Beach so are very interested in the future of this area. Please keep the pier & Polly’s as is! 

Response to Comment PC473-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC474 MIKE GRIFFITHS 
 

Comment PC474-1 

I SUPPORT RETENTION OF THE “POLLYS” PIER. 

THIS STRUCTURE IS HISTORICAL IN NATURE & DESERVES TO BE PRESERVED. 

I APPRECIATE THE OLD SYTLE PIER AS OPPOSED TO THE GIGANTIC PIER STRUCTURE TO THE 
SOUTH 

KEEP THE EXISTING PIER 

Response to Comment PC474-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
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decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC475 BRADFORD J. KEENE 
 

Comment PC475-1 

POLLY’S IS PART OF REDONDO BEACH LORE. IT AND THE PIER IT IS SITUATED ON SHOULD BE 
PRESERVED AS AN HISTORICAL SITE. I PERSONALLY KNOW PEOPLE ALL AROUND THIS 
WORLD, WHOM LOOK FORWARD TO RETURNING TO REDONDO AND ENJOYING A NICE LUNCH 
OVER THE WATER, UNDER THE SUN AT POLLY’S. NONE OF THESE PEOPLE HAVE THE 
SLIGHTEST IDEA WHAT IS THE “SEASIDE LAGOON”. PLEASE PRESERVE SOME “OLD 
REDONDO”, LOVED BY THE LOCALS: POLLY’S ON THE PIER. THIS PIER 

Response to Comment PC475-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC476 TERRESA ZIMMERMAN 
 

Comment PC476-1 

We love this pier – Polly’s is a favorite + the pier its on is a landmark for me, my family + friends. We 
understand the need to develop the area. However it is equally or even more important to keep the heritage sites. 
This pier is that – a landmark with history + sentimental value, giving the whole area character you can’t pay 
for. 

Response to Comment PC476-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC477 ADA TE BRINHE 
 

Comment PC477-1 

My name is Ada. I’m a flight attendant for klm. Every time I fly to LA, I have my breakfast at Polly’s on the 
Pier. The place is authentic and very special. To close a place like this is a big mistake. Places like this become 
rare. You should cherish it instead of breaking it down. The people are so friendly and dedicated. I love the 
place. 
 
Response to Comment PC477-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. PC478 GARY ANTONUCCI 
 

Comment PC478-1 

What day is it? Who cares because we are retired! We enjoy Polly’s on the Pier once a week and any day we 
show up we are assured Polly’s on the Pier will be here. We totally enjoy the pier vibe: listening to seals, birds, 
the fisherman (some in silence while others’ chat). We have traveled all over the world and it is such a treat for 
us to return to our holiday townhouse and come to Polly’s on the Pier for breakfast! And sitting here with our 
coffee, sun rising and waves singing; that is what life is all about! Thanks Polly’s for being here 

Response to Comment PC478-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC479 ANTOINETTE PHILLIPS 
 

Comment PC479-1 

Hearing that the sportfishing pier is possibly going to be torn down saddens my heart. I have been going to 
Polly’s for breakfast for 25 years. When family or friends visit me, they always request going to the little pier 
for the view and breakfast. I have met people all over the world on the little pier. Its always a joy to wath 
families + friends enjoying being together- 

If the Sportfishing pier must be torn down, I hope it can be rebuilt, it is a part of the history of Redondo Beach – 
Hundreds of people will miss it if it is gone. 

Response to Comment PC479-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC480 JENNIFER LEE 
 

Comment PC480-1 

We grew up here in RB and now live in Temecula. We come back to visit family often and always come to 
Polly’s on the Pier. We love the atmosphere and staff are wonderful. We cannot fathom going to Polly’s in a 
building and not having breakfast on the Pier. Thanks You! 

Response to Comment PC480-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. PC481 JULIE SHARP & DAVID MELO 
 

Comment PC481-1 

PLEASE PLEASE keep some of the charm of what Redondo really is. Seaside, fishing, salty vibe of the Pier. 
Tony’s on the Pier and Pollys are the 2 gems that tell the “Redondo Beach” story. Upgrades = good. Tear-down 
gentrification = bad. Save Pollys at all cost, save Tonys as all cost. I drive down from Palos Verdes to enjoy the: 
”old seaside vibe.” Would hate for it to become Hermosa, or Manhattan Beach. 

This gentrification is all well and good for no one. If you take the charm and history of this region, you are 
shooting yourself in the foot. If people want Hermosa, Laguna, O.C. they go there. The numbers look good for 
you now, in the end, we all lose. 

Response to Comment PC481-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  Please also see Response to 
Comment PC312-1 for discussion of Tony’s On The Pier.  The comment is acknowledged and will be included 
in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body.   

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC482 CINDY ELIAS 
 

Comment PC482-1 

I have been coming to Pollys for the past 27 years. Not only do they have good food, but, their staff is so 
friendly and it’s a known landmark in Redondo. It draws great crowds of locals and tourists alike. Tearing down 
Polly’s would be such a mistake, dissappointment for so many residents of Redondo. You take away this place 
and I assure you you’ll be losing business with a replacement of any kind. We are the ones living here. Let’s 
have some respect for the residents that frequent this great place. Its been here forever and that should be reason 
enough to salvage it. 

Response to Comment PC482-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC483 MARLENE DUDEK 
 

Comment PC483-1 

Been coming to Polly’s for 27yrs., just love it, Visit my daughter who lives here. Polly’s is a must. Love the 
food!! Like the location on the pier. Polly’s is a WINNER!!! 

Response to Comment PC483-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. PC484 CAROL MILLINDER 
 

Comment PC484-1 

Quaint, beautiful, hometown feel, these are things that describe Polly’s on the Pier. While we are excited about 
the waterfront development we are saddened by the news that Polly’s may have to move. As local residents 
since 1959 we are respectfully asking that developers would consider keeping this small, beautiful, quaint little 
location for our enjoyment. Polly’s has been a staple for as long as I can remember. The waterfront just won’t 
be the same with out it. Please make this little pier part of the refurbishment. Give it it’s own facelift!! Thanks 
you for your consideration. 

Response to Comment PC484-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC485 DAVID KEMP 
 

Comment PC485-1 

There is already enough concrete and glass on the waterfront and many empty units. The pier is a big attraction 
to me and the business associates when I stay at Redondo Beach. We always visit Polly’s on the Pier, many 
times the fishing shop and or the Rocks. These are year-round businesses that bring visitors to spend $ all thru 
the year. 

Response to Comment PC485-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing and Master Response #3: 
Economic Vitality and Compatibility of Businesses at the Project Site.  The comment is acknowledged and will 
be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC486 CHRISTMAS COLAZZO III 
 

Comment PC486-1 

I beg any developers of the Redondo Pier area too NOT move the restaurant “Polly’s on the Pier”. Also, 
PLEASE DO NOT TEAR DOWN the small pier that Polly’s sits on. This location is the highlight of the entire 
Southbay area. Polly’s is the one place that we ALWAYS bring our visiting out-of-town guests because it’s so 
incredible. All of the people we bring here agree that it’s a treasure and can’t wait to come back. Also, I 
frequently bring my local family here because it’s one of the last “Mom & Pop” restaurants in the area, And we 
love the fact that it sit on the pier over the water! PLESE DO NOT MOVE, or REMOVE Polly’s! 

Response to Comment PC486-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. PC487 MARILYN MONTENEGRO 
 

Comment PC487-1 

The proposed changes will impact the waterfront by decreasing view and access to places like Polly’s. Traffic 
will be increased. Birds will be impeaded/eliminated. This (Polly’s) is a place that I bring visitors for a non 
commercial Beach experience. The proposed development will ADD to over crowding, poor air quality + 
increase commuting times for residents.  

My understanding is that the developer will not pay any taxes unless he makes a significant + probably 
unrealistic profit. In other words this development will have NO benefit to taxpayers on the environment. 

Response to Comment PC487-1 

The commenter has provided general comments on environmental issues that does not introduce new 
environmental information or directly challenge the information presented in the Draft EIR.  CEQA does not 
generally require an agency to consider the effects of existing environmental conditions on a proposed project’s 
future users or residents.  (California Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management 
District (2015) 62 Cal.A4th 369, 392.)  Furthermore, should the Sportfishing Pier not be replaced, the views 
from the shoreline at that location would remain from the shoreline (i.e., the mouth of the harbor, North 
Breakwater, Santa Monica Bay and Palos Verdes Peninsula would continue to be visible.  Views of bay 
extending over the water would also continue to be available from the Horseshoe Pier and the 
Pedestrian/Bicycle Bridge.  Please see Draft EIR Sections 3.1 for discussion of aesthetics, Section 3.13 for a 
discussion on traffic, Section 3.3 for biological resources, and Section 3.2 for a discussion of air quality.  Please 
refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is acknowledged 
and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making 
body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC488 SUSAN SUTTREIBER 
 

Comment PC488-1 

1) Traffic impact horrendous 
2) Impact on bird & sea life horrific. 
3) There are hotels in the area. 
4) Continued growth will not enhance the quality of life of local residents and taxpayers. 
5) Developer failures always are at the expense of taxpayers when the city baits them out. 
6) Small businesses like Polly’s on the Pier will suffer. 
 
Response to Comment PC488-1 

The commenter has provided general comments on environmental issues that does not introduce new 
environmental information or directly challenge the information presented in the Draft EIR.  Please see Draft 
EIR Sections 3.13 for a discussion on traffic and Section 3.3 for biological resources.  Growth was considered 
related to the project’s consistency with the approved 400,000 square feet of net new development cap in the 
waterfront (under Measure G and the City’s certified Local Coastal Plan). Please refer to Master Response #3: 
Economic Vitality and Compatibility of Businesses at the Project Site regarding the viability of the 
development proposed at the project site.  Also, please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, 
Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented 
for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. PC489 CAPT. MICHAEL MENARG 
 

Comment PC489-1 

I have been a customer of Polly’s for over fifteen years and have always thoroughly enjoyed not only the food 
and service, but also the location and atmosphere. 

The pier & Polly’s represents ‘old Los Angeles’ – a heritage that is rapidly disappearing under a flood of new 
development. How many malls, theaters, etc. do you really need? 

Please reconsider this or when the pier is gone, you have lost yet more of your history and heritage. I have just 
driven from Long Beach to enjoy the ambience and surroundings of Polly’s and the Pier! 

Response to Comment PC489-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC490 TONY MURCIA 
 

Comment PC490-1 

The old Redondo Beach Pier and Polly’s Café on the pier have been part of life since I was a youth. I have 
spent many weekends during my youth fishing off the pier and enjoying the scenery. I see today that many dads 
bring their kids to do the same. This old pier and Polly’s have held and continue to hold a special place in the 
hearts of many Redondo citizens and the South Bay community. I respectfully ask you to preserve this special 
place. Too many of these historical places are being demolished and resulting in the loss of community’s 
identity. Now as an adult, I look forward to having breakfast on weekends at Polly’s and spending time on the 
pier enjoying the scenery. 

Response to Comment PC490-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC491 BARBARA REILLS 
 

Comment PC491-1 

We love Polly’s and want them to be able to afford to stay here. We don’t want Manhattan Beach is PV type 
resrauants here. 

Response to Comment PC491-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. PC492 AARON WILDER 
 

Comment PC492-1 

Obviously there will be more traffic, noise + pollution if pier is developed. Unfortunately that won’t help with 
anything other than money in Developers, city members + officials who are pushing this. Polly’s + the Pier are 
priceless memories that can’t be replaced by the money + greed. Our children, grandchildren are more 
important that money. I don’t live here in South Bay but visit often + always make time to enjoy Polly’s + the 
pier. 

Response to Comment PC492-1 

The commenter has provided general comments on environmental issues that does not introduce new 
environmental information or directly challenge the information presented in the Draft EIR.  Please see Draft 
EIR Sections 3.13 for a discussion on traffic, Section 3.10 regarding noise, and Section 3.2 for a discussion of 
air quality.  Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment 
is acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC493 CJ JOHNSON 
 

Comment PC493-1 

It would be a shame to tear down the Pier here in Redondo to allow Development. This has historical value that 
can’t be replaced. Development to bring in commercial/ Residential for out of towners who don’t live here nor 
care about the charm is ridiculous the noise, pollution + crime rates will increase. Pollys has been a long time 
establishment!!! 

Don’t Ruin Our City for $ $ 

Response to Comment PC493-1 

It should be clarified that the proposed project does not include residential development.  The commenter has 
provided general comments on environmental issues that does not introduce new environmental information or 
directly challenge the information presented in the Draft EIR.  Please see Draft EIR Sections 3.10 regarding 
noise, Section 3.2 for a discussion of air quality, and Section 3.11 for public services (including crime).  Please 
refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is acknowledged 
and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making 
body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC494 KEN CHEW 
 

Comment PC494-1 

Do not tear down the Pier – Polly’s is a great place to eat & visit with people. Fishing trips are part of Redondo 
Beach. This area needs historic places like Pollys & fishing boat area. It is ok to do remodeling. Builing on the 
main pier area but common sense needs to come into play and not how much money the developer can make 
while destroying areas such as this. Keep this pier & leave it alone the pollution & increase in people will 
destroy this city. 
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Response to Comment PC494-1 

The commenter has provided general comments on environmental issues that does not introduce new 
environmental information or directly challenge the information presented in the Draft EIR.  The results of the 
14 resource areas analyzed in the Draft EIR are detailed in Sections 3.1 to 3.14.  Please refer to the Master 
Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is acknowledged and will be included 
in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC495 

PAMELA KELTERBORN, TYLER WADE, 
PETER BUNCH, MICHAEL CONSTANINO, 
MICAHEL DEANNE, DANIELLE KENNE, 
MONICA TURNER, NATALIE SARGENT 
PLUS KIDS 

 
Comment PC495-1 

Please do not relocate this pier! We as a family have enjoyed this pier for 3 going on 4 generations. The history 
and charm of such a special place should not be changed… for $ or visual design ect. 

Thank you for listening… 

Response to Comment PC495-1 

The Draft EIR looked at two options for the Sportfishing Pier:  Remove or remove and replace.  The project did 
not look at relocating the Sportfishing Pier.  Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s 
and Sportfishing.  The comment is acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for 
review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC496 NICK JOKANOVICH 
 

Comment PC496-1 

MY WIFE AND I LIVE IN SAN PEDRO WE REGULARLY DRIVE TO REDONDO BEACH TO ENJOY 
BREAKFAST OR LUNCH AT POLLYS ON THE PEIR. WHILE THERE ARE MANY GOOD PLACES 
FOR BREAKFAST OR LUNCH IN SAN PEDRO OR ON THE WAY, THERE IS SOMETHING VERY 
SPECIAL ABOUT DINING ON THE PIER, OVER THE WATER. AFTER DINING, WE ALWAYS TAKE 
A WALK ALONG THE WATERFRONT AND ON THE OTHER PIERS, PATRONZING OTHER 
BUSINESES IN THE AREA. WE COME FOR POLLYS ON THE PIER. PLEASE FIND A WAY TO 
MAINTAIN THIS TRADITION 

Response to Comment PC496-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC497 PATRICK MCGEADY 
 

Comment PC497-1 

I WAS ON MY WAY BACK TO LA FROM SCOTLAND ON AIR NEW ZELAND AND ON THE BACK 
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OF THE SEAT IN FRONT OF ME ON THE T.V. SET WAS A FEATURE “PLACE’S OF INTREREST TO 
VISIT IN LA” AND LOW AND BEHOLD THERE ON THE FRONT PAGE THEY RECOMMENDED 
HIGHLY POLLY’S ON THE PEIR IN REDONDO BEACH. THIS AS YOU KNOW IS A WORLD WIDE 
AIRLINE AND POLLY’S AND THIS PIER IS KNOWEN WORLD WIDE A LOT OF AIRLINE STAFF 
STAY AT THE CROWN PLAZA HOTEL ACROSS THE STREET AND EAT AT POLLY’S. WHILE I AM 
NOT AGAINST RENOVATION YOU SHOULD ALWAYS KEEP A PIECE OF HISTORY AND 
NOSTALGIA IN YOUR PLANS AND I CANT THINK OF A BETTER EXAMPLE THAN POLLY’S AND 
THE PIER THAT IT STANDS ON. 

Response to Comment PC497-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC498 DONALD PFAFF 
 

Comment PC498-1 

Tradition is an important part of the draw to the Redondo Pier area. The ability to enjoy the historical 
atmosphere along the ocean front not only draws local residents on a continual basis but it is also a major tourist 
attraction. Case in point is Polly’s ‘On’ the Pier. IT offers something unique in comparison to the big 
commercial restaurants like the Cheesecake Factory. You can find the commercial restaurants all over and there 
is not incentive to constantly going back because the experience is always the same versus the excitement of 
visiting a historical pier with its unbelievable ocean views great food and enjoyment of a more restful 
atmosphere not available on commercial row – Go to Polly’s 

Response to Comment PC498-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the 
City’s decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC499 ADRIENNE SLAUGHTER 
 

Comment PC499-1 

Please do not tear down this beautiful piece of history – the – OUR little pier! It attracts locals and tourist 
to our community, and Polly’s is such a special traditional venue! Keep it for the kids, families, whale 
watching, sportsfishing. Keep for us ALL! 

Response to Comment PC499-1 
 
Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. PC500 PATTY WOODS 
 

Comment PC500-1 

Being a regular at Polly’s Pier means every day, almost every day, since 1980-that’s 36 years!!! It’s real, 
on the ocean, every seat with a view, outdoor tables, part of the fishing, can observe the boats, share the 
company of other regulars, aware of the tides, tugs, pleasure boats, City of Redondo, Sea Spray, 
Redondo Special, Indian, Voyager, pelicans, herons, night herons, egrets, sea gulls, doves, pigeons, 
storms, water over the break-wall, Redondo Beach politics, GREAT FOOD, FREIENDLY SERVICE, 
Christmas Boat parade, fishing needs and equipment – it’s a REAL PLACE with hand-put wood plank 
decking, child-safe railing, bathroom, casual atmosphere for all drivers, bicyclist, walkers, by wheel-
chair or Segway, a place to work, fresh air, the BEST SUN RISES, RAINBOWS, SUNSETS, Clouds, 
storms, wind, rain – it is real, it is NATURE at its best with its best elements of ocean, air, atmosphere, 
all for a HEALTHY LIFE STYLE. Come here, you will love it, you will return soon. What I have said, 
is only the beginning.  

 
Response to Comment PC500-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC501 LOIS PIPER 
 

Comment PC501-1 

Keep Polly’s here 
 

Response to Comment PC501-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC502 TOM PIPER 
 

Comment PC502-1 

This should stay as is 

Response to Comment PC502-1 

It is assumed that the commenter is referring to Polly’s or the Sportfishing Pier.  If so, please refer to the Master 
Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is acknowledged and will be included 
in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC503 ROLAND BLANCAFLOR 
 

Comment PC503-1 

Polly’s can never be replace. Been coming for 30 years. 
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Response to Comment PC503-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC504 EUGENE STREHLER 
 

Comment PC504-1 

Grew up In Redondo Beach 1965 on now live out of state this old pier draws me here to visit, to be on the 
water. 

Response to Comment PC504-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC505 KATHRYN ELRAWSTIDGE 
 

Comment PC505-1 

Please leave polly’s on a Pier be here for years an love the atmosphere 

Response to Comment PC505-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC506 ALAN AND KATHY HILBERG 
 

Comment PC506-1 

We lived in the South Bay some years ago and Polly’s on the Pier was one of our regular meal stops. 
Polly’s + the small pier are a wonderful reminder of simpler times and great food + an opportunity to 
really enjoy the area without all the “worldly spoilers”. Keeping at least this one small area small + 
simple is a gift to the community + really to the whole area – we always gravitate to Polly’s when we are 
back in So. Cal! 

Response to Comment PC506-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. PC507 MAUREEN BAKER 
 

Comment PC507-1 

I have been coming to this pier or over 30 years. My family and friends love eating at Polly’s and the convience 
of the fishing boat. The peace and views of this area is breathtaking. Please do not ruin this pier for future 
generations to enjoy. 

Response to Comment PC507-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC508 JOE CHAVEZ 
 

Comment PC508-1 

I have grown up in the south bay for the last sixty four years. Watching the progress of the south bay 
(Manhattan Hermosa Redondo beach) and it becoming a major hub for people living and visiting our beach 
community and offering great living, fine dining and top notch social activities it would behoove the city of 
Redondo to lose sportfishing for its community. The beach cities are known for their water sports and for it to 
eliminate sportfishing would be taking away one of its attributes that attracts people from not only Los Angeles 
county but from all over the world. 

Thanks you for your consideration on keeping the pier. 

Response to Comment PC508-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC509 TARAS POZNIK 
 

Comment PC509-1 

I am a fisherman (USCG liscensed captain/boat operator). I have been on and around this pier my entire 
life, it is a figure head of the harbor, period! 

Response to Comment PC509-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC510 LINDA & EDDIE ACOSTA 
 

Comment PC510-1  

We grew up in this area. Haven’t we learned that progress destroys the charm of many areas that have 
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disappeared?  We are against tearing down Paulie’s and the pier. 

Response to Comment PC510-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC511 GERALD ORCHOLSKI 
 

Comment PC511-1 

Save the pier, sport fishing pier and the horseshoe pier. Center Cal wants to overdevelop – which I am against. 
Rehab the existing parking lot. Get rid of the pier plaza building. 

Response to Comment PC511-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  As with the Sportfishing 
Pier, the southern/timber portion of the Horseshoe Pier is in poor structural condition.  The project proposes to 
replace the southern/timber portion of the Horseshoe Pier with concrete to match the previously reconstructed 
portions.  For information on parking at the project site, refer to Master Response #7: Waterfront Parking.  One 
of the project elements is to remove the Pier Plaza buildings.  The comment is acknowledged and will be 
included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC512 JAMES PHILLIPS 
 

Comment PC512-1 

THE WHOLE CENTERCAL DEV. IS OVERKILL 
1. SAVE THE PIER.BIG & SPORTFISHING 
2. SAVE THE HORSESHOE PIER 
3. INSTEAD OF DEMOLISHING EXISTING PARKING LOT, JUST REPAIR & RETROFIT 
4. IF YOU WANT TO DEMOLISH SOMETHING, DEMOLISH THE CAPECOD PIER PLAZA 

BUILDING GHOSTTOWN & PUT IN AN “ART HOUSE” THEATER LIKE THE LAMELLE. MAKE 
IT IN SPANISH REVIVAL STYLE OF FOX REDONDO. 

5. THE OPEN SPACE OF THE HORSESHOE PIER IS BEAUTIFUL 
6. WE DON’T NEED A HOTEL, WE DON’T NEED A BACTERIA INFESTED BEACH. 
7. WE NEED TO PRESERVE OPEN SPACE! 
8. PUT A CAROUSEL IN THE OCTAGANOL OPEN SPACE. STOP OVER DEVELOPMENT. MAKE 

REDONDO FOR THE CITIZENS, NOT FOR THE DEVELOPERS PROFITS! 
 

Response to Comment PC512-1 

The commenter states an opinion and does not introduce new environmental information or directly challenge 
the information presented in the Draft EIR.  Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s 
and Sportfishing.  Please also see Response to Comment PC312-1 for discussion of the Horseshoe Pier.  Your 
opinion on the proposed project will be included in the Final EIR presented for review and consideration by the 
City’s decision-making body. 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. PC513 KATHERINE VEZE 
 

Comment PC513-1 

I’m writing to you to express my concern for the fishing pier which includes Polly’s restaurant and the boat 
rides for whale watching. We’ve enjoyed many wonderful times there and were shocked to hear, the city of 
Redondo Beach is hesitating about making the necessary improvements to the pier. It’s the best place to watch 
the boat parade. Polly’s has a wonderful breakfast. It’s right over the water and during the day we enjoy the 
friendly birds there. The children love going there too. It’s unique and a treasure that should be valued by the 
city for the many people who go there and bring their friends from out of state there and for all the generations 
to come. I do hope you’ll agree and take good care of the pier. 

