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LIMITED PUBLIC HEARING

PROJECT 26900 South Western Avenue
LOCATION:

PROPOSED  Establishment of a Specific Plan for approximately 61.5 gross acres to allow for the demolition

PROJECT: and removal of 245 residential units, a community center, and commercial building (all a part
of former U.S. Navy housing) for the new construction of up.to 700 residential units and a
2.42 acre public park.

REQUESTED ACTIONS:

1. Pursuani fo Section 21082.1(c{3) of the California Public Resources Code, recommend the
Certification of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR), ENV-2005-4516-EIR, SCH No. 2010101082,
for the above-referenced project, and the following:

a. Adoption of the Statement of Overriding Considerations setting forth the reason and benefits of
adopting the EIR with full knowledge that significant impacts may remain.

b. Adoption of the proposed Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program and the required Findings
for the adoption of the EIR.

2. Pursuant to Section 11.5.6 of the Municipal Code, a General Plan Amendment to the Wilmington-
Harbor City Community Plan map to:

a. change the land use designation from “Low Residential” and “Open Space” to “Low Medium II”;

b. amend Footnote No. 2 to read “Maximum height of 30 feet from adjacent grade except for the PVSP
zone.”; and

¢. add a foothote establishing the proposed Ponte Vista at San Pedro (PVSP) Specific Plan as the land
use regulatory document for the project and provide correspondence of the Low Medium 1l
residential land use designation with the PVSP zone;
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3.

4,

5.

Pursuant to Section 12.32 of the Municipal Code, a Zone Change from R1-1XL. and OS-1XL fo the
proposed “PVSP” to reflect the establishment of the proposed Ponte Vista at San Pedro Specific Plan
zone.

A Code Amendment to Sections 12.04 and 12.16.9 of the Code to establish the Ponte Vista at San
Pedro Specific Plan zone.

Pursuant to Section 11.5.6 of the Municipai Code, the establishment of the Ponte Vista at San Pedro
Specific Plan to provide regulatory controls and the systematic execution of the General Plan within the
Project area.

RECONMMENDED ACTIONS:

1.

Recommend that the City Council Certify that it has reviewed and considered the information contained

in the Draft and Final Environmental impact Report, and Errata, Environmental Clearance No. ENV-2005-

4516-EIR, (SCH. No. 2010101082).

a. Adopt the Statement of Overriding Considerations setting fodh the reasons and benefits of adopting
the EIR with full knowledge that significant impacts may occur; and

b. Adopt the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program: Adopt the related Enwronmentai Findings;

Recommend that the City Council Approve a General Plan Amendment to the Wilmington - Harbor

City Community Plan map to:

a. change the land use designation from Open Space and Low Residential fo Low Medium [l Residential
land use designation;

b. amend Footnote No. 2 to read “Maximum height of 30 feet from adjacent grade except for the PVSP
zone."”, and

c. add a footnote establishing the proposed Ponte Vista at San Pedro (PVSP) Specific Plan as the land
use regulatory document for the project and provide correspondence of the Low Medium I residential
land use designation with the PVSP zone.

Recommend that the City Council Approve a Zone Change from R1-1XL and OS-1XL fo the

proposed PVSP zone;

Recommend that the City Council Approve a Code Amendment o add the ordinance establishing the

Ponte Vista at San Pedro Specific Plan;

Recommend that the City Council Approve the establishment of the Ponte Vista at San Pedro

‘Specific Plan;

Advise the Applicant that, pursuant to California State Public Resources Code Section 21081.6, the City
shall monitor or require evidence that mitigation conditions are implemented and maintained
throughout the life of the project and the City may require any necessary fees o cover the cost of such
monitoring;

Advise the Applicant that pursuant to the State Fish and Game Code Section 711.4, a Fish and Game
and/or Certificate of Game Exemption is now required to be submitted to the County Clerk prior fo or
concurrent with the Environmental Notices and Determination (NOD) filing.

MICHAEL J. LOGRANDE
Director of Planning

Henry Chu,(lr%e(ﬁng’bfﬁcer, City Planner e
Telephone: {213) 978-1324 P

Dokl S S 7/l

Daniel M. Scott, Principal City Planner | isa M. Webber, AICE 7
eputy Director of Planning
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ADVICE TO PUBLIC: *The exact time this report will be considered during the meeting is uncertain since there may be several
other items on the agenda. Written communications may be malled to the Commission Secretarial, 200 North Spring Street, Los
Angeles, CA 90012 (Phone No. 213-978-1300). While all written communications are given to the Commission for consideration, the
initial packets are sent out the week prior to the Commission's meeting date. I you challenge these agenda items in court, you may
be limited fo raising only those issues you or someone else raised at thé public hearing agendized herein, or in written
correspondence on these matiers delivered to this agency at or prior to the public hearing. As a covered entity under Title Il of the
Americans with Disabilities Act, the City of Los Angeles does not discriminate on the basis of disability, and upon request, will provide
reasonable accommodation to ensure equal access to this programs, services and aclivities. Sign language interpreters, assistive
listening devices, or other auxiliary aids andfor other services may be provided upon request. To ensure availability of services,
please make your request not later than three working days (72 hours) prior. to the meeting by caliing the Commission Secretariat at
{213) 978-1300.
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PROJECT ANALYSIS

Proposed Project

The Project Applicant, SF1 Bridgeview, LLC, has proposed a residential project on a 61.5 acre
site at 26900 South Western Avenue in the Wilmington — Harbor City Community Plan area.
The site is the location of the former U.8. Navy San Pedro Housing complex, which is bordered
by Western Avenue (State Route 213) to the west, Fithess Drive and multi-family residential
developments to the south, the U.S. Navy's Defense Fuel Support Point (DFSP) to the north
and the campus for the Mary Star of the Sea High School fo the east.

The Project proposes a new Specific Plan involving the demolition of existing and abandoned
structures (former U.S. Naval Housing comprised of 122 duplexes and one single-family
dwelling for a total of 245 residential dwelling units, and other structures), and the
redevelopment of the site comprised of a maximum of up to 700 residential dwelling units,
including single-family homes, townhomes, and flats with maximum heights of four stories or 55
feet. The Project will also include recreational facilities, parks, open space and a trail along the
perimeter of the Specific Plan area. Streets within the Specific Plan area will be private, with
access to the Specific Plan area from two entrances, including one from Western Avenue at
Green Hills Drive and one new east-west road that would connect the Project from the southerly
boundary of the Specific Plan area to the Mary Star of the Sea High School campus fo the east.
Vehicular access into the residential portions of the site would be restricted o residents and
guesis of the development via private gates. Pedestrian entrances will not restrict access and
grant visitors access through the site. The access road to the Mary Star of the Sea High School
campus will be publicly accessible,

While the Specific Plan addresses a Project with a maximum of 700 residential dwelling units,
the Applicant has proposed a site plan and tract map for the development of 676 residential
dwelling units through a Vesting Tentative Tract Map 71886. The Specific Plan identifies seven
subareas to be comprised of specific uses, development regulations, open space, and other
regulations. Table 1 summarizes the project’s components by subarea by listing the residential
units and their corresponding count.

AXIMUM PERMITTED DWELLING UNITS Pl ; C e
Subarea Residential Use Maximum Units | Maximum Dwellmg Area
Units/Acre {gross acres)
1 Single Family 89 8 9.7
2 Single Family 80 11 57
3 Single Family 79 11 7.2
4 Townhomes 140 21 6.9
5 Townhomes and Flais 140 18 8.1
6 Flats 212 (188%) 23 9.5
7* Open Space N/A N/A 14.3
TOTAL 700 15.3 (avg) 61.4
“Subarea 6, under Vesting Tentative Tract Map 71886, proposes 188 dwelling units. The Specific Plan
caps the density at 700 dwelling units, allowing a maximum 212 units in Subarea 6.
“Subarea 7 includes the 2. 42 acre park and is identified as Subarea 7A.

Figure 1 identifies the location of the Project’s Specific Plan subareas. Briefly, Subarea 1 will
include single-family homes, and is located along the northwestern portion of the site. Subarea
2 will also be comprised of single-family homes and is located at the northern portion of the site
just east of Subarea 1. Subarea 3, comprised of single-family homes, is located near the north
community entrance and just south of Subarea 1 and near the center of the site. Subarea 4 will
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be comprised of townhomes and is located at the eastern portion of the site. Subarea 5,
comprised of townhomes and flats, is located at the western portion of the site along Western
Aventue between the two community entrances. Subarea 6, comprised of flatls, is located at the
south portion of the site. Subarea 7, comprised of open space in a variety of forms, is located
throughout the site, including the perimeter.’
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PONTE VISTA AT SAN PEDRC - SUBAREA PLAN EXHIBIT

=T
Figure 1 The proposed Ponte Vista at San Pedro Specific Plan subareas exhibit.

Open Space and Amenities

Table 2 identifies the different forms of the Project’s open space. A total of 24.15 acres will be
provided internally and along the perimeter of the Project site. Open space will include most
amenities that are accessible to the public. Recreation centers will be operated privately and
intended for use by residents of the development.

The Project proposes 24.15 acres of open space throughout the site. Included in this are two
recreation centers, community open space, internal open space, perimeter open space and a
2.42-acre park. Excluding the recreation centers, all open space will be accessibie to the public.
Table 2 provides a summary of the open space provided within the project.

TABLE 2 PROJECT OPEN SPACE _ . ‘

Open Space ‘ : Acreay
Primary Recreation Cenfer 0.57
Secondary Recreation Center 1.00
Community Open Space 2.38
Internal Open Space 12.80
Perimeter Open Space 4.98
Park . 242
Total 24.15
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e

areas:

The primary recreation center will be located near the center of the Project site, while the
secondary recreation center is proposed to be located at the southeast portion. The centers
will be a gathering place within the development and include features such as a swimming pool,
sun deck, club room, outdoor court, promenade deck, fitness room, restrooms, pool equipment
facilities, spa, cabana areas, outdoor fireplace and barbecue areas with dining and lounge
seating.

Perimeter open space will be located along Western Avenue, excluding the park area and
along the northern border adjacent to the DFSP property and the southern border. The western
perimeter will include buffer screen trees with a 40-foot setback of structures from the Western
Avenue roadway. The north perimeter open space, characterized with transitional slopes, will
include a perimeter trail and canopy trees, shrubs, and a perimeter fence system at the property
fine. The southern perimeter open space will be the south side of the Mary Star of the Sea
access drive and consist of informal grove trees to soften the transition of the Project to the
adjacent multi-family uses.
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Community open space will be in the form of larger neighborhood parks that will include
programming to promote a healthy lifestyle and a sense of community. Passive and active uses
will include activity lawns, a picnic pavilion, walks, bicycle racks, bench seating, viewing
gardens, a dog park, sand play areas and children’s play structures, etc. These parks, as
identified in the Specific Plan’s Design Guidelines, will be located at the center and eastemn
portions of the site.

Internal open space will be located ali throughout the site, and generally identified as all the
other open areas accessible to the community that will provide walkways, areas for picnicking,
plantings, and shade.

The 2.42-acre park will be located at the southernmost portion of the site along Western
Avenue and adjacent to the southern enfry of the community along the community entry drive.
The park will be accessed directly from Western Avenue from the entry roundabout, and from
the school access drive. A parking area will be provided off the school access drive, providing
an emergency access link to the neighboring community to the south. The park will be
accessible to the public, and maintained privately.

Throughout the site, community walks and trails will be provided to connect guests and
residents to the parks, amenities, and adjacent off-site land uses. Western Avenue will include
5-foot-wide sidewalk with a 5-foot parkway that includes frees along the sidewalk. Walks within
the community are located along the entry drives, a spine street, loop streets, alley streets, and
paseos, and would be separated with a planted parkway, if possible. A trail along the perimeter
of the site will be provided as an amenity for residents and guests, and allow for circulation
around and through the site, as well as provide access to the Mary Star of the Sea High School.

Parking and Vehicular Access to Parking Areas

The project proposes 1,887 parking spaces for the 676-unit deveiopment Parking will be
provided at the following ratios:

-One (1) covered parking space for each dwelling unit with zero (0} or one (1) bedroom.

-A minimum two (2) parking spaces for each dwelling unit with two (2) or more
bedrooms. A minimum one space shall be covered. -

-Guest parking spaces will be provided at a ratio of 0.25 spaces for each dwelling unit.
Guest spaces may be uncovered and are proposed to be on private streets.

Project parking for each subarea will be provided at a minimum 2.21 spaces for each unit.
Table 3 summarizes the parking requirements and what the project provides. It should be noted
that driveway and off-site parking will be uncovered, unlike garage parking.

Subareas 1, 2, and 3 will be comprised of single-family homes and will meet LAMC 12.21.A4.a
requirements of two spaces for each single-family home. Single-family homes in Subarea 1 will
have their own driveways that will enable homeowners to park their vehicles on both their own
garages and driveways. Private streeis in these subareas will have widths that can
accommodate parallel parking.

Subareas 4, 5, and 6 will be comprised of multi-family dwellings and provide for different parking
ratios within each subarea. Subarea 4 will be developed with 140 townhomes, and will meet the
‘Advisory Agency parking requirement of 2.25 parking spaces including guest spaces for each
unit throughout the subarea. Subarea 5, a combination of 140 townhomes and flats, will provide
266 covered parking spaces (1.66 spaces within each unit's garage), and 44 off-site spaces, for
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a ratio of 2.21 parking spaces including guest spaces. Subarea 6 will be developed with 188
flats, and will provide 260 covered parking spaces (or 1.4 covered spaces within each unit’s
garage), and 69 guest spaces, for a parking ratio of 2.28 parking spaces, including guest
spaces, for each unit. Subarea 7, which includes the open areas throughout the site and the
2.42-acre park, will provide a fotal of 104 spaces, including spaces along the Mary Star of the
Sea road, a parking lot adjacent fo the park, and other off-site areas.

“TABLE 3 REQUIRED AND PROPOSED PARKING - - Ll
Subarea Number of Garage Driveway Off-Site Total Provided

Dweiling Units | Parking Parking Parkmg Spaces Spaces
1 69 138 138 88 364 5.28
2 80 120 0 28 148 247
3 - 79 158 0 59 217 2.75
4 140 ' 280 0 35 315 2.25
5 140 266 0 44 310 2.21
6 188 260 0 69 429 2.28
7 0 a 30 74 104 N/A
Total 676" 1,322 168 397 1,887 2.79
Vesting Tentative Tract map proposes 676 units with 1,322 parking spaces. The Specific Plan limits the
site up to a maximum 700 residential dwelling units.

The Project would meet the Advisory Agency’s parking Policy for residential condominiums and
Code requirements for single-family homes. The Project would meet the 1,468 minimum
required number of parking spaces for the residential porfion of the Project. Excluding the
driveway parking spaces within single-family lots (Subarea 1) and those spaces w:thm Subarea
7, the Project would provide an additional 176 spaces from what is required.

Site Access

Primary access into the Project site would be from Western Avenue. The northern access road,
at the intersection of Green Hills Drive, crosses through a private gate and provides a loop fo
the recreational uses and northern resideniial dwellings. This entrance is proposed to have
community gates approximately 85 feet into the property from Western Avenue. This access
point would limit vehicular access to residents and guests, while allowing for all pedestrians and
bicyclists.

The southern entrance is located on eastern side of Western Avenue between the City of
Rancho Palos Verdes’ Redondela Drive and Avenida Aprenda. The southern primary access
road provides direct access to Mary Star of the Sea High School, and leads into parking for the
publicly-dedicated park and into the southern residential dwellings. All vehicles will be able fo
access the parking areas of the park and the road to the high school. Vehicle entrance into the
southern residential dwelling units will be limited to residents and guests of the development,
while allowing for all pedestrian and bicyclists.

The Applicant will also provide limited access from the south portion of the property, adjacent to
the proposed park. An emergency vehicle access road and pedestrian entry is proposed to
allow an access point from the adjacent multi-family properties to the south.