Response to Comment PC513-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC514 STEVE BOUCHER 
 

Comment PC514-1 

The pier is part of Redondo Beach. I’ve been coming here for the last 10 years. I’ve come here to eat, enjoy the 
view but mostly for the authenticity. It’s one of the last spot that has been untouched. The pier has been here for 
50 years, it is part of Redondo’s heritage. Preservation is a better option than destruction. Locals and tourists 
come here to enjoy the food and the view at Polly’s and also board the voyager for whale watching trips. I’ve 
done all of this with my family. We come here just to stroll around and enjoy the atmosphere. The pier needs to 
be saved. 

Response to Comment PC514-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC515 LINDA REILLY 
 

Comment PC515-1 

We have heard the UGLY rumors of tearing down Polly’s Pier! Polly’s is an institution!  We have been coming 
here for Polly’s since the 80’s. We live in Montana and come to So Cal a few times a year and Pollys is a must 
do! We were stationed in the Army at Moreno Valley and came down several times a month. Polly’s is always 
the destination! We would not come down to R. B. if Polly’s were not here. In my opinion – please do not 
Californiacate this beautiful spot with more 5 star crap – there’s enough of that on the coast already. 

Response to Comment PC515-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the 
City’s decision-making body. 



City of Redondo Beach  Chapter 2  Response to Comments 

 

 
The Waterfront Final EIR 
July 2016 

 
2-786 

File No. 2014-04-EIR-001
SCH# 2014061071

 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC516 DIANE QUICK 
 

Comment PC516-1 

My family & I have enjoyed the quiet serenity of Redondo Beach the PIER _ the ambiance the PEOPLE since 
1968 the doggies Pelicans, Seagulls Whales! Dolphins etc 

 
Who BELONG here as it is 

 
NATURE at her Best – undisturbed by HUMAN (“development”) 

 
I am 66 still incredibly fit & refuse to let the MONSTROSITY go any FURTHER!! 

 
Response to Comment PC516-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC517 TERRI RICHARDSON 
 

Comment PC517-1 

I have been coming to Polly’s for about 35 years. I used to be a resident of Redondo Beach. I now live in 
Arizona. When I come home to see family at least twice a year. I never miss coming to Polly’s. 

I Believe it would be a very bad mistake to Remove a historical monument for mere greed and money. Instead 
for the pleasure it Brings. 

Response to Comment PC517-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC518 LINDA RICHARDSON 
 

Comment PC518-1 

I have been a resident of the Redond Beach area since 1973. Polly’s on the Pier is a tradition to my family. We 
eat here twice a week. The food is great + people friendly. My daughter now lives in Arizona + when she visits 
we always come HERE. We love the way things are here + we don’t need big money projects. Keep us quaint + 
original  

 
Response to Comment PC518-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. PC519 CAROLE BAKER 
 

Comment PC519-1 

Hearing you may tear Down Polly@ the Pier is Horrible. 

Polly is a landmark at Redondo Beach. Although I do not live in Calif. I do frequently visit and no trip goes bye 
w/ a visit to “Polly”/ 

Please consider keeping this landmark many enjoy on a daily basis. 

Response to Comment PC519-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC520 TRACI REILLY 
 

Comment PC520-1 

It is my understanding that another developer wants to provide what he or she consider a “beautifican project”. 
What does that mean? A place for the locals or a place for the tourist? Tourists will come to the “good” local 
places, locals support the locals – they are the consistent, steady income for a local area. By allowing an 
establishment like Pollys who has supported this city and its economy for decades, needs to be an option. I 
travel from out of state to eat specifically here. I have brought customers to Redondo because of Pollys & 
Captain Kidds – take either of them away & I won’t be back – as the community previews this project – 
remember the backbone & what has made this desirable to people in the first place. 
 
Response to Comment PC520-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing and Master Response #3: 
Economic Vitality and Compatibility of Businesses at the Project Site.  The comment is acknowledged and will 
be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC521 BRIAN REILLY 
 

Comment PC521-1 

Polly’s on the pier is my favorite place to visit I lived in the area for 11 years and come down regularly. I began 
coming in 1985 as a visitor from Montana later we moved here and come often. Now I am Snowbird from 
Montana and make a point of coming to Redondo to visit Pollys. Save this institution from the wrecking ball. Its 
worth coming to visit. 

Response to Comment PC521-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. PC522 DARREL RIGDON 
 

Comment PC522-1 

I came here because of the way it is now. A drastic change will assure I find some place else. I’m not local!, so I 
obviously went way out of my way to get here. There is a ton of modern waterfront places around here I avoid. 
Please don’t give me another place to avoid. Save “Pollys on the Pier” 

 
Response to Comment PC522-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 
 
COMMENT LETTER NO. PC523 DENISE & DENNIS GROAT 
 
Comment PC529-1  

The issue of the location of a public boat ramp for the launching of trailered vessels is one of the subjects 
presented in this DEIR. Ultimately, this documents presents Mole A as the "environmentally superior location" 
for this boat ramp. As long-time boaters and users of King Harbor, we were beyond surprised at this conclusion, 
and ask for responses to each of the following issues. 
 
Previous Studies: At least three previous studies addressed the issue of the public boat ramp - The 1989 
DMJM study, and two subsequent engineering feasibility studies by Moffat-Nichol. These studies all led to 
the conclusion that the best location for this ramp is the south turning basin area on Mole C, approximately 
where the "Joe's Crab Shack" restaurant is currently located. Two subsequent community boat ramp design 
meetings looked at this issue in great detail and reached the same conclusion.  Several design proposals 
evolved from these processes, with variations on design, and on the size/location/layout of a secondary small, 
interior breakwall to provide surge protection for the boat ramp. In the two community design meetings, in 
response to concerns of conflicts between trailer boaters and the users of Seaside Lagoon, the layout of this 
breakwall was "flipped" to provide a physical barrier between trailer launched boats and the users of the 
Seaside Lagoon. 

The project proposes a two-lane boat ramp with a breakwall at the Mole C location. The DEIR for the Mole 
C location does not include the above-referenced breakwall, which provides not only a measure of safety and 
separation, but also a new area of habitat that would likely more than offset the losses of soft bottom under 
the new breakwall. Additionally, the DEIR acknowledges that in the one lane Mole C option, space for 
additional boat ramp parking could be provided, and states that the extra area at the Joes' Crab Shack site 
would be paved over with asphalt.  Why was this breakwall excluded from this evaluation, why was the two-
lane option at Mole C not included, and why were these exclusions directed by City staff? 

SAFETY: The DEIR states that it will address safety related to wave action, storms, and surge in the 
evaluation of the proposed ramp locations, but other than "navigational safety", we cannot find any evaluation 
of wave, storm, and surge safety at the evaluated locations. Mole A presents significant inherent safety 
hazards that are not present at the other evaluated sites. 

Mole A's location abuts the outer breakwater wall for the entire harbor. In the early 1960's, one of us and 
a friend were present when a set of rogue waves washed a fisherman we were acquainted with off of this outer 
breakwall and far into the inner harbor channel. Our screams to him to swim to the relative safety of Mole B 
apparently could not be heard. He tried desperately to swim back to the outer breakwall, fighting against the 
unusually large waves that continued to pound over it. These large waves and the tremendous weight of his 
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wet, heavy clothing soon exhausted him, and we watched helplessly as he quickly became overwhelmed and 
drowned. A short time later, lifeguard divers located his lifeless body somewhere under the harbor waters. 
The sight of his lifeless body being unloaded from the swimstep of the lifeguard boat onto a dock at the King 
Harbor Yacht Club site is something that cannot be erased. The dangers of the outer breakwall continue to this 
day and into the future. Waves, rogue waves, and whitewater come over this outer breakwall on an 
unscheduled and not accurately predictable basis.  Some recent examples include, but certainly are not limited 
to: The City was a defendant in a lawsuit that resulted from injuries from waves suddenly coming over the 
outer breakwall onto Mole A, in the same location where the boat ramp is proposed. This lawsuit resulted in a 
significant payout from the City to the injured persons. In 2014, members of King Harbor Yacht Club 
witnessed a man and his dog being washed off of the area of the proposed Mole A ramp into the harbor 
waters. Almost miraculously, this man and his dog were spared major injuries and survived this incident. El 
Nino events have also caused serious damage to facilities on Mole A, and often require that the road to Mole 
A and its facilities be closed. A boat ramp in this area would not only be subject to damage from waves, 
storms, and rogue waves, but also would be closed for large wave events, and for repairs for damages from 
these events. 

We also have concerns on the information depicted in Figures 4-4, 4-Sa, 4-Sb, and 4- Sc.  The DEIR 
repeatedly states that the existing hoists at King Harbor Yacht Club will remain under all three ramp 
proposals on Mole A. King harbor Yacht Club has two hoists that are both frequently used, but in Figures 4-
Sa, b, and c, only the "eastern-most" of these two hoists is depicted.  The existing docks can be seen as white 
shadowy areas in these figures, and the interference between the use of King Harbor Yacht Club's existing 
"western" hoist and the hand-launch ramps in the proposals cannot be properly seen.  It appears certain that 
boats hanging from the western King Harbor Yacht Club hoist would pass directly over the proposed hand 
launch ramp in Figure 4-Sc, and likely would pass over the hand launch ramps in Figures 4-5 a and 4-Sb. 
This would present an EXTREME safety hazard to anyone on the hand launch ramps, both from swinging 
boats and from a possible rigging failure on a boat hanging from the hoist. Additionally, the docks required 
for the use of these hoists has been modified in these Figures, and it appears that there would not be adequate 
launch docks area for the hoists to be functional. The hand launch ramps also pass obliquely across the hoist 
launch dock area, likely interfering with the safe use of the hoists and their docks. Figures 4-Sa, 4-Sb, and 4-
Sc do not properly depict existing conditions and conditions under the three Mole A proposals as described in 
the DEIR, and thus present misleading information to the DEIR readers. 

We spent many years as trailer boaters in the ocean, and we are not aware of any harbor in Southern 
California where the boat launch ramp is adjacent to an outer breakwall, or where it would be subject to the 
wave action that occurs on Mole A in King Harbor. In light of the preceding information under this Safety 
heading, why was the issue of wave action and safety to humans at the Mole A location not addressed in the 
DEIR, and why wasn't the relative safety of the alternative locations as compared to Mole A addressed? 

NAVIOGATIONAL SAFETY: As experienced boaters, the conclusion that the mole a location provides 
more safety due to the lower amount of boat traffic at this location is troubling. King Harbor hosts not only 
large medium, and small boats, but also to a variety of dinghies and human-powered craft, including outrigger 
canoes of various sizes, rowing sculls, kayaks, stand-up paddle boards, rental boats, and rental peddle- 
powered craft. The harbor area adjacent to Mole A also is the site of many sailing instruction programs for 
both adults and youths. Rather than being remote and relatively low traffic, the many programs and activities 
occurring in the vicinity of Mole A cause it to be an extremely active area, and at times perhaps the busiest 
area of the harbor when one looks at all of the uses that are occurring. The City recently installed an extensive 
mooring field between the Mole C area and Mole A area. There are also large areas of shoaling adjacent to the 
outer breakwall on its interior side (both the mooring field and the shoal areas can be seen on DEIR Figure 4-
4). Boats using a launch ramp on Mole A would have to transit the entire length of the harbor, and have to 
contend with all of the traffic and craft in the main channel area, as well as the mooring field and shoal areas. 
The South Turning Basin area is relatively close to the entrance/exit of the harbor, and does not involve the 
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mooring field, shoals, and much of the main channel traffic. Why is the relatively remote Mole A location 
with the above described conditions considered safer for users and for trailer boaters who may be unfamiliar 
with the harbor than the south turning basin area, where boaters can easily see the proximate entry/exit to the 
harbor and avoid the mooring fields, shoal areas, and most water users? 

APPENDIX L2: Appendix L2 includes a section on demand for a ramp for trailered boats, and concludes 
that the demand for a boat ramp in King Harbor is actually decreasing.  The data used to reach this conclusion 
come from City figures on the use of the two "crane"-type hoists that are in the Mole D basin.  As former 
users of these hoists, we believe that the data obtained from their current use does not in any way accurately 
depict the demand and needs for an actual boat ramp. As compared to a functional boat ramp, these hoists are 
costly. The hoists have limited hours of availability, and these hours do not coincide with many small boat 
uses such as diving, fishing, and transits to and from local islands and recreation areas. They also require an 
incredible amount of time and effort to use. Trailered boats must be jacked up off of the trailer "beds" on each 
end consecutively so that the lift straps can be put underneath the boat. If the straps are not properly placed 
for weight distribution, the process must be repeated. Making special modifications to our trailer lessened the 
time somewhat, but not to a point where it compared to ramp launching. The net result for the existing crane 
hoists is a costly, limited access, lengthy, complex operation that causes boaters in line to wait an inordinate 
amount of time to launch their vessel, as compared to a boat ramp. The parking for the existing crane hoists is 
also a major problem. Although specific spaces are marked and signed in the parking area as for tow vehicles 
and trailers only, these spaces are commingled with regular vehicle parking, and often times the trailer spaces 
are blocked with passenger vehicles using the harbor amenities, making it impossible to park a tow vehicle 
and trailer in this area after using the crane hoist launch facility. On several occasions we found all of these 
dedicated spaces unavailable, with passenger vehicles illegally using some of these spaces. When we 
attempted to have a passenger vehicle moved from one of these tow vehicle and trailer spots so that we could 
utilize it, no one and no agency was willing to do so. With all of these adversities, we discontinued using 
these crane hoists and opted to drive to boat launch ramps at Marina Del Rey and Cabrillo Beach instead. The 
DEIR data also does not seem to include information on the time periods when one or both of these hoist was 
out of service or unavailable during normal operating hours. Such data seems critical in determining the 
actual demand for these unique launching services. 

Regarding the actual estimated demand for trailered boat launches in King Harbor, it is our recollection that a 
previous City document (March 2014 Launch Ramp Feasibility Report) estimated that the total launches for 
trailered boats and vessels in King Harbor "are estimated at up to 16,480", with only two lanes considered for 
these launches. This seems like important data, and a more realistic assessment of potential demand for a boat 
ramp in King Harbor 

ACCESS: The DEIR analyzes basic traffic impacts, but does not adequately examine the roadway conditions 
necessary for vehicles with trailered boats.  The physical ability of a full-size tow vehicle with a large 
trailered boat to access and depart Mole A appears to be highly difficult, if not impossible, under current 
conditions.  Unlike Moles C, Mole A does not have a direct "in-line" access from a paved street.  Mole C can 
be directly accessed in a straight path from Beryl Street.  To access Mole A, vehicles must jog form 
Anita/Herondo onto Hermosa Avenue/Harbor Drive, or turn right onto Harbor Drive from Beryl Street, then 
turn onto Yacht Club Way and meander through several turns to the narrow roadway that leads to the end of 
mole A With the new Harbor Drive bicycle lanes, the single lane in each direction on Harbor Drive is very 
narrow. Turning right onto Harbor Drive from westbound Beryl Street while towing a larger trailered boat 
may not be physically possible. Additionally, turning right onto Harbor Drive when departing Yacht Club 
Way would be difficult for a right turn, and if a vehicle is cued up to turn left into the AES site from Harbor 
Drive, seemingly impossible to turn left. The turns required on the existing path of Yacht Club Way would be 
extremely difficult for someone towing a boat and not extremely familiar with this area. Additionally, the lane 
widths on Yacht Club Way are extremely narrow, with a sharp "S" turn required to access the western Mole 
A areas. Trailered boats and their tow vehicles would have significant difficulties passing each other inbound 
and outbound, and very likely could not safely navigate the "S" turn at the same time. With the minimal sight 
of the approaches to this turn, a gridlock condition could easily occur, with no forward "escape path" 
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available. The long backing up that likely would have to occur in these situations would require a degree of 
skill that is customarily found in professional truck drivers. In our opinion, these conditions demand a 
detailed analysis of accessibility, widths, and turning radii by a qualified traffic engineer, done with a basis of 
a full-size tow vehicle towing a full-size trailered boat, rather than for single passenger vehicles. 

Thank you for allowing us the opportunity to submit our comments on this DEIR. We look forward to your 
responses to our submitted information. 

Response to Comment PC523-1 

This is a duplicate letter (with signature) of Comment Letter No. PC406; therefore, please see Response 
to Comment PC406-1.  The comment is acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and 
presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body.  

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC524 SAVE THE PIER – PETITION 1 
 

Comment PC524-1 
 
[see PDF in Volume II of the Final EIR for petition with 170 signatures] 

Response to Comment PC524-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC525 SAVE THE PIER – PETITION 2 
 

Comment PC525-1 

[see PDF in Volume II of the Final EIR for petition with 26 signatures] 

Response to Comment PC525-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC526 LAURA D. ZAHN 
 
Comment PC526-1 

WATERFRONT  DEVELOPMENT 
OR 

WATERFRONT DESTRUCTION 
10 DEMANDMENTS 

NO 3-Three story 1.43 Acre Parking Structure 
NO   Reduction/Relocation of Seaside Lagoon 
NO “Boutique" Hotel 
NO   Vehicle Through-Way 
NO   Pedestrian Draw-Bridge 
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NO Loss of Boat Slips/Boat Trailer Parking  
NO  Movie Theater 
NO   2-Football Field Sized "Open-air Markets" 
NO City Funding to Remove Existing Parking Structure 
NO LAND EXCHANGE 

 
Let's ALL Remember...Redondo Beach's City Moto is 

 
MORE TO SEA            NOT           MORE TO SHOP! 

 

The Back-Story for any development  project is that...City Officials/Staff  want and need their name on 

a PLAQUE...They want and need their name on a PROJECT. Doing so UP-VALUES their reputation and 

improves their resume! THEY want to Leave-a-Legacy BECAUSE they can and will LEAVE this 

CITY...LEAVING US with THEIR development projects (good or bad). 

 
Residents just want to Live-a-Life! 

 
WE can beat them at their own game!    WE the residents of Redondo Beach can and MUST say NO! 

WE can LIVE our own LEGACY..... 

 
WE can SAVE OUR SEA S 0 S 

You can tell all you need to about a society...From how it treats animals and beaches (Joan Unico 1986) 

BY "LIVING -A- LEGACY" WE CAN: 

 
SAY YES TO...RIGHTSIZED DEVELOPMENT AND IN SO DOING... 

 

./ YES! Live with more OPEN SPACE along our waterfront 

./ YES! Reduce the CARBON FOOTPRINT of concrete, cars, congestion 

./ YES! Offer more WATERSPORTS activities with easy access 

./ YES! Keep our EXISTING boat slips and boat trailer parking 

./ YES! Keep more small, INDEPENDENT stores and shops in town 

./ YES! Keep the Saltwater Lagoon AFFORDABLE for EVERYONE to enjoy 

./ YES! Offer space for MORE Festivals/Fairs/ Food Trucks 

(which offer goods and food for far less than a brick-and-mortar store  besides 

EVERYONE young and old enjoys Festivals/Fairs/Food Trucks) 

./ YES! Not INDEBT ourselves to the whims and wishes of: 

DEVELOPERS, TOURISTS, or Shopping TRENDS (i.e. instore vs. ON LINE) 

./ YES! Keep our City Officials/Staff RESPONSIBLE to US not Tourists/Developers 

./ YES! Keep out SEA; Simple, Sporty, Safe and most of all SEEN 
 
Response to Comment PC526-1 

Similar to the commenter’s earlier comment submittal (Comment Letter No. PC194), the commenter has 
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provided general comments that does not introduce new environmental information or directly challenge the 
information presented in the Draft EIR.   

Comment PC526-2 

LAND EXCHANGE OR LAND LOST 

The City of Redondo Beach (That's you the taxpaying property owning residents) own Basin 3. This area is 
considered "Uplands". The city wants to EXCHANGE Mole D ,which is considered "Tidelands" which is 
owned by the State but Granted to the City of Redondo Beach with certain conditions to the state for Basin 3 . 
SO ...CENTERCAL can build the Market Square portion of their development in the Tidelands location. 

I  personally do not feel comfortable with the City EXCHANGING publicly owned land EXPRESSILY for 
PERSONAL development purposes. 

 
The California State Lands Commission has to find that ALL of 6-conditions are met to approve this 
"EXCHANGE". 1) It is for ONE or MORE purposes in subdivision (c), 2) It will provide a SIGNIFICANT 
BENEFIT to the public trust, 3) The exchange does not SUBSTANTIALLY INTERFERE with public rights of 
navigation and fishing 4) ...5) ... 6) The exchange is in the BEST INTEREST OF THE STATE;NOW 6) (c) 
criteria ...(a) An exchange shall be for one or more of the follow ing purposes:{1) To IMPROVE navigation or 
waterways ..(2)...(3) To ENHANCE the physical configuration of the shoreline, (4) To ENHANCE PUBLIC 
ACCESS to or along the water, (5)... (6) To PRESERVE, ENHANCE,OR CREATE WET LANDS, 
RIPARIAN OR LITIORAL HABITAT OR OPEN SPACE. 

The "EXCHANGE " will only provide a SIGNIFICANT BENEFIT to CENTERCAL! 

The "EXCHANGE" will SUBSTANTIALLY INTERFERE with public rights of navigation by restricting 

access into and egress out of Basin 3. BASIN 3- is for Recreational/Commercial/Fishing/ Excursion 

Vessels . 

The "EXCHANGE" is in the BEST INTEREST of CENTERCAL only! 

The "EXCHANGE" will not add ANY ADDITIONAL public access to or along the water 

The "EXCHANGE" WILL NOT PRESERVE,ENHANCE OR CREATE ANYTHING.OCEAN OR SEALIFE 
BASED . IN FACT...IF this land exchange goes through the public fishing pier know as Polly's which is 
within the Tidelands/Exchange area could be demolished. Once the Tidelands are no longer under the grant 
conditions of the state they are open to be reduced/removed/ruined by CENTERCAL. What or who is to 
say that they do not build a private dock there for a Billionaires mega yacht? 

CENTERCAL or whoever they sell the property to FOREIGN or DOMESTIC will have an undetermined 
time line of control of this land. 

TO QUOTE Margaret Mead... 
 

"Never doubt that a small group of thoughtful, committed citizens can change the world, indeed, it's the 
only thing that ever has" 
 
Response to Comment PC526-2 

The comment implies that the proposed development would be inconsistent with the City’s Tidelands grant.  As 
discussed in Section 3.9.4.3.2 in Section 3.9, Land Use and Planning, allowable uses in the tidelands include 
visitor-serving uses such as commercial uses, restaurants, and hotels, which would include a use such as the 
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proposed market hall.  As also discussed on Draft EIR page 3.9-29 (as clarified in the Final EIR Chapter 3, 
Modifications to the Draft EIR): 
 

The Tidelands Grant to the City of Redondo Beach allows for a number of uses.  The Tidelands grant 
provides for “the establishment, improvement, and conduct of harbors, and for the construction, 
reconstruction, repair, maintenance, and operation of wharves, docks, piers slips, quays, and all other 
works, buildings, facilities, utilities, structures, and appliances incidental, necessary, or convenient 
convenience, for the promotion and accommodation of commerce and navigation...For 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, snackbars, 
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...”  
 
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 CSLC, 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.   
 

Regardless of the uplands or tidelands designation, the City would continue to control the land and CenterCal 
would be subject to lease terms with the City.  The land would continue to be subject to the current City 
planning documents that govern the uses and the allowed development intensity, including the City’s LCP 
certified by the California Coastal Commission (see Section 3.9 Land Use and Planning for additional 
information).  
  
As described in Section 3.9, Land Use and Planning, the proposed exchange of the land would be subject to 
approval by the State Lands Commission, which, as part of the review process, would review the proposed 
exchange for consistency with Public Resources Code Sections 6307. 
 
To clarify the commenters remark regarding the Sportfishing (Polly’s) Pier, as shown on Figure 2-23 of the 
Draft EIR (in Chapter 2, Project Description), the land adjacent to the Sporfishing Pier (i.e., at the very base of 
the pier but not the rock revetment) is part of the Tidelands/Exchange area, the portion over the water is not.  

Your opinion on the proposed project will be included in the Final EIR presented for review and consideration 
by the City’s decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC527 MARY R. EWELL 
 
Comment PC527-1 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT COMMENTS AND CONCERNS 

3.9 Land Use and Planning (2.6 MB) 

The overarching concern for the City of Redondo Beach and CenterCal as co-applicants to this proposal is the 
piecemeal development that is under the city's auspices. There appears to be no cohesive plan that covers the 
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Lagado, the Knob Hill school site, and the Waterfront mall development -- the latter two under the protection of 
the Coastal Commission. Please do not even consider removing these from the State and Coastal Commission's 
jurisdiction. Alternative #2 -- No project -- necessary infrastructure improvements. The foregoing alternative is 
necessary until there is the additional mitigation of an inclusive master building plan that is visionary in 
providing for the majority of the taxpayers who assume the burden as well as providing "for our common 
home", our natural resources at the Waterfront. 

Redondo Beach is notably "park poor" and that comparison to other cities already includes, by the City's 
standards, the beach and Waterfront, as a way to defend against not providing enough walking park space.  To 
commercialize the waterfront with three high-end "boutique" and parking structures to service this commercial 
enterprise is indefensible. 

Mole D, the Tidelands owned by the State and granted to the City of Redondo Beach is the most vulnerable. 
Basin 3, the Uplands, offered in exchange for Mole D, so that CenterCal can build the market square portion of 
the development in the Tidelands location is unacceptable; publicly-owned land should not be used for mainly 
commercial development purposes. Once the Tidelands are no longer under the grant conditions of the State of 
California, they are open to be reduced/removed/ruined by CenterCal. The exchange of lands will violate 
conditions of the grant Chapter 57 and Sections 6307 by taking Tidelands and the Breakwaters that protects 
those Tidelands away where people can fish, walk, and enjoy nature. "In addition, public trust lands generally 
may not be sold into private ownership." It is a form of plundering, which extends to destroying the natural 
habitat of sea creatures. 

By destroying the habitat of sea creatures, this contradicts and nullifies the 2005 Beach Bluff Restoration 
Project Master Plan. This plan was prepared with funding from California Proposition 12, administered by the 
California Coastal Conservancy and the Santa Monica Restoration Committee by a grant to the L.A. 
Conservation Corps in the Urban Wild Lands Group. This plan was prepared with the Project's Steering 
Committee in Redondo Beach, California; significant additional funding was provided by a grant from the City 
of Redondo Beach. You may download a copy of this plan from: http://www.urbanwildlands.org/bbrp.html  

Other factors not considered adequately in the EIR: 

Sierra Club letter from Sacramento, January 16, 2016:  "Exercising the courage to say no" states that one of the 
key issues in climate change is dangerously rising sea levels 

A high-surf advisory warning has been in effect for the past 10 to 12 days 

The flooding at the Pier in the past warns us of the possibility of occurring again. 

The need for NOAA (National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration) to review the conditions of the 
development proposal; see attached pages 1-7. 

Conclusion: Alternative 4 --no property exchange with the State. 

The State only allows a 65-year lease; CenterCal wants a 99-year lease on this property. It leaves this land 
exchange vulnerable to whomever CenterCal sells the property (or the Bank/Lender should CenterCal declare 
bankruptcy, which they are liable to do at their 10% profit requirement).  An unknown buyer, not required to be 
a citizen of the United States, would have an undetermined time line of control over the land which is integral to 
the structural integrity of the Waterfront.  The Tidelands and Uplands both deserve the protection of the State of 
California so as to prevent a land exchange detrimental to it. 

Why were strict protections for these lands insufficiently addressed in the EIR draft? The taxpayers, property-
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owning residents, own Basin 3, but their collective wishes, as represented in eight public meetings over a two-
year period where they asked for a smaller project than CenterCal demanded have been ignored. 

Why was CenterCal's design allowed to move forward without modification? Rather, their design has expanded 
(the increase in Hotel rooms from the original# quoted, etc). Why was a three-dimensional model not provided 
by CenterCal after formal City Council and citizen request over a two and a half year period? 

Mitigation: many residents would support a Bond measure to defray the cost of the parking/infrastructure 
repairs rather than have two above-ground, two- and three-story parking structures which will block 80% of the 
view and obfuscate the possible ambiance of a smaller scale pier/harbor redevelopment that could be agree on. 
If the repairs of the neglected parking infrastructure were attended to, Center Cal would, reportedly, not have to 
offset this cost by over development. ALL of us would get behind an aesthetically-planned redevelopment that 
local merchants could actually afford to occupy. 

Seaside Lagoon 

As Redondo Beach residents are paying for this upgrade (not CenterCal who has been allowed to take credit for 
it and the Boatramp), the safety issue is not addressed sufficiently, if at all. Why was this left out? Reducing the 
size of Seaside Lagoon to one-third of its original size is not justified by what is claimed to be the benefits. 

Opening Seaside Lagoon to the ocean brings in water that is substandard in sanitation. What 
mother/grandmother would prefer that contamination over a chlorinated water supply? 

Safety issue 2: lack of enclosure leaves the area open to the boaters, all competing for space, and, I believe, 
gives the sea animals free range to enter the area. No sufficient reason given to reduce the Seaside Lagoon area 
which serves a minority of our population, our youngsters. 

Conclusion:  alternative to no project -- necessary infrastructure improvements only. 

3.9 Land Use and Planning Alternative 2 No Project -- Necessary Infrastructure Improvements 

The maintenance of the Over development is not addressed in the EIR draft which harkens back to a lack of 
responsibility for the infrastructure that caused the City to seek a developer to remedy this neglect. In each case, 
the City, as lead agency, has the liability for any failures in the project and these are passed on to the tax-paying 
residents--a lose/lose outcome. The residents lose their access to beach and recreation and are "stuck with the 
bill" for failed development. It is sometimes referred to as entropy. ("Entropy is a law of nature in which 
everything slowly goes into disorder. The entropy of an object is a measure of the amount of information it 
takes to know the complete state of that object"). 

The EIR submitted to the public does not adequately represent the impacts to the Harbor area. The proposed 
design (i.e. boat ramp, reduced parking adjacent to it from 67 spaces to 20), and Seaside Lagoon are so non-
functional as to question the designer's capability to plan such a project. He has never developed a Waterfront 
project before this one. If you were to have a contest among designers who realize what is integral to the 
structure, you would be flooded with outstanding renditions of what the community is seeking-at NO COST. 

The current project represents a significant degradation in the ability of the public to enjoy and utilize these 
coastal-dependent, recreational, commercial opportunities, and assets.  The impact is driven by the amount of 
development of commercial retail, entertainment, and restaurant uses, none of which are coastal-dependent.  
The project should not sacrifice coastal-dependent recreational and commercial uses for non-coastal dependent 
commercial uses. 
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Traffic and Transportation Alternative 2 No Project -- Necessary Infrastructure Improvements 

The City has inadvertently demonstrated a conflict of values regarding providing low- cost senior housing and 
then stating that there is "no significant environmental impact" to neighboring residences. The Torrance 
Boulevard side of the CenterCal project which is slated to have a 2+ story parking structure will greatly obscure 
the view of the Casa De Los Amigos residence who have been on waiting lists for 5-7 years for such an 
aesthetic, uplifting view of the ocean. They will also have to deal with a "high-end boutique hotel" just below 
their building. They will have construction noise for more than two years. This is all the more true for the 
Salvation Army residents on the corner of Beryl and Catalina. These residents will have a three-story parking 
structure to block their view and the brunt of the tourist trade traffic. 

No street added below Harbor Drive -- no additional drive-thru traffic. 

Conclusion: alternative to no project -- necessary infrastructure improvements only. 

Applicable Coastal Act sections that may be violated by the CenterCal/Redondo Beach City proposal: 

30211 Development shall not interfere with access 
30212 Public access in new development projects 
30212.5 Public facilities distribution 
30220 Protection of certain water-oriented activities 
30223 Upland areas support of Coastal recreational uses 
30224 Recreational boating use, encouragement facilities 
30234.5 Economic, commercial, and recreational importance of fishing 
30250 Location, existing developed area 
30251 Scenic and visual qualities 
30253 Maintenance and enhancement of public access 
30255 Priority of coastal-dependent developments 
 
California Environment Quality Act (CEQA) 

The following sections may be violated by the project: 

15124 Project Description 
15125 Environmental Setting 
 
The vagueness of the project and the Developer, Fred Bruning, when interviewed in the last month, reported 
that it is deliberately vague, raises further concerns that the developer has been given "a blank check" for him to 
fill in the amount of the project and the collateral damage to the environment. 

Applicable City of Redondo Beach Code 

Coastal Land use Plan 

Section VI, Subsection D, Policy 1 
Section VI, Subsection D, Policy 2 
Section VI, Subsection D, Policy 6 
Section VI, Subsection D, Policy 15 
Section VI, Subsection D, Policy 17 
Section VI, Subsection D, Policy 18 
Section VI, Subsection D, Policy 20 
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Title 10, Chapter 5 Coastal Land Use Plan Implementing Ordinance, 
Article 1General Provisions, 10-5, 102 
Article Z Zoning Districts Division 3 
10-5.800 
10-5.811 
10-5.812 
10-5.813 
10-5.814 
Article 5 Parking regulations 
10-2.1706 
 
[NOAA information was provided and can be found in the PDF of the comment letter in Volume II of the Final 
EIR] 
 
Letter to the Editor, partially printed last week 

As a chaplain at a local hospital, I am increasingly aware of how people who have suffered disease or loss seek 
the solace & healing of the Ocean. Also, most of our young people do not look to Churches/"organized religion" 
to find God.  They find their spirituality in nature. The majority of us live in crowded conditions where “the 
good, the true, and the beautiful" is found at the ocean shore. It should be easily accessible to get there when 
feeling weak or desolate, and the proposed Center Cal "life style destination" is a mockery to this innate desire 
to return to nature for refreshment /renewal of spirit. A spiritual assessment would estimate that our 
"leadership", elected or appointed officials, are out of touch with what is meaningful to folks who have chosen 
to come live here in the South Bay. The EIR denies this reality of the people by supplanting it with "a tourist 
attraction". 

The Center Cal "project" is, by Developer Fred Bruning's own admission, left vague & open to his legal 
interpretation (He is an attorney) & our City Council has, as it were, "signed a blank check" for our waterfront 
access to someone who has historically taken advantage of those who are gullible, or who "want a quick 
solution", as our Mayor is known for. You, Gentlemen/women, have "thrown pearls before swine" by being 
seduced by the allure of profits that MAY result from this "selling out" of our water front. If the City Council 
/administration would put forth a bond measure to repair the infrastructure of our aging underground/out of 
sight parking structures, from which you have already gained more revenue than AES has ever contributed, you 
would not be so compromised/ by Center Cal's commercial seduction. Any homeowner takes care to keep their 
residence in repair, but you have failed to plan/execute that for the Pier infrastructure. Still, most of R.B. 
residents would accept a bond measure to ensure this repair rather than sell out our waterfront to cement 
structures of 3+ stories on the Portofino/North end to a 2+ story parking structure on the Torrance Blvd/south 
side, 70 % blocked views in between. If we citizens were even given the chance to pay for repairing the present 
parking infrastructure, we would have no need for such OVER development to meet Center Cal's demand for 
profits of 10%. We would have the possibility of a more modest revitalization of the pier/oceanfront, (actually 
affordable to local merchants over chain stores) that is aesthetically appealing & representative of the people 
who have entrusted you with our greatest natural resource. 

"Where there is no vision, the people perish". There is no master plan for our City, no vision for an inclusive 
design to beautify/sustain one of the last remaining coastal shorelines which sadly demonstrates the lack of 
leadership/vision needed. 

[Beach Bluff Restoration Project information was included and can be found in the PDF of the comment letter 
in Volume II of the Final EIR]	
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Response to Comment PC527-1 

This is a duplicate letter (with signature) of Comment Letter No. PC297; therefore, please see Response to 
Comments PC297-1 through PC297-14.  The comment is acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR 
and presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC528 GREG DIETE 
 
Comment PC528-1 

I do appreciate the opportunity to comment on a small part of this DEIR I was able to review. 

Of course, it's ridiculous in this DEIR process to expect the general public, in the time given, to review and 
comment with questions on the entirety of this 6,800 page document. 

Chapter 2 of the DEIR refers to the Pier Plaza Development as a 70,000 SF Office Complex. When Ron Saltern 
developed the "top deck" in 1979-80 it was "sold" to the city and public as a coastal retail shopping complex 
with seven restaurants.  The demographic and financial studies predictions for its success were all positive.... 
but the Pier Plaza was not a commercial success. The complex was eventually taken over by government and 
public offices and municipal court rooms.  Originally the California Coastal Commission did not permit this 
development to be an Office Complex, because business offices are not Coastal dependent. What has changed 
to make office space Coastal dependent? 

I didn't find the total water acreage of the site in the DEIR.  Does the 11.6 acres of open space in Chapter 2 
Figure 2-7 include any water elements?  How many acres of open space in the DEIR Water Front Project site 
can be attributable to the Horseshoe Pier, Basin 3, New Trailered Boat Launch, Seaside Lagoon and any other 
water elements in the 36 acre WFP site? 

Chapter 2 page 2-29 refers to a 2012 structural study/analysis of the South Pier parking structure that was built 
in 1973.  The DEIR states that the Walker Restoration Consultants did the 2012 report an found that this 
parking structure had another 15 to 20 years of life, if substantial repairs were done.  Did the "Walker" report 
state the estimated cost of these repairs?  I could not find this in the DEIR.  I made a Public Records Request for 
this "Walker" report/analysis on January 13, 2016.  I don't know, if the "City" can provide the report in time to 
provide questions and comments to the DEIR, before the January 19, 2016 dead line for public comment.  After 
January 19, 2016, can the "Walker" report's findings, i.e. estimated cost to repair the parking structures, be a 
part of the DEIR public record? 

Does the DEIR provide an Alternative site development plan that considers the restoration of the 1,018 stall 
South Pier Parking structure built in 1973, the demolition of the 1960's south parking structure and the 
demolition of the Pier Plaza 70,000 SF Office Complex, and the construction of the 130 room Boutique Hotel 
on the demolished 1960's south parking site combined with the demolished "octagon" building site?  The 
22,000 SF of International Boardwalk tenants could possible occupy the ocean front ground level of the restored 
South Pier Parking structure. 

Since a new 5 story, 1,157 stall garage is estimated by CenterCal to cost $50,000,000 plus the million's more the 
"City" would pay for all of the demolition work and roadway, this "Alternative" should be given serious 
consideration. 

Chapter 3 page 3.0-6 states that the 50 acre AES site is not part of this DEIR, because any future development is 
considered speculative. This DEIR's simplistic dealing with the coming future development on the AES site is 
blindly ignoring the reality that the AES site will be developed. 
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Why is the new 57 room Shade Hotel not part of this DEIR? 

Chapter 3.1 page 3.1-1 states there is no substantial adverse effect on local valued views, because of the new 
Main Street and Pacific Avenue reconnection.  How does the reconnection of Pacific Avenue substantially 
eliminate the adverse effects this development will have on local views? 

Chapter 3.1 page 3.1-6 states that views from Czulager Park, Seaside Lagoon, Veterans Park, and bike paths 
have moderate viewer sensitivity, and that views maybe of secondary importance. Further. .. automobile drivers 
have low view sensitivity. Did the experts take into consideration that the vehicles passengers might enjoy the 
ocean views? What's the value of these beautiful ocean views to Redondo residents? 

Chapter 3 Fig. 3.1-7 show an ocean view from the high up viewing platform at the eastern end of Czulager 
Park.  These photo's of ocean view's are deceptive, because park visitors and picnickers' are generally found in 
the middle and lower grassy area's of Czulager park. These middle and lower grassy area's would have 
significant view blockage from the Water Front Project as it is illustrated in the DEIR? 

Chapter 3 Fig. 3.1-5b shows a current ocean view blockage, ii a viewer were to stand directly in front of 
Captain Kid's fish house on Harbor Drive.  The "WFP" DEIR would remove Captain Kid's providing a 120' 
wide ocean view corridor.  The DEIR doesn't point out that the 780 linear feet to the north of Captain Kid's is 
virtually a solid 30' to 45' wall blocking views along the newly completed bike path. 

Looking in a northwesterly direction from Veteran's Park the ocean view blockage is significant. Where in 
Chapter 3 does the DEIR show the Veteran's Park public views being significantly obstructed? 

In Chapter 3 the DEIR's use of low, moderate and high sensitivity viewers ... diminishes the value and 
importance of the ocean views to the general public. 

Unfortunately the Water Front Project DEIR process won't yield the best result for the City of Redondo Beach, 
because everyone who attended the public hearings conducted by CenterCal at the RB Performing Arts Center 
were never permitted to publicly comment on the Water Front Project that's going through this DEIR process.  
Also, the City of Redondo Beach handicapped the process by not maintaining the Pier parking structure for the 
past 40 years, and the "City" never developed a General Plan for the Pier and King Harbor Marina over the last 
40 years. 

The only way to get the best possible Water Front Project is by reducing the size of the project, save 
$50,000,000 by repairing the Pier Parking structure, and find a way to make the AES site development part of 
the over all plan for King Harbor. 

Response to Comment PC528-1 

This is a duplicate letter (without photo) of Comment Letter No. PC243; therefore, please see Response to 
Comments PC243-1 through PC243-9.  The comment is acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR 
and presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC529 SUSAN SCHILLING 
 
Comment PC529-1 

I am writing to voice my concern regarding the potential dismantling of the short pier which houses the vintage 
restaurant, Polly’s on the Pier, in Redondo Beach. I started a breakfast club there in 1998, vowing to eat there 
every Tuesday morning for the rest of my life. My friends, (sometimes 3 or 4, sometimes 12) and I picked this 
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location because we were at a time in our lives when our children were older and we found ourselves forgetting 
to find time to enjoy our beautiful ocean and all that it brings to one’s life. We realized that it was the only 
casual breakfast house in the South Bay that sat on the ocean where you could enjoy the views in both 
directions, the vast variety of sea life and wonderful culture of a seaside city. 

Weekly we enjoy seeing the fisherman and whale watch boats and kayakers and sailboats, Catalina Island on 
the horizon, and waves crashing on and sometimes breaching the breakwater. Anyone who loves the ocean 
knows its restorative powers and would in turn love Polly’s. 

After a couple of years of breakfast club I painted the Pier and started a business selling high quality prints of 
local beach scenes. I was asked to display my work at Polly’s and my paintings have hung inside since 2002. I 
have sold hundreds of my image of Polly’s. Tourists and locals alike want to have my painting of Polly’s in 
their home because it is such a beloved spot to so many. For eight years I sold work on Sundays outside of the 
restaurant and was amazed that people from all over the world had made a special trip to Redondo Beach to eat 
at Polly’s. People would see my work in the restaurant and call me to deliver paintings to them at the local 
hotels. 

Polly’s is a jewel worthy of saving and restoring and cherishing. Whatever the plan for this area, I can only 
hope that this little bit of charm be left as an accessible and affordable destination for locals and tourists who 
want to experience what’s truly the best of Redondo Beach and the South Bay of Los Angeles County. 

Response to Comment PC529-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC530 LEN BUCZEK 
 
Comment PC530-1 

Great times.  Introduced my daughter, various friends and their children to fishing via RB Sportfishing.  Enjoy 
the many new friendships. Love the taste of the fish.  Also like going to the many restaurants on or near the 
boardwalk after many of the 1/2‐day fishing trips out of RB Sportfishing. If not for RB Sportfishing, I'd likely 
go to Long Beach. 

Response to Comment PC530-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC531 MAURO CIARMOLI 
 
Comment PC531-1 

Please include Redondo Sportfishing in your new plans. It is an important prt of the community and a great way 
to get kids into fishing! 
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Response to Comment PC531-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC532 DAVID SCOTT 
 
Comment PC532-1 

I am writing to plead with you not to renovate Old Tony's.  I love it just the way it is and it's such a wonderful 
landmark!! 

Please keep Old Tony's the same! 

Response to Comment PC532-1 

Please refer to Section 3.4 Cultural Resources of the Draft EIR regarding historic resources, including Tony’s 
On The Pier.  As also detailed in Section 3.5, Geology and Soils of the Draft EIR, on page 3.5-20, inspections 
of the timber portion of the Horseshoe Pier where Tony’s stands is from 1928, and although it has had 
maintenance over the years, this portion of the pier is aged and does not meet the current code requirements. As 
further discussed under Alternative 1 in Section 4.4.1 of the Draft EIR, given the poor condition of the timber 
portion of the Horseshoe Pier is in very poor condition and that portion of the pier, as well as the buildings, 
which includes Tony’s and its companion structure, would be closed to the public in the future if the necessary 
structural repairs cannot be made.  The comment is acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and 
presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC533 BECKY 
 
Comment PC533-1 

I just received notice that Tony's by the Pier is threatened. I hope this is untrue. I was born in Long Beach and 
have dined there for years. I have brought friends from SF, NY, England and other exotic locales, and all have 
loved it. I know many, many people who love Tony's, and we would be heartbroken to see such a unique, iconic 
South Bay beach restaurant be altered IN ANY way. Please do not close or remodel this institution, which gives 
your town distinction and character. The last thing the world needs is another expensive, generic, gaudy mall. 

Response to Comment PC533-1 

Please refer to Section 3.4 Cultural Resources of the Draft EIR regarding historic resources, including Tony’s 
On The Pier.  As detailed in Section 3.5, Geology and Soils of the Draft EIR, on page 3.5-20, inspections of the 
timber portion of the Horseshoe Pier where Tony’s stands is from 1928, and although it has had maintenance 
over the years, this portion of the pier is aged and does not meet the current code requirements. As further 
discussed under Alternative 1 in Section 4.4.1 of the Draft EIR, given the poor condition of the timber portion 
of the Horseshoe Pier is in very poor condition and that portion of the pier, as well as the buildings, which 
includes Tony’s and its companion structure, would be closed to the public in the future if the necessary 
structural repairs cannot be made.  The comment is acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and 
presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. PC534 ANN DALKEY 
 
Comment PC534-1 

Please include my comments contained within this document in the public comments on the Waterfront Draft 
EIR. I have reviewed the Executive Summary, Appendix D1 Biological Resources Assessment, Appendix D2 
CNNDB Search Results, and Appendix I2 Water Circulation and Quality Impacts. I also attended the initial 
workshop held Saturday, November 21, 2015. 

I have arranged my comments as follows: 

 Forward – This contains a description of my professional background from which I drew upon for 
generating my comments. 

 General comments on the DEIR and conceptual elements of the Waterfront Plan 
• Note: Detailed discussion of liquefaction resulting from major earth quake events must 
be included before adopting the final EIR. 