It should be noted the existing site, when it was in use, was secured by gates, which restricted
access. The streets within the development were private. Presently, the abandoned site is
fenced off and restricts access into the site. It has not and currently does not provide access
through the site to connect to other public streets within the San Pedro or Wilmington-Harbor
City communities or uses, except for the access road to the Mary Star of the Sea High School.
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The site is not accessible from the east and north. Both a high school (east of the site) and U.S,
Navy Defense Fuel Support Point (DFSP) (east and north of the site) have specific restrictions
on access, and would require fences between the subject site and these neighboring uses.

internal Streets and Driveways

A number of roadways, consisting of private streets as well as community driveways, which
would be privately maintained, are proposed for the Project site. The Project proposes private
streets that will supersede the standard street requirements of the LAMC. The Streetscape
Plan, which includes the street dimensions, and roadway and sidewalk widths are found in the
Ponte Vista at San Pedro Specific Plan. Table 5 provides private street dimensions proposed
within the site. Street dimensions correspond to Figure 3 below Table 5.

TABLE 5 STREET STANDARDS — STREET DIM SUMMARY ‘ )
Private Street Name A B c D E F
Roadway | Sidewalk | Parkway | Parkway | Sidewalk Overall
{feet) {feet) (feet) {feet) {feet) Street Width
(feat)
A & B (Entry) 68 5] 10 10 6 100

E (Entry) 60 6 10 10 6 02

B&C 44 5] 10 10 6 76

D EF 36 6 6 _ 6 6 60

0 28 6 34

0O 36 6 42

ME&N 28 4 32

CEGHILJKL 36 6 5 5 6 58

K 20 6 4.5 4.5 6 41

Access Roadway 28 5 5 38
(Type 1)

Access Roadway 28 5 6 6 5 50
(Type 2)

Access Roadway P 28 2 3 33

‘Alley’ Q 28 2 3 33

*Roadway includes a 20" wide median,
M ? e
2 L A 3] £
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Figure 3 Private street component diagram.
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Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Vehicular Safety

Sidewalks would be developed along all roadways associated with the Project and would be
designed and consiructed in accordance with the requirements of LADOT to provide safe and
adequate pedestrian flow through the Project and to off-site locations, such as Mary Star of the
Sea High School. Also, all ingress/egress driveways and intersections wouid be developed in
accordance with design standards of the Department of Building and Safety and LADOT.

Crosswalks, caution signage, stop signs, and traffic sighals would be developed at appropriate
locations throughout the Project site and at transition points o off-site locations, as identified
and guided by the Department of Building and Safety and LADOT. In addition, bicycle routes
through the site would be identified in order to allow Project residents to safely access adjacent
streets from the residential areas of the Project, which would include bicycle storage facilities.

Bicycle Parking and Circulation

The Project will promote the use of bicycles and parking. Long term bicycle parking will be
accommodated in private garages for each dwelling unit, including townhomes and flats. Short-
term parking will be provided in multi-family housing developments within Subareas 4, 5 and 6
at a rate of one space for each 10 dwelling units for buildings over three dwelling units. Short-
term bicycle parking racks will also be provided generally in five community recreation areas:
one in froni of each recreation center, one near the proposed park, one at the eastern portion of
the site, and one at the open area just north of the primary recreation center.

Project Entitlements

The proposed Project will require the following entitlements:

o General Plan Amendment

1. To change the land use designation from “Low Residential” and "Open Space” to
“Low Medium iI”;
2. To amend Footnote No. 2 fo read *Maximum height of 30 feet from adjacent

grade except for the PVSP zone.”; and

3. To add a footnote establishing the proposed Ponte Vista at San Pedro (PVSP)
Specific Plan as the land use regulatory document for the project site and provide
correspondence of the Low Medium Il residential land use designation with the
PVSP zone;

o Zone Change for the project site from OS-1XL and R1-1XL fo the proposed Ponte Vista
at San Pedro ("PVSP”) Specific Plan zone.

o The establishment of the Ponte Vista at San Pedro Specific Plan. The Project
requests a Specific Plan to allow for the maximum control of the overall design and to
assure an integrated vision for the Ponte Vista community. The Specific Plan is the iand
use tool that would implement the General Plan within a new community by: 1) providing
statements of planning policy that refine the General Plan policies applicable to the
Ponte Vista property; 2) directly regulating fand use for the area by bringing together
detailed policies and regulations into a focused development scheme; and 3) combining
detailed development plans with environmental policies, programs and goals to create a
new community that will be functional, livable, and affordable and offers a sense of place
commonly envisioned in the creation of the General Plan. Without a Specific Plan, the
Project would need to request multiple General Plan amendments and zone changes,
which would include fewer regulatory controls and design guidelines to assure quality
development in the ultimate design of the project.
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LAMC Section 13.04 allows for Residential Planned Development Districts (RPD). The
Project would require exceptions from certain standards in the Code for RPDs, including
prohibitions for use of private streets, and modifications to the open space, parking and
building separation. The Project could be zoned as an RPD, but would be subject fo "Q”
Conditions and exceptions from the RPD requirements for the following regulations for
each subarea: modified heights, modified densities, modified setbacks, recreational
buildings being permitted a use within an RPD, modified heights and setbacks in open
space areas. The overall site would need “Q" conditions for open space calculations to
include a certain percentage of pocket parks and recreation centers within the site and a
condition for parking calculations within each sub area to aliow for parking on the sireets
within other subareas.

Design Guidelines. Within the Specific Plan are Design Guidelines (Appendix 1). The
Design Guidelines were developed for the various project elements with the Department
of City Planning’'s Urban Design Studio. It provides the vision and objectives for the site,
site design guidelines, architectural design guidelines, and landscape design guidelines.
Also, it allows for flexibility in design by encouraging different architectural styles and
related building forms and details. The goal of providing these guidelines is to provide a
cohesive string of architectural influences that knits the community together. All projects
‘within the Specific Plan area will be required to comply with the Design Guidelines. In
order to provide assurances that the site would be developed in accordance with the
Design Guidelines, a mechanism is needed to ensure its implementation. The Ponte
Vista at San Pedro Specific Plan includes these guidelines.

o A Code Amendment to Sections 12.04 and 12.16.9 of the Code to establish the Ponte
Vista at San Pedro Specific Plan zone. The Code Amendment would include the Ponte
Vista at San Pedro (“PVSP") Specific Plan zone within the Zones — Districts — Symbols
section of the Code and identify it as a zone within the City of Los Angeles.

0 Environmental Impact Report: The City of Los Angeles released the Final
Environmental impact Report (FEIR) ENV-2005-4516-EIR, on June 28, 2013, detailing
the relevant environmental impacts as a result of the Project. The EIR found the
following impacts could be mitigated to a level of insignificance: Agricultural and Forestry
Resources; Mineral Resource; Aesthetics (Views/Light and Glare),(Shade and Shadowy;
Cultural Resources (Historic Resources); Greenhouse Gas Emissions; Hydrology and
Water Quality; Land Use and Planning (Land Use Consistency), (Divide Established
Community/Land Use Compatibility); Noise (Off-site Operationai); Population and
Housing; Public Services (Fire Protection), (Police Protection, Schoois), (Parks and
Recreation), (Libraries); Utilities and Service Systems (Wastewater), (Solid Waste)
(Energy); Air Quality (Construction); Biological Resources; Cultural Resources
(Archaeological and Paleontological Resources); Geology and Soils; Hazards and
Hazardous Materials; Transportation/Traffic (City of Los Angeles), (Other Jurisdictionsy);
and Utilities and Service Systems (Water).

The EIR further identified the following areas where impacts could not be mitigated to a
level of insignificance: Air Quality (Operations -~ NOx, ROG and CO emissions)), Noise
(Construction), (On-Site Operational). The City recognizes that significant and
unavoidable impacts would result from implementation of the Project and therefore,
includes a Statement of Overriding Considerations finding that the benefits outweigh and
override the significant unavoidable impacts.
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The EIR identified Project Alternatives in order to provide informed decision-making in
accordance with Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines. The Draft EIR analyzed the
following alternatives: (A) No Project Alternative/No Development; (B) No Project
Alternative/Single-Family Homes; (C) Staff Recommendation/Reduced Density; and (D)
Revised Site Plan.

o Vesting Tentative Tract — Case VTT-71886 is currently on hold, and will be considered
by the Advisory Agency at a future date, in accordance with provisions of LAMC Section
17.03. The tract is comprised of 208 lots. A decision will be rendered by the Advisory
Agency at a future date pending City Council action. If the fract map is appealed, the
appeal will be presented to the City Planning Commission.

BACKGROUND

A Council Resolution (Exhibit A - Council File 05-2731) was initiated by Council District 15 on
December 13, 2005 to implement a process culminating in a Specific Plan for the future
redevelopment of the former Navy housing site, also known as Ponte Vista. The resolution
called for the Department of City Planning (DCP) to work with the developer and the
communities of San Pedro, Harbor City and Wilmingion to create and process a Specific Plan.
The purpose was to address the neighborhood context for the Specific Plan, proposed uses,
development criteria, design, and community amenities.

Project site and Characteristics

The Project site is comprised of three parcels, and is located in the Wilmington-Harbor City
Community Plan area. The site is bounded by Western Avenue (State Route 213) to the west,
Fitness Drive and multi-family residential developments to the south, the U.S. Navy’s Defense
Fuel Support Point (DFSP) to the north, and the campus for Mary Star of the Sea High School
to the east. The 61.5 gross acre site is approximately two miles north of downtown San Pedro
and 1.5 miles northwest of the Port of Los Angeles.

The site’s elevation is characterized as being a gentle and southeast sloping with an elevated
terrace. Elevations of the site range from approximately 101 to 249 feet above mean sea level
(msl). The highest area of the Project site occurs along a steep slope that forms the site's
northern boundary: The northwest portion of the Project site is at an elevation of approximately
190 feet above msl and the southeast portion is at approximately 120 feet above msl.

The Project site is not located within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone mapped pursuant
to the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act. However, the City’s Zone Information and
Map Access System (ZIMAS), does identify the site as being within the Palos Verdes Fault
zone. The General Plan Safety Element’s Alquist-Priolo Special Study Zones & Fault Rupture
Study Areas Map designates the site as being near a Fault Rupture Study Area. The
Department of Building and Safety identifies the subject site as requiring additional soils and
geology studies to evaluate hazards and to impose appropriate mitigation measures prior to
issuance of building permits. As such, has required additional geologic study to determine the
tocation and activity status of any faulf traces crossing the Project site.

The Preliminary Geotechnical Report for the Project concluded that a Palos Verdes Fauilt trace
crosses the Project site and should be treated as a potentially active fault for the purpose of
development planning. State of California Geological Survey standard measures include a 50-
foot wide setback zone on each side of the interpreted centerline of the projected surface
rupture. Although the Project Applicant would be required to design and construct the Project in
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conformance with the most recently adopted building code design parameters in the current
version of the Los Angeles Building Code, the presence of the potentially active Palos Verdes
Fault trace on the Project site means that the Project could potentially expose people or
structures to adverse effects associated with fault rupture or displacement. As such, the
Environmental impact Report identified fault rupture and displacement impacts as significant.

The site includes significant fill because the Navy re-graded the site and added fill to create
building pads for roads and residential construction of the former U.S. Navy San Pedro Housing
complex in the early 1960s.. The site is presently developed with 122 abandoned and vacant
attached structures (duplexes) and one single-family residential unit for a total of 245 vacant,
non-utilized units. All units are single-story. There is also a 2,161 square-foot community
center and a 3,454 square-foot retail convenience store on the Project site that are also vacant.
Additional improvements on the Project site include landscaping, sidewalks, private streets, an
outdoor basketball court, a tot lot, utilities, and perimeter fencing. John Montgomery Drive, a
private road, runs through the property and a small portion of Taper Avenue is within the
property 1o the southeast.

Adjacent Uses

Immediate uses include the following:

North of the site is the 330-acre U.S. Navy Defense Fuel Support Point (DFSP). The site
is federally owned and not under the jurisdiction of the City of Los Angeles. The
Wilmington-Harbor City Community Plan designates the site as Open Space, and a.
footnote in the Plan designates the site as an A1 Zone. The DFSP site is mostly open
space and not accessible to the public. The property is partially developed with fuel
storage tanks both above and below ground. The property is also a known habitat for
the Palos Verde Biue Butterfly and the California Gnatcatcher.

West of the Project site, across Western Avenue in the City of Rancho Palos Verdes, is
the 120-acre Green Hills Memorial Park Cemetery. South of Green Hills, and directly
across the street from the Ponte Vista site and within the City of Rancho Palos Verdes,
is a detached single-family subdivision consisting of 721 homes (Rolling Hilis Riviera)
that is designated Low Density Residential.

South of the site are several multi-family residential developments. Three parcels,
totaling 5.5 acres, are developed with 348 units at R3 densities in three-to-four story -
above-grade buildings. The properties are designated for Medium density Residential
and Neighborhood Commercial on the Wilmington-Harbor City Community Plan and
zoned (T) (Q)C2-2 and R1-1. The predominant development to the south of the Project
site, and east of the R3 density buildings, is a multi-family residential complex known as
“The Gardens”. This complex consists of about 1,100 townhomes in two-story buildings
with aftached garages. The Gardens is located within the San Pedro Community Plan
and is designated for Low Medium | density Residential and zoned RD2-1XL. Further
south, along the eastern side of Western Avenue, is a commercial strip center zoned
[QIC2-1XL and planned as Neighborhood Commercial.

East of the site is the Mary Star of the Sea High School. The campus is 27.5 acres and
accommodates 600 students. The school site is zoned R1-1XL and designated for Low
Density Residential. The school is currently operating under a Conditional Use Permit
that was issued by the City Planning Commission in 2001, South of the Mary Star
campus is a single-family subdivision designated by the San Pedro Community Plan for
Low Density Residential land use, and zoned R1-1XL..
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Streels and Circulation

Western Avenue is a designated Major Highway (State Highway Route 213) and is a
major north/south transportation corridor that begins in Hollywood and ends its 28-mile
length at the San Pedro coastline. To the west, it separates the City of Los Angeles
from the City of Rancho Palos Verdes and is the only access street to the site. Western
Avenue, while a Major Highway, does not have significant fransit service. The
Metropolitan Transit Authority (Metro) operates only one major route, Metro Line 205,
along Western Avenue which runs at 30-minute headways during AM and PM peak
hours. There is also limited AM and PM peak transit service run by local transit
operators that provide connectivity to paris of the South Bay. There is little pedestrian
activity along this stretch of Western Avenue due to the open space formed by the DFSP
site, the Green Hills Memorial Park Cemetery, and the backyards of the single-family
dwellings in Rancho Palos Verdes. Although the nearest segment of the Harbor
Freeway (I-110) is located two miles east of the Project site, there is no direct connection
to the freeway from Western Avenue, and drivers must use Anaheim Street or the
Pacific Coast Highway north of Ponte Vista to access |-110.

Mary Star of the Sea High School Access Road is a private street that includes a 36-foot
wide roadway with an 8-foot wide sidewalk. As stated in the case history of this report,
CPC-2000-4712-CU-SPR, the City Planning Commission conditioned the approval of a
Conditional Use and Site Plan Review for the Mary Star of the Sea High School to obtain
vehicular access to its campus from Western Avenue. Students and staff are not
permitted to access the campus from Taper Avenue. [t should be noted that the Mary
Star of the Sea High School is not part of the Ponte Vista Project and has no permanent
right to access Western Avenue across the Project site for the operation of the school.

Freeway Access and Surrounding Public Transit

The Project is located on Western Avenue, a major transit and commercial corridor. Access to
the 110 Freeway is approximately a three-mile drive northeast of the Site with northbound and
southbound ramps at Anaheim Street and Pacific Coast Highway. Public bus transit service in
the Project study area is currently provided by the Los Angeles County Metropolitan
Transportation Authority (Metro), LADOT, Palos Verdes Peninsula Transit Authority, and other
transit providers in the South Bay region. In particular, the Metro 205, San Pedro DASH, and
LADOT Commuter Express 142 buses provide transportation from the Site to San Pedro, the
Ports, and downtown Long Beach. A summary of the existing transit routes, destinations and
peak-hour headways on roadways is found in Table 1V.N-8 of the Draft EIR.

Land Use Regulations

Wilmington-Harbor City Community Plan

The majority of the Project site (52.4 acres) is zoned R1-1XL and has a Low Residential
land use designation with corresponding zones of RE9, RS, R1, RU, RDg, and RDS5.
The remainder of the site (8.1 acres) is zoned OS-1XL and has an Open Space land use
designation with corresponding zones of OS and A1.