 Appendix D1 Biological Resources Assessment 
• I concur with the assessment and have provided two additional examples of 
quick recoveries of the soft bottom benthic community. 

 Appendix D2 CNDDB Search Results 
• This is a reasonable list, but must be used when planning the landscaping. 
• Note: Detailed discussion of using native plants, including elements of the southern 

coastal bluff scrub and the special status species it supports, including the endangered 
El Segundo blue butterfly. 

 Appendix I2 Water Circulation and Quality Impacts 
• I find the water circulation assessment over optimistic due to an insufficient analysis 
• The model failed to consider that the breakwater is porous, which can bring 

contaminants into the harbor, especially bacterial contamination. 

• The model failed to consider any gyres that can set-up in the harbor. 
• The model failed to consider the configuration of the entrance to the Seaside Lagoon 

along with the proposed boat ramp that will render the lagoon as essentially a closed 
embayment. 

• The potential for bacterial contamination can occur from infiltrating water through 
the breakwater, inputs from birds in the vicinity of the lagoon, and runoff impacts from 
the adjacent parking lots exists. The potential for unacceptably high levels of bacterial 
contamination exists. 
• Recommendation: Redo the Water Circulation and Quality Impacts appendix with 
a more sophisticated analysis that includes quantified bacterial measurements 
adjacent to the breakwater, transport through the breakwater, and impacts on water 
transport in the vicinity of the Seaside Lagoon, proposed boat ramp, and Basin 3. 

 Appendix I2 Water Circulation and Quality Impacts 
• Recommendation: A more aggressive value for predicted sea level rise should 
be included before adoption of the final EIR. 
• A modest measure of 1.1 ft of sea level rise is utilized, leaving no room for error in 
this difficult to assess reality that we are facing. 
• Considering the amount of infrastructure being installed and duration that it will be 
expected to last, it is important to be more cautious in the buildout to save money later if 
and when damage occurs from sea level rise. 
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Response to Comment PC534-1 

The environmental issues raised in this comment letter, as outlined, are addressed in Response to Comments 
PC534-3 through PC534-9 below. 
 
Comment PC534-2 

I strongly prefer Alternative 7 for technical reasons as shown above and detailed in the following pages. In 
these comments are intended to provide positive critiques for obtaining better outcomes on the Water Front 
project. There is no doubt that the waterfront area needs improvements. Let’s do it smartly with the long-term 
in the forefront of our planning. 

Response to Comment PC534-2 

The comment is acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and 
consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 
 
Comment PC534-3 

FORWARD 
In reviewing the DEIR, I bring to the conversation an experienced background, including: 

 Experience as a co-owner of a small business that generated over $1.25 million in annual gross sales 
from 1982 through 1986. I understand the concerns of a small business owner. 

 Over 32 years as a working marine biologist where I: 
• Spent hundreds of days at sea during this time in vessels that deployed and returned 
daily from harbors. This gave me insight into the difference between casual boaters and 
experienced ones, especially from the 200-ton licensed crew on the vessels that I worked on.  
It is nerve-wracking to be in a large vessel navigating on a weekend when numerous casual 
boaters are out and about, with unpredictable navigation and little in the way of boat handling 
skills. 
• Investigated soft bottom sediment marine organisms for impacts resulting 
from increased disturbance and also loss of disturbance. 
• Significant work with water quality issues, specifically with wastewater plume 
transport and water movement within the Los Angeles Harbor near Piers 300 and 400. 
• Supervised the Los Angeles City’s microbiology laboratory for three years, the same 
group that samples in Redondo Beach where results get routed through the LA County 
Department of Health and to Heal the Bay for use in its Beach Report Card. 
• Was instrumental in connecting the City of Redondo Beach with the USC 
researchers through Chris Cagle. 

 During the past ten years I’ve worked on the land side where I’ve worked with special status species and 
gained familiarity with such species and their habitat requirements. 

 

Response to Comment PC534-3 

The commenter background will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by 
the City’s decision-making body. 
 
Comment PC534-4 

GENERAL COMMENTS 
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I strongly support Option 7, with justifications included in my discussion below. 
 
I agree that the area is in need of improvements and support the idea of revitalizing the area. However, I am 
concerned that the large amount of construction to the water’s edge will not engender the anticipated ambience 
for visitors (local and tourists) who expect to experience a marine setting. Because this is located within the 
coastal zone, this development runs counter to expectations considered in passing the proposition that led to the 
creation of the Coastal Commission. Additionally, I am concerned about competing interests with the Riviera 
Village. Perhaps a continuously running shuttle between the two areas will mitigate this (using electric 
vehicles!). 

Visibility and Access – In consideration that most successful venues are highly visible from the main roads, 
the proposed project suffers from a lack of visibility. Due to unfortunate geography, the Redondo Beach 
waterfront area is below the grade of the most traveled local artery, Pacific Coast Highway. This setting 
precludes opportunistic visits. 

Navigation by street to the waterfront area is constrained, with only two major access points, 190th Street 
and Torrance Boulevard. This fact will deter all but the visitors who intend to visit the area. As a result, 
visitors must be enticed to visit, such as by the inclusion of hotels and large scale facilities, such as wedding 
venues and banquet/conference facilities. 

Recommendation: The entire area, from the water’s edge to Pacific Coast Highway should be addressed in the 
entirety. This is the only way to obtain a cohesive and world class development. Emphasis should be placed on 
moving structures higher on the hill to reduce their vulnerability to the elements and more open space below that 
can better withstand and absorb damaging storm water surges. 

Response to Comment PC534-4 

The commenter is expressing an opinion in support of Alternative 7.  Your opinion will be included in the 
Final EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body.   
 
The commenter’s reference to “the competing interests of the Riviera Village” is unclear. Regarding the 
commenters suggestion to provide a shuttle between the project site and Riviera Village, as noted, in Draft 
EIR Section 3.13.2.3.4 (in Section 3.13, Traffic and Transportation), the project site is well served by transit 
service under existing conditions.  Please also be aware, it is not feasible to provide a transit stop at every 
location in the City.  However, transit operators routinely assess the need for transit demand, service, and 
additional stops as part of their routine function.  As discussed in Draft EIR Section 3.13.2.3.4, transit service 
is provided by several entities including LA County Metro, which has adopted an alternative vehicle bus fleet 
since 2011.74  While the commenter references utilizing “electric vehicles,” the City of Redondo Beach does 
not have control over another agency’s vehicle fleet.  As also outlined in Draft EIR Section 2.4.1.5 in Chapter 
2, Project Description and page 3.13-81 in Section 3.13, the project includes a number of pedestrian and 
bicycle facility improvements that would connect areas of coastal Redondo Beach.  Your suggestions are 
noted and will be included in the Final EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-
making body. 
 
Regarding economic viability of the proposed project, see Master Response #3: Economic Vitality and 
Compatibility of Businesses at the Project Site, regarding planning for a larger area, refer to Master Response 
#1: AES Power Plant Site; please also see Draft EIR Section 4.2.3 for discussion of alternative locations.  For 
discussion of trip distribution, please see Draft EIR Section 3.13.  Regarding stormwater surges, see Impact 

                                                      
 
 

74 https://www.metro.net/news/simple_pr/metro-retires-last-diesel-bus/ 
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HWQ-5 in Section 3.8, Hydrology and Water Quality in the Draft EIR, which addresses wave uprush at the 
project site. 
 
Comment PC534-5 

Earthquake and Associated Liquefaction – The Redondo Beach harbor area has suffered from liquefaction 
caused by earthquakes in recent years (1987 and 1994). The Draft EIR states that “…. Liquefaction; would not 
result in substantial soil erosion……, subsidence, liquefaction, corrosiveness, or collapse….., and, would not 
create substantial risks to life or property…”.  And yet, we’ve seen liquefaction occur in Redondo Beach. 

Response to Comment PC534-5 

The commenter has selectively chosen text from throughout Section 3.5 to form the statement presented in the 
comment as a quote from the Draft EIR.  The statement below from page ES-30 provides a summary of the 
detailed Geology analysis contained in Draft EIR Section 3.5: 

Geology and Soils GEO-1 through GEO—4. The proposed project: would not expose people or 
structures to potential substantial adverse effects including the risks 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 based on other substantial 
evidence of a known fault, strong seismic ground shaking, or seismic-related ground failure, 
including liquefaction; would not result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil; 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; and, would not create substantial risks to life or 
property due to the presence of expansive soil, as defined in the California Building Code.   

The commenter implies this language from the Executive Summary is incorrect, because “we’ve seen 
liquefaction occur in Redondo Beach.”  It is not the purpose of CEQA to disclose a significant impact based 
upon pre-existing conditions. (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(a); Watsonville Pilots Association v. City of 
Watsonville (2010) 183 Cal.App.4th 1059, 1094 [“The FEIR was not required to resolve the [existing] overdraft 
problem, a feat that was far beyond its scope”].) The purpose of the EIR is to analyze impacts caused by project 
on the existing environment.  Furthermore, CEQA does not generally require an agency to consider the effects 
of existing environmental conditions on a proposed project’s future users or residents.  (California Building 
Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management District (2015) 62 Cal.A4th 369, 392.)  As detailed 
in the Geology methodology discussion in Draft EIR Section 3.5.4.1: 

The analysis addresses the potential for construction and operation of the proposed project to increase 
the consequences of adverse geologic conditions and hazards including earthquake-induced ground 
shaking, earthquake fault surface rupture, earthquake-induced liquefaction, erosion, and unstable, 
expansive, and corrosive soils…To assess whether a given geologic hazard would result in a significant 
impact, the major components of the proposed project are reviewed and compared with the potential 
geologic hazards identified and the conditions of the existing buildings/structures.  Based on this 
review, the potential for individual project components to cause new geologic hazards or accelerate 
existing ones are evaluated. 

It should be noted, as discussed on page 3.5-7, soil liquefaction is a phenomenon in which saturated soils 
experience a sudden and nearly complete loss of strength during seismic events and while it may be related to 
subsidence or collapse, it is not associated with soil erosion or corrosiveness.   

Nevertheless, as discussed on page 3.5-17 and shown on Figure 3.5-5 in Section 3.5, Geology and Soils of the 
Draft EIR, a majority of the project site is located within a liquefaction hazard zone.  As discussed under Impact 
GEO-3 in Section 3.5, “existing buildings/structures at the project site are already subject to potential risk of 
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liquefaction/ground settlement/lateral spreading…the project would result in new buildings/structures on the 
project site, which would provide safety improvements in comparison to the existing conditions...”  While 
impacts were determined to be less than significant, the City is requiring the project to comply with a geological 
conditions of approval outlined on Draft EIR page 3.5-2.  
 
Comment PC534-6 

APPENDIX D1 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES ASSESSMENT 
 
I fully concur with the assessments made in this report. 

The recovery of the soft bottom benthic communities is very quick. These organisms reproduce predominantly 
via larvae that are distributed in the water column. In addition to the San Diego example, other events have been 
documented: 

 Recovery of the benthic community to background levels occurred within a year (J.H. Baker 
doctoral dissertation). This took place at Huntington Beach when Orange County Sanitation 
Districts changed their wastewater discharge from the 1-mile outfall to the 5-mile outfall. 

 Also, when the City of Los Angeles upgraded their effluent to 100% secondary (November 1987), 
the benthic community at the 5-mile outfall responded positively within six months of the change. 
Also, the termination of the sludge discharge at the 7-mile outfall quickly changed from nearly 
azoic to one much closer to normal. 

 
Impacts to the construction should be expected to follow this quick recovery pattern as seen elsewhere. 
Because the benthic community serves as “fish food” in the ecosystem, prey organisms will respond 
accordingly. Additionally, fish and large invertebrates have the ability to move away from construction 
disturbances and return upon termination of the disturbance. 

APPENDIX D2 CNDDB SEARCH RESULTS 
This is a reasonable list of species that have been observed in the general area in over 100 years. The current 
state of development in the area, with concurrent habitat loss, precludes expectations that many of these species 
will never be seen in the area again. 

The Waterfront project provides Redondo Beach the opportunity to return some of the species in its 
landscaping: 

1. By using native plants that are adapted to the difficult environment at the beach, 
e.g. low precipitation, salty air, sandy soil, and high wind stress, benefits can be 
gained. Foremost will be the plants need for little irrigation, an important fact 
due to the problems California is experiencing and will continue to experience 
with its water availability. 

2. Also, an increased variety of insects and birds will occur, providing an enhanced 
visitor experienced and educational opportunities. 

3. Lastly, the ability to increase habitat for the El Segundo blue butterfly exists. This can be 
easily achieved by planting the appropriate plants throughout the entire development. 

 
There is a difference between wild habitat and using native plants in a landscaped setting. The final EIR 
should include the following considerations for including landscaped native plants in the appropriate location: 

4. Specify locations that will support native plants throughout the project area, from the 
furthest northern boundary to the furthest southern boundary. 

5. Provide a plant pallet of the viable local native species (I can help). 
6. Specify that the landscape architects include local known authorities in developing 

their landscaping plans. 
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o For example, Tony Baker does excellent work by incorporating local native plants within a 
landscaped setting. 

7. Specify that landscape installers be familiar with native plants. 
8. Specify that the landscape maintenance staff, in particular management, be trained in how 

to manage native plants. 
 

Response to Comment PC534-6 

Your opinion will be included in the Final EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-
making body.  The plants incorporated into the landscape design (landscape palette) will be reviewed and 
approved by the City as part of the design review process.  The plant palette will include a variety of plants 
suitable for a coastal Mediterranean climate, including plants with low water needs (the project site is 
comprised of fill dirt and does not have sandy soils).  

Regarding the suggestion that the project site is an opportunity to increase habitat for the El Segundo blue 
butterfly, the El Segundo blue butterfly (Euphilotes battoides ailyni) is a federally listed endangered species that 
occupies dune habitat with a high sand content.  Existing known populations are located in managed preserves 
such as the El Segundo Dunes and the Chevron Butterfly Preserve.  The project site is a developed active 
commercial and recreation site with no existing native habitat on-site.  Even if the requisite plant (coast 
buckwheat [Eriogonum parvifolium]) is included in the site’s landscape design, the presence of this plant alone 
would not provide viable habitat to support the El Segundo blue butterfly.   

Regarding the suggestions for the Final EIR relative to native plants, the commenter does not identify a 
significant impact associated with the use of non-native plants.  Consistent with the City’s existing certified 
Coastal Zoning, the project will be required to comply with the City’s landscape regulations, which provide 
for the use of drought tolerant plants and non-invasive species.  (RBMC Section 10-5.1900(h).)75  As outlined 
in the document in the footnote, there are a number of factors the City and developer consider when selecting 
the plant palette.  The comment is acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR presented for review 
and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 
 
Comment PC534-7 

APPENDIX I2 WATER CIRCULATION AND QUALITY IMPACTS 
This is an area that I am most concerned about. I believe that the conclusions reached in this appendix are 
overly optimistic due to an insufficient analysis. The analysis fails to consider that the proposed configuration 
around Seaside Lagoon is essentially a closed embayment. 
 
As a result, the water movement scenarios indicate greater water circulation than what I believe will occur, but 
only as an inflow/outflow basis. For example, Figure 26 on Page 36 depicts straight forward water transport into 
all regions of the harbor. Subsequent illustrations show the outflow to be similar, and distribution of water 
quality impacts to occur in a relatively even gradient across the harbor, with lesser dilution in Basin 3. 
 
Breakwater impacts 
The model fails to consider that water will be transported through the breakwater. While it will move slower, 
the transport will occur because the breakwater is built of rip rap. In my work with a CTD in Los 

                                                      
 
 

75 City of Redondo Beach List of Recommended Trees and Water Conserving Plants: 
http://www.redondo.org/civica/filebank/blobdload.asp?BlobID=4979 
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Angeles Harbor, I saw many instances of water penetrating through the breakwater. 
Concurrent with water moving through the breakwater, chances of transporting bacteria (e.g. total coliform, 
fecal coliform, and enterococcus) associated with bird life utilizing the breakwater exists. 
 
Water movement is complex 
The water transport model is highly simplified and fails to include gyres (eddies) that can occur, that are likely 
to occur, and probably currently exist within the harbor. Most notably is the configuration of the 
Seaside Lagoon which has a tightly constrained entrance making it a fairly closed embayment. The boat launch 
construction combined with the existing mole pose additional constrictions to water movement. 
A gyre will likely set-up in the area between the entrance to the boat/lagoon area and to Basin 3. 
Depending upon tides, it can be either clockwise or counter clockwise. Regardless of direction, water transport 
in and out of the Seaside Lagoon will be muted as the gyre’s energy will circle water around at the expense of 
water exchange in the area. In this scenario, a 60% constituent concentration as depicted in Figure 34 Page 44 is 
overly optimistic. 
 
Implications of incomplete flushing of the Seaside Lagoon 
Through bacterial contamination transport through the breakwater, bird deposition in the Seaside 
Lagoon area, and parking lot flows into the lagoon (unless designed correctly), the reduced flushing means that 
bacterial contamination represents a real concern. Instead of dealing with the elevated solids that currently 
exists, the City will be replacing its headaches with elevated bacterial contamination. The design elements make 
this an intractable problem. 
 
Response to Comment PC534-7 

As discussed in Response to Comment PC534-5, the purpose of the EIR’s analysis is to determine the impacts 
of the proposed project on the existing environment, not to fix existing environmental conditions and not to 
analyze the impacts of the existing environment on the project.  As also noted under CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15130(a)(1) the EIR “an EIR should not discuss impacts which do not result in part from the project 
evaluated in the EIR.”   

As discussed on Draft EIR page 3.8-58, the proposed project includes a number of operational water quality 
improvements in comparison to existing conditions, which include a reduction in impervious surfaces on the 
project site and an increase in stormwater capture facilities which reduce the amount of polluted run-off 
which flows into the Harbor under existing conditions.  As further discussed on Draft EIR pages 3.8-62 
through 63 the proposed project is not anticipated to change the water circulation in King Harbor in 
comparison to existing conditions.  This information was sufficient to determine that the proposed project 
would not cause a significant impact associated with operational water quality.  The commenter also implies 
that there will be bird deposition associated with the Seaside Lagoon.  The proposed project reduces the 
amount of breakwater adjacent to the lagoon, as can be seen by comparing Figures 2-3 (existing conditions), 
and Figure 2-8 (proposed project conditions, which include removing part of the breakwater to open Seaside 
Lagoon to the ocean). 

The other potential marine sources of pollution suggested by the commenter, including bacteria input from 
bird roost areas on the outer harbor breakwater are not caused by the proposed project and occur under 
existing conditions.  Furthermore, water circulation in King Harbor is mainly driven by tidal dynamics.  Any 
wave-induced currents through the breakwater that might occur as suggested by the commenter are estimated 
to quickly dissipate within a short distance from the armor stone face in turbulent jet flow. Any residual cross 
current momentum adjacent to the breakwater that might persist is therefore estimated to be relatively weak 
and be quickly consumed by and converted into the predominate tidal flows and mixing within the outer 
harbor area that was modeled.  Such factors would not affect the conclusions of the water circulation analysis. 
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To assess the water circulation of the study area, a comparative evaluation was made by modeling the existing 
water circulation and water quality indicators for the with and without project conditions and reviewing 
results throughout the different open water areas and basins of King Harbor.  The analysis was conducted 
using sophisticated two-dimensional numerical water circulation (which accounts for the physical 
“configuration around Seaside Lagoon” as well as gyres’) and water quality models that are well recognized 
and proven for their application and technical performance.  The model has also been validated to provide 
accurate information in comparison to real world conditions.  The models that were used do replicate the 
hydrodynamics of horizontal gyre motion, and this flow dynamic was captured by the analysis that was 
performed contrary to the assertions in the comment. 

Compared to other basins in King Harbor, the proposed Seaside Lagoon is a fairly open water body that is 
controlled by the water circulation and tidal exchange within the adjacent Turning Basin and outer harbor 
Main Channel.  This can be verified with the computed water exchange time (Table 3, Page 8 of Appendix I2 
of the Draft EIR).  The water exchange time is defined as the ratio of the embayment storage volume at the 
Mean High Water (MHW) to the average water exchange rate between the ocean and the embayment.  As 
listed in Table 3, the water exchange time is about 20 hours for Seaside Lagoon, while it is approximately 60 
to 70 hours for the other basins.  This daily exchange rate and mixing with adjacent open ocean water that will 
occur indicates that the water quality of the outer harbor and Seaside Lagoon area will be similar to that of the 
ambient water outside of the Harbor (see page 3.8-11 of Section 3.8 of the Draft EIR).  This finding should 
not be surprising given the relatively small size of King Harbor, and the fact that it was built directly into deep 
ocean waters within close proximity to the Redondo Submarine Canyon.  Due to the shallow water depth of 
the Seaside Lagoon area, its faster water exchange time, and its close proximity to the harbor entrance, the 
overall water quality in the proposed Seaside Lagoon will be consistently better than most other areas of King 
Harbor.  Furthermore, the with and without project analysis that was performed demonstrated that the 
proposed improvement will not result in any degradation of the existing ambient circulation conditions, and 
the on-site stormwater improvements will improve the Harbor water quality. 
 
Comment PC534-8 

How to mitigate this problem? 
Use Alternative 7. This alternative places the boat launch at the end of Mole A with the following benefits: 

 This is the safest alternative for boat launching, for people deploying their boats using the ramps can 
lose control of their vessel (expect inexperienced users to be doing this and having problems!). 

 This option eliminates the need for the subsurface construction off Mole C. Water transport will then be 
better in the vicinity of the Seaside Lagoon. 

 A popular pier will be retained. 
 The development will be reduced making the entire project more palatable to the general public. 

 
Caution: I doubt that Alternative 7 will fully eliminate the potential for bacterial contamination. A more 
thorough water movement analysis is needed that includes a porous breakwater and also considers water 
movement in the tight areas that exist in the harbor. Modelling has come a long way since oceanographers first 
developed models for gyres along complicated landforms in the early to mid-1990’s. 
 
Response to Comment PC534-8 

Alternative 7 – Reduced Density, described beginning on page 4-244 in Chapter 4, Analysis of Alternatives of 
the Draft EIR, includes a boat launch ramp at Mole C, which is the same as the proposed project.  Alternative 8 
– Alternative Small Craft Boat Launch Ramp Facilities Within King Harbor, described beginning on page 4-
295, includes several alternative locations and configurations for the boat launch ramp, including Mole A, 
which could be chosen as the boat ramp location under the proposed project or another alternative (i.e., 
Alternative 7).   
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Regarding the safety associated with the boat ramp launch locations, see Master Response #8: Boat Ramp in 
King Harbor.  Regarding subsurface construction, see Response to Comment AL001-7.  Regarding water 
transport if there is no breakwater at Mole C, the water circulation and water quality might be slightly improved 
by eliminating the proposed boat launch ramp at Mole C; however, this improvement will likely be marginal.  

Regarding the comment regarding retaining a popular pier, it is assumed the commenter is referring to the 
Sportfishing Pier.  As with the proposed project, Alternative 7 analyzes demolition and possible replacement of 
the pier.  See Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  Regarding reduced development 
under Alternative 7, your opinion will be included in the Final EIR presented for review and consideration by 
the City’s decision-making body. 

Regarding bacterial contamination, see Response to Comment PC534-7 above. 

Comment PC534-9 

APPENDIX I2 WATER CIRCULATION AND QUALITY IMPACTS 
 
Sea Level Rise – There was not a detailed discussion of sea level rise only a short discussion on page 2 and a 
graph and tables on page 3 in this section and nominal mention in the various alternative tables. 
Most significant is the amount of sea level rise accepted in this analysis. As shown on Page 9 (Page 3.8-3 in the 
main Draft EIR), the authors utilized a projected a sea level rise of 1.1 ft . 
 