San Pedro Community Plan Update

The San Pedro Community Plan is currently in the process of being updated. This
update went to the City Planning Commission in March of 2013, and is expected to go
before the City Council in the early part of 2014. The San Pedro Community Update
references the Ponte Vista site, and states the following:
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While located just outside and north of the San Pedro Community Plan Area, this
approximately 60-acre site presents an opportunity for an integrated mixed use and
mixed density neighborhood. Its size and proximity to San Pedro calis for a
development that is physically connected to the San Pedro community and provides
public facilities and amenities that serve neighboring residents.

LU4.5 Integrate Ponte Vista. New development at Ponte Vista should include a mix of
uses and densities, a range of housing types, neighborhood services and
amenitfes, compalible with and integrated into the adjacent San Pedro
community. Development of the Ponte Vista sife should be:

» designed fo provide a mix of housing types for a range of incomes;
compatible with a Low Medium density designation;

s« open and accessible fo the community, and not developed as a gated
community; and developed: with accessible public open space, community
facilities and other publfic amenities.

2010 Bicycle Plan and Surrounding Bike Lanes

The 2010 Bicycle Plan, adopted in March 1, 2011, identifies streets near the Project site as part
of the plan. Table 6 summarizes streets surrounding the Project site, and their identity as a
designated bikeway and network in the Citywide Bikeway System within the 2010 Bicycle Plan.
Eariier in 2013, LADOT installed bike lanes on Westmont Drive and Capitol Drive between
Western Avenue on the west and Gaffey Street to the east in the San Pedro area. Generally,
the bike lanes were created through the removal of one through travel lane in each direction of
Westmont Drive and Capitol Drive (i.e., reducing the number of through travel lanes in each
direction from two to one). LADQT reviewed the project to install bike lanes on Westmont Drive
and Capito! Drive and determined that implementation of the bike lanes would not adversely
affect vehicular, bicycle or pedestrian traffic flow.

TABLE 6 SURROUNING STREETS |DENTIFIED IN THE 2010 BICYCLE PLAN '

Streets Designated Bikeways Bikeway System Network
Western Avenue Bicycle Lane Backbone

Palos Verdes Drive North | Bicycle Path Green

Westmont Avenue Bicycle Lane Part Green/Neighborhood
Gaffey Street Bicycle Lane Backbone

Capitol Drive Bicycle-Friendly Street Neighborhood

Western Avenue Vision Plan. |In 2000, the Southern California Association of Governments
initiated the Compass Blueprint Growth Vision as a response to the land use and transportation
challenges facing Southern California. The City of Ranch Palos Verdes was awarded a grant {o
develop a Western Avenue Vision Plan for the purpose of identifying planning options and
sustainable economic development opportunities for the Western Avenue corridor,

A working group/vision committee, comprised of various stakeholders, including area residents,
business owners, Chambers of Commerce (Palos Verdes and San Pedro), and Staff from both
the City of Rancho Palos Verdes and the City of Los Angeles was assembled. The group
established guiding principles which included the following:

Improve the public real, storefronts and the overall perception of the street
Create diversity in retail, access and mobility

Create amenities and destination for visitors and residents

Create partnerships to market the Western Avenue brand and corridor.
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A Draft Plan was prepared and addresses the following topics:

e &

Economic and demographic analyses

Analysis of the existing corridor and conditions, including the public realm and
sfreetscape; ‘

Branding and signage, ‘

Recommendations for the three different segments of Western Avenue;

Mobility recommendations, including bicycle and transit opportunities; and,

Next steps

Applicants of City of Los Angeles properties along Western Avenue must comply with the
requirements and standards of the Department of Building and Safety and Department of
Transportation regarding sidewalk design, ingress/egress location and design, sighage, and
traffic control devices to avoid potential bicycle, pedestrian, and vehicular conflicts. The
proposed Ponte Vista Project improves the western edge of Western Avenue consistent with the
Western Avenue Vision Plan. Impacts of viewing the development from Western Avenue would
be softened by the planting of trees and the buffer provided between the Western Avenue
roadway and residential structures.

On-Site Relaled Cases

VTT-71886-GB. This is a request for Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 71886 for a
merger and re-subdivision of 208 parcels for the construction of up to a maximum 700
residential units comprised of 208 single-family dwellings and 492 mulii-family
condominium units on a 61.5 acre site in the proposed PVSP Zone. The case is
currently on hold.

VIT-63399. On November 4, 2008, the Advisory Agency disapproved Vesting Tentative
Tract No. 63399 to subdivide the 61.5 acre property into 33 lots. The Advisory Agency
determined that the density of the proposed map was not consistent with the
surrounding residential land uses and was not suitable for this site as per the
Wilmington-Harbor City Community Plan since it is not a conveniently accessible
commercial center that would discourage automobile use, and not situated near a transit
corridor. The applicant fited an appeal on November 13, 2008.

Case No. ZA-2005-3412-ZV. On June 30, 2005, the Zoning Administrator approved a
request for a zone variance to allow the construction, use, and maintenance of a private
school on an R1 zoned property and fo provide temporary relief from the "Transportation
Requirements” under Condition Nos. 9a, 8b 9d, and 8e of CPC 2000-4712(CU}SPR).

Off-site Related Cases

CPC-2000-4712-CU-SPR. On July 12, 2001, the City Planning Commission approved a
request for a Conditional Use Permit for a proposed phased development of a private
high school {(Mary Star of the Sea High School} and related uses in the R1-1XL. zone.,
The site is located at 2300 N. Taper Avenue.

CPC-2000-4712-CU-SPR-PA1. On December 17, 2007, the City Planning Commission

approved a Plan Approval to a Conditional Use for vehicular access for the Mary Star of
the Sea High School to take access from Westmount Drive via Taper Avenue until such
time as permanent access from Western Avenue is obtained.
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Case No. ZA-2000-1349-ZV. On August 31, 2000, the Zoning Administrator approved a
request for zone variances to permit the remodeling, use and continued maintenance of
seven existing residential dormitory structures observing a 13 feet 3 inch separation in
lieu of the Code required 20-foot separation and the provision of 20 on-site parking
spaces in lieu of the required 35 parking spaces otherwise required, all as part of faculty
housing for a future high school (not part of this request). The site is located at 2300 N.
Taper Avenue.

Site History

The federal government acquired ownership of the undeveloped site in 1942.

fin 1944, the government constructed a fire fighting training facility, which operated until
1950 and was demolished. The remaining area was utilized as a storage area for
shipping containers from 1947 to 1962.

In 1962, the Navy constructed 245 housing units on the site to house Navy personnel
who were stationed at the Long Beach Naval Shipyard.

The site was annexed from unincorporated County of Los Angeles to the City of Los
Angeles in 1980. The Navy housing site was closed in 1999 when the Naval Shipyard
was closed through the Base and Realignment and Closure process (BRAC). After
various legal procedures outlined in BRAC, the Navy awarded some 19.58 acres of the
property to Volunteers of America, a homeless support organization and put out fo
auction the remaining 41.95 acres for sale to the public.

The Navy housing facility was vacated and closed in 1999 and sold to private owners in
2005,

In 2005, Bisno Development Company (BDC) successfully purchased 41.85 acres of the
site from the Navy and then purchased the remaining 19.58 acres from Volunteers of
America to complete ownership of the entire 61.53 acre site.

In 2010, iStar Financial took ownership of the site.

City Planning Commission (2008 Bisno Project)

in April of 2009, the City Planning Commission considered the Planning Department’s
recommendation of denial of a project that was. reduced from 2,300 units to 1,950 units, and
denied BDC's Project. The City Planning Department recommended the following:

Pursuant to the Wilmington-Harbor City Community Plan, the property zone be changed
from the existing Low Residential density to Low Medium 1. This recommendation was
based upon the following: page ill-1 of the Wilmington-Harbor City Plan, which states
that a fundamental premise of the Plan is “limiting residential densities in various
neighborhoods to the prevailing density of development in that neighborhood”. This is an
important factor in determining the appropriateness of a development at this site. The
Ponte Vista site is one of the last undeveloped parcels of this size in the area and offers
an opportunity to significantly meet the housing needs of the community.

Pursuant the Wilmington - Harbor City Community Plan, the Low Medium | Residential
designation allows for densities of 9-18 dwelling units per net acre. Although the net
acreage of the development varies depending on the final design of the subdivision, a
general rule of thumb is that 20-30 percent of the acreage of a large property be set
aside for public improvements (streets, dedication etc.). Since the Ponte Vista site is
approximately 61.5 acres, the net acreage would allow approximately 775 to 886
residential units at this site, depending on the design, layout and other parameters laid
out in a Specific Plan.
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]

While there are subdivisions that are exclusively single family residential near the site,
the prevailing density and scale of the development in the area is a mix of low density,
single family residences and Low Medium density multi-family residential. The largest
most comparable multifamily development is the adjacent Gardens condominium
development to the south. This condominium complex is spread over 80 acres and is
developed at 13.5 dwelling units per acre.

The Low Medium | residential designation would allow the opportunity to add new
housing to the community while maintaining a density that is compatible with the existing
single family neighborhoods.

The density recommended by the Planning Department would also meet another
objective of the Wilmington - Harbor City Community Plan, which is to promote the
provision of adequate housing for all people. Rezoning the property to the Low Medium
| density residential land use designation would better meet the housing needs in the
Harbor area, more so than maintaining the land use desighation as low density
residential.

Additionally, CPC made the following comments:

The property is currently an eyesore

There should be future dialogue between the applicant and the Planning Depariment

A future development should not be R1 density; however it should be consistent with the
surrounding community.

Case History Aﬁér the 2008 City Planning Commission Meeting

On November 10, 2010, a scoping meeting was held for the Draft EIR on November 10,
2010. The Project was for a 1,135 residential dwelling unit development.

The Draft EIR Notice of Preparation was issued on October 26, 2010.

Notice of Completion for the Draft EIR was released on November 8, 2012,

* The circulation date for the Draft EIR began November 8, 2012 and ended January 7,

2013, a 61-day review period. Subsequent to the conclusion of the public review period
for the Draft EIR, the Project Applicant formally requested the City fo replace the original
Proposed Project description (1,135 units) with a reduced density (830 units) site plan
that was evaluated as “Alternative C” in the Draft EIR,

The Final EIR Notice of Availability was issued on June 28, 2013.

On July 30, 2013 a Public Hearing for VTT-71886 and CPC-2012-2558-GPA-ZC-SP was
held at the Port Board of Harbor Commissioners Office at 425 S. Palos Verdes Sireet in
San Pedro. The Project at the time proposed 830 dwelling units (Alternative C).

On September 4, 2013, the Applicant submits a draft Specific Plan for the Ponte Vista
project, refiecting a 700-unit development.

Public Outreach

The Applicant has stated that during the EIR process, the Ponte Vista outreach team has had
individual meetings with dozens of their neighbors in the Harbor area. The Applicant has
submitted a statement and list of meetings with community groups and neighborhood councils.

The Applicant has stated that they have had meetings with the City of Rancho Palos Verdes
and the Northwest San Pedro Neighborhood Council since the Project was revised from 830
units to 700 units.
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OQutreach efforts include the Northwest Neighborhood Council’'s Land Use Committee, Central
San Pedro Neighborhood Council, Harbor City/Harbor Gateway Chamber of Commerce, Harbor
City Neighborhood Council, Wilmington Neighborhood Council, Lomita Chamber of Commerce,
representatives from the neighboring Seaport Village and Casa Verde Estates developments,
among others. A summary of the public outreach meetings can be found in Exhibit F of this
report.

Project Revisions

Prior to the July 30, 2013 _public hearing, the Applicant withdrew the application request for a
Development Agreement. Also, a secondary pedestrian/emergency vehicular access lane was
added to the Project a!ong the site’s southern boundary adjacent to the Seaport Village
development.

Since the July 30, 2013 public hearing, the App!icant'has revised the Project to address issues
raised at that hearing. Some of the revisions include the following:

» Reduction of dwelling units from 830 to 676 units. A revised tract map has been
submitted for 676 units. The Specific Plan regulates a development for up to 700
residential dwelling units.

* The removal of the four-story, multi-family 218-unit apartment building located at the
south portion of the site and 124 for-sale townhome units within the interior of the site.

» Create a new 2.4-acre park, publicly accessible and privately maintained, in place of the
apartment complex along Western Avenue.

+ Replace the apartment complex and 124 townhome units with a new residential product
in the southern, central area of the site. The new product is a one-level condominium/flat
with floor plans ranging from approximately 950 square feet to over 1,700 square feet.
The condominium/flats will be constructed in 4 story buildings with 8 or 12 units in each
building, with private garages on the ground floor. Because the living area is confined to
one floor, with elevator access from the garage, this new product is intended to be
attractive to seniors. The site plan proposes 188 units in this area, although the Specific
Plan will allow the flexibility for up to 218 units in this area, provided a new subdivision
map is approved.

» The revision of Subarea 6 to allow for flexibility to develop up to 212 un[ts (for a Project
total of 700 units). The Project tract map will be proposing 188 units (for a Project total
of 676 units).

Add more detailed regulations added to the Specific Plan.

Realign residential subarea boundaries and the smaller recreational center lot to
accommodate the new residential product in a new Subarea 6 and the reduction in
overall multi-family units.

» Realign the access road to the Mary Star of the Sea High School.

ANALYSIS

Surrounding Area Analysis and Project Design

Single-family neighborhoods are located throughout the north, central, and western portions of
Wilmington. Concentrations of multi-family residential uses are located near Anaheim Street in
Wilmington, and Lomita Boulevard, Anaheim Street, Western Avenue, and Normandie Avenue
in Harbor City. Residential land uses account for 1,809 net acres. Across Western Avenue
west of the Project site is the 120-acre Green Hills Memorial Park Cemetery. South of Green
Hills, and directly across the street from the Ponte Vista site and within the City of Rancho Palos
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Verdes, is a detached single-family subdivision consisting of 721 homes (Rolling Hills Riviera)
that is designated Low Density Residential. Single-family homes and a cemetery are o the east
of the site within the jurisdiction of the City of Rancho Palos Verdes. Medium density multi-
family dwellings and commercial uses are located south of the Project site.

The Project’s design took into consideration the site’s adjacent and surrounding uses.

Along the northern boundary a permanent fence line exists and will continue to exist in order to
prevent access onto the U.S. Navy’s site. Thus, the northern portion of the site was designed
with single family homes. The northern parcels have the highest natural and finished grades
and provide the best potential views of the harbor and the surrounding area. Approximately 48
percent of the developable site is devoted to single family, detached homes along the northern
portion of the Ponte Vista site plan.

The eastern boundary is contiguous to the Mary Star of the Sea High School. This boundary
includes a permanent fence line, which prevents vehicular and pedesirian access in either
direction. As such, the Project was designed to provide some measure of open space and two-
story attached residential use. The site was designed with a two-story townhouse product to
accommodate the internal transition from single-family to multi-family homes. The most
desirable multi-family units were designed o be contiguous to large portions of the open space,
which then transitions into one of the parking lots within Mary Star of the Sea High School.

The western boundary of the site abuis Western Ave, one of two major north/south streets
providing access into and out of San Pedro. This portion of the site was designed to offer a
marketing window from Western, and provide the community with a visual transition from a
highly-traveled boulevard into the mix of housing within the Project site, without creating an
unattractive dominant wall of building along Western Avenue. To accomplish this, single-family
homes were designed along the northern portion of Western, never projecting more than two
stories. above the Western Avenue grade. Heading south along the property, the Project
transitions to multi-family townhomes and flats along the middle section of the Ponte Vista
property, which projects one story above the Western Avenue grade at its north edge,
transitions into two stories above grade at the middle portion of Ponte Vista, and finally three
stories of one building exposure at the southern entry way, also known as the Mary Star of the
Sea High School entry on the south.

The southern boundary includes three different developments that range in different heights,
and densities. The colfective uses along the southern edge of Ponte Vista are made up of three
different residential developments, The Tennis Club, Seaport Village, and Casa Verde within 5.5
acres: These developments have an R3 density for an average of 63 units per acre, and
together, tofal 348 residential units. Seaport Village is 136 units on 1.8 acres, which translates
into 75 units per acre. Seaport Village and the Tennis Club have overall buildings heights of
- 205’ and 190" above sea level, respectively.