In recent years the standard prediction has been 1 meter increase by 2100. Recent work by scientists have 
revealed that sea level rise is accelerating, but scientific work on this premise is in progress has not been widely 
provided for public consideration. A discussion can be found on this webpage of The Guardian: 
http://www.theguardian.com/environment/sea-level. 
 
When cars, aircraft, buildings, and other large infrastructure are engineered, provisions for catastrophic events 
are included in the design. This should be the case for the Waterfront Project. Look for a lifespan of the major 
buildings to be greater than 30 years. It makes sense to plan for more sea level rise for the safety of the 
infrastructure and for the future Redondo Beach residents. 
 
By considering a larger degree of sea level rise, there will be greater resiliency conferred on the developments 
when storms arise with associated storm surges and large waves. During El Niño events, the sea level becomes 
higher due to the water’s increased temperature. For example, with our current 
El Niño the sea level is 0.7 ft (0.21 m) higher than normal. And, we all remember damaging water surges and 
waves, with notable events like the rescue of hotel occupants via helicopter in the late 1980’s. 
 
Response to Comment PC534-9 

The commenter is referring to Appendix I3, Sea Level Rise and Wave Uprush Appendix of the Draft EIR (not 
Appendix I2 as identified in the header).   

As described of Page 2 of Appendix I3, the sea level rise projections used in the analysis of the proposed project 
is a range of projections recommended by the California Ocean Protection Council over time (from 2000 to 
2100).  The projected sea level rise of 1.1 feet referenced by the commenter, is the high estimate for the amount 
of sea level rise at the project site in the year 2040.  As stated in the same sentence on page 3.8-3 in the Draft 
EIR that cites a projected rise of 1.1 feet in 2040, the Draft EIR states that the projected rise in 2090 at the 
project site is from 0.99 feet to 4.5 feet.  When covered to metric units, this is projected rise of 0.30 meters to 
1.37 meters in 2090.  This is consistent with the “standard prediction” of a one-meter increase by 2100 cited by 
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the commenter.  As shown on Table 3.8-11, wave run-up estimates at the project site were analyzed based 
different sea level rise scenarios, including a potential rise of over one meter in 100 years.  This was considered 
in the analysis of potential sea level rise impacts beginning on page 3.8-75 of the Draft EIR.  As described 
therein, there is high degree of uncertainty associated with future sea level rise, and while sea level rise would 
not be affected by the proposed project, and project features, such as raising the northern portion of the project 
site would reduce the impacts, the impacts are considered significant.  Mitigation measure MM HWQ-3: Sea 
Level Rise Adaption Plan, which requires the City to implementation adaptions as deemed necessary to address 
rising sea levels, would reduce impacts to less than significant.  This approach is considered conservative, as the 
Court of Appeal has determined the CEQA analysis of the Playa Vista project near Venice did not have to 
include an analysis of sea-level rise, because sea-level rise isn’t caused by the project.  (Ballona Wetlands Land 
Trust v. City of Los Angeles (2011) 201 Cal.App.th 455 [“The Revised EIR Was Not Required to Discuss the 
Impact of Sea Level Rise on the Project.”].) 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC535 JIM VAUGHAN 
 
I don't want this massive development. Worst thing is how few people understand what is going to be built.  
 
It's a disgusting to see a city abandon its responsibility to manage development. The city of Redondo Beach 
should be ashamed of itself. 
 
Response to Comment PC535-1 

The comment is acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and 
consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC536 
SOUTH BAY ASSOCIATION OF 
CHAMBERS OF COMMERCE 

 
Comment PC536-1 

I hope this note finds you well.  I am sure you have received quite a few emails over the past few weeks but I 
am just confirming the support letter from the South Bay Association of Chambers of Commerce.  I have 
reattached the letter for your records. 

Thank you for all your time and attention. 

I am writing you on behalf of the South Bay Association of Chambers of Commerce (SBACC). The SBACC is 
a regional association of local chambers dedicated to regional issue advocacy in the South Bay of Los Angeles 
County. The SBACC represents seventeen chambers of commerce from Long Beach north to Westchester. 
Together, the members of the SBACC provide the leading advocacy voice for the regional business community 
of one of the most economically prosperous and culturally diverse regions in the entire nation. 

The SBACC is in full support of revitalizing the Redondo Beach Waterfront. The Waterfront is intended, first 
and foremost, to benefit the surrounding community, including its local businesses. The current infrastructure at 
the waterfront, based on a recent study released by the Redondo Beach City Council, is old and in critical need 
of repair. According to the study, the cost of fixing this infrastructure could be more than $100 million. The 
parking structures are only expected to survive with substantial investment another five to 10 years. With no 
investment they may need to be closed in the near future. 

This vital project will create construction related jobs and an estimated 2,500 permanent jobs and additional 
employment through its indirect economic impact on surrounding local businesses, which are essential to the 
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livelihood of the Redondo Beach community. The project’s design will increase local business sales and 
property values by providing residents and visitors with an attractive reason to eat, shop, and dine at the 
restaurants and local shops in Redondo Beach. 

Thank you for all of your time and consideration on this matter. 

Response to Comment PC536-1 

The comment is acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and 
consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC537 DAWN LAMBERT 
 
Comment PC537-1 

Sorry you are getting this email past the 5:30 p.m., January 19th deadline, however, I a.m. just now finding out 
about this. I do hope you will extend the deadline for hearing/reading and taking the communities comments 
under advisement. 

Please leave the Redondo Beach Pier/Fisherman's Wharf and surrounding properties alone. They are part of our 
fair city's rich heritage and history. It's a very nostalgic place for 100s of thousands of people. 

Tony's has been around for 64 years. It's basically a historical landmark. 

Wildlife have come to depend on what the pier and wharf have to offer them and their survival. There are 
always a lot of people walking along the pier each and every day & night. Residents and tourists a like. 

You can always find men, women and children of all ages casting their lines out and fishing off the pier. 

The restaurants, especially Tony's, are always hustling and bustling with lots of customers. 

A lot of people come down to the pier to catch the sun setting in the ocean, taking pictures and videotaping it as 
it goes down. 

There are a lot of individuals who are employed by all the different vendors there who depend on their jobs to 
support their families. 

The parking garage is always full. Which is a good source of revenue for the city or the vendors on the pier. 

Each city should be allowed to have its own special charm and unique pier design that represents the city in 
which it is located. No two piers should ever look exactly alike. 

Instead of destroying Redondo Beach Pier/Fisherman's Wharf and surrounding areas, help them to be 
maintained and kept safe for people to continue to come to and enjoy. 

Thank you, in advance, for your help with this most important matter. 

Response to Comment PC537-1 

Please refer to Section 3.4 Cultural Resources of the Draft EIR and Response to Comment PC312-1 regarding 
Tony’s On The Pier.  The proposed project includes most or more of what the current site has to offer; including 
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coastal recreation (including fishing, boating, swimming, etc.), with people strolling the boardwalks and 
enjoying the sites amenities.  Please see Draft EIR Section 3.3 for discussion of biological resources.  As for 
businesses at the proposed project, refer to Master Response #3: Economic Vitality and Compatibility of 
Businesses at the Project Site.  Please also see Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing 
for discussion of fishing opportunities in the Redondo Harbor after implementation of the proposed project.  
The commenter asserts that the parking garage is always full; the commenter is incorrect.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC538 DEEEE85 
 
Comment PC538-1 

We need fishing to remain in the area i learnd there my children learned there and i want my grandchildren to 
learn there...its not all about technology. Children need the outdoors... 

Response to Comment PC538-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC539 JORDAN LATOUR 
 
Comment PC539-1 

Redondo sportfishing is a back bone in the history of the city of redondo. It is one of the premier sportfishing 
landings in the United States and only brings a positive influence to the waterfront. What you may find 
unappealing to your eye a majority of people look at the large vessels of the waterfront with admiration and 
wonder improving their mood as they spend time at shopping, eating or just jogging through. Please leave 
redondo sportfishing alone so I may continue to support the landing and businesses in the City of Redondo 
Beach. 

Response to Comment PC539-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC540 TRAVIS PHELPS 
 
Comment PC540-1 

Don't you dare let anything happen to Old Tony's. New shops etc. are good for growth, but there are other 
places. Gentrify elsewhere, please. 

If we lose this part of the local culture, we lose a part of ourselves both personally and as a community. 

My grandparents frequented Tony's. My parents met at Tony's. 

It's where I would go for special occasions for dinner when I was younger. I had a steak at Tony's after 
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graduating high school. 

Tony's is where I had my first drink on my 21st birthday, and where my friends and I meet when they're back in 
town, and where I take dates because there's something special about it. 

Remodeling is great and all, but not when it threatens landmarks that should remain. 

Do right by the city, develop things further, but don't cock‐up the few good parts that still stand. 

Response to Comment PC540-1 

Please refer to Section 3.4 Cultural Resources of the Draft EIR and Response to Comment PC312-1 regarding 
Tony’s On The Pier.  As also detailed in Section 3.5, Geology and Soils of the Draft EIR, on page 3.5-20, 
inspections of the timber portion of the Horseshoe Pier where Tony’s stands is from 1928, and although it has 
had maintenance over the years, this portion of the pier is aged and does not meet the current code 
requirements.  As further discussed under Alternative 1 in Section 4.4.1 of the Draft EIR, given the poor 
condition of the timber portion of the Horseshoe Pier is in very poor condition and that portion of the pier, as 
well as the buildings, which includes Tony’s and its companion structure, would be closed to the public in the 
future if the necessary structural repairs cannot be made.  The comment is acknowledged and will be included 
in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC541 MRS FSHNADX 
 
Comment PC541-1 

Sportfishing has s place on the new waterfront and should continue to be there. In my case if it wasn't for 
Sportfishing I would never visit the waterfront but always stay following a trip 
 
Response to Comment PC541-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC542 JACOB H. BRAND 
 
Comment PC542-1 

SPORTS FISHING OUT OF REDONDO BEACH HAS BEEN PART OF THE SOUTH BAYS 
HISTORY. REDONDO IS MUCH CLOSER TO THE GOOD FISHING OF THE AREA AROUND 
ROCKY POINT THAN IS MARINA DEL REY. THE LONGER RIDE AND THE 
UNCOMFORTABLE RETURN TRIP IN THE AFTERNOON ARE ELIMINATED WHEN YOU 
FISH OUT OF REDONDO. 
 
PLEASE KEEP REDONDO OPEN TO SPORTS FISHING. 
 
IT IS SOMETHING WE CAN ALL ENJOY. 
 
Response to Comment PC542-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
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acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC542 JOHN & CYNTHIA REEDER 
 
Comment PC543-1 

AS MEMBERS OF THE WATERFRONT COMMUNITY ﴾THE VILLAGE AND SEASCAPES 1 & II ﴿ WE WOULD 
LIKE TO POINT OUT THAT THERE IS ALREADY FAR TOO MUCH NOISE & TRAFFIC ON OCEAN, PACIFIC 
& CATALINA AVE'NUE'S.﴾ON WEEKENDS IT COULD BE NEW YORK CITY!﴿ 

THE PURPOSED NEW DEVELOPMENT WILL ADD MUCH UNWANTED VEHICULAR CONJESTION. TO 
THIS SMALL AREA JUST BELOW US. 

THE SO CALLED REVITALIZATION ALSO THREATENS OUR HIGHLY PRIZED OCEAN VIEWS, NOT 
TO MENTION THE NOISE OF CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT. 

OUR AIR QUALITY IS ALREADY EFFECTED BY THE AES PLANTS EYE SMARTING AND THROUT 
IRRITATING STEAM VENTING, AND ANY NEW TRAFFIC WILL JUST MAKE THE SITUATION WORSE, 
EVEN IF THE POWER PLANT IS REMOVED. MANY OF US FEEL THAT THE PERPOSED UPGRADE, 
MODIFICATION OR IN SOME CASES CLOSING OF SOME OF THE SMALL BUSINESSES ON AND 
AROUND THE PIER IS UNWARRENTED AND JUST A POOR IDEA. 

NOTE THE FAILURE OF THE NOW INFAMOUS "SEAPORT VILLAGE" A TOP THE PIER 
PARKING STRUCTURE. BOTTOM LINE! 

1. NO MALL NO MATTER HOW BIG OF SMALL 
2. LIMIT HEIGHT OF ANY NEW BUILDINGS AS TO PERSERVE OCEAN VIEWS OF 

VILLAGE CONDOMINIUMS. 
3. NO NEW OIL OR GAS DRILLING OF ANY KIND TO BE ALLOWED. 
4. PRIVATE FUNDING OF ANY FUTURE CONSTRUCTION. 
5. NO FAST FOOD, OR NEW LARGE CHAIN RESTAURANTS ALLOWED IN PIER AREA. 
6. IMPROVE AIR AND WATER QUALITY IN PIER & BEACH AREA, FINE POLUTERS. 
7. KEEP NEWLY FINISHED BIKE LANE ALONG OCEAN AVE. FOR BIKES, NOT 

THOUSANDS OF NEW TOURISTS. 
8. SAVE "POLLY'S RESTAURANT AND OLD WOODEN PIER, REPAIR & STRENGHEN AS 

NECESSARY. 
 

Response to Comment PC543-1 

The commenter has provided general comments on environmental issues that does not introduce new 
environmental information or directly challenge the information presented in the Draft EIR.  Noise is analyzed 
in Section 3.10 of the Draft EIR, which concluded that of the seven roadway segments evaluated; only the 
operational roadway noise increase on Torrance Boulevard between the Project site and Catalina Avenue was 
found to be a significant and unavoidable impact.  The changes in noise levels along the other six roadway 
segments were found to be less than significant.  Although a temporary annoyance, the Draft EIR did find noise 
during construction to be significant and unavoidable even with mitigation.  Regarding general concerns 
regarding traffic associated with the proposed project, which was found to be less than significant, refer to 
Section 3.13 of the Draft EIR and Master Response #6: Summary of Traffic Impacts Associated with the 
Operation of the Proposed Project within this Final EIR.   

Refer to Master Response #9: Views and Scale of Development regarding the scale of development, as well as 
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Section 3.1 for aesthetics analysis and Section 3.9 for the projects consistency with approved heights at the site.   

Refer to the Master Response #1: AES Power Plant Site regarding the future development of the AES Power 
Plant site. 

Please refer to Master Response #3: Economic Vitality and Compatibility of Businesses at the Project Site 
regarding the viability of the development proposed at the project site, as well as appropriateness of land uses 
proposed at the site.   

The proposed project is specifically designed as a new waterfront village, which would provide 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.  Specifically, the proposed development would be 
mostly restaurant (35 percent), with 20 percent retail, 12 percent office, 24 percent boutique hotel and nine 
percent specialty cinema, which is not characteristic of ‘a mall.’  The proposed project would be consistent with 
approved growth, such as the approved 400,000 square feet of net new development cap in the waterfront 
(under Measure G and the City’s certified Local Coastal Program). 

There is no oil or gas drilling at the site and none is being proposed. 

As detailed in Section 3.2, Air Quality in the Draft EIR, air pollutant emissions associated with the operation of 
the proposed project, including traffic, were analyzed for the proposed project.  While there would be some 
significant short-term air quality construction impacts, the analysis found that operation of the proposed project 
would not exceed the regional thresholds established for the operational emissions of criteria air pollutants 
within the air district at either the project or cumulative level.  In addition, the analysis determined that during 
operation the proposed project would not expose sensitive receptors to significant localized concentrations of 
criteria pollutants, nor would the proposed project expose sensitive receptors to objectionable odors or to 
localized significant pollutant concentrations with respect to traffic emissions and toxic air contaminants.   

Regarding the bicycle lane, it is not clear to what the commenter is referring, although it may be the newly 
completed Herondo Gateway cycle track along Harbor Drive.  Under the proposed project, the function of the 
Herondo Gateway cycle track would not be altered; however, ingress and egress to the project site (e.g., 
driveways) would be provided along the cycle track, as necessary. It would continue to be designed for bicycle 
use. The sidewalks along Harbor Drive, which would remain under the proposed project, are for use by 
pedestrians.  In addition, the cycle track would be extended with the implementation of the proposed project 
(via the Pacific Avenue Reconnection). 

Regarding Polly’s and the Sportfishing Pier, please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s 
and Sportfishing.   

The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and 
consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC544 CHERYL MUNDER 
 
Comment PC544-1 

We hope the aesthetics are saved……..including Tony’s. Let it remain a pier, not a mall. 
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Response to Comment PC544-1 

Refer to Master Response #9: Views and Scale of Development regarding the scale of development, as well as 
Section 3.1 for aesthetics analysis.  Please refer to Section 3.4 Cultural Resources of the Draft EIR and 
Response to Comment PC312-1 regarding Tony’s On The Pier.  Regarding the Sportfishing Pier, please refer to 
the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is acknowledged and will 
be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC545 ORPHA DESS WILSON 
 
Comment PC545-1 

Reference 208210 Fisherman's Wharf which also includes Tony's Hats N' Things that leads into Old Tony's. 

I don't like what I have heard the redeve;opement plans are for the pier 

Ton'y is an Icon and should NEVER be changed, including their little shop~ 

I am against anything to do with changing Tony's on the Pier~ It has the best food anywhere and always has 

Response to Comment PC545-1 

Please refer to Section 3.4 Cultural Resources of the Draft EIR and Response to Comment PC312-1 regarding 
Tony’s On The Pier.  The comment is acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for 
review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC546 CORI GRAHAM 
 
Comment PC546-1 

I was disappointed to read on Facebook today that Old Tony's is up for discussion to be rehashed and, 
essentially, destroyed. 

I am a 28 year old female who grew up in Redondo Beach and lived there 23 years. I am now a native and a 
tourist, living in Irvine, and I bring my friends/coworkers to the Redondo Pier all the time. 

Why? Old Tony's. 

We have Barney's Beanery and El Torito elsewhere in Southern California. 

I live in a Master Planned Community... Irvine is the quintessential cookie‐cutter city made of identical‐looking 
strip malls and shopping complexes. Did you know Irvine has three CPK's? The monotony is the reason my 
friends and I make the journey to Redondo Beach frequently.  To escape from the boring Subways and 
Cheesecake Factories and bask in the glory of live music and a Fire Chief in a Souvenir glass. 

Part of what makes a beach city unique is it's seaside attractions. When expensive malls line the beaches of 
California, all the charm of a city like Redondo that has been around for 125 years slowly slips into Buzzfeed 
articles about the "good old days" and Historical Society publications. 

Please reconsider dramatically changing the Redondo Beach Pier and look into turning Old Tony's into a 
historical landmark. The iconic crow's nest is the centerpoint of the pier skyline and is arguably as well‐
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recognized as the King Harbor Sign. 

Response to Comment PC546-1 

Please refer to Section 3.4 Cultural Resources of the Draft EIR and Response to Comment PC312-1 regarding 
Tony’s On The Pier.  Please refer to Master Response #3: Economic Vitality and Compatibility of Businesses at 
the Project Site regarding the development proposed at the project site.  The comment is acknowledged and will 
be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC547 STEPHANY DEBSKI 
 
Comment PC547-1 

Tony's on the Pier is a cultural landmark in the South Bay that is as iconic as the shoreline that borders the city. 
It has been the site of irreplaceable memories and moments for myself and thousands of other patrons for over 
50 years. Removing Tony's would be a mistake. It serves as a gathering point for residents all over Los Angeles 
as a comfortable place to meet and enjoy the locale. No other establishment in the area exudes the welcoming 
atmosphere that Tony's does with its kitschy decor; my friends and I never consider any other restaurant on the 
Redondo Beach Pier. We always default to Tony's. Why change a good thing? 

Please do not throw away a cultural gift that few cities are blessed to have. Please ensure a long and enjoyable 
future for the meany people who enjoy and have yet to discover Tony's on the Pier. 

Response to Comment PC547-1 

Please refer to Section 3.4 Cultural Resources of the Draft EIR and Response to Comment PC312-1 regarding 
Tony’s On The Pier.  The comment is acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for 
review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC548 PAT ROSS 
 
Comment PC548-1 

Please keep sportfishing at Redondo. Me and my 3 sons love to fish there. Please don't take that away from us. 
Thanks! 
 
Response to Comment PC548-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC549 MATTHEW GRAY 
 
Comment PC549-1 

Keep Tony's as it is!!!! Save Redondo Pier from gentrification. This is a local spot, for locals that grew up here, 
and for visitors looking for a local hot spot. This is not a commodity to be used as an exclusive urban resort for 
a generation of affluent new arrivals. 
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Response to Comment PC549-1 

Please refer to Section 3.4 Cultural Resources of the Draft EIR and Response to Comment PC312-1 regarding 
Tony’s On The Pier.  The comment is acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for 
review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC550 MATT PARKER 
 
Comment PC550-1 

I writing to plead to you not to tear down Tony's. As a fourth generation Hermosa Beachian, the Redondo Pier 
has been a staple in my families lives. I understand that the South Bay is always evolving, and that 
gentrification is inevitable, but lets not erase what makes the Redondo Pier great, and that is institutions lake 
Tonys. It is a landmark, and should be protected and treated as such. Not torn down to make way for a massive 
chain with out any character. 

Response to Comment PC550-1 

Please refer to Section 3.4 Cultural Resources of the Draft EIR and Response to Comment PC312-1 regarding 
Tony’s On The Pier.  The comment is acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for 
review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC551 ANN COOPER 
 
Comment PC551-1 
I am a 50+ year resident of Redondo Beach and have worked in Redondo for almost 40 years.  My husband and 
I enjoy Redondo and frequent the piers and waterfront often. 

We are very enthused with the City's proposal to re-vitalize the waterfront and have attended the meetings to 
become informed with the EIR and hear the City and developers plans, and look forward to the facelift and 
infrastructure changes. There will undoubtedly be many things come up to be fine tuned and worked out, but we 
would ask our city planners to look hard at re- storing the Little Pier and saving it for future residents and 
visitors alike. 

What it brings to the waterfront are what all the other beach cities from Palos Verdes to Malibu wish they still 
had! Access to boat rides, pier fishing nature and dining that our little pier holds along with the nostalgic aspect 
that holds so many memories for residents and visitors. 

Please consider saving the Little Pier, sportfishing, whale watching and Polly's. 

Response to Comment PC551-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC552 SUSAN & DAVID UDEWITZ 
 
Comment PC552-1 

My husband and I are very concerned about the extensive project you are planning. David and I have attended 
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several community meetings where we have voiced our concerns. We have also spoken individually with 
several of your representatives that were at these meetings. About 1 1/2 years ago we met Fred Bruning, CEO 
CenterCal Properties at their El Segundo facility. 

We have looked carefully at the pictures showing us what the project will look like. The developer’s 
representatives, have told us that they were taking our views under consideration and that they would adhere to 
the 2 story height limit. 

They told us that they would not have parking on top of the second story, because it would be equal to a third 
story. The view corridor pictures of the condos in the 130 second floor building actually show a 3rd story view 
instead of a second story view. This was misleading because they have a 2 story underground parking structure. 
This was deceptive and intentionality sought to hide the most realistic view of the corridors (see photos below). 
It is clear to us that your height restrictions are not being enforced and that no consideration is being given to 
retaining our view corridor. 

Currently, we have a view of the bay and breakwater. Your plan eliminates our view. A loss of the bay view 
will decrease the value of our property. At all costs, we want to avoid this problem. (see photos below) 

We are located in Seascape ll just across the street from Captain Kids Restaurant. (Pacific Ave and Harbor 
Drive).  At the December meeting we saw your latest pictures that showed the corridor where you have shops, 
walkways, and a theater (on south side).  Your planned corridor is taking away all of our water/rock views. In 
addition, the signage of the theater is higher than 2 stories which obstruct our views. 

Response to Comment PC552-1 

As a point of clarification, the portions of the comment appear to be directed to the project applicant and some 
to the City.  The comment does not introduce new environmental information, nor does it directly challenge 
information presented in the Draft EIR.  It should be further noted that the City was not a participant in the 
meeting with CenterCal referenced by the commenter.  

It is not clear to what view corridor pictures the commenters are referencing, but based on the description, it 
does not appear to match any figures provided in the Draft EIR.  Regarding enforcement of the height 
restrictions, as discussed in Section 3.9, Land Use and Planning of the Draft EIR, the proposed project is 
consistent with the height limits allowed under the Coastal Zoning, which includes building up to three stories 
in the northeastern portion of the project site. See also Master Response #9: Views and Scale of Development 
for more information and a figure showing the height limits throughout the project site.  

The Draft EIR provides an analysis of public views in Section 3.1 under the threshold AES-1 addressing “local 
valued view available to the general public.”  However, private views are not considered a local valued view 
available to the general public.  Your opinion on the proposed project is noted and your comment will be 
included in the Final EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

Comment PC552-2 

We want to know what you are going to do about noise pollution, car pollution, lighting, flashing lights, 
delivery truck noise at all hours, congestion, fighting (look at Police response reports for an entire year in this 
area by Sombas and Captain Kids), and the bike lane and backed up traffic all the way past PCH and 190th. 

We hope that sound proofing all the condominiums from Seascape condos will be at the builder’s cost since the 
construction will be over several years and the noise from this development will be attenuated. 
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Our concerns are: 

Our Ocean Bay view 

Noise pollution 

Two story adherence 

Enclosed, please find pictures of our present view corridor. 

[A duplicate of this comment letter followed, as well as photos, which can be viewed in the PDF of the comment 
letter in Volume II of the Final EIR] 
 
Response to Comment PC552-2 

This comment raises general environment issues, which are addressed in the Draft EIR as follows: Noise is 
addressed in Section 3.10, Noise (see Section 3.10.4), of the Draft EIR; air quality (i.e., pollution from vehicles) 
is addressed in Section 3.2, Air Quality (see Section 3.2.4); lighting is addressed in Section 3.1, Aesthetics and 
Visual Resources (see Impact AES-3 in Section 3.1.4); delivery truck noise is addressed in Section 3.10, Noise 
(see Impact NOI-1 in Section 3.10.4), as well as Response to Comments PC039-4 and PC080-2; congestion is 
addressed in Section 3.13, Traffic and Transportation (see Section 3.13.4), as well as Master Response #6: 
Summary of Traffic Impacts Associated with the Operation of the Proposed Project; public safety is address in 
Section 3.11, Public Services (see Impact PBS-2 in Section 3.12.4); views are addressed in Section 3.1, 
Aesthetics and Visual Resources (see Impact AES-1 in Section 3.1.4), as well as Master Response #9: Views 
and Scale of Development; and compliance with height requirements in address in Section 3.9, Land Use and 
Planning (see Impact LUP-1 in Section 3.9-4). 

Regarding soundproofing, please see Response to Comments PC020-3 and PC039-7 for discussion of noise 
impacts and mitigation.  As discussed in Section 3.1 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project is required to 
comply with the Redondo Beach Municipal Code, which includes restrictions on lighting, which include the 
provision that light sources associated shall not be visible from the street or surrounding residential properties 
and the lighting shall be reflected aware from adjacent residential premises.  (RBMC Section 10-5.1706(c)(10).) 

The Draft EIR provides an analysis of public views in Section 3.1 under the threshold AES-1 addressing “local 
valued view available to the general public.”  Thank you for the photographs, however, private views are not 
considered a local valued view available to the general public.   

Your opinion on the proposed project is noted and your comment will be included in the Final EIR presented 
for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC553 CAITLYN HUTTINGER 
 
Comment PC553-1 

I was born and raised in the South Bay and the redondo pier and Tony's are some of the only parts of the South 
Bay that remain the same! Please don't get rid of the history here!!!! It's what makes where we live so unique! 
 
Reference 208210 Fisherman's Wharf which also includes Tony's Hats N' Things that leads into Old Tony's. 
http://redondo.org/news/displaynews.asp?NewsID=2620&TargetID 
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[The webpage referenced has been download and is included in the PDF of the comment letter in Volume II of 
the Final EIR] 
 
Response to Comment PC553-1 

Please refer to Section 3.4 Cultural Resources of the Draft EIR and Response to Comment PC312-1 regarding 
Tony’s On The Pier.  The comment is acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for 
review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC554 SUZANNE CARLSON 
 
Comment PC554-1 

I have been informed that there are some possible changes coming to the pier. I am really hoping that the pier 
stays intact and the business continue to thrive. Those long term businesses are more important then you know. 
We are from the Midwest and have been visiting twice, but each of those visits yielded several stops to the pier. 
I am am anxious to get back there soon. 

Response to Comment PC554-1 

It is unclear as to which pier the commenter is referring to.  Please refer to Section 3.4 Cultural Resources of the 
Draft EIR and Response to Comment PC312-1 regarding Tony’s On The Pier.  Please refer to the Master 
Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is acknowledged and will be included 
in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC555 LUKE HUMPHREY 
 
Comment PC555-1 

Please keep redondo sportfishing alive I caught my first yellows on the Indian and had the best times of my life 
on that boat and would hate to see it leave. 

Response to Comment PC555-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC556 JIM KANEMAKI 
 
Comment PC556-1 

I am writing to you in regards to the possible closure of the Sportfishing Landing. 

There are a number of us Locals which fish these waters for recreation. It's our sanctuary. 

I view tearing down the sportfishing landings would create new small businesses turn out to look like vacant 
"Ports of Call" of San Pedro. Many of these San Pedro small businesses have gone under which makes "Ports of 
Call" look like the "twilight zone". By keeping the sportfishing operations going, it allows our harbor to 
maintain its Old World charm ie...San Francisco. Of course, the City of Redondo can still construct ie.."clothing 
outlet" which will bring in business, but why not compromise to maintain the charm of Old Redondo for people 
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who live here? Sportfishing is becoming an "in thing" for us professionals along with blue-collar workers who 
live in the South Bay. 

Please keep me informed of our city's decision 

Response to Comment PC556-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC557 AGNES M MORSE 
 
Comment PC557-1 

I often visit Redondo Beach and was deeply disturbed when I found out that there is the possibility that the Pier 
may be closed, or worse destroyed. There is so much culture and history to the area, the pier and the restaurants 
that it would be a SHAME if this area we to be closed. 

Too often in California we replace the old with the new and many, many times it is not for the better. I get it 
everyone wants the shiny new penny BUT at some point we need to stop behaving like spoiled children and 
recognize the value and importance of what once was and respect it as it should be and certainly has earned the 
right to be. 

It for the most part boils down to money so I guess I must add that should the city close/remove The Waterfront 
and it's businesses I will take my business else where were the people respect the culture. 

I hope my opinion matters!!! 

Response to Comment PC557-1 

It is assumed that the commenter is referring to the Sportfishing Pier.  Please refer to the Master Response #5: 
Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  To the extent the commenter is referencing the Horseshoe Pier, 
please see Response to Comment PC312-1.  The comment is acknowledged and will be included in the Final 
EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC558 MARK 
 
Comment PC558-1 

May this msg serve as a petition of one of the many who oppose the so called "upgrade" of tearing down the 
little pier, tackle shops, restaurants and all business around redondo beach landing. Pls save redondo beach 
landing and all businesses round it. 

Response to Comment PC558-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. PC559 DEBBY MCCURDY 
 
Comment PC559-1 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the DEIR Environmental Impact Report.  I realize this is after the 
deadline, but was out of town. I have several concerns about the proposed projects. 

The main one is that it changes the cultural setting of the beach area.  Currently Redondo Beach has a lovely 
beach front that allows the occupants and visitors the calming effects of a beach community.  One can stand on 
the pier and smell the sea, hear the seals bark and see the pelicans fly overhead.  It is a compromise between 
nature and man. There are many species that live in the Redondo Beach area that may be harmed by the 
increased crowds and pollution of the proposed "mall" with the hopes of making Redondo Beach a mob scene 
of shoppers.  Are there protective features in place to ensure that the sea life and the birds and animals that 
depend on the sea for survival are not impacted by living in a crowded shopping area rather then a beach 
community with the restrictions that promote the health and survival of our beaches?  Is there well being 
ensured with the current proposals? 

One of the joys for many of the residents of inner city Los Angeles, is that there is transportation to a beach.  
How will this impact these people who come for a beach experience.  In a busy commercial setting, the 
quietude of the beach is lost and there is not the mental and health benefits for so many LA residents.  My 
impression is that the hope is to make Redondo Beach more like Manhattan Beach to draw a wealthier clientele.  
I suppose this is the natural approach for a businessman, but a sad reflection that it is not important for all 
aspects of our society to experience a natural setting on a day of rest. 

The proposal will make the beach a regular "mall".  The sensation of the beach community will be lost and 
there will be traffic, smog, and not enough parking spaces.  Why would the city want this at a beautiful beach 
area?  We have enough areas inland that are not impacted by this loss of beauty for economic gain.  Is there a 
plan in place for the area to retain its natural beauty and keep the vistas open.  I do hope so, as our country 
seems to be intent on become one large unimpressive mall with all areas having the same look.  I recall going to 
Palo Alto and being disappointed to see no distinction between that area and SoCal- strip mall after strip mall 
beading the roadway.  Is there no uniqueness to our communities in the present age?  At least now, Redondo 
Beach looks unique, but the proposal will certainly destroy that and propose it become a common mall scene.  
What will happen if it is not a financial success? Are there plans for it to be a weekend only shopping mall, 
since for many, it is hard to get to the beach area on a busy work day.  If it does not survive, will it become like 
the sad surroundings at the Ports of Call?  It always reminds me of a ghost town and the buildings are slowly 
and sadly deteriorating. 

Response to Comment PC559-1 

The commenter does not specify in what ways the project would harm the species that live in the Redondo 
Beach area.  Regarding natural resources at the waterfront (existing and with the project), refer to Section 3.3, 
Biological Resources of the Draft EIR, which details wildlife and vegetation (on land as well as in the water) 
and provides implementation of mitigation measures that would reduce impacts to less than significant.  Please 
also see Draft EIR Section 3.4 for discussion of Cultural Resources, Section 3.2 for discussion of Air Quality, 
Section 3.1 for discussion of Aesthetics, and Chapter 5 for discussion of Urban Decay. 

Regarding how the project will impact ability for residents of the inner city to enjoy the beach, as noted, in 
Draft EIR Section 3.13.2.3.4 (in Section 3.13, Traffic and Transportation), the project site is well served by 
transit service under existing conditions and this will not change under the proposed project.  As for the types of 
businesses associated with the proposed project, see Master Response #3: Economic Vitality and Compatibility 
of Businesses at the Project Site. 
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The proposed project is specifically designed as a new waterfront village, which would provide 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.  Specifically, the proposed development would be 
mostly restaurant (35 percent), with 20 percent retail, 12 percent office, 24 percent boutique hotel and nine 
percent specialty cinema, which is not characteristic of ‘a mall.’   

The comment states an opinion but does not introduce new environmental information.  Your comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body.   

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC560 GREGORY GORDON HOWLIND 
 
Comment PC560-1 

My family and I have been coming to Polly’s on the Pier since the early 1970's. The maintenance/upkeep 
required to sustain its operation, not to mention the fishing boat ops, seems a small price to pay/absorb to 
protect one of our landmark heritage sites. It may be one of the last remaining 20th century-era coffee shops and 
meeting places that define Redondo Beach as a long-gone escape from the hustle-bustle of the concrete-city-
scape. Don' tear it down! Don't move it to an out-of-the-way parking lot :) 

Response to Comment PC560-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 

COMMENT LETTER NO. PC561 WENDY CIRELLI 
 
Comment PC561-1 

Hello My name is Wendy I was at the oier just the other day I saw all the flyers on save the pier. I understand 
that from speaking to the sports fishing personnel that the city wants to knock all these places and renovate the 
whole area by on the rocks pollys and other surroundings. That is a very bad idea There are a ton of people that 
love pollys that fish on pier and also go on 1/2 day fishing boats also use that concrete road to bike ride and 
walk. Also if this took place I beige that in the long run no one will be able to afford rents and shopping it will 
end up empty businesses. Now  im all 4 fixing up what is there now its pretty darn old can really use a big face 
lift but not to do what is being talked about and trying to vote yes. I say NO! Bad idea.  

Response to Comment PC561-1 

Please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR and presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 

2.3.6 Draft EIR Public Meetings Transcripts 
 
For the oral comments, a copy of the transcript from each of the three public meetings is provided, and 
responses to each comment as bracketed follow:  Where commenters also submitted written correspondence, 
the responses below should be read in conjunction with responses to their written comments. 
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PM1- Draft EIR Public Meeting Transcript - November 21, 2015 
(Beginning page 28 of transcript – Page 2-854) 
 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM1-01 BRUCE SZELES 
 
Response to Comment PM1-01 

Please refer to Master Response #4: Modifications to the Seaside Lagoon.  The comments are acknowledged 
and will be included in the Final EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making 
body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM1-02 ROSS YOSNOW 
 
Response to Comment PM1-02 

Please refer to Response to Comment PC001 and Master Response #3: Economic Vitality and Compatibility of 
Businesses at the Project Site.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR 
presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM1-03 ADRAINNE TAUFA 
 
Response to Comment PM1-03 

Please refer to Response to Comment PC027 and Master Response #3: Economic Vitality and Compatibility of 
Businesses at the Project Site.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR 
presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM1-04 AL WEST 
 
Response to Comment PM1-04 

The proposed project is not a ‘mall’ but is categorized as a mixed-use development, including office and hotel 
with a retail, dining, entertainment (RDE) component that has enhanced public open spaces and recreational 
opportunities unique to the waterfront.  In fact, as analyzed, the project includes more restaurant use, including 
a public market hall, than retail.  As for the boat launch ramp, the Draft EIR analyzed six alternative locations 
and ramps (Alternative 8 in Chapter 4).  Regarding views, please refer to Master Response #9: Views and Scale 
of Development and Draft EIR Section 3.1.  As for profits and revenue, these are not CEQA considerations.  
The Pacific Avenue Reconnection is an element of the project that is fully addressed in the Draft EIR (e.g., 
vehicle emissions are addressed in Section 3.2, Air Quality and noise is detailed in Section 3.10, Noise of the 
Draft EIR).  As detailed in Chapter 4, Analysis of Alternative of the Draft EIR, Alternatives 1, 2 and 5 do not 
include the roadway reconnection.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR 
presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM1-05 BETH MINEAU 
 
Response to Comment PM1-05 

The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR presented for review and consideration 
by the City’s decision-making body.  Please see Draft EIR Chapter 3 for analysis of construction related 
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impacts of the project.  

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM1-06 MARYANN GUTHRIE  
 
Response to Comment PM1-06 

The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR presented for review and consideration 
by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM1-07 PENNY WIRSING 
 
Response to Comment PM1-07 

The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR presented for review and consideration 
by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM1-08 BARBARA EPSTEIN 
 
Response to Comment PM1-08 

Please refer to Response to Comments PC017, PC081, PC082, PC086, PC088, PC279 and PC280.  The 
comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR presented for review and consideration by 
the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM1-09 MATTHEW UDEWITZ 
 
Response to Comment PM1-09 

Please refer to Response to Comments PC018, PC039-7 and PC090.  Regarding the trolley, please refer to 
response to Comment PC152-11.  Please also see Master Response #4: Modifications to Seaside Lagoon and 
Master Response #9: Views and Scale of Development.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included 
in the Final EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM1-10 GARRY OHST 
 
Response to Comment PM1-10 

The commenter provides no specifics or scientific basis for their assertions that the Draft EIR is flawed.  The 
Draft EIR Section 3.9, Land Use and Planning did not conclude ’no impact’ as mentioned by the commenter.  
The proposed project was determined to have a less than significant impact associated with Land Use and 
Planning because the 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 ordinance) and would not result 
in a physical change to the environment not already addressed in the other resource chapters of this EIR.  The 
commenter is incorrect that the project Site is only 15 acres, the project site encompasses 36 acres as described 
in Draft EIR Section 1.2.2.  In addition, please refer to Response to Comments PC017-1 regarding square 
footage.  Please refer to Master Response #1: AES Power Plant Site regarding that site.  Please also see Draft 
EIR Section 3.13 for analysis of traffic, Section 3.11 for discussion of public services, and Section 3.1 for 
discussion of Aesthetics.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR presented for 
review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 
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PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM1-11 GINA DIPIETRO 
 
Response to Comment PM1-11 

The commenter references “great blue parrots,” it is unclear whether the commenter intended to reference great 
blue herons, which were discussed in the commenter’s written correspondence (Comment PC085).  No “great 
blue parrots’ were found at the project site during the biological survey.  Please refer to Response to Comment 
PC085, which includes discussion of biological resources.  Section 3.12, Recreation of the Draft EIR analyzed 
the impacts of the proposed project associated with recreation.  Section 3.12.4.2 provides the City’s significance 
criteria associated with recreation, which includes (1) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional 
parks or other recreational facilities such that a substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or 
be accelerated (REC-1), and (2) Include recreational facilities or required the construction or expansion of 
recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the environmental not already addressed as 
part of the proposed project (REC-2).  A less than significant impact was determined under threshold REC-1 
and no impact under threshold REC-2.  Please refer to Master Response #3: Economic Vitality and 
Compatibility of Businesses at the Project Site, for information on the existing and proposed businesses at the 
project site.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR presented for review and 
consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM1-12 TAL FINNEY 
 
Response to Comment PM1-12 

The commenter states an opinion and does not introduce new environmental information or directly challenge 
the information presented in the Draft EIR.  Your comment will be included in the Final EIR presented for 
review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM1-13 JIM LIGHT 
 
Response to Comment PM1-13 

Please refer to Response to Comment PC323.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the 
Final EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM1-14 STEVE RASAK 
 
Response to Comment PM1-14 

Please refer to Response to Comments PC016 and PC406-1.  In addition, please see Master Response #8: Boat 
Ramp in King Harbor.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR presented for 
review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM1-15 SURJIT HORA 
 
Response to Comment PM1-15 

Please refer to various Master Responses, such as #9: Views and Scale of Development, #6: Summary of 
Traffic Impacts Associated with the Operation of the Proposed Project, and #3: Economic Vitality and 
Compatibility of Businesses at the Project Site, for information on size of the development, traffic, and the 
theater.  Regarding noise impacts during construction, Section 3.10, Noise of the Draft EIR addresses potential 
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noise impacts.  The analyses account for the net increase in building area associated with the project and 
address potential impacts to sensitive receptors in proximity to the project site.  As discussed in Draft EIR 
Section 3.10.4, the City utilized specific sensitive receptor locations (i.e. monitoring locations) which also 
represent receptors located in close proximity to these locations.  These receptor locations are described in 
Table 3.10-2.  As detailed in Section 3.10 of the Draft EIR, construction of the proposed project would cause a 
substantial temporary and periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project (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); a significant noise impact would occur.  
However, construction impacts on ambient noise levels would be short-term and would not result in permanent 
increases in ambient noise levels.  Even with implementation of mitigation measures MM NOI-2 through MM 
NOI-6, the construction noise impact relative to the condominiums east of the site would remain significant and 
unavoidable.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR presented for review and 
consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM1-16 PAT AUST 
 
Response to Comment PM1-16 

The commenter states an opinion and does not introduce new environmental information or directly challenge 
the information presented in the Draft EIR.  Your comment will be included in the Final EIR presented for 
review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM1-17 REGGIE THOMAS 
 
Response to Comment PM1-17 

Regarding parking at the project site associated with the proposed project, please refer to Master Response #7: 
Waterfront Parking.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR presented for 
review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM1-18 JOANNE GALIN 
 
Response to Comment PM1-18 

The commenter states an opinion and does not introduce new environmental information or directly challenge 
the information presented in the Draft EIR.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final 
EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM1-19 YVONNE VICH (YVONNE VICK) 
 
Response to Comment PM1-19 

The commenter states an opinion and does not introduce new environmental information or directly challenge 
the information presented in the Draft EIR.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final 
EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 
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PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM1-20 CHRIS VOISOY (CHRIS VOISEY) 
 
Response to Comment PM1-20 

The commenter states an opinion and does not introduce new environmental information or directly challenge 
the information presented in the Draft EIR.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final 
EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM1-21 JOAN IRVINE 
 
Response to Comment PM1-21 

Please refer to Response to Comment PC323-96 for a discussion of bridge operations and Section 3.11 of the 
EIR for discussion associated with police services.  The commenter states an opinion and does not introduce 
new environmental information or directly challenge the information presented in the Draft EIR.  The 
comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR presented for review and consideration by 
the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM1-22 MICKEY TURNER 
 
Response to Comment PM1-22 

The commenter states an opinion and does not introduce new environmental information or directly challenge 
the information presented in the Draft EIR.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final 
EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM1-23 JANET GRISWOLD 
 
Response to Comment PM1-23 

Regarding a stalled car in the area of the Pacific Avenue Reconnection, on-site security would perform traffic 
control to allow for the movement of traffic from behind the stalled vehicle, as well as facilitate the removal of 
the stalled vehicle.  Please also note that three of the seven project alternatives (Alternatives 1, 2, and 5) which 
do not include the Pacific Avenue Reconnection; please see Draft EIR Chapter 4, Analysis of Alternatives.  
Regarding massing on the project site refer to Section 3.1 of the Draft EIR and Master Response #9: Views and 
Scale of Development.  Please refer to Response to Comment PC039-4 regarding air quality and delivery 
trucks.  Please also refer to Response to Comment PC039-7 for discussion of windows to abate noise.  The 
comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR presented for review and consideration by 
the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM1-24 PATRICK WEBB 
 
Response to Comment PM1-24 

For discussion associated with police services, please see Draft EIR Section 3.11.  The comments are 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 
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PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM1-25 DALE PETRULIS 
 
Response to Comment PM1-25 

As it relates to ‘piecemeal,’ please refer to Master Responses #2: Cumulative Project and #1: AES Power Plant 
Site.  Safety at the project site was addressed in Section 3.11, Public Services of the Draft EIR.  The commenter 
states an opinion and does not introduce new environmental information or directly challenge the information 
presented in the Draft EIR.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR presented 
for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM1-26 ROLF STRUTZENBERG 
 
Response to Comment PM1-26 

Regarding safety of the location of the boat ramp near the lagoon and paddle boarding, as well as water quality, 
please refer to Sections 3.8 (water quality) and 3.13 (traffic- small craft safety, including Impact TRA-3) of the 
Draft EIR and Master Response #4: Modifications to the Seaside Lagoon.  Section 2.5 of Chapter 2, Project 
Description details construction sequencing and staging, and Section 3.13 (starting on page 3.13-49) of the 
Draft EIR details traffic during construction (which includes a reduction in traffic in comparison to existing 
conditions).  Please also see Draft EIR Chapter 4 for discussion of alternative phasing (Alternative 6).  Please 
refer to Response to Comment PC323-96 for a discussion of bridge operations.  Utility lines at the project site 
would be below ground.  Finally, refer to Section 3.5, Geology and Soils of the Draft EIR regarding the 
building of structures at the project site.  Please refer to Response to Comment PC346-1 for discussion of 
vehicle usage for the boat launch.  Please see Draft EIR Section 3.2 for discussion of air quality, and fugitive 
dust regulations, including SCAQMD Rule 403.  As outlined in Table 2-2 of the Draft EIR, the proposed 
project includes numerous infrastructure improvements, which were analyzed as components of the proposed 
project.  Upon completion, maintenance activities are anticipated to be reduced in comparison to existing 
conditions.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR presented for review and 
consideration by the City’s decision-making body.  