Six stories of exposed building dominate the view heading south along Western Avenue. The
Project was previously designed with a multi-family apartment building at a height of 178 feet
above sea level. This was 27 feet lower than the Seaport Village building and 12 feet below the
existing Tennis Club building height. After the July 30" public hearing, the Project was revised
and included the replacement of the apartment building with a 2.4-acre publicly-accessible park.
This also led to the realignment of the Mary Star of the Sea access road. The emergency
access road and pedestrian access from the south, which borders the multi-family
developments, remain and continue fo serve as an additional access point onto the site.
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The Project is consistent in scale with the surrounding properties. The Project redevelops a site
that contains abandoned duplex housing. The Project is not located directly adjacent to any
single-family residential neighborhood in the Wilmington-Harbor City Plan area. The Project site
is separated from a single-family residential neighborhood located in the City of Rancho Palos
Verdes by Western Avenue, a State Highway carrying 35,000 vehicles per day. Properties
south of the site contain multi-family housing at densities similar to and in excess of what the
Project would develop. The Project would develop 208 single-family housing units and up to
496 townhomes and flats, and would not represent out-of-scale development in the context of
the surrounding area.

Walkability Analysis

Walkability is a measure of how interesting, inviting, and comfortable the street and sidewalk
environment is for pedestrians. The City of Los Angeles Walkability Checklist for Site Plan
Review (“Walkability Checklist”) was created by the City's Urban Design Studio of the
Department of City Planning. The Walkability Checklist consists of a list of design principles
intended to improve the pedestrian environment, protect neighborhood character, and promote
high quality urban form and is to be used by decision-makers and/or hearing officers to assess
the pedestrian orientation of a project when making the required findings for approval of a
project. The design elements are consistent with the General Plan and applicable Urban
Design Chapters of Community Plans. Guidelines address such topics as building orientation,
building frontage, landscaping, off-street parking and driveways, building signage, and lighting
within the private realm, and sidewalks, street crossings, on-street parking, and utilities in the
public reaim.

An analysis of site plans, community context, and building elevations is essential to improve and
ensure walkability. The project is consistent with many of the goals and implementation
strategies from the Depariment of City Planning’s Walkability Checklist.

Building Orientation. Single-family homes along Western Avenue are oriented inwardly
toward the private sfreets. All other townhomes and flats will be oriented towards the
private streets to enable residents to walk from their homes o paved surfaces,

Building Frontage. The Applicant is proposing Mediterranean, Mediterranean Eclectic,
Early California Modern and California Modern architectural styles, Massing, roof forms
and materials, walls, architectural elements (porches and balconies), windows, door and
gates, and trim and details are described in Section 3.0 of the Design Guidelines. The
building frontages for these styles will include porches and balconies that will promote a
presence on the street interaction and help residents transition from the indoor fo
outdoor experience. Garages will be located along the alleys and most front entries off
of green spaces, with some located along walkable streets. Community buildings will
also be oriented towards the private streets. Scale, massing, roof forms, materials and
architectural styles will be at a pedestrian scale that allow for the transition from street to
structure.

Buildings will have fenestrations that establish a clear pattern on the facade and provide
depth and additional articulation. The Design Guidelines prohibit adjacent structures
from having a repetition of building styles. Each product will have at least three distinct
elevations.
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Building Setbacks. Front yard setbacks for the different product types will range from 2
feet (single-family detached clusters-Product 2) 5 feet (townhomes and flats-Products 4,
5, and 6) to 8 feet (single-family detached-Product 1 and detached clusters-Product 3).
Porches and bay windows would be permitted to encroach up to two feet into both the
front and side yards. Side yards will range from 4 feet (Single-family detached, clusters
and townhomes - Products 1, 2, 3, and 4) to 5 feet (Townhomes and flats - Product 5, 6).

On-Site Landscaping. Western Avenue would be formally spaced with sirong vertical
pine trees located along the back of the curb in tree wells and surrounded by a curb
adjacent sidewalk. The backdrop buffer landscape would be groupings of informally
spaced evergreen pines and eucalyptus trees that soften the transition to the community
behind a tubular steel fence. At the monument entry, enhanced paving softened by
median island planting and curb separated walks provide convenient pedestrian access
into the community. The monument court located at the north entrance will be
designed with median landscaping, and include large canopy palms which anchor the
court. The backdrop buffer landscape would be designed {o soften the architectural
edge.

The community entry drive at the south entrance will also include a landscaped
median and continuous parkway separated walk areas. The drive is lined with broad
canopy flowering trees alternating with tall skyline palms. The community entry plaza
begins at one of three round-about features within the community. The non-signalized
intersection offers an open garden landscape feature as guests and residents arrive at
the main entry plaza. Also, the round-about intersection is landscaped. A continuously
planted parkway separated walk and enhanced paving areas define the edges of the
drive. The drive and median island are lined with tall canopy paims.

The community spine street which runs over the fault line and runs across the site is
the Project’s central landscape feature where guests and residents walk and interact.
The spine street is lined with alternating broad canopy flowering trees and tall skyline
palms. A parallel walkftrail runs along the side of the school access drive. Tree
plantings would be located along the edges of the drive. The community loop street is
a walkable street and is located at the northern portion of the site and includes tree
plantings that would soften the architectural edges. Accent trees would be encouraged
at sireet corners, stoops, garden walk seating areas and around primary building
courtyard entries. The neighborhood loop street is a walkable street and will include a
turf parkway and formally spaced trees. Paraliel parking would be provided along these
streets for guests and residents.

Building Signage and Lighting. The Specific Plan will include regulations for monument
and identification signs. Monument and identification signs shall be in accordance with
the Los Angeles Citywide Sign Ordinance. Monument signs will be prohibited from
exceeding 1.5 square feet per foot of street frontage and shall be less than 75 square
feet of total sign face. Lighting shall be encouraged for monument signs and
architectural and landscape features. Lighting will be in compliance with state and local
safety and illumination standards, and will be directed to prevent glare and direct rays
onto adjacent property.

Sidewalks. Sidewalks within private streets will range between 4 feet to 6 feet in width,
depending on the width of the street. The community entry plaza, community entry drive
and community spine street will include 5-foot wide sidewalks. The community loop
street and neighborhood loop streets will include 4-foot wide sidewalks. A private trail
running along the school access drive will be 8 feet wide.
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Woonerf streets are more like walkable neighborhood lanes that will provide access to
single-family homes at the northeast portion of the site. These streets provide access
for automobiles and pedestrians alike. Emphasis is placed on the pedestrian right of
way without the use of separated sidewalks. Traffic calming is created through the use
of enhanced accent paving, and concrete banding. Woonerf sfreet trees soften the
transition to the adjacent architecture, while accent trees define the terminus.

Utilities. All new utilities for the Project are proposed to be underground, and would
improve the pedestrian experience by removing the clutter of power lines running along
major roadway corridors.

Trail. The Project includes a recreational trail surrounding the new community. The trail
will incorporate amenities, which may inciude exercise stations, benches, sighage and
fighting, landscaping, gardens, rest areas and other improvements. The trail will be of
decomposed granite or something similar. [t will be intended for recreational use and
also for access for maintenance of the property. Portions of the perimeter trail will be on
steep slopes and may require safety railings and warning signs of steep terrain.

Architectural Design Analysis

The Applicant stated that the selected architectural styles and their related building forms and
details are a product of cultural tastes and values that reflect the vision and history of Ponte
Vista. According to the Applicant, the site and layout were designed based on market research
with a wide range of residential types, sizes, and layouts within the San Pedro community. An
inventory of the architectural styles in the area, input from the San Pedro community members,
and  Harbor area stakeholders were taken into account when considering the different
architectural styles and layout for the Ponte Vista site. In addition, the different heights of each
product type proposed within each subarea took info consideration the site’s elevation and
adjacent properties. The following architectural styles are summed up as follows:

Mediterranean architecture is typically defined by the use of low-profile tile roofs, stucco
walls, decorative wrought iron metalwork, exposed wood rafters, decorative tile accents,
and precast concrete door and window surrounds.

Mediterranean Eclectic reflects California’s modern interpretation of historic Spanish and
Mediterranean architectural forms and elements. it represents the innovative and
modern spirit strongly present in L.A. culture, with subtle references to its roots.

Early California Modern is identified by the use of flat roofs without eaves, simple
geometric massing, unity of materiais, ribbon windows, light exterior wall colors to reflect
the brilliant Southern California sun, frequent use of ground level arches creating
transitional breezeways, and lack of ornamentation.

California Modern is defined by clean and simple geometric massing, with simple

uncomplicated roofs.

Section 3 of the Design Guidelines provides a detailed description of these different styles.
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DISCUSSION OF ISSUES

Major Issues Disclosed at July 30, 2013 Public Hearing for the 830-unit Development

Comments at the July 30, 2013 public hearing included the following: inappropriateness of the
project at the site; the scale of the project being too big for the area; traffic and intersection
impacts, inconsistencies with the proposed San Pedro Community Plan; impacts to public
infrastructure; the proposal of gates; the project not keeping with the characteristics of the San
Pedro community; inadequacies of the EIR and the Specific Plan; and bringing in too much
density. A summary of the comments made by each speaker is provided in Section P of this
report.

The following is a summary of the key issues raised as well as a response to these issues:

Specific Plan. Comments were made stating the plan is lacking, inconsistent, and ignores
the context of the community. It requires more specificity to provide assurances to the
community. Also, inconsistencies were pointed at the public hearing. Points were made
that the Applicant has not engaged the community. Also, the plan lacks the following:
analysis of regional and local context, an overall physical vision, a robust development code,
a sufficient infrastructure plan for transportation, streets, public and private parking, water,
sewer, and stormwater. Furthermore, comments also included the plan merely presenting
guidelines rather than standards.

Staff's Response: The Applicant took into consideration the comments made at the public
hearing as well as those by the Northwest San Pedro Neighborhood Council. The Specific
Plan was modified to include more sections and specific regulations, and capture delaifs
from the proposed design guidelines to provide assurances to the community of the
appearance and function of this development.

Gated Community. Comments were made about the Applicant’s proposal to gate the
development. People commented that the development would be adding to traffic while not
allowing for access into the community. Emergency response times would be affected and
crime numbers would rise. Comments were made about the San Pedro Community Plan
Update and how it specifically states the Ponte Vista development should not be gated.
Concerns were raised about how this -development would not promote integration with the
rest of thé community. ‘ ‘

Staff's Response: While the City Planning Commission reviewed the Draft San Pedro
Community Plan Update, which specifically states that the Ponte Vista site not be gated, it
should be noted that the roads within the proposed development will be private roads and
that there are no connections fo other uses. The south portion of the site includes a road
that presently allows for parents and students access into the Mary Star of the Sea High
School. The proposed development would continue to provide access without the use of
gafes.

The subject site is presently gated and is fenced off from the public. It does not fead into
other uses, aside from the high school mentioned above, nor does it connect to other public
streefs in the City. Thus, presently, vehicles would not be able fo cut through the site fo gef
onfo other streets. With the development, there would be no change fo this since there
would be no uses or public streets within the residential development that the community
would want {o access, except for the Mary Star of the Sea access road.



Case No. CPC-2012-2558-GPA-ZC-SP-CA A-22

The Profect would restrict vehicular access into the development, allowing for only residents:
and their guests. However, the development allows for the communily to access and utilize
the 2.42-acre park, trails, and other open areas within the gates. Generally, gated
developments keep others in the general community out of the site. The Project will allow
for the community to enjoy the open amenities it offers its residents. Pedeslrian gates will
not be gated and will provide for access into the development.

The Project Applicant states that the Project can reduce the number of units from (830 fto
700 units} and respond fo the community’s concerns of density only by maintaining the
gales. The Applicant states there is a market for homes behind gates, and that the removal
of gates would make the Project at the reduced number of units infeasible. The Applicant
identifies other gated developments within the San Pedro community.

R1 Zoning and Density and High Traffic on Western Avenue. Comments were made about
the increase in density in the area. The site is located in an area characterized by high
congestion and a gridlocked Western Avenue. Speakers stated that by adding a project
with this type of density, traffic would only worsen. Since appropriate improvements were
not being made to infrastructure, many opposed the increase in density and requested zone
change, and wanted to see the site remain R1.

Staff's Response: At the 2009 City Planning Commission meeting, the Planning
Commissioners commented that the property is an eyesore, and that future development
should not be R1 density but consistent with the surrounding community.

The Environmental Impact Report mitigates alf traffic impacts for the 1,135 unit project to a
less than significant level utilizing the mitigation measures imposed by the Department of
Transportation. The Department of Transportation has reviewed the 830 unit project known
as Alternative C in the EIR as well as a new Traffic Assessment Study for the 700 unit
residential project. Table 7 summarizes the different projects.

TABLE 7 TRIP GENERATION FORECASTS AND IMPACTS . .

Project Daity Trip AM Peak PM Peak No. of Significant
Ends Hour Hour impacts (Future
Volumes Volumes Volumes 2017)

1,135 dwelling units 7,488 571 699 20

830 dwelling units 4,850 . 372 466 16

700 dwelling units 5,788 - 445 555 16

No Project- 3,684 289 389 15
Singie-Family Homes

The Project (1,135 dwelling units, comprised of 143 single family homes, 600
condominiums, and 392 apartments) the Department of Transportation reviewed was one
that created a significant impact to 20 intersections of the 56 study intersections. The 700
residential unit project (208 single family homes and 492 condominiums) resulted in 16
impacted intersections, the same as that of the 830 dwelling unit project (208 single family
homes, 404 condominiums, and 218 apartments). With mitigation measures required by the
Department of Transportation, traffic impacts would be mitigated to less than significant
levels.

Multi-family building located to the south. Some comments were made of the views and
close proximity of a proposed multi-family building. Residents of the neighboring multi-
family buildings to the south of the project commented that their views would be of the
neighboring building and that the building would be too close to theirs.
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Staff's Response: After the public hearing, the Project was revised fo remove the multi-
family building and create a 2.42-acre park. The removal of the multi-family building fed fo
the reconfiguration of units distributed throughout the south portion of the site, ultimately
leading to the reduction of 830 units to 676 units (Vesting Tentative Tract Map 71886). Also,
an emergency vehicle access road will allow pedestrians and residents from the south
property convenient access to and from the Progject site.

Neighboring Rancho LPG Holdings. Comments and concerns were raised regarding fhe
Rancho LPG Holdings storage facility, and the potential for the release of toxic gases and
risk of explosion fo the future residents of the Ponte Vista project.

Staff's Response: The Rancho LPG facifity is located approximately 0.7 mile to the east of
the Project site, adjacent to Gaffey Streef. The sforage facility has been in existence since
1973, and is located across the sireet from existing residences that are themselves closer fo
the facility than the proposed Ponte Vista site. The facilifies store butane and propane
gases. Comments have generally been summarized as follows: 1) the. pofential risk
presented fo future Project residents by the Rancho LPG facility and (2) general concerns
about the Raricho LPG facility, including the inadequacy of Rancho LPG’s Risk
Management Plan (RMP) and on-site safefy apparatus (and, by extension, the inadequacy
of the Draft EIR’s analysis of the risk posed by the Rancho LPG facility to future Project
residents). The Draft EIR analyzed this risk of upset and determined that there would be no
impact to the subject site. The Rancho LPG facility is required to submit Risk Management
Plans, which address potential hazards from operations and how it would minimize or
manage these hazards. The goal of these RMPs is to prevent accidental releases of
substances that can cause serious harm fo the public and environment and fo mitigate the
severity of releases. Under the RMP’s offsife consequence analysis, a worst-case release
of butane would spill into an on-site containment pit and could result in a vapor cloud
explosion with an impact zone of 0.5 miles. The RMP is filed with the Los Angeles Fire
Department, and the Fire Department is charged with reviewing and approving the RMP
document, completing inspections, and enforcing compliance. Further explanation is found
in the Final EIR’s Response to Comments Section in Page lIl.A 15-19.

Preservation of Open Channel. The blue line stream, or as the EIR identifies it as an open
stormwater drainage, is located near the southwest portion of the site. As proposed, the
Project would build structures over the channel. Also, the slope adjacent to the Defense
Fuel Supply Point as well as the stream, both have potential for valuable habitat restoration
and preservation of natural open space.

Staff's Response: As a result of comments made by the California Department of Fish and
Game (CDFG) and the Army Corps of Engineers, the Environmental Impact Report includes
a mitigation measure (Mitigation Measure BIO-4 of the EIR} that requires the Applicant to
enter into a Streambed Alteration Agreement with CDFG to provide a 1:1 replacement of
suitable streambed and associated riparian habitat either on-site as an additional habitat
creation, off-site either through habitat creation or purchase of credifs in an approved
mitigation bank in the Los Angeles Basin, or via a combination of these approaches. With
mitigation, impacts would be less than significant.