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM1-27 JANET JOHNSON 
 
Response to Comment PM1-27 

The commenter states an opinion and does not introduce new environmental information or directly challenge 
the information presented in the Draft EIR.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final 
EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM1-28 JOANNE NEWMAN 
 
Response to Comment PM1-28 

Please refer to Response to Comments PC219 and PC256 (delivery trucks) and PC354 (movie theater).  Please 
also see Master Response #3: Economic Vitality and Compatibility of Businesses at the Project Site.  For 
discussion of existing views, please see Draft EIR Section 3.1 and Master Response #9: Views and Scale of 
Development.  As for landscaping, it is anticipated that there would be a mix of larger specimen trees and less 
mature trees ranging from 24” to 72” box size, which would be agreed upon with the City’s Community 
Development Department during the permitting and design process.   View corridors and shading will be 
considered in the placement of these trees.  The commenter states an opinion and does not introduce new 
environmental information or directly challenge the information presented in the Draft EIR.  The comments are 
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acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM1-29 MICHAEL DEL TUFO 
 
Response to Comment PM1-29 

Regarding soundproofing windows, please refer to Response to Comment PC039-7 and PC090-3.  Please also 
see Master Response #9: Views and Scale of Development, Master Response #3: Economic Vitality and 
Compatibility of Businesses at the Project Site, and Draft EIR Section 3.10 for discussion for noise.  The 
commenter states an opinion and does not introduce new environmental information or directly challenge the 
information presented in the Draft EIR.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR 
presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM1-30 ALEX SMITH 
 
Response to Comment PM1-30 

Please refer to Master Response #3: Economic Vitality and Compatibility of Businesses at the Project Site for 
more information on the proposed specialty cinema.  The commenter states an opinion and does not introduce 
new environmental information or directly challenge the information presented in the Draft EIR.  The 
comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR presented for review and consideration by 
the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM1-31 TOM GRAY 
 
Response to Comment PM1-31 

The commenter states an opinion and does not introduce new environmental information or directly challenge 
the information presented in the Draft EIR.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final 
EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM1-32 CHRISTINA JESPERSON 
 
Response to Comment PM1-32 

The commenter states an opinion and does not introduce new environmental information or directly challenge 
the information presented in the Draft EIR.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final 
EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM1-33 MATTHEW UDEWITZ 
 
Response to Comment PM1-33 

The commenter references a refinery across the street; the commenter appears to be referencing the AES power 
plant.  Please refer to Master Response #1: AES Power Plant Site regarding consideration of this property.  The 
commenter states an opinion and does not introduce new environmental information or directly challenge the 
information presented in the Draft EIR.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR 
presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 
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PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM1-34 JOANN TURK 
 
Response to Comment PM1-34 

Please refer to Response to Comments PC111 and PC350.  The comments are acknowledged and will be 
included in the Final EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM1-35 JANE DIEHL 
 
Response to Comment PM1-35 

Section 3.8 analysis of water quality, including infrastructure improvements, associated with the proposed 
project.  The commenter states an opinion and does not introduce new environmental information or directly 
challenge the information presented in the Draft EIR.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in 
the Final EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

  



City of Redondo Beach  Chapter 2  Response to Comments 

 

 
The Waterfront Final EIR 
July 2016 

 
2-930 

File No. 2014-04-EIR-001
SCH# 2014061071

 

 
PM1- Draft EIR Public Meeting Transcript - November 21, 2015 
(Beginning page 28 of transcript – Page 2-854) 
 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM1-01 BRUCE SZELES 
 
Response to Comment PM1-01 

Please refer to Master Response #4: Modifications to the Seaside Lagoon.  The comments are acknowledged 
and will be included in the Final EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making 
body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM1-02 ROSS YOSNOW 
 
Response to Comment PM1-02 

Please refer to Response to Comment PC001 and Master Response #3: Economic Vitality and Compatibility of 
Businesses at the Project Site.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR 
presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM1-03 ADRAINNE TAUFA 
 
Response to Comment PM1-03 

Please refer to Response to Comment PC027 and Master Response #3: Economic Vitality and Compatibility of 
Businesses at the Project Site.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR 
presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM1-04 AL WEST 
 
Response to Comment PM1-04 

The proposed project is not a ‘mall’ but is categorized as a mixed-use development, including office and hotel 
with a retail, dining, entertainment (RDE) component that has enhanced public open spaces and recreational 
opportunities unique to the waterfront.  In fact, as analyzed, the project includes more restaurant use, including 
a public market hall, than retail.  As for the boat launch ramp, the Draft EIR analyzed six alternative locations 
and ramps (Alternative 8 in Chapter 4).  Regarding views, please refer to Master Response #9: Views and Scale 
of Development and Draft EIR Section 3.1.  As for profits and revenue, these are not CEQA considerations.  
The Pacific Avenue Reconnection is an element of the project that is fully addressed in the Draft EIR (e.g., 
vehicle emissions are addressed in Section 3.2, Air Quality and noise is detailed in Section 3.10, Noise of the 
Draft EIR).  As detailed in Chapter 4, Analysis of Alternative of the Draft EIR, Alternatives 1, 2 and 5 do not 
include the roadway reconnection.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR 
presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM1-05 BETH MINEAU 
 
Response to Comment PM1-05 

The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR presented for review and consideration 
by the City’s decision-making body.  Please see Draft EIR Chapter 3 for analysis of construction related 
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impacts of the project.  

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM1-06 MARYANN GUTHRIE  
 
Response to Comment PM1-06 

The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR presented for review and consideration 
by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM1-07 PENNY WIRSING 
 
Response to Comment PM1-07 

The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR presented for review and consideration 
by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM1-08 BARBARA EPSTEIN 
 
Response to Comment PM1-08 

Please refer to Response to Comments PC017, PC081, PC082, PC086, PC088, PC279 and PC280.  The 
comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR presented for review and consideration by 
the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM1-09 MATTHEW UDEWITZ 
 
Response to Comment PM1-09 

Please refer to Response to Comments PC018, PC039-7 and PC090.  Regarding the trolley, please refer to 
response to Comment PC152-11.  Please also see Master Response #4: Modifications to Seaside Lagoon and 
Master Response #9: Views and Scale of Development.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included 
in the Final EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM1-10 GARRY OHST 
 
Response to Comment PM1-10 

The commenter provides no specifics or scientific basis for their assertions that the Draft EIR is flawed.  The 
Draft EIR Section 3.9, Land Use and Planning did not conclude ’no impact’ as mentioned by the commenter.  
The proposed project was determined to have a less than significant impact associated with Land Use and 
Planning because the 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 ordinance) and would not result 
in a physical change to the environment not already addressed in the other resource chapters of this EIR.  The 
commenter is incorrect that the project Site is only 15 acres, the project site encompasses 36 acres as described 
in Draft EIR Section 1.2.2.  In addition, please refer to Response to Comments PC017-1 regarding square 
footage.  Please refer to Master Response #1: AES Power Plant Site regarding that site.  Please also see Draft 
EIR Section 3.13 for analysis of traffic, Section 3.11 for discussion of public services, and Section 3.1 for 
discussion of Aesthetics.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR presented for 
review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 
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PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM1-11 GINA DIPIETRO 
 
Response to Comment PM1-11 

The commenter references “great blue parrots,” it is unclear whether the commenter intended to reference great 
blue herons, which were discussed in the commenter’s written correspondence (Comment PC085).  No “great 
blue parrots’ were found at the project site during the biological survey.  Please refer to Response to Comment 
PC085, which includes discussion of biological resources.  Section 3.12, Recreation of the Draft EIR analyzed 
the impacts of the proposed project associated with recreation.  Section 3.12.4.2 provides the City’s significance 
criteria associated with recreation, which includes (1) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional 
parks or other recreational facilities such that a substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or 
be accelerated (REC-1), and (2) Include recreational facilities or required the construction or expansion of 
recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the environmental not already addressed as 
part of the proposed project (REC-2).  A less than significant impact was determined under threshold REC-1 
and no impact under threshold REC-2.  Please refer to Master Response #3: Economic Vitality and 
Compatibility of Businesses at the Project Site, for information on the existing and proposed businesses at the 
project site.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR presented for review and 
consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM1-12 TAL FINNEY 
 
Response to Comment PM1-12 

The commenter states an opinion and does not introduce new environmental information or directly challenge 
the information presented in the Draft EIR.  Your comment will be included in the Final EIR presented for 
review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM1-13 JIM LIGHT 
 
Response to Comment PM1-13 

Please refer to Response to Comment PC323.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the 
Final EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM1-14 STEVE RASAK 
 
Response to Comment PM1-14 

Please refer to Response to Comments PC016 and PC406-1.  In addition, please see Master Response #8: Boat 
Ramp in King Harbor.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR presented for 
review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM1-15 SURJIT HORA 
 
Response to Comment PM1-15 

Please refer to various Master Responses, such as #9: Views and Scale of Development, #6: Summary of 
Traffic Impacts Associated with the Operation of the Proposed Project, and #3: Economic Vitality and 
Compatibility of Businesses at the Project Site, for information on size of the development, traffic, and the 
theater.  Regarding noise impacts during construction, Section 3.10, Noise of the Draft EIR addresses potential 
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noise impacts.  The analyses account for the net increase in building area associated with the project and 
address potential impacts to sensitive receptors in proximity to the project site.  As discussed in Draft EIR 
Section 3.10.4, the City utilized specific sensitive receptor locations (i.e. monitoring locations) which also 
represent receptors located in close proximity to these locations.  These receptor locations are described in 
Table 3.10-2.  As detailed in Section 3.10 of the Draft EIR, construction of the proposed project would cause a 
substantial temporary and periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project (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); a significant noise impact would occur.  
However, construction impacts on ambient noise levels would be short-term and would not result in permanent 
increases in ambient noise levels.  Even with implementation of mitigation measures MM NOI-2 through MM 
NOI-6, the construction noise impact relative to the condominiums east of the site would remain significant and 
unavoidable.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR presented for review and 
consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM1-16 PAT AUST 
 
Response to Comment PM1-16 

The commenter states an opinion and does not introduce new environmental information or directly challenge 
the information presented in the Draft EIR.  Your comment will be included in the Final EIR presented for 
review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM1-17 REGGIE THOMAS 
 
Response to Comment PM1-17 

Regarding parking at the project site associated with the proposed project, please refer to Master Response #7: 
Waterfront Parking.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR presented for 
review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM1-18 JOANNE GALIN 
 
Response to Comment PM1-18 

The commenter states an opinion and does not introduce new environmental information or directly challenge 
the information presented in the Draft EIR.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final 
EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM1-19 YVONNE VICH (YVONNE VICK) 
 
Response to Comment PM1-19 

The commenter states an opinion and does not introduce new environmental information or directly challenge 
the information presented in the Draft EIR.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final 
EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 
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PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM1-20 CHRIS VOISOY (CHRIS VOISEY) 
 
Response to Comment PM1-20 

The commenter states an opinion and does not introduce new environmental information or directly challenge 
the information presented in the Draft EIR.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final 
EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM1-21 JOAN IRVINE 
 
Response to Comment PM1-21 

Please refer to Response to Comment PC323-96 for a discussion of bridge operations and Section 3.11 of the 
EIR for discussion associated with police services.  The commenter states an opinion and does not introduce 
new environmental information or directly challenge the information presented in the Draft EIR.  The 
comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR presented for review and consideration by 
the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM1-22 MICKEY TURNER 
 
Response to Comment PM1-22 

The commenter states an opinion and does not introduce new environmental information or directly challenge 
the information presented in the Draft EIR.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final 
EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM1-23 JANET GRISWOLD 
 
Response to Comment PM1-23 

Regarding a stalled car in the area of the Pacific Avenue Reconnection, on-site security would perform traffic 
control to allow for the movement of traffic from behind the stalled vehicle, as well as facilitate the removal of 
the stalled vehicle.  Please also note that three of the seven project alternatives (Alternatives 1, 2, and 5) which 
do not include the Pacific Avenue Reconnection; please see Draft EIR Chapter 4, Analysis of Alternatives.  
Regarding massing on the project site refer to Section 3.1 of the Draft EIR and Master Response #9: Views and 
Scale of Development.  Please refer to Response to Comment PC039-4 regarding air quality and delivery 
trucks.  Please also refer to Response to Comment PC039-7 for discussion of windows to abate noise.  The 
comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR presented for review and consideration by 
the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM1-24 PATRICK WEBB 
 
Response to Comment PM1-24 

For discussion associated with police services, please see Draft EIR Section 3.11.  The comments are 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 
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PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM1-25 DALE PETRULIS 
 
Response to Comment PM1-25 

As it relates to ‘piecemeal,’ please refer to Master Responses #2: Cumulative Project and #1: AES Power Plant 
Site.  Safety at the project site was addressed in Section 3.11, Public Services of the Draft EIR.  The commenter 
states an opinion and does not introduce new environmental information or directly challenge the information 
presented in the Draft EIR.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR presented 
for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM1-26 ROLF STRUTZENBERG 
 
Response to Comment PM1-26 

Regarding safety of the location of the boat ramp near the lagoon and paddle boarding, as well as water quality, 
please refer to Sections 3.8 (water quality) and 3.13 (traffic- small craft safety, including Impact TRA-3) of the 
Draft EIR and Master Response #4: Modifications to the Seaside Lagoon.  Section 2.5 of Chapter 2, Project 
Description details construction sequencing and staging, and Section 3.13 (starting on page 3.13-49) of the 
Draft EIR details traffic during construction (which includes a reduction in traffic in comparison to existing 
conditions).  Please also see Draft EIR Chapter 4 for discussion of alternative phasing (Alternative 6).  Please 
refer to Response to Comment PC323-96 for a discussion of bridge operations.  Utility lines at the project site 
would be below ground.  Finally, refer to Section 3.5, Geology and Soils of the Draft EIR regarding the 
building of structures at the project site.  Please refer to Response to Comment PC346-1 for discussion of 
vehicle usage for the boat launch.  Please see Draft EIR Section 3.2 for discussion of air quality, and fugitive 
dust regulations, including SCAQMD Rule 403.  As outlined in Table 2-2 of the Draft EIR, the proposed 
project includes numerous infrastructure improvements, which were analyzed as components of the proposed 
project.  Upon completion, maintenance activities are anticipated to be reduced in comparison to existing 
conditions.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR presented for review and 
consideration by the City’s decision-making body.  

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM1-27 JANET JOHNSON 
 
Response to Comment PM1-27 

The commenter states an opinion and does not introduce new environmental information or directly challenge 
the information presented in the Draft EIR.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final 
EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM1-28 JOANNE NEWMAN 
 
Response to Comment PM1-28 

Please refer to Response to Comments PC219 and PC256 (delivery trucks) and PC354 (movie theater).  Please 
also see Master Response #3: Economic Vitality and Compatibility of Businesses at the Project Site.  For 
discussion of existing views, please see Draft EIR Section 3.1 and Master Response #9: Views and Scale of 
Development.  As for landscaping, it is anticipated that there would be a mix of larger specimen trees and less 
mature trees ranging from 24” to 72” box size, which would be agreed upon with the City’s Community 
Development Department during the permitting and design process.   View corridors and shading will be 
considered in the placement of these trees.  The commenter states an opinion and does not introduce new 
environmental information or directly challenge the information presented in the Draft EIR.  The comments are 
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acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM1-29 MICHAEL DEL TUFO 
 
Response to Comment PM1-29 

Regarding soundproofing windows, please refer to Response to Comment PC039-7 and PC090-3.  Please also 
see Master Response #9: Views and Scale of Development, Master Response #3: Economic Vitality and 
Compatibility of Businesses at the Project Site, and Draft EIR Section 3.10 for discussion for noise.  The 
commenter states an opinion and does not introduce new environmental information or directly challenge the 
information presented in the Draft EIR.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR 
presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM1-30 ALEX SMITH 
 
Response to Comment PM1-30 

Please refer to Master Response #3: Economic Vitality and Compatibility of Businesses at the Project Site for 
more information on the proposed specialty cinema.  The commenter states an opinion and does not introduce 
new environmental information or directly challenge the information presented in the Draft EIR.  The 
comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR presented for review and consideration by 
the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM1-31 TOM GRAY 
 
Response to Comment PM1-31 

The commenter states an opinion and does not introduce new environmental information or directly challenge 
the information presented in the Draft EIR.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final 
EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM1-32 CHRISTINA JESPERSON 
 
Response to Comment PM1-32 

The commenter states an opinion and does not introduce new environmental information or directly challenge 
the information presented in the Draft EIR.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final 
EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM1-33 MATTHEW UDEWITZ 
 
Response to Comment PM1-33 

The commenter references a refinery across the street; the commenter appears to be referencing the AES power 
plant.  Please refer to Master Response #1: AES Power Plant Site regarding consideration of this property.  The 
commenter states an opinion and does not introduce new environmental information or directly challenge the 
information presented in the Draft EIR.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR 
presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 
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PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM1-34 JOANN TURK 
 
Response to Comment PM1-34 

Please refer to Response to Comments PC111 and PC350.  The comments are acknowledged and will be 
included in the Final EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM1-35 JANE DIEHL 
 
Response to Comment PM1-35 

Section 3.8 analysis of water quality, including infrastructure improvements, associated with the proposed 
project.  The commenter states an opinion and does not introduce new environmental information or directly 
challenge the information presented in the Draft EIR.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in 
the Final EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 
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PM2- Draft EIR Public Meeting Transcript – December 9, 2015 
(Beginning page 27 of transcript – Page 2-964) 
 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM2-01 GINA DIPIETRO 
 
Response to Comment PM2-01 

Please refer to Response to Comments PC085.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the 
Final EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM2-02 ROBERT LIGHT 
 
Response to Comment PM2-02 

Regarding the environmental impacts of the proposed project, please refer to the Executive Summary of the 
Draft EIR and Response to Comment PC077-1.  The proposed project is specifically designed as a new 
waterfront village, which would provide 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.  
Specifically, the proposed development would be mostly restaurant (35 percent), with 20 percent retail, 12 
percent office, 24 percent boutique hotel and nine percent specialty cinema.  The proposed project would be 
consistent with approved growth, such as the approved 400,000 square feet of net new development cap in the 
waterfront (under Measure G and the City’s certified Local Coastal Program).  Refer to the Master Response 
#1: AES Power Plant Site regarding the future development of the AES Power Plant Site.  Please also see Draft 
EIR Section 3.1 for discussion of aesthetics, Section 3.2 for discussion of air quality, Section 3.8 for discussion 
of hydrology and water quality, Section 3.10 for discussion of noise, and Section 3.13 for discussion of traffic.  
The commenter states an opinion and does not introduce new environmental information or directly challenge 
the information presented in the Draft EIR.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final 
EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM2-03 ROBERT RESNICK 
 
Response to Comment PM2-03 

Please refer to Section 3.13 of the Draft EIR and Master Response #7: Waterfront Parking.  Construction 
phasing associated with the proposed project is detailed in Section 2.5 of Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR.  Parking 
during construction for adjacent uses would occur immediately south of the project site.  The comments are 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM2-04 TAL FINNEY 
 
Response to Comment PM2-04 

Please refer to Response to Comments PM1-12.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the 
Final EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 
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PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM2-05 PAM COMBAR 
 
Response to Comment PM2-05 

The proposed project would be consistent with the City’s zoning regulations, such as the approved 400,000 
square feet of net new development cap in the waterfront (under Measure G and the City’s certified Local 
Coastal Program); for more detailed information, please see Draft EIR Section 3.9.  The lease document is not a 
CEQA/environmental issue.  Please refer to Master Response #3: Economic Vitality and Compatibility of 
Businesses at the Project Site regarding the viability of the development proposed at the project site, regarding 
the existing and proposed businesses at the site.  The comments and opinions are acknowledged and will be 
included in the Final EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM2-06 DAN ELDER 
 
Response to Comment PM2-06 

Please refer to Response to Comments PC004 and PC394.  Several different boat launch locations were 
analyzed in Draft EIR, Chapter 4.  Please also see discussion of the Staff Recommended Alternative in Chapter 
1 of the Final EIR, including discussion of a boat launch at Mole B.  The comments are acknowledged and will 
be included in the Final EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM2-07 JOANN TURK 
 
Response to Comment PM2-07 

Please refer to Response to Comments PC111, PC350, and Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and 
Sportfishing.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR presented for review and 
consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM2-08 JOAN RILEY 
 
Response to Comment PM2-08 

Please refer to Response to Comments PC120, PC383, and PC401  regarding issues raised by the commenter 
including noise.  Refer to Master Response #9: Views and Scale of Development regarding the scale/massing of 
development, as well as Section 3.1 for aesthetics analysis and Section 3.9 for the projects consistency with 
approved heights at the site.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR presented 
for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM2-09 JOANNE GALIN 
 
Response to Comment PM2-09 

The commenter states an opinion and does not introduce new environmental information or directly challenge 
the information presented in the Draft EIR.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final 
EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 
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PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM2-10 ARNETTE TRAVIS 
 
Response to Comment PM2-10 

The commenter states an opinion and does not introduce new environmental information or directly challenge 
the information presented in the Draft EIR.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final 
EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM2-11 GREG DIETE 
 
Response to Comment PM2-11 

Refer to Master Response #9: Views and Scale of Development regarding the scale of development, as well as 
Section 3.1 for aesthetics analysis and Section 3.9 for the projects consistency with approved heights at the site, 
and Section 3.13 for discussion of traffic.  Please refer to Master Response #3: Economic Vitality and 
Compatibility of Businesses at the Project Site regarding the viability of the development proposed at the 
project site, as well as appropriateness of land uses proposed at the site.  The comments are acknowledged and 
will be included in the Final EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM2-12 ANDY AVRICK 
 
Response to Comment PM2-12 

The commenter states an opinion and does not introduce new environmental information or directly challenge 
the information presented in the Draft EIR.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final 
EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM2-13 JOY CORRADETTI 
 
Response to Comment PM2-13 

Please refer to Response to Comments PC148.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the 
Final EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM2-14 LORI ZAREMSKI 
 
Response to Comment PM2-14 

Please refer to Master Response #3: Economic Vitality and Compatibility of Businesses at the Project Site 
regarding the businesses at the project site.  The commenter states an opinion and does not introduce new 
environmental information or directly challenge the information presented in the Draft EIR.  The comments are 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM2-15 EUGENE SOLOMON 
 
Response to Comment PM2-15 

Please refer to Response to Comment PC149.  For discussion of existing conditions at intersections along 
Pacific Coast Highway and Catalina, please see Draft EIR Table 3.13-4; contrary to the assertions in the 
comment, none of the intersections under existing conditions operate at LOS F (referenced in the comment as 
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an “F rating”).  Please also refer to Master Response #3: Economic Vitality and Compatibility of Businesses at 
the Project Site regarding the businesses at the project site.  The comments are acknowledged and will be 
included in the Final EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM2-16 WAYNE CRAIG 
 
Response to Comment PM2-16 

Please refer to Response to Comment PM2-02 above.  The commenter is incorrect that a movie theater is 
proposed on the pier.  The specialty cinema is proposed for the northern portion of the project site (not the 
southern or pier area).  Please see Master Response #3: Economic Vitality and Compatibility of Businesses at 
the Project Site, which addresses viability of project elements including the specialty cinema.  The comments 
and opinions are acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR presented for review and consideration by 
the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM2-17 DELIA VECHI 
 