Lack of Open Space. No public park is proposed for the project. There is a lack of public
and privaie open space. The open spaces are not well-designed. Public open spaces
should not be residual spaces but a defining feature of the neighborhood, integrated with
block, street, building and frontage standards.
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Staff's Response: The revisions made to the Project after the July 30, 2013 public hearing
include a new 2.42 acre park. The Applicant has had discussions with the Department of
Recreation and Parks to dedicate this fo the City of Los Angeles as a furnkey park.
However, because of the City's Code requirements, the proposed park just misses what the
City requires for dedication. Regardless, the Applicant has stated that they will proceed with
the park, and will make it accessible to the public and maintain it privately. While the park is
not centrally located, the park is located at the southwest portion of the site, and is
accessible via the Mary Star of the Sea access road and the emergency vehicle access
road. The emergency vehicle access, bordering the multi-family developments fo the south,

road will be used solely for emergency response vehicles, but will contmue to provide
access to pedestrians and guests entering from the south.

On-Site Earthquake Fault.

The City of Los Angeles adopted the 2010 California Building Code and a series of City of
Los Angeles amendmenis on January 1, 2011, known as the 2011 Cily of Los Angeles
Building Code (“2011 Building Code”). Together, the provisions in Volumes 1 and 2 of the
2011 Building Code address issues related fo site grading, cut and fill sfope design, soil
expansion, geotechnical investigations before and during consiruction, slope stability,
allowable bearing pressures and seftlement below footings, effects of adjacent slopes on
foundations, retaining walls, basement walls, shoring of adjacent properties, and potential
primary and secondary seismic effects. :

In addition, the City of Los Angeles, Grading Division of the Department of Building and
Safety adopted Rules of General Application (RGA), a series of Geotechnical Standards that
supplement the requirements of the Los Angeles Building Code. The RGAs include specific
requirements for seismic design, slope stability, grading, foundation design, geologic
investigations and reports, soil and rock testing, and groundwater.

The City’s Department of Building and Safety is responsible for implementing the provisions
of the Los Angeles Building Code and the RGA. In addition to the seismic regulations in the
Los Angeles Building Code and RGA, the City’s primary seismic regulatory document is the
Safety Element of the City of Los Angeles General Plan, adopted in 1996. The City’s Safety
Element includes specific guidelines for evaluating liquefaction, tsunamis, seiches, non-
structural elements, fault rupture zones, and engineering investigation reports.

As discussed previously, the Project site is not located within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake
Fault Zone or a fault zone mapped by the State Geologist pursuant to the Seismic Hazard
Mapping Act. However, the Preliminary Geotechnical Report concluded that the Falos
Verdes Fault trace crossing the Project site should be treated as a potentially active fault for
the purpose of development planning. State of California Geological Survey standard
measures include a 50-foot wide setback zone on each side of the interpreted centeriine of
the projected surface rupture. Although the Project Applicant would be required to design
and construct the Project in conformance with the most recently adopted building code
design parameters in the current version of the Los Angeles Building Code, the presence of
the potentially active Palos Verdes Faulf trace on the Project site means that the Project
could potentially expose people or structures to adverse effects associated with faulf rupture
or displacement. As such, the Environmental impact Report identified this impact relating fo
fault rupture and displacement as significant. The Applicant has designed the Project
observing the 50-foot sethack on both sides of the projected surface rupture, and will comply
with this mitigation measure.
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Based on the active and potentially aclive faults in the region and on-site, it is likely that
future earthquakes produced in Southern California will shake the Project site. However,
the Project site is not exposed fo a greater seismic risk than other areas of Southern
California where aclive and potentially active faults are focated. Furthermore, the Project
will be designed and constructed to withstand ground motions by adhering fo the 2011 Los
Angeles Building Code Section 1613, which contains provisions relating to earthquake
loads. Also, the Project Applicant would be required to design and construct the Project in
conformance to the design parameters contained in the 2011 Los Angeles Building Code.
Modern, well-constructed buildings are designed to resist ground shaking through the use of
shear panels and reinforcement. Conformance with 2011 Los Angeles Building Code
requirements would reduce the potential for structures on the Project site to sustain damage
during an earthquake event, and would ensure that the Project would not expose people or
structures fo substantial adverse effects associated with seismic ground shaking to any
greater extent than other properties in the Southern California region. As such, the
Environmental Impact Report identifies impacts related to seismic ground shaking as less
than significant. :

Other comments include the following:

e There have been limited opportunities for public input, and little time given to the
community to evaluate the proposal and plans.

e Streets and parking plans are deficient and substandard, especiaily in consideration for
emergency response vehicles within the property.

e There is a lack of facilities for senior citizens especially in the San Pedro community.

Staff's Response: The Project has gone through the entitlement process meeting all the
legal City code and State requirements, including all the legal noticing requirements and
public hearings. Exhibif H of this report is a list and summary of the Applicant’s public
outreach efforts prior to the July 30, 2013 public hearing. Planning Staff has recommended
that revisions fo the Project be presented to the community, including the Neighborhood
Councifs and the City of Rancho Palos Verdes. Based on communication with the
Applicant, efforts to present the revised project have been made to the Northwest San
Pedro Neighborhood Council and the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

The Fire Department reviews the site plan and tract map and jssues their conditions of
approval taking into consideration emergency access, setbacks, sfreet layout, installation of
hydrants, etc. Similar to the Fire Department, other City Departments also receive copies of
the proposed plans and maps and issue their comments and conditions of approval. The
Applicant must comply with these conditions of approval in order for their tract map to record
and to receive any building permits. The Fire Department and other City Departments were
sent copies of the most recent version of the fract map, and Planning Staff is awaiting their
comments.

With regards to the lack of senior citizen facilities, the Applicant has chosen to develop the
site without senior facilities or housing. However, the 2.42 acre park, trails, and other
recreational amenities will be made available to the public, including senior citizens, fo
provide a benefit to the community.
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Urban Design Studio and the Professional Volunteer Program

The project was presented to the Professional Volunteer Program (PVP) by the Urban Design
Studio on August 13, 2013. The comments made by the professional architects for the original
Project of 830 residential units (Alternative C) include the following:

» & & @

The PVP reviewed the layout of the 830 unit project, and questioned what benefits were
being given to the City. The project is gated and requesting a General Plan Amendment
and Zone Change. The types of transit along Western Avenue raised concerns for the
issues of traffic that would be added on to Western Avenue.

The PVP suggested that use on the site should be thoughtful so that it would be viable
for the next 50 years. The use/project needs to be part of the community. The project
should bring in different types of opportunities for the area.

The PVP stated that gating the community and restricting access onto the site brings no
benefit to the City.

The open space shown is more like leftover space. There are no gathering spaces, and
no central focus. The project should include a park for the residents and community to
enjoy.

A project of this size needs a pedestrian network. The open space shown provides
opportunities for the pedestrian network. The stream brings an added feature fo site.
Much thought should go into the plantings to make the site aesthetically pleasing.
Garage doors should be designed to improve interaction between residents. Textured
paving and landscape should be included in the design to make this area vibrant and to
activate the car space.

The site should include a park at the center of the site. This would bring a nice central
feature, while providing a safer place to play.

Walkways fade away. There should be some pedestrian-only thoroughfares. Walkways
should fink to the trails.

This development should be careful not to cookie cut the homes.

Small amenities (i.e., dog washing area, community garden) should be added to the
area.

With such a large area and slope of the site, there should be permeable paving and
stormwater capture.

Project is lacking in generosity in green space and master planning to residents and
community.

The project needs to develop a Specific Plan that treats different features of the site
differently. For example, development along Western Avenue, slopes, and general
neighborhood, should be considered. Programming should be changed and the gaps of
outdated zoning and what’s there today should be filled.

Include more breakup or more subareas in the site planning.

There needs to be a larger connection to the open space around the site.

Playa Vista should be looked to as a model. -

This development needs to be more open to the public and not be an insular community.

Proposed solutions raised by PVP:

Increase green space areas around project for public space usage;

Amenities might allow for opportunities for increased density;

Reorganize open space to prioritize pedestrian network and an open space network;
Use native and drought tolerant plants;

Make driveways into walkways only for pedestrians;
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Hiararchy is needed;

Create a central green space, large park;

Make garage areas have texture, program for multiple uses; and
Distribute open space differently.

L]
@
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Conclusion

The Ponte Vista at San Pedro Specific Plan would allow for the subject site to be redeveloped
into a residential community that meets the housing needs of the Wilmington-Harbor City and
San Pedro areas. The Wilmington-Harbor City Community Plan characterizes its community
plan area as essentially built-out. Though there are large properties available for public
redevelopment and there are large underutilized properties available for educational use (for
example, Harbor City College), there are no comparably-sized private properties in the area that
are available for reuse. The site is a consolidated site comprised of 61.5 acres developed with
abandoned and dilapidated homes. In 2009, the City Planning Commission identified the site as
blighted and as an “eyesore”. Indeed, the site is underutilized and in need of revitalization.

The Project that was presented to the City Planning Commission in 2009 (Bisno) was denied
with recommendations that the site not remain R1 and the site should have a density that is
compatible with surrounding uses. The proposed L.ow Medium | designation would allow for
opportunities to add new housing to the community that would be consistent with the Housing
Element by bringing in housing that meets the needs of different household sizes and at
different price points. The range of housing units from single family homes to townhomes to
one-story flats provide housing opportunities to families, singles and professionals, and senior
citizens as well. As noted, the Wilmington-Harbor City Community Plan characterizes its area
as essentially built-out, and anticipates that future growth would be accommodated by the
redevelopment and intensification of existing developed sites. Goals and objectives of the
Wilmington-Harbor City Community Plan would be met by providing for the housing needs in the
Harbor area. Within its proximity to the Port of Long Beach and Port of Los Angeles, the Project
has a unique potential fo provide a significant amount of housing to serve existing and future
Port-related employment. Modernizing and increasing the amount of housing stock close to the
Port would support the Port’'s operations and growth, and, to a certain extent, could help
mitigate environmental impacts from the Port’'s operations related to commuter vehicle miles
traveled.

The Applicant has had conversations with the different stakeholders of the community, and the
Project was redesigned o address many of their concerns. More specifically, the following
highlights have been reasons stakeholders have supported the Project:

the reduced density and lower unit count of the new Ponte Vista Project;
openness and approachability of new project team,
bringing new jobs to the area, including local-hiring initiatives;
bringing needed housing close to existing jobs; the need for a diversity of housing types
to suit different kinds of households (young families and singles or seniors);
e high-quality on-site recreation designed for residents (including pocket parks and a
community center); '
keeping the property fenced from adjacent properties (condos and high school);
a traffic plan that fully addresses all impacits;
open space available to the community for walking, hiking or cycling,; the dedicated road
to Mary Star of the Sea High School;
e improving the neighborhood by re-developing the Ponte Vista site and removing blighted
naval housing. ‘

e & ¢ ©
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The Applicant identified the key issues discussed at the 2009 City Planning Commission
meeting. Meetings with the community were attended by the Applicant’'s team to address the
community’s concerns for the site. Also, it should be noted that the July 30, 2013 public hearing
made the Applicant realize that the Project was in need of revisions to address concerns raised
at that hearing. As such, the Applicant revised the Project by reducing the number of dwelling
units from 830 dwelling units to 676 dwelling units (with a 700 unit maximum for the Specific
Plan) as proposed in their tract map. Also, the Applicant responded to many concerns of a
multi-family building proposed on the south portion of the site by removing this building, and
replacing it with a 2.42 acre park to be accessible to the public. Finally, the Specific Plan was
revised to bring more details and regulations to the plan to assure the community of the ultimate
product that would be built.

Since the site is presently developed, impacts on natural resources are not of concern. The
Project would be an infill development that has been designed to be compatible to the .
surrounding uses and the community needs. The Project proposes abundant landscaping on
the edges and throughout the site, and takes into consideration the slope of the site and
strategically placing tall structures in specific areas of the site to offset visual impacts from
Western Avenue. There are several trails and walkways, including a perimeter trail, that
promote walkability. With regards to adjacent uses, Western Avenue, a State Highway,
generally serves as the community’s walkway into and out of the development. There are some
auto-oriented features of the development leading onto Western Avenue. However, Western
Avenue is highly-traveled and serves as one of the main thoroughfares into and out of San
Pedro. The Project does address the western portion of the site by trying to design that portion
to be consistent with the goals and objectives of the Western Avenue Vision Plan. Furthermore,
pedestrian entrances would allow the public to walk through and around the site. Residents
would be able to walk onto Western Avenue and head to the commercial development to the
south to meet some of their shopping needs. The design of the Project also includes a walkway
into the development from the south muiti-family property, allowing for access leading directly
into the park.

With regards to the proposed gates, the Project’s gates would only allow for residents and their
guests to access their homes or to visit a resident by their vehicles. Pedestrians and community
members will not be gated out from the site, and would be able fo enter the sife to utilize the
publicly-accessible park and the open areas both outside and within the vehicular gates. The
2.42-acre park would bring both active and passive open space to the larger San Pedro and
Wilmington-Harbor City community, while other open areas located throughout the site,
including the proposed trails, would allow the public to enjoy the amenities of the site. Since the
site currently restricts access, and streets within the development are private, traffic does not
circulate through the site. There are also no linkages to other public streets or uses, so the
gates that restrict vehicular access would not affect traffic patterns and paths.

The Project does, however, create traffic impacts with the addition of 676 dwelling units. The
Applicant has submitted a revised Traffic Assessment Study for a development that proposes
700 dwelling units. The Department of Transportation reviewed the assessment and concurred
that all 16 impacted intersections could be mitigated to less than significant levels.

As such, the Department of City Planning staff recommends the City Planning Commission
recommend approval the proposed Specific Plan for a 700-unit residential project, as well as the
requested General Plan Amendments, zone change, and Code Amendment.
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FINDINGS

General Plan/Charter Findings

1.

General Plan Land Use Designation. The subject property is located within the area
covered by the Wilmington - Harbor City Community Plan, which was last updated on
July 14, 1899 the City Council (pursuant to Council File 98-1619). The Plan map
designates the subject property for Open Space with corresponding zones of OS and A1
and Low Residential with corresponding zones of R1, RD6 and RU. The properly
contains approximately 61.5 gross acres (284,078 square feet before dedications) and is
presently zoned OS-1XL and R1-1XL.

The Applicant in this case, is seeking a General Plan Amendment for the Wilmington -
Harbor City Community Plan to amend the land use designations of the site from Open
Space and Low Residential to a Low Medium Il Residential land use designation. This
designation allows the corresponding zones of RZ2.5, RD2, and RD1.5.

The subject site is currently improved with a vacant and abandoned naval housing
complex, including other community structures. The Project proposes to remove all
structures and construct a new 700-unit residential development.

Although the entire site has an average density equal to Low Medium | density (11.4
units/net acre), certain lots on the site exceed this average; therefore, requiring a land
use designation of Low Medium || Residential. The proposed Specific Plan would limit
the site to no more than 700 residential dwellings.

The General Plan Amendment will lead to a Project that would replace the existing
blighted buildings on the Project site, and construct a new housing development that
would contribute to meeting the projected 2017 housing need in the area. It would also,
provide housing to meet the needs of a broad spectrum of persons desiring to live in the
San Pedro area. The General Plan Amendment would allow for a Project that would
provide residents and the public common amenities including landscaping and open
space, while invigorating the local economy. The Project mitigates its environmental
impacts to the exient feasible, and fiscally benefits the City. It provides a high-quality
development through the creation of a Specific Plan to ensure certainties in design by
establishing development standards for the Site.

General Plan Text. The Wilmington - Harbor City Community Plan text includes the
following relevant land use objectives, policies and programs:

Objective 1-1: To provide for the preservation of existing housing and for the
development of new housing to meet the diverse economic and physical
needs of the existing residents and project population of the Plan area to
the year 2010.

Objective 1-2 To locate new housing in a manner which reduces vehicular trips and
makes it accessible lo services and facilities.

Objective 1-3 To preserve and enhance the varied and distinct residential character and
integrity of existing single and multi-family neighborfioods.

Policy 1-5.1.  Promote greater individual choice in type, quality, price, and location of
housing.
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Objective 4-3. To acquire and develop properties as small parks where it is not possibie
to acquire sufficient acreage for neighborhood parks. :

Objective 5-1. To preserve existing open space resources and where possible develop
new open space.

Objective 4-5. To ensure the accessibility, security, and safety of parks by their users,
particularly famffies with children and senior citizens.

Objective 12-1Increase capacily on existing transporfation systemns through minor
physical improvements.

Housing Encourage reuse of the existing U.S. Navy housing areas al the John
Montgomery and Palos Verdes sites, in a manner that will provide needed
housing in the community without adversely impacting the surrounding
area

The Project would redevelop an underutilized and blighted site, and construct a
maximum 700-unit residential community. The Project would provide a mix of units to
accommodate households of different sizes. A total of six different housing product
types would be developed within the Project site to the development standards defined
in the proposed Specific Plan to be adopted by the City for the Site. The Specific Plan
would set design and landscaping standards to govern the Project’'s construction so that
a quality residential development is established and maintained. A range of housing
price points would be included in the Project, reflecting the range of housing product
types from flats to townhomes to single-family homes. The Project would develop
housing at higher densities ranging from 8 to 23 units per acre. Specifically, townhomes,
duplex/flats, row houses, and small lot subdivisions would be included in the Project’s
mix of housing products. Furthermore, the Project brings housing to a site in close
proximity fo the Port of Los Angeles and the Port of Long Beach, which are among the
region’s largest employers.

The Project is consistent in scale with the surrounding properties. The Project is not
located directly adjacent to any single-family residential neighborhood in the Wilmington-
‘Harbor City Plan area. The Project is separated from a single-family residential
neighborhood located in the City of Rancho Palos Verdes by Western Avenue, a State
Highway carrying 35,000 vehicles per day. Properties to the south of the Site contain
muiti-family housing at densities similar to and in excess of what the Project would
develop. The Project would develop 208 single-family housing units and would thus not
represent out-of-scale development in the context of the neighborhood,

The Project site is located on Western Avenue, a major transit and commercial corridor.
In particular, the Metro 205, San Pedro DASH, and LADOT Commuter Express 142
buses provide transportation from the Site to San Pedro, the Ports, and downtown Long
Beach. Freeway access is located approximately three miles northeast of the Site with
northbound and southbound ramps at Anaheim Street and Pacific Coast Highway.
Public services and utilities are available to accommodate the Project.

The Project will create a 2.42-acre park at the southwest portion of the site. Although
the program implementing the policies of Objective 4-3 states that park site development
is the responsibility of the Department of Recreation and Parks, the Project would
develop, landscape and maintain the public trail and adjacent green space to help meet
the needs of both future Project residents and the larger community. On-site parking for
the trail would be provided at the entrance to the Mary Star access road. [n addition, the
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Project would include several small parks accessible to the public and other recreational
facilities (pools, spas, fitness center) for the private use of its residents. Thus, the
Project would contribute to serving the public recreation and park needs of its residents
and the surrounding community.

3. The Transportation Element of the General Plan will be affected by the recommended
action herein. However, any necessary dedication and/or improvement of Western
Avenue will assure compliance with this Element of the General Plan and with the City’s
sireet improvement standards pursuant to Municipal Code Section 17.05.

Objective 2  Mitigate the impacts of traffic growth, reduce congestion, and improve air
quality by implementing a comprehensive program of mulfi-modal
strategies that encompass physical and operational improvements as well
as demand management.

Policy 2.34  Consider the construction of new highway segments and strategic
roadway widening only after the implementation of appropriate Demand
Management and System Management measures.

The Project would mitigate all of its significant impacts on ftraffic through a series of
roadway and intersection improvements, as well as the institution of Transportation
Demand Measures. The Project site is located adjacent to a public transit corridor with
service to local and regional commercial and employment centers. The Project would
also be developed to accommodate bicycle access and usage as well as pedestrian
access and connectivity fo adjacent streets.

Objective 10 Make the street system accessibie, safe, and convenient for bicycle,
pedestrian, and school child travel.

Policy 10.5. Ensure that sidewalks along ali designated major and secondary
highways are maintained at a minimum ten (10)-foot width pending full
dedication and improvement of these streets to the standards set forth in
this Element,

The Project would result in a number of street improvements, including roadway
restriping and/or modifications. A minimum a ten foot-wide sidewalk would be provided
on any streets that are being altered by the Project. The Project would also ensure that
direct access to Mary Star of the Sea High School is provided across the Project site via
a new public sireet. Although portions of the Project would be gated with controlled
vehicular access, the Project would be open and accessible to bicyclists and
pedestrians. Bus stops along Western Avenue would be accessible from the Project.

The Project would promote neighborhood accessibility through its integration with the
Expo Line station and location adjacent to other existing transit services. The Project
would expand neighborhood transportation services given the Expo Line, the Big Blue
Bus “Super 7 line, the Culver City Bus line 6 and additional Metro Rapid routes planned
for the general area. The project will offer transit passes on a specified basis. In
addition, due to its central location near the San Diego and Santa Monica freeways, the
site is also accessible by car. Further, the MTA is developing a bicycle lane alongside
the Expo Line, which residents, businesses owners and employees, and visitors would
be able to utilize from the site. The Project will provide bicycle parking within each
dwelling unit garage and place community bicycle parking throughout the site.
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4. Charter Findings — City Charfer Sections 556 and 558 (General Plan Amendment}.

Los Angeles City Charter Sections 556 and 558 and Los Angeles Municipal Code
Section 12.32(C)(7) require that any General Plan Amendment be in substantial
conformance with the purposes, intent and provisions of the City's General Plan.

The proposed General Plan Amendment to the land use designation of Low Medium i
Residential and the proposed Ponte Vista Specific Plan comply with Charter Sections
556 and 558, and are in substantial conformance with the purposes, intent and
provisions of the City's General Plan. The General Plan Amendment would address the
City’s need to increase the housing supply for the City’s growing population. The
Applicant's proposed General Plan Amendment and Specific Plan are compatible with
the City's General Pian Framework and the objectives and policies of the Wilmington-
Harbor City Community Plan, as detailed below.

5. The Sewerage Facilities Element of the General Plan will be affected by the
recommended action. However, requiremenis for construction of sewer facilities to
serve the subject Project and complete the City sewer system for the health and safety
of City inhabitants will assure compliance with the goals of this General Plan Element.

6. Street Lights. Any City required installation or upgrading of street lights is necessary to
complete the City street improvement system so as to increase night safety along the
streets which adjoin the subject property.

7. General Plan Amendment Findings

A, The General Plan Amendments Will Further the Purposes, Intent and
Provisions of the Wilmington-Harbor City Community Plan.

The Wilmington-Harbor City Community Plan was last updated in 1999. The Community
Plan states that "any subsequent action that modifies the Plan or any monitoring review
that results in changes to the Plan must make new Plan consistency findings at the time
of that decision.” The Community Plan calls for monitoring and revision in light of
changing circumstances. The Community Plan provides goals, objectives and policies to
address development within the area. The Project is consistent with the foilowing
objectives and policies that meet the Community Plan’s goals:

Objective 1-1: To provide for the preservation of existing housing and for the
development of new housing to meet the diverse economic and physical
needs of the existing residents and project population of the Plan area fo
the year 2010.

The Project would provide housing that addresses the existing housing shortfali. While
lands for multifamily housing are designated in the Community Plan, insufficient housing
supply for the growing population exists. The Community Plan recognizes that “the
residential densities, commercial intensities, and industrial intensities depicted on the
Plan map are theoretical and will not occur due to plan and zone regulations, economic
conditions, and design limitations.” The Project site provides a large, well-located parcel
where multi-family housing can be planned and constructed efficiently. As discussed
eariier, the Project would provide 700 infill multi-family housing uniis on a Site that is
located proximate to the Port of Los Angeles and the Port of Long Beach, which are
among the region’s largest employers.
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The Project is consistent in scale with the surrounding properties. The Project would
redevelop a Site that contains abandoned duplex housing. The Project is not located
directly adjacent to any single-family residential neighborhood in the Wilmington-Harbor
City Plan area. The Project is separated from a single-family residentiai neighborhood
located in the City of Rancho Palos Verdes by Western Avenue, a State Highway
carrying 35,000 vehicles per day. Properties to the south of the Site contain mulfi-family
housing at densities similar fo and in excess of what the Project would develop. The
Project would develop 208 singie-family housing units and would thus not represent out-
of-scale development in the context of the neighborhood.

Objective 1-2 To locate new housing in a manner which reduces vehicufar frips and
makes it accessible to services and facilities.

The Project complies with this objective and provides infill housing that is located
proximate io existing commercial centers along Western Avenue, as well as fo
downtown San Pedro and the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach, which are among
the region’s largest employers. Further, the Project is located on Western Avenue, a
major transit and commercial corridor. In particular, the Metro 205, San Pedro DASH,
and LADOT Commuter Express 142 buses provide transportation from the Site to San
Pedro, the Ports, and downtown Long Beach. Freeway access is located approximately
three miles northeast of the Site with northbound and southbound ramps at Anaheim
Street and Pacific Coast Highway. Public services and utilities are available to
accommodate the Project.

Objective 1-3 To preserve and enhance the varied and distinct residential character and
integrity of existing single and multi-family neighborhoods.

The Project would replace the existing abandoned and blighted former Navy Housing
Complex with a residential community that implements a cohesive design scheme and
shared character that is compatible with the surrounding environment, particularly the
existing multi-family residential development immediately to the south of the Project site.
A Specific Plan would be adopted to set design and landscaping standards to govern the
Project's construction so that a quality residential development is established and
maintained.

The Project is a single- and multi-family housing development, and, as such, is
compatible with existing residential land uses located to the west, east, and south of the
Project site.

Policy 1-5.1. Promote greater individual choice in type, qualily, price, and location of
housing.

The Project would provide additional housing options for the Wilmington-Harbor City
Plan area. The Project would provide infill single-family and multi-family for-sale
housing. A total of six different housing product types would be developed within the
Project (see above) to the development standards defined in the proposed Specific Plan
to be adopted by the City for the Site. The Specific Plan would set design and
landscaping standards to govern the Project’s construction so that a quality residential
development is established and maintained. A range of housing price points would be
included in the Proiect, reflecting the range of housing product types from flats to
townhomes to single-family homes. The Project would develop high-quality single- and
multi-family housing at higher densities ranging from 8 to 23 uniis per acre. Specifically,
townhomes, duplex/flats, row houses, small lot subdivisions, and apartments would be
included in the Project’s mix of housing products.
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Objective 4-3. To acquire and develop properties as smail parks where it is not possible
to acquire sufficient acreage for neighborhood parks.

Objective 5-1. To preserve existing open space resources and where possible develop
new open space.

The Project will create a 2.42-acre park at the southwest portion of the site. Although
the program implementing the policies of Objective 4-3 states that park site development
is the responsibility of the Department of Recreation and Parks, the Project would
develop, landscape and maintain the public trail and adjacent green space to help meet
the needs of both future Project residents and the larger community. On-site parking for
the trail would be provided at the entrance to the Mary Star access road. In addition, the
Project would include several small parks accessible to the public and other recreational
facilities (pools, spas, fithess center) for the private use of its residents. Thus, the
Project would contribute to serving the public recreation and park needs of its residents
and the surrounding community.

Objective 4-5. To ensure the accessibility, security, and safely of parks by their users,
particularly families with children and senior citizens.

The trail and park would be adequately illuminated for use at various times of day and in
inclement weather. The Project will also provide 24-hour security.

Objective 12-1Increase capacity on existing transportation systems through minor
physical improvernents.

The Project will improve the western edge of Western Avenue consistent with the
Western Avenue Improvement Plan, which will include transit stops for buses, thereby
increasing the capacity of transportation.

Housing Encourage reuse of the existing U.S. Navy housing areas at the John
Montgomery and Palos Verdes sites, in a manner that will provide needed
housing in the community withoul adversely impacting the surrounding
area

The Project would provide new housing closer to one of the most prominent job centers
in the region ~ the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach. Further, the Project would add
new multi-family housing stock fo an area of the City (e.g., the Wilmington-Harbor City
Plan area) which has a significantly dated multi-family housing stock. The Project would
provide ownership opportunities to broader segments of the community and households
of different sizes. The Project would also provide a publicly-accessibie trail and private
open space, and recreation areas to serve its own residents.

Although construction activities usually result in localized short-term disturbances, the
Project's construction would be staged almost completely on-site. Construction would
comply with all City ordinances and policies, and would be mitigated in nearly all areas
to a less than significant level. The Project would not generate unique public facility
needs, which it does not address. it would pay all applicable governmental fees, and
would contribute tax revenues to the City, which could be used to for existing and
anticipated public service needs.
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B. The General Plan Amendment Will Further the Purposes, Intentand Provisions of
the General Plan Framework

The General Plan Framework was originally adopted in 1996 and re-adopted by the City
Council in 2001. The General Plan Framework is a strategy for long-term growth in the
City of Los Angeles, and it sets a cifywide context to guide development of community
plans and other General Plan elements. Implementation of the General Plan Framework
is achieved through the various updates of community plans, ordinances, standards and
guidelines, as well as through development-review procedures for projects submitted by
a private property owner or developer. Based on the following objectives and policies,
the proposed Project meets the following objectives and policies of the City's adopted
General Plan Framework:

Land Use

Objective 3.2 Provide for the spafial distribution 'of development that promotes an
improved quality of life by facilitating a reduction of vehicular trips, vehicle
miles traveled, and air pollufion.

Policy 3.2.1  Provide a pattern of development consisting of distinct districts, centers,
boulevards, and neighborhoods that are differentiated by their functional
role, scale, and character. This shall be accomplished by considering
factors such as the existing concenirations of use, community-oriented
activity centers that currently or potentially service adjacent
neighborhoods, and existing or potential public-transit corridors and
stations.

Policy 3.2.4  Provide for the siting and design of new development that maintains the
prevailing scale and character of the Cily's stable residential
neighborhoods and enhances the character of commercial and industrial
districts.

The proposed General Plan amendment would permit an infill residential development
that will take advantage of existing infrastructure and be located in close proximity to
major job centers, including the Poris of Los Angeles and Long Beach. The Project will
be located along Western Avenue, a major transportation and public transit corridor,
providing direct access to major bus lines and reducing the need to travel by automobile.

The Project will create a distinct community in scale with the surrounding development.
The proposed Specific Plan would result in a development of a total of 700 units on 47.1
net acres, an average density of 11.4 units per acre over the entire Site, corresponding
to Low Medium | Density Residential. The surrounding neighborhoods include muiti-
family residential (Medium Density Residential and Low Medium 1l Density Residential}
as well as single-family residential. A Medium Density Residential use abuts the Site to
the south, on a 6-acre property designated for Neighborhood Commercial and Medium
Density Residential. The predominant development in the surrounding area is known as
“The Gardens" which abuts the southern boundary of the Ponte Vista Site on property
areas designated as Low Medium Il Density Residential and zoned RD2-1XL. The
Gardens occupy approximately 80 acres with 1,100 garden-style two-story townhomes
with attached garages. Residential development to the west, on the other side of
Western Avenue (located in the City of Rancho Palos Verdes), and southeast of the
Ponte Vista Site (south of Mary Star of the Sea High School) is designated for Low
Density Residential and developed with single-family dwellings. The 330-acre U.S. Navy
Defense Fuel Support Point abuts the Project site to the north and is designated as
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Open Space, and the adjacent Mary Star of the Sea High School, to the east, is
designated for Low Density Residential and zoned R1-1XL, cperatmg under a
Conditional Use Permit for a school in the R1 Zone.

Based on the surrounding land uses and Plan designations, the Project is consistent
with and an extension of the prevailing scale and character of the surrounding
neighborhood as identified in Policy 3.2.1. It will create a new, vibrant community of
various housing types needed to meet the area’s diverse housing needs. The Project
design will incorporate architecture that compliments and enhances the surrounding
communities, while providing substantial recreational, activity and open space to Project
residents and a public park and publically-accessible open space to the general public.

Policy 3.4.1  Conserve existing stable residential neighborhoods and lower-intensity
commercial districts and encourage the majority of new commercial and
mixed-use (integrated commercial and residential) development (a) in a
network of neighborhood districts, community, regional, and downtown
centers, (b) in proximity to rail and bus transit stations and corridors, and
(c} along the City's major boulevards, referred to as districts, centers, and
mixed-use boulevards, in accordance with the Framework Long-Range
Land-Use Diagram.