Response to Comment PM2-17 

Please refer to Response to Comments PC336.  Please see Master Response #3: Economic Vitality and 
Compatibility of Businesses at the Project Site, which addresses viability of project elements including the 
specialty cinema, please also see Master Response #7: Waterfront Parking.  Please also see Draft EIR Section 
3.4 for discussion of historic resources.  The commenter states an opinion and does not introduce new 
environmental information or directly challenge the information presented in the Draft EIR.  The comments are 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM2-18 DOUG CHRISTIANSEN 
 
Response to Comment PM2-18 

For discussion of hydrological resources, please See Draft EIR Section 3.8.  The commenter states an opinion 
and does not introduce new environmental information or directly challenge the information presented in the 
Draft EIR.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR presented for review and 
consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM2-19 BILL SCHWANEBERG 
 
Response to Comment PM2-19 

Please refer to Response to Comments PC371.  As for the sportfishing, please refer to the Master Response 
#5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the 
Final EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM2-20 JULIE COLL 
 
Response to Comment PM2-20 

Please refer to Response to Comments PC059 and PC345.  Please also see Master Response #5: Sportfishing 
Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR 
presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 
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PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM2-21 JACKIE BALESTRA 
 
Response to Comment PM2-21 

The commenter states an opinion and does not introduce new environmental information or directly challenge 
the information presented in the Draft EIR.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final 
EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM2-22 MARK KNUDSON 
 
Response to Comment PM2-22 

Please refer to Master Response #3: Economic Vitality and Compatibility of Businesses at the Project Site 
regarding existing and proposed businesses at the project site.  Green features, such as electric charging stations, 
are being proposed as part of the project.  Please see Draft EIR Section 3.8 and Response to Comment PC336-5 
for discussion of hydrology and sea level rise.  Please refer to Response to Comment PC085 regarding the blue 
heron.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR presented for review and 
consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM2-23 SCOTT FELLOWS 
 
Response to Comment PM2-23 

The commenter states an opinion and does not introduce new environmental information or directly challenge 
the information presented in the Draft EIR.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final 
EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM2-24 REGGIE THOMAS 
 
Response to Comment PM2-24 

The commenter states an opinion and does not introduce new environmental information or directly challenge 
the information presented in the Draft EIR.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final 
EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM2-25 STEVE COMLEY 
 
Response to Comment PM2-25 

The commenter states an opinion and does not introduce new environmental information or directly challenge 
the information presented in the Draft EIR.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final 
EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 
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PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM2-26 JENNIFER GOLDSTEIN 
 
Response to Comment PM2-26 

The commenter states an opinion and does not introduce new environmental information or directly challenge 
the information presented in the Draft EIR.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final 
EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM2-27 JOHN GRAN 
 
Response to Comment PM2-27 

Please refer to Response to Comment PC085 regarding the blue heron.  The commenter states an opinion and 
does not introduce new environmental information or directly challenge the information presented in the Draft 
EIR.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR presented for review and 
consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM2-28 TERA GUTHRIE 
 
Response to Comment PM2-28 

The commenter states an opinion and does not introduce new environmental information or directly challenge 
the information presented in the Draft EIR.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final 
EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM2-29 DON SZERLIP 
 
Response to Comment PM2-29 

Please refer to Master Response #4: Modifications to the Seaside Lagoon and Master Response #8: Boat Ramp 
in King Harbor.  Please refer to Response to Comment PC346-1 for discussion of vehicle queuing for the boat 
launch once the project becomes operational.  Please also see Final EIR Chapter 2, Modifications to the Draft 
EIR Table 3.10-9, for additional roadway noise information in proximity to the Portofino hotel (approximately 
260 feet northwest of Noise Measurement Location 2 at its closest point to the Waterfront project).  As noted in 
Table 3.10-9, peak hour usage of a Boat Launch at Mole C is not expected to be more than 12 vehicles in a 
worst case scenario.  Furthermore, this would be a reduction in comparison to the existing operations of Joe’s 
Crab Shack (8.231 KSF); as noted in Draft EIR Table 3.13-11 Joes Crab Shack was modeled as an existing 
Quality Restaurant, which yields an existing trip generation of 62 vehicles during the peak hour.  As discussed 
in Note 7 of Modifications to the Draft EIR Table 3.10-9, would have a negligible effect on existing roadway 
noise along that segment of Portofino Way (i.e., road segment nearest to Portofino hotel).  Furthermore, the 
portion of the access road in front of Portofino hotel would not be used by the Waterfront patrons, as it is a dead 
end.  Additionally, the noise analysis notes that the project site is already subject to existing operational noise 
typical of existing commercial land uses, including conversations (Draft EIR page 3.10-22), notwithstanding 
that such conversational noise levels would not likely be discernable from existing background noise levels 
given that the Portofino Hotel would approximately be 200 feet for the nearest edge of the Project site, and 
approximately 260 feet north of the boat launch driveway at Mole C.  The proposed project is specifically 
designed as a new waterfront village, which would provide a distinctive high quality mixed-use environment to 
support the City's ongoing economic and recreational revitalization of the Waterfront, while reducing 
seasonality.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR presented for review and 
consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 
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PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM2-30 LAURA ZAHN 
 
Response to Comment PM2-30 

Please refer to Master Response #3: Economic Vitality and Compatibility of Businesses at the Project Site 
regarding existing and proposed businesses at the project site.  Please refer to Chapter 2 and Section 3.12 of the 
Draft EIR for recreational elements (passive and active) associated with the project.  Mitigation associated with 
biological resources (MM BIO-1 to MM BIO-4) is described in Section 3.2 of the Draft EIR, which is 
appropriate and adequate to reduce impacts to less than significant.  The comments are acknowledged and will 
be included in the Final EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM2-31 LANCE LIBIANO 
 
Response to Comment PM2-31 

The commenter states an opinion and does not introduce new environmental information or directly challenge 
the information presented in the Draft EIR.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final 
EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM2-32 MARK MENDEZ 
 
Response to Comment PM2-32 

The commenter states an opinion and does not introduce new environmental information or directly challenge 
the information presented in the Draft EIR.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final 
EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM2-33 ELIZABETH SANCHEZ 
 
Response to Comment PM2-33 

Master Response #6: Summary of Traffic Impacts Associated with the Operation of the Proposed Project for 
information on traffic.  Please refer to Response to Comments PC442.  Please also see Draft EIR Section 3.2 
and Response to Comment PC152-10 for discussion of health effects and air quality.  The comments are 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM2-34 GERRY O’CONNOR 
 
Response to Comment PM2-34 

Please refer to Response to Comments PC427.  The video prepared by CenterCal (available at 
http://www.thewaterfrontredondo.com/the-plan.php#video) includes a computer 3D model of the proposed 
project.  In addition, simulations used in Section 3.1, Aesthetics and Visual Resources of the Draft EIR (see 
Figures 3.1-7 through 3.1-23) used to analyze the aesthetics and visual resources impacts that could result from 
the proposed project were based on the 3D computer model.  The comments are acknowledged and will be 
included in the Final EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 
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PM3- Draft EIR Public Meeting Transcript – January 9, 2016 
(Beginning page 26 of transcript – Page 2-1067) 
 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM3-01 WAYNE CRAIG 
 
Response to Comment PM3-01 

Please refer to Response to Comment PC379, which notes that the traffic analysis included the Shade Hotel.  
Regarding the AES site, please refer to Master Response #1: AES Power Plant Site.  Please see Draft EIR 
Section 3.2 for discussion of air quality and Section 3.10 for discussion of noise.  The comments are 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM3-02 ALAN HURD 
 
Response to Comment PM3-02 

The Redondo Beach Hotel is located northeast of the project site and not directly in front of the hotel (northeast 
corner of Harbor Drive and Beryl St.), and private views of the Harbor would remain available from the upper 
floors of hotel upon implementation of the project (as noted in Master Response #9: Views and Scale of 
Development, there are very limited view from the ground floor along Harbor Drive).  Please refer to Draft EIR 
Section 3.1 and Master Response #9: Views and Scale of Development for information from the Draft EIR 
analysis regarding visual resources.  It should be noted that the proposed Waterfront would provide the guest at 
the adjacent hotels first-class amenities that would enhance their stay.  The comments are acknowledged and 
will be included in the Final EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM3-03 LISSA DYE 
 
Response to Comment PM3-03 

The Pacifica Hotel Company owns and operates the Redondo Beach Hotel.  Please refer to Response to 
Comments PM3-02 above.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR presented 
for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM3-04 BRIAN HITTELMAN 
 
Response to Comment PM3-04 

Please refer to Response to Comments PC186.  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.  (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 also noted in Master Response #1: AES Power Plant Site, it is expected 
that a major zoning change would delay the project a decade or more, and would not allow the project to be 
completed within a reasonable period of time.  In addition, please refer to the Master Response #5: Sportfishing 
Pier, Polly’s and Sportfishing.   
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As noted, in Draft EIR Section 3.13.2.3.4 (in Section 3.13, Traffic and Transportation), the project site is well 
served by transit service under existing conditions.  Please also be aware, it is not feasible to provide a transit 
stop at every location in the City.  However, transit operators routinely assess the need for transit demand, 
service, and additional stops as part of their routine function.  As discussed in Draft EIR Section 3.13.2.3.4, 
transit service is provided by several entities including LA County Metro.  Furthermore, Catalina Avenue is 
located approximately500 feet from the project site; such users are anticipated to visit the site through alternate 
modes of transportation (i.e. walking), which is one of the project objectives. The comments are acknowledged 
and will be included in the Final EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making 
body.  

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM3-05 MATTHEW BERNARD 
 
Response to Comment PM3-05 

Please refer to Response to Comment PM3-02.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the 
Final EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM3-06 JAMES ECKLUND 
 
Response to Comment PM3-06 

Please refer to Response to Comment PC176.  The commenter claims that the EIR says Mole A has ‘less 
views.’  It is unclear what language the commenter is referencing.    Beginning on page 4-308, the analysis in 
Chapter 4, Analysis of Alternatives, indicated that during operation, the Mole A boat launch ramp facility 
options would have the same visual elements of surface parking and docks, albeit reconfigured, as compared to 
the existing conditions.  This would not change the public views available from the surrounding areas.  As 
summarized in Table 4-64 (page 4-431) the impact was a ‘O’ = Impact considered to be equal to the proposed 
project.  For discussion of boat activity, please see Response to Comment PC343-1.  Please also see Master 
Response #8: Boat Ramp in King Harbor, and Master Response #7: Waterfront Parking.  The comments are 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM3-07 RICHARD WIRSING 
 
Response to Comment PM3-07 

The commenter states an opinion and does not introduce new environmental information or directly challenge 
the information presented in the Draft EIR.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final 
EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM3-08 PENNY WIRSING 
 
Response to Comment PM3-08 

The commenter states an opinion and does not introduce new environmental information or directly challenge 
the information presented in the Draft EIR.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final 
EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 
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PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM3-09 HEIDI BUTZINE 
 
Response to Comment PM3-09 

Please See Master Response #3: Economic Vitality and Compatibility of Businesses at the Project Site.  The 
commenter states an opinion and does not introduce new environmental information or directly challenge the 
information presented in the Draft EIR.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR 
presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM3-10 BRIAN GARCIA 
 
Response to Comment PM3-10 

The commenter appears to reference beneficial impacts as impacts that should be disclosed in the Draft EIR.  
As noted under CEQA Guidelines Section 15382, impacts which require disclosure under CEQA are “adverse” 
impacts.  Please also see Draft EIR page 3.10-22 for discussion of operational noise.  The commenter states an 
opinion and does not introduce new environmental information or directly challenge the information presented 
in the Draft EIR.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR presented for review 
and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM3-11 ADELE GLEICHMAN 
 
Response to Comment PM3-11 

Please refer to Response to Comments PC426 and Master Response #3: Economic Vitality and Compatibility of 
Businesses at the Project Site.  The traffic would improve with the implementation of mitigation measure MM 
TRA-3.  As detailed in Section 3.12, Recreation, 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.  The amount of 
open space at the site is currently 11.6 acres and the proposed 11.4 acres; however, the proposed open space 
would be enhanced and more useable.  (Refer to Figures 2-7 and 2-21 of the Draft EIR for a view of open space 
now and with the proposed project.)  Please refer to Master Response #3: Economic Vitality and Compatibility 
of Businesses at the Project Site for information on the viability of the proposed project.  Refer to Master 
Response #9: Views and Scale of Development for a summary of the projects massing.  The comments are 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM3-12 LISA RODRIGUEZ 
 
Response to Comment PM3-12 

The commenter states an opinion and does not introduce new environmental information or directly challenge 
the information presented in the Draft EIR.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final 
EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 
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PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM3-13 ARNETTE TRAVIS 
 
Response to Comment PM3-13 

The commenter states an opinion and does not introduce new environmental information or directly challenge 
the information presented in the Draft EIR.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final 
EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM3-14 GREG DIETE 
 
Response to Comment PM3-14 

Please refer to Response to Comment PC152, Master Response #9: Views and Scale of Development, and 
Master Response #4: Modifications to Seaside Lagoon.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included 
in the Final EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM3-15 CHRIS VOISEY 
 
Response to Comment PM3-15 

The proposed two-lane boat ramp launch facility with breakwater at Mole C was analyzed throughout the Draft 
EIR.  The other six boat ramp locations were analyzed in Chapter 4, Analysis of Alternatives, as Alternative 8.  
The commenter states an opinion and does not introduce new environmental information or directly challenge 
the information presented in the Draft EIR.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final 
EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM3-16 JOANNE GALIN 
 
Response to Comment PM3-16 

The commenter states an opinion and does not introduce new environmental information or directly challenge 
the information presented in the Draft EIR.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final 
EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM3-17 PAT AUST 
 
Response to Comment PM3-17 

The commenter states an opinion and does not introduce new environmental information or directly challenge 
the information presented in the Draft EIR.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final 
EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM3-18 SCOTT FELLOWS 
 
Response to Comment PM3-18 

The commenter states an opinion and does not introduce new environmental information or directly challenge 
the information presented in the Draft EIR.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final 
EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 
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PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM3-19 ALITA RETHMEYER 
 
Response to Comment PM3-19 

Please refer to Master Response #8: Boat Ramp in King Harbor.  The commenter states an opinion and does not 
introduce new environmental information or directly challenge the information presented in the Draft EIR.  The 
comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR presented for review and consideration by 
the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM3-20 CHRISTOPHER BRINK 
 
Response to Comment PM3-20 

Please refer to Response to Comments PC196, Master Response #9: Views and Scale of Development, Master 
Response #3: Economic Vitality and Compatibility of Businesses at the Project Site, and Draft EIR Section 3.3 
for discussion of biological resources.  The commenter states an opinion and does not introduce new 
environmental information or directly challenge the information presented in the Draft EIR.  The comments are 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM3-21 GENE NOBLE 
 
Response to Comment PM3-21 

Please refer to Master Response #8: Boat Ramp in King Harbor.  The commenter states an opinion and does not 
introduce new environmental information or directly challenge the information presented in the Draft EIR.  The 
comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR presented for review and consideration by 
the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM3-22 REGGIE THOMAS 
 
Response to Comment PM3-22 

The commenter states an opinion and does not introduce new environmental information or directly challenge 
the information presented in the Draft EIR.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final 
EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM3-23 JOYCE NEU 
 
Response to Comment PM3-23 

Please refer to Chapter 5 and Appendix O of the Draft EIR and Master Response #3: Economic Vitality and 
Compatibility of Businesses at the Project Site for information on the viability of the proposed project.  Please 
refer to Response to Comments PC323-96 regarding the operation of the drawbridge.  Views are detailed in 
Section 3.1 of the Draft EIR, as well as Master Response #9: Views and Scale of Development.  Regarding 
biological resources refer to Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR.  The comments are acknowledged and will be 
included in the Final EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 
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PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM3-24 AMY JOSEFEK 
 
Response to Comment PM3-24 

Please refer to Response to Comments PC373.  The commenter states an opinion and does not introduce new 
environmental information or directly challenge the information presented in the Draft EIR.  The comments are 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM3-25 RON TROUPE 
 
Response to Comment PM3-25 

The commenter states an opinion and does not introduce new environmental information or directly challenge 
the information presented in the Draft EIR.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final 
EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM3-26 PERRY COHEN 
 
Response to Comment PM3-26 

Please refer to Response to Comment PC202.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the 
Final EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM3-27 BOB AMADON 
 
Response to Comment PM3-27 

The commenter states an opinion and does not introduce new environmental information or directly challenge 
the information presented in the Draft EIR.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final 
EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM3-28 JOAN IRVINE 
 
Response to Comment PM3-28 

The commenter states an opinion and does not introduce new environmental information or directly challenge 
the information presented in the Draft EIR.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final 
EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM3-29 MARY RUTH EWELL 
 
Response to Comment PM3-29 

Please see Master Response #1: AES Power Plant Site regarding comments about a Master Plan.  The 
commenter states an opinion and does not introduce new environmental information or directly challenge the 
information presented in the Draft EIR.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR 
presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 
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PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM3-30 DAVID COE 
 
Response to Comment PM3-30 

The commenter states an opinion and does not introduce new environmental information or directly challenge 
the information presented in the Draft EIR.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final 
EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM331 JOHN GREEN 
 
Response to Comment PM3-31 

For information on traffic, refer to Section 3.13 and Appendix L1 of the Draft EIR and Master Response #6: 
Summary of Traffic Impacts Associated with the Operation of the Proposed Project.  The commenter states an 
opinion and does not introduce new environmental information or directly challenge the information presented 
in the Draft EIR.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR presented for review 
and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM3-32 TONY CZULEGER 
 
Response to Comment PM3-32 

The commenter states an opinion and does not introduce new environmental information or directly challenge 
the information presented in the Draft EIR.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final 
EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM3-33 JULIAN HARVEY 
 
Response to Comment PM3-33 

Please refer to Response to Comment PC204.  The commenter states an opinion and does not introduce new 
environmental information or directly challenge the information presented in the Draft EIR.   The comments are 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM3-34 MARTIN HOLMES 
 
Response to Comment PM3-34 

Please refer to Chapter 5 of the Draft EIR and Master Response #3: Economic Vitality and Compatibility of 
Businesses at the Project Site for information on the viability of the proposed project.  Please also see Master 
Response #1: AES Power Plant Site.  The commenter states an opinion and does not introduce new 
environmental information or directly challenge the information presented in the Draft EIR.  The comments are 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 
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PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM3-35 NILS NEHRENHEIM 
 
Response to Comment PM3-35 

Please see Response to Comment PC323 and Section 3.1 of the Draft EIR and Master Response #9: Views and 
Scale of Development regarding views.  Refer to Master Response #1: AES Power Plant Site regarding the 
years of past planning efforts associated with that site, and Master Response #4: Modifications to Seaside 
Lagoon.  Please see Response to Comment PC312-1 and Section 3.5, Geology and Soils of the Draft EIR for 
information on the condition of the piers and challenges to maintaining them.  In addition, the Draft EIR 
analyzed in Chapter 4 two alternatives – Alternatives 1 and 3, which would not rebuild the piers. Refer to 
Master Response #7: Waterfront Parking and Master Response #8: Boat Ramp in King Harbor regarding 
existing and proposed vehicle/trailer parking.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the 
Final EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM3-36 JOANNE TURK 
 
Response to Comment PM3-36 

Please refer to Response to Comment PC111 and Master Response #5: Sportfishing Pier, Polly’s and 
Sportfishing.  The commenter states an opinion and does not introduce new environmental information or 
directly challenge the information presented in the Draft EIR.  The comments are acknowledged and will be 
included in the Final EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM3-37 JOANNE NEWMAN 
 
Response to Comment PM3-37 

The commenter is incorrect that the project Site is only 15 acres, the project site encompasses 36 acres as 
described in Draft EIR Section 1.2.2.  Please refer to Response to Comments PC256 and PC354.  Refer to 
Master Response #6: Summary of Traffic Impacts Associated with the Operation of the Proposed Project for 
information of weekend traffic.  Regarding emergency vehicles, refer to Section 3.11 of the Draft EIR and 
Response to Comment PC323-131.  Please see Response to Comment PC203-1 for discussion of delivery trucks 
and refuse collection vehicles.  Massing is discussed in Section 3.1 of the Draft EIR and Master Response #9: 
Views and Scale of Development.  Please refer to Master Response #3: Economic Vitality and Compatibility of 
Businesses at the Project Site for information on the viability of the proposed project.  The commenter states an 
opinion and does not introduce new environmental information or directly challenge the information presented 
in the Draft EIR.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR presented for review 
and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM3-38 SURGE HORA 
 
Response to Comment PM3-38 

Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR look at eight alternatives to the proposed project, including reduced density 
alternatives.  Alternative 2 would just replace aging infrastructure within the existing square footage.  
Alternative 7 would reduce the development proposed by about 50 percent.  Please see Response to Comment 
PC083-1 for discussion of a trolley and Master Response #9: View and Scale of Development.  The comments 
are acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s 
decision-making body. 
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PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM3-39 LAURA ZAHN 
 
Response to Comment PM3-39 

Please refer to Response to Comments PC194 and PC526.  The comments are acknowledged and will be 
included in the Final EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM3-40 GREGARY VAVREK 
 
Response to Comment PM3-40 

Please refer to Response to Comments PC188 and Master Response #8: Boat Ramp in King Harbor.  The 
comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR presented for review and consideration by 
the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM3-41 RENE SCRIBE 
 
Response to Comment PM3-41 

Please refer to Response to Comments PC191 and Master Response #8: Boat Ramp in King Harbor.  The 
comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR presented for review and consideration by 
the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM3-42 MELANIE COHEN 
 
Response to Comment PM3-42 

Please be advised that the Draft EIR included an 82 page Executive Summary.  Please also see Draft EIR 
Chapter 4 which included eight Alternatives to the proposed project.  Please see Master Response #1: AES 
Power Plant Site for discussion of a Master Plan.  Please also be aware that the development regulations for the 
project site were subject to numerous public hearings associated with consideration and approval by the City 
Council, approval by the Redondo Beach electorate (Measure G), and approval by the California Coastal 
Commission.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR presented for review and 
consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 
 
PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM3-43 GERRY O’CONNOR 
 
Response to Comment PM3-43 

Please refer to Response to Comments PM2-34 and PC427, including PC427-9.  Please also see Master 
Response #9: Views and Scale of Development and Master Response #6: Summary of Traffic Impacts 
Associated with the Operation of the Proposed Project.  The commenter states an opinion and does not 
introduce new environmental information or directly challenge the information presented in the Draft EIR.  The 
comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR presented for review and consideration by 
the City’s decision-making body. 
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PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM3-44 JESSICA IBARRA 
 
Response to Comment PM3-44 

Please refer to Response to Comments PC161.  As detailed in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR, an alternative that 
addressed phasing of the project was analyzed (Alternative 6).  In addition, please refer to Master Response #3: 
Economic Vitality and Compatibility of Businesses at the Project Site for information on businesses at the 
project site.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR presented for review and 
consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM3-45 ELOY RETAMAL 
 
Response to Comment PM3-45 

The commenter states an opinion and does not introduce new environmental information or directly challenge 
the information presented in the Draft EIR.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included in the Final 
EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 

PUBLIC MEETING NO. PM3-46 CHRIS MORRIS 
 
Response to Comment PM3-46 

Please refer to the analysis of Alternative 8 in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR and Master Response #8: Boat Ramp 
in King Harbor.  For discussion of boat activity, please see Response to Comment PC343-1.  There is no fuel 
dock proposed in association with the proposed project.  The comments are acknowledged and will be included 
in the Final EIR presented for review and consideration by the City’s decision-making body. 
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