The General Plan amendment will permit a project that conserves and enhances the
stable surrounding residential neighborhoods. The Project fits within the density of the
surrounding multi-family and single family residential development. The Project will
dramatically transform a dilapidated, dangerous eyesore into a new community that will
provide new recreational opportunities for surrounding residents. The Project’s location
along a Western Avenue, a major thoroughfare with substantial transit options, will
‘connect residents to surrounding commercial and job centers.

Objective 4.3 Conserve scale and character of residential neighborhoods.

The General Plan amendment will permit a Project that includes apariment,
condominium, townhouse and single-family buildings. The residential units will include
30 foot high single family homes, 30 and 40 foot high detached cluster homes, 35 foot
high townhomes, and 48 foot high townhomes and flats. This scale of development is
compatible with the predominant scale in the adjacent area, which is generally one to
three-story singie and multi-family structures, and conserves the existing scale and
character of the residential community in substantial conformance to Objective 4.3.

Housing

Policy 4.1.1  Provide sufficient land use and densily to accommodate an adequale
supply of hoising units by type and cost within each City subregion to
meet the twenty-year projections of housing needs.

The General Plan Amendment will directly address Policy 4.1.1 by permitting a project
that will add needed housing to reach various income segments in the Wilmington-
Harbor and San Pedro communities. Project density is a proper balance between the
area’s housing needs and the constraints of both the site and the scope and scale of
development in the surrounding neighborhood.
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Open Space

Policy 6.4.8 Maximize the use of existing public open space resources at the
neighborhood scale and seek new opportunities for private development
fo enhance the open space resources of the neighborhoods.

a. Encourage the development of public plazas, forested streels,
farmers markets, residential commons, rooftop spaces, and other
places that function like open space in urbanized areas of the City
with deficiencies of natural open space, especially in targeted
growth areas.

b. Encourage the improvement of open space, both on public and
private property, as opportunities arise. Such places may include
the dedication of "unbuildable™ areas or sites that may serve as
green space, or pathways and connections that may be improved
to serve as neighborhood landscape and recreation amenities.

The General Plan amendment will be consistent with the Open Space Element of the
General Plan, as it will provide for a Project with significant open space, including
publicly-accessible open space. The Project will contain 24.15 acres of open space,
including a 2.42 acre publicly-accessible park. Also, trails accessible fo the public will
run along the perimeter of the site, while visitors will be able to access other open areas
of the site. Approximately 39 percent of the project is open space.

C. The Proposed General Plan Amendment Would Serve the Public Necessity,
Convenience and General Welfare of the City of Los Angeles.

The General Plan Amendment will serve the public necessity, convenience and general
welfare of the City of Los Angeles by making the land use designation of the Project site
consistent with an amount of residential compatible with surrounding neighborhoods that
also meets the identified housing needs of the community. The site’s current General
Plan designation does not provide for an economically viable residential development,
nor does it provide for a range of housing stock that will meet the needs of residents of
with different household sizes.

8. Zone Change and Code Amendment Findings

A. Pursuant to LLAMC Section 12.32.C.7, and based on these Findings, the
recommended actiion is deemed consistent with public necessity, convenience,
general welfare and good zoning practice.

The General Plan Framework was originally adopted in 1996 and re-adopted by the City
Council in 2001. The General Plan Framework is a strategy for long-term growth in the
City of Los Angeles, and it sets a citywide context to guide development of community
plans and other General Plan elements. Implementation of the General Plan Framework
is achieved through the various updates of community plans, ordinances, standards and
guidelines, as well as through development-review procedures for projects submitted by
a private property owner or developer. Based on the following objectives and policies,
the proposed Zone Change and Project meets the following objectives and policies of
the City's adopted General Plan Framework:
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Land Use

Objective 3.2 Provide for the spatial distribution of development that promofes an
improved quality of life by facilitating a reduction of vehicular trips, vehicle
miles fraveled, and air pollution.

Policy 3.2.1  Provide a pattern of development consisting of distinct districts, centers,
boulevards, and neighborhoods that are differentiated by their functional
role, scale, and character. This shall be accomplished by considering
factors such as the existing concentrations of use, communily-oriented
activity centers that currently or potentially service adjacent
neighborhoods, and existing or potential public-transit corridors and
stations.

Policy 3.2.4  Provide for the siting and design of new development that maintains the
prevaifing scale and character of the Cily's stable residential
neighborhoods and enhances the character of commercial and industrial
districts. :

The proposed Zone Change and Code Amendment would permit an infill residential
development that will take advantage of existing infrastructure and be located in close
proximity to major job centers, including the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach. The
Project will be located along Western Avenue, a major transportation and fransit corridor,
providing direct access to major bus lines and reducing the need fo travel by autcmobile.

The Project will create a community in scale with the surrounding development. The
proposed Specific Plan would result in a development of a total of 700 units on 61.5
acres, an average density of 11.4 units per acre over the entire site, corresponding to
Low Medium 1 Density Residential. The surrounding neighborhoods include multi-family
residential (Medium Density Residential and Low Medium Il Density Residential) as well
as single-family residential. A Medium Density Residential use abuts the site to the
south, on a 6-acre property designated for Neighborhood Commercial and Medium
Density Residential. The predominant development in the surrounding area is known as
“The Gardens" which abuts the southern boundary of the Ponte Vista site on property
areas designated as Low Medium |l Density Residential and zoned RD2-1XL. The
Gardens occupy approximately 80 acres with 1,100 garden-style fwo-story townhomes
with aftached garages. Residential development to the west, on the other side of
Western Avenue (located in the City of Rancho Palos Verdes), and southeast of the
Ponte Vista site (south of Mary Star of the Sea High School) is designated for Low
Density Residential and developed with single-family dwellings. The 330-acre U.S. Navy
Defense Fuel Support Point abuts the Project site to the north and is desighated as
Open Space, and the adjacent Mary Star of the Sea High School, to the east, is
designated for Low Density Residential and zoned R1-1XL, operating under a
Conditional Use Permit for a school in the R1 Zone.

Based on the surrounding land uses and Plan designations, the Project is consistent
with and an extension of the prevailing scale and character of the surrounding
neighborhood as identified in Policy 3.2.1. [t will create a new, vibrant community of
various housing types needed to meet the area’s diverse housing needs. The Project
design will incorporate architecture that compliments and enhances the surrounding
communities, while providing substantial recreational opportunities and open space to
Project residents and a public park and publically-accessible open space to the general
public.
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Policy 3.4.1 Conserve existing stable residential neighborhoods and lower-intensity
commercial districts and encourage the majority of new commercial and
mixed-use (integrated commercial and residential) development (a) in a
network of neighborhood districts, communily, regional, and downtown
centers, (b) in proximity to rail and bus fransit stations and corridors, and
(c) along the City's major boulevards, referred to as districts, centers, and
mixed-use boulevards, in accordance with the Framework Long-Range
Land-Use Diagram.

The Zone Change and Code Amendment will permit a project that conserves and
enhances the stable surrounding residential neighborhoods. The Project fits within the
density of the surrounding multi-family and single family residential development. The
Project will dramatically transform a dilapidated eyesore info a new community that will
provide new recreational opportunities for surrounding residents. The Project’s location
along Western Avenue, a major thoroughfare with transit options, will connect residents
to surrounding commercial and job centers,

Objective 4.3 Conserve scale and character of residential neighborhoods.

The Zone Change and Code Amendment will permit a Project that includes townhouse,
flats and single-family units. The residential units will include 30-foot high single family
homes, 30- and 40- foot high detached cluster homes, 35-foot high townhomes, and 48-
foot high townhomes and flats. This scale of development is compatible with the
predominant scale in the adjacent area, which is generally one to three-story single and
multi-family structures, and conserves the existing scale and character of the residential
community in substantial conformance to Objective 4.3.

Housing

Policy 4.1.1  Provide sufficient land use and density to accommodate an adequate -
supply of housing units by type and cost within each City subregion to
meet the twenty-year projections of housing needs.

The Zone Change and Code Amendment will directly address Policy 4.1.1 by permitting
a project that will add needed housing for different household sizes and income
segments in the Wilmington-Harbor-San Pedro area. Project density is a proper balance
between the area’s housing needs and the constraints of both the site and the scope
and scale of development in the surrounding neighborhood.

Urban Form and Neighborhood Design

Open Space

Policy 6.4.8 Maximize the use of existing public open space resources at the
neighborhood scale and seek new opportunities for private development
to enhance the open space resources of the neighborhoods.

a. Encourage the development of public plazas, forested sireets,
farmers markets, residential commons, rooffop spaces, and other
places that function like open space in urbanized areas of the City
with deficiencies of natural open space, especially in fargeted
growth areas.
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b. Encourage the improvement of open space, both on public and
private property, as opportunities arise. Such places may include
the dedication of "unbuildable” areas or sites that may serve as
green space, or pathways and connections that may be improved
to serve as neighborhood laridscape and recreation amenities.

The Zone Change and Code Amendment will be consistent with the Open Space
Element of the General Plan, as it will provide for a Project with significant open space,
including publically accessible open space. The Project will contain 24.15 acres of open
space, including a 2.42-acre park and trails accessible o the public.

The Zone Change and Code Amendment will serve the public necessity, convenience
and general welfare of the City of Los Angeles by making the zoning of the Project site
consistent with an amount of residential compatible with surrounding neighborhoods that
also meets the identified housing needs of the community. The site’s current zoning
does not provide for an economically viable residential development, nor does it provide
for a range of housing stock that will meet the needs of residents of varying income
levels.

The Zone Change will provide the Project site with consistent, unified zoning that will
permit the revitalization of an abandoned residential site that is a significant eyesore that
degrades the surrounding community. The Zone Change will permit a development that
fits within the varying densities of the surrounding residential communities, provides
significant open space, and publically-accessible park and other forms of open space,
and residential housing options for community members of varying income levels.
Absent the Zone Change, the Project site would be spilit into two zones that would not
permit a viable residential development.

B. The action, as recommended, has beeh made contingent upon compliance with the “T"
and “Q” conditions imposed herein. Such limitations are necessary to protect the best
interests of and to assure a development more compatible with surrounding properties,
to secure an appropriate development in harmony with the General Pian, and to prevent
or mitigate the potential adverse environmental effects of the subject recommended
action.

9. Specific Plan Findings

A The Proposed Ponte Vista at San Pedro Specific Plan is in Conformance with the
Purposes, Intent and Provisions of the City of Los Angeles General Plan.

Los Angeles City Charter section 556 and LAMC section 12.32 C.2 require that prior to
adopting a land use ordinance, the Planning Commission make finds that the ordinance
is in substantial conformance with the purposes, intent and provisions of the General
Plan. The proposed Ponte Vista at San Pedro Specific Plan will be in conformance with
the purposes, intent and provisions of the General Plan in that it will conform to the
goals, objectives and policies of the General Plan Framework and Wilmington-Harbor
City Community Plan, as discussed below. The Specific Plan provides regulations for
housing types including single family housing, townhouse units, and flats. The
' regulations, policies, and standards contained in the currently proposed Specific Plan
are designed to implement the applied for Low Medium Il Residential land use
designation; therefore, the Specific Plan conforms to the General Plan, as amended.
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B.

The Ponte Vista at San Pedro Specific Plan Wil Be in Conformance with the
Wilmington-Harbor City Community Plan.

The Wilmington-Harbor City Community plan guides future development within the
Community Plan area. it is intended to promote an arrangement of land uses, streets
and services that will encourage and contribute to the health, safety, welfare and
convenience of the people who live and work in the Community. The Ponte Vista at San
Pedro Specific Plan will be consistent with the foliow;ng objectives and policies of the
Community Plan;

Objective 1-1: To provide for the preservation of existing housing and for the
development of new housing to meet the diverse economic and physical
needs of the existing residents and project population of the Plan area fo
the year 2010,

The Project would bring in new housing units to address housing projections. While
lands for multi-family housing are designated in the Community Plan, there is a lack of
new housing being constructed. The Community Plan recognizes that “the residential
densities, commercial intensifies, and industrial intensities depicted on the Plan map are
theoretical and will not occur due to plan and zone regulations, economic conditions, and
design limitations.” The Project site provides a large, well-located parcel where multi-
family housing can be planned and constructed efficiently. As discussed earlier, the
Project would provide 700 infil multi-family housing units on a site that is located
prommate to the Port of Los Angeles and the Port of Long Beach, which are among the
region’s largest employers.

The Project is consistent in scale with the surrounding properties. The Project would
redevelop a site that contains abandoned duplex housing. The Project is not located
directly adjacent to any single-family residential neighborhood in the Wilmington-Harbor
City Plan area. The Project is separated from a single-family residential neighborhood
located in the City of Rancho Palos Verdes by Wesiern Avenue, a State Highway
carrying 35,000 vehicles per day. Properties south of the site contain multi-family
housing at densities similar to and in excess of what the Project would develop. The
Project would develop 208 single-family housing units in addition fo up to 492 multi-
family dwellings. This would be compatible and consistent with the context of the

neighborhood.

Objective 1-2 To locate new housing in a manner which reduces vehicular trips and
makes it accessible o services and facilities.

The Project complies with this objective and provides infill housing that is located
proximate fo existing commercial centers along Western Avenue, as well as to
downtown San Pedro and the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach, which are among
the region’s largest employers. Further, the Project is located on Western Avenue, a
major transit and commercial corridor. In particular, the Metro 205, San Pedro DASH,
and LADOT Commuter Express 142 buses provide transportation from the site o San
Pedro, the Ports, and downtown Long Beach. Freeway access is located approximately
three milés northeast of the site with northbound and southbound ramps at Anaheim
Street and Pacific Coast Highway. Public services and utiliies are available fo
accommodate the Project.

Objective 1-3 To preserve and enhance the varied and distinct residential character and
integrity of existing single and mulfi-family neighborhoods.
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The Project would replace the existing abandoned and blighted former Navy Housing
Complex with a residential community that implements a cohesive design scheme and
shared character that is compatible with the surrounding environment, particularly the
existing multi-family residential development immediately to the south of the Project site.
A Specific Plan would be adopted to set design and landscaping standards to govern the
Project’s construction so that a quality residential development is established and
maintained.

The Project is a single- and multi-family housing development, and, as such, is
compatible with existing residential land uses located to the west, east, and south of the
Project site.

Policy 1-5.1.  Promole greafer individual choice in type, qualily, price, and location of
housing.

. The Project would provide additional housing options for the Wilmington-Harbor City
plan area. The Project would provide infill single-family and multi-family for-sale
housing. A total of six different housing product types would be developed within the
Project to the development standards defined in the proposed Specific Plan to be
adopted by the City for the site. The Specific Plan would set design and landscaping
standards to govern the Project’s construction so that a quality residential development
is established and maintained. A range of housing price points would be included in the
Project, reflecting the range of housing product types from flats to townhomes to single-
family homes. The Project would develop single- and multi-family housing at higher
densities ranging from 8 to 23 units per acre.

Objective 4-3. To acquire and develop properties as small parks where it is not possible
to acquire sufficient acreage for neighborhood parks.

Objective 5-1. To preserve existing open space resources and where possible develop
new open space.

The Project will construct 2.42 acres of parkland. The Project would develop, landscape
and maintain a public trail and adjacent green space to help meet the needs of both
future Project residents and the larger community. On-site parking for the trail would be
provided at the entrance to the Mary Star access road. In addition, the Projéct wouid"
include several smail open areas accessible to the public, as well as other recreational
facilities (pools, spas, fitness center) for the private use of its residents. Thus, the
Project would contribute to serving the public recreation and park needs of its residents
and the surrounding community.

Objective 4-5. To ensure the accessibility, securily, and safely of parks by their users,
particularly families with children and senior citizens.

The trail and park would be adequately illuminated for use at various times of day and in
inclement weather. The Project will also provide 24-hour security.

Objective 12-1increase capacity on existing transportation systems through minor
physical improvements. '

The Project will improve the western edge of Western Avenue consistent with the
Western Avenue Improvement Plan, which will include transit stop for buses, thereby
increasing the capacity of the existing transportation systems.
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Housing Encourage reuse of the existing U.S. Navy housing areas at the John
Montgomery and Palos Verdes sites, in a manner that will provide needed
housing in the community without adversely impacting the surrounding
area.

The Project would provide new housing in a location near the Ports of Los Angeles and
Long Beach. Further, the Project would add new mulfi-family housing stock to an area
of the City (e.g., the Wilmington-Harbor City) which has a significantly dated mulfi-family
housing stock. The Project would provide ownership opportunities at to broader
segments of the community. The Project would also provide a publicly-accessible trail
and private open space and recreation areas to serve its own residents.

Although construction activities usually result in localized short term disturbances, the
Project’s construction would be staged almost completely on-site, would comply with all
City ordinances and policies, and would be mitigated in nearly all areas to a less than
significant level. The Project would not generate unique public facility needs which it
does not address, would pay all applicable governmental fees, and would contribute tax
revenues to the City that would enable it to meet existing and anticipated public service
needs.

C. The Ponte Vista at San Pedro Specific Plan Will Be in Conformance with the
General Plan Framework.

The General Plan Framework was originally adopted in 1996 and re-adopted by the City
Council in 2001. The General Plan Framework is a strategy for long-term growth in the
City of Los Angeles, and it sets a citywide context to guide development of community
plans and other General Plan elements. Implementation of the General Plan Framework
is achieved through the various updates of community plans, ordinances, standards and
guidelines, as well as through development-review procedures for projects submitied by
a private property owner or developer. Based on the following objectives and policies,
the proposed Specific Plan and Project meets the following objectives and policies of the
City's adopted General Plan Framework:

Land Use

Objective 3.2 Provide for the spatial distribution of development that promotes an
improved quality of life by facilifating a reduction of vehicular trips, vehicle
miles fraveled, and air poliution.

Policy 3.2.1  Provide a pattern of development consisting of distinct districts, centers,
boulevards, and neighborhoods that are differentiated by their functional
role, scale, and character. This shall be accomplished by considering
factors such as the existing concentrations of use, community-oriented
activity centers that currently or potentially service adjacent
neighborhoods, and existing or potential public-transit corridors and
stations.

Policy 3.2.4  Provide for the siting and design of new development that maintains the
prevailing scale and character of the City's stable residential
neighborhoods and enhances the character of commerciaf and industrial
districts.
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The proposed Specific Plan would permit an infill residential development that will utilize
existing infrastructure and be located in close proximity to major job centers, including
the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach. The Project will be located along Western
Avenue, a major transportation and transit corridor, providing direct access to major bus
lines and reducing the need to fravel by automobile.

The Project will create a community in scale with the surrounding development. The
proposed Specific Plan would result in a development of a total of 700 units on 61.5
acres, an average density of 11.4 units per acre over the entire site, corresponding to
Low Medium | Density Residential. The surrounding neighborhoods include multi-family
residential (Medium Density Residential and Low Medium I Density Residential) as well
as single-family residential. A Medium Density Residential use abuts the site to the
south, on a B-acre property designated for Neighborhood Commercial and Medium
Density Residential. The predominant development in the surrounding area is known as
“The Gardens" which abuts the southern boundary of the Ponte Vista site on property
areas designated as Low Medium Il Density Residential and zoned RD2-1XL. The
Gardens occupy approximately 80 acres with 1,100 garden-style two-story townhomes
with attached garages. Residential development to the west, on the other side of
Western Avenue (located in the City of Rancho Palos Verdes), and southeast of the
Ponte Vista site (south of Mary Star of the Sea High School) is designated for Low
Density Residential and developed with singie-family dwellings. The 330-acre U.S. Navy
Defense Fuel Support Point abuts the Project site to the north and is designated as
Open Space, and the adjacent Mary Star of the Sea High School, to the east, is
designated for Low Density Residential and zoned R1-1XL, operating under a
Conditional Use Permit for a school in the R1 Zone.

Based on the surrounding land uses and designations, the Project is consistent with and
an extension of the prevailing scale and character of the surrounding neighborhood as
identified in Policy 3.2.1. It will create a new, vibrant community of various housing
types needed to meet the area’s diverse housing needs. The Project design will
incorporate architecture that compliments and enhances the surrounding communities,
while providing substantial recreational, activity and open space to Project residents and
a public park and publically-accessible open space to the general public.

Objective 4.3 Conserve scale and character of residential neighborhoods.

The Specific Plan wili permit a Project that includes townhouse, flats, and single-faniily
buildings. The residential units will include 30-foot high single family homes, 30- and 40-
foot high detached cluster homes, 35-foot high townhomes, and 48-foot high townhomes
and flats. This scale of development is compatible with the predominant scale in the
adjacent area, which is generally one to three-story single and multi-family structures,
and conserves the existing scale and character of the residential community in
substantial conformance to Objective 4.3.

Housing

Policy 4.1.1  Provide sufficient land use and density to accommodate an adequate
supply of housing units by type and cost within each City subregion fo
meet the twenty-year projections of housing needs.

The Specific Plan will directly address Policy 4.1.1 by permitting a project that will add
needed housing at to reach various income segments and household sizes in the
Wilmington-Harbor and San Pedro areas. Project density is a proper balance between
the area’s housing needs and the constraints of both the site and the scope and scale of
development in the surrounding neighborhood.
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10.

Open Space

Policy 6.4.8 Maximize the use of existing public open space resources at the
neighborhood scale and seek new opportunities for private development
to enhance the open space resources of the neighborhoods.

a. Encourage the development of public plazas, forested sireets,
farmers markets, residential commons, rooftop spaces, and other
places that function like open space in urbanized areas of the City
with deficiencies of natural open space, especially in targeted
growth areas.

b. Encourage the improvement of open space, both on public and
private property, as opportunities arise. Such places may include
the dedication of "unbuildable” areas or sites that may serve as
green space, or pathways and connections that may be improved
to serve as neighborhood landscape and recreation amenities.

The Specific Pian will be consistent with the Open Space Element of the General Plan,
as it will provide for a Project with significant open space, including publically accessible
open space. The Project will contain 24.15 acres of open space, including a 2.42 acre
park and several acres of trails accessible to the public.

The Specific Plan Would Conform to the Public Necessity, Convenience and
General Welfare of the City of Los Angeies.

The Ponte Vista at San Pedro Specific Plan will serve the public necessity, convenience
and general welfare of the City of Los Angeles by making the zoning of the Project site
consistent with an amount of residential compatible with surrounding neighborhoods that
also meets the identified housing needs of the community. The site’s current zoning
does not provide for an economically viable residential development, nor does it provide
for a range of housing stock that will meet the needs of residents of varying income
levels.

The Proposed Specific Plan Wili Conform fo Good Zoning Practice.

The Ponte Vista at San Pedro Specific Plan will provide the Project site with consistent,
unified zoning that will permit the revitalization of an abandoned residential site that is a
significant eyesore that degrades the surrounding community. The Specific Plan will
permit a development that fits within the varying densities of the surrounding residential
communities, provides significant open space, a public park and publically-accessible
open space, and residential housing options for community members of varying income
levels. Absent the Specific Plan, the Project site would be split into two zones that would
not permit a viable residential development.

FINDINGS OF FACT (CEQA)
INTRODUCTION

SFi1 Bridgeview, LLC (the Project Applicant), is proposing to develop a residential
development of up to 700 units on a 81.5-acre site located at 26900 South Western
Avenue in the Wilmington-Harbor City Community Plan Area of the City of Los Angeles.
The Project would involve the demolition and removal of all existing improvements on
the Site, which include 245 vacant residential units, a 2,161-square foot community
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center, and a 3,454-square foot retail convenience facility which were constructed in
approximately 1962 by the U.S. Navy for the purpose of housing and accommodating
personnel stationed at the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. The Site (formerly known as
“San Pedro Housing”) was closed in the late 1920s.

The Project's residential units would be comprised of single-family, townhome, and flats
ranging in size from 600 to approximately 2,800 square feet, within buildings constructed
over and/or adjacent to residential parking garages. The Project would also provide an
access road from Western Avenue to the off-site, private Mary Star of the Sea High
School. The Project would incorporate internal open space and recreational areas,
including a community clubhouse and poolfrecreation area, a 2.42-acre publically
accessible park, and approximately 24.15 acres of total open space. Additional
recreational amenities would be distributed throughout the site. A Specific Plan is
proposed to provide zoning, architectural, landscape, and streetscape standards to
guide the Project’s development. ‘ '

in compliance with Section 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines, a Notice of Preparation
(NOP) was prepared by the Department of City Planning and distributed to the State
Clearinghouse, Office of Planning and Research, responsible agencies, and other
interested parties on October 26, 2010. The NOP for the Draft EIR was circulated until
November 29, 2010.

A Notice of Availability (NOA) and the Draft EIR were submitted to the Siate
Clearinghouse, Office of Planning and Research, various public agencies, citizen
groups, and interested individuals for a 61-day public review period from November 8,
2012, through January 7, 2013.

During that time, the Draft EIR was also available for review at the City of Los Angeles
Department of City Planning, various City libraries, and via Internet at
http://cityplanning.lacity.org. The Draft EIR analyzed the effects of a reasonable range
of alternatives to the Project. Following the close of the public review period, written
responses were prepared fo the comments received on the Draft EIR. Comments on the
Draft EIR and the responses to those comments are included within the Final EIR (Final
EiR).

The Final EIR is comprised of. an Introduction; List of Commenters; Responses to
Comments; Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR; a Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program; and Appendices. The Final EIR, together with the Draft EIR and
Supplemental Analysis, makes up the Final EIR as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section
15132 (the Final EIR).

The documents and other materials that constitute the record of proceedings on which
the City of Los Angeles’ CEQA findings are based are located at the Department of City
Planning, 200 Spring Street, Room 750, Los Angeles, CA 90012. This information is
provided in compliance with CEQA Section 21081.6(a)(2).

Section 21081 of the California Public Resources Code and Section 15091 of the CEQA
Guidelines require a public agency, prior to approving a project, to identify significant
impacts of the project and make one or more of three possible findings for each of the
significant impacts.
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A. The first possible finding is that “[c}hanges or alterations have been required in,
or incorporated into, the project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant
envircnmental effect as identified in the final EIR.” (Sfate CEQA Guidelines
Section 15091, subd. (a)(1))

B. The second possible finding is that "[sJuch changes or alterations are within the
responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency and not the agency
making the finding. Such changes have been adopted by such other agency or
can and should be adopted by such other agency.” (State CEQA Guidelines
Section 15091, subd. (a}{2))

C. The third possible finding is that “specific economic, legal, social, technological,
or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for
highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project
alternatives identified in the final EIR.” (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091,
subd. (a)}(3))

The findings reported in the following pages incorporate the facts and discussions of the
environmental impacts that are found to be significant in the Final EIR for the Project as
fully set forth therein. Although Section 15091 of the CEQA Guidelines does nof require
findings to address environmental impacts that an EIR identifies as merely “potentially
significant,” these findings will nevertheless fully account for all such effects identified in
the Final EIR. For each of the significant impacts associated with the Project, either
before or after mitigation, the following sections are provided:

Description of Significant Effecis - A specific description of the environmental effects
identified in the Final EIR, including a judgment regarding the significance of the impact.
Mitigation Measures - |dentified mitigation measures or actions that are required as part
of the Project. .

"Finding - One or more of three specific findings in direct response to CEQA Section
21081 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15091.
Rationale - A summary of the reasons for the finding(s).
Reference - A notation on the specific section in the Draft EIR or Final EIR, which
includes the evidence and discussion of the identified impact.

DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT

The Project site is located within the Wilmington-Harber City Community Planning Area
of the City. The Project site consists of approximately 61.5 acres of land and is located
at 26900 South Western Avenue in the City of Los Angeles, approximately two miles
north of downtown San Pedro, and 1.5 miles northwest of the Port of Los Angeles. The
Project site is the location of the former U.S. Navy San Pedro Housing complex and is
bordered by Western Avenue (State Route 213) to the west, Fitness Drive and multi-
family residential developments to the south, the U.S. Navy's Defense Fuel Support
Point (PFSP) to the north, and Mary Star of the Sea High School to the east.

The Project proposes the development of a residential community of up to 700 units
featuring single-family homes, duplexes, fownhomes, and flats. Streets within the
Project would be both private and public, with access to the Project site provided through
two entrances from Western Avenue, at Green Hiils Drive and at a new easi-west road
near the southerly boundary line of the Project site that would intersect Western Avenue
at Avenida Aprenda. Gross residential densities developed within the Project would
range from 8 units per acre to 23 units per acre. The average density for the Project
would be 11.4 DU/acre (gross).



Case No. CPC-2012-2558-GPA-ZC-SP-CA F-20

The Proposed Project would be comprised of a combination of dwelling units within the
following categories:

» Two- and three-story detached single-family homes with street-loaded private
garages

» Two-story buildings containing townhomes with driveway-loaded private garages
Two-story townhomes and flats with driveway-loaded private garages

» Four story buildings containing flats with elevators over a secured common
basement garage containing flats

The dwelling units would range in size from approximately 600 to 2,800 square feet and
would be housed within Mediterranean, Tuscan, and contemporary-style buildings built
over and/or adjacent to residential parking garages. Residential buildings along Western
Avenue would be two to three stories in height (between 30 and 48 feet) and would be
buffered by trees and landscaping and set back from the street by approximately 18-80
feet, depending on the location and product type. Residential buildings throughout the
rest of the Project site would vary in height, with buildings averaging three stories, but
not exceeding four stories (approximately 55 feet) in the interior of the site near its
southern boundary. Based on data provided by the Project Applicant, the weighted
average sale price for all for-sale units would be $489,474 (2011 dollars).

Vehicular access to the Project would be from Western Avenue at the two existing
signalized intersections with Green Hills Drive and Avenida Aprenda on the north and
south, respectively. The proposed southerly Project entrance at the Western
Avenue/Avenida Aprenda intersection would feed into a new east-west road crossing the
southern portion of the Project site that would provide access to the Mary Star of the Sea
High School campus adjacent to the site on the east.

With the exception of the east-west road described above providing access across the
Project site {o Mary Star of the Sea High School, all other streets would be private and
vehicular access would be provided through two gated entrances: one from Western
Avenue at Green Hills Drive and a second off of the new public east-west road near the
southerly boundary line of the Project site that would intersect Western Avenue at
Avenida Aprenda. The new access road for Mary Star of the Sea High School would
terminate at the eastern edge of the Project site, from which a private driveway would
extend off-site to the east providing access to the Mary Star of the Sea campus.

When completed, the Project would redevelop 100 percent of the Project site. The
Project would incorporate a seismic setback area along a splay of the Palos Verdes
Fault crossing the center of the site. The proposed Project would incorporate over 24
acres of total open space, consisting of outdoor recreational amenity space (including
primary and secondary recreation centers with adjacent community clubhouses and
pool/event lawn areas for project residents), dedicated park area (including an open
space/trail network around the perimeter of the Project site and a publically-accessible

- park near Western Avenue), landscaped common areas throughout the Project, and
other open space. The open spaceftrail network and publically-accessible park areas
would be accessible to both Project residents and the general public. Additional indoor
recreational amenities (e.g., rec rooms, fitness centers, eic.} would be distributed across
the site for the private use of residents.

A Specific Plan is proposed for the Project to provide zoning, architectural, landscape,
and streetscape standards to guide the Project's development. At residential densities
ranging from 8 dwelling units per acre to approximately 23 dwelling units per acre, the
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‘Project woulld fall within the City of Los Angeles' Low, Low-Medium 1, and Low-Medium [
General Plan Land Use Designations.

Although a maximum of 212 residential units would be permitted under the Specific Plan
within Subarea 6, only 188 units are currently being proposed. In order to provide
additional housing within Subarea 6 exceeding the currently proposed 188 units but not
more than 212 units, a new subdivision map would be required, although no Specific
Plan Amendment would be required.

Construction of the Proposed Project is estimated to begin in late 2013 and continue
over a five-year period. The existing slope along the northeastern boundary of the
Project site would be modified to support the construction of the residential dwelling units
along its toe. However, following completion of construction and landscaping, the re-
engineered slope would be fully vegetated with a variety of native plant and tree species.
The entire Project site would be densely landscaped with a variety of ornamental and
native plant and tree species. As individual phases of the development are completed,
associated landscaping wouid be installed on an incremental basis.

As part of Project construction, the existing surface drainage course crossing the
southwestern corner of the Project site would be removed and buried beneath this
portion of the Project as a subterranean storm drain. This storm drain would serve the
same purpose as the existing surface channel by conveying the off-site stormwater
runoff from the culvert at Western Avenue across this portion of the Project site. After
accepting additional drainage from the Project site, this storm drain would discharge
runoff to the City storm drain system in the same general location as at present along
the Project site’s southern boundary.

Site preparation for Project construction would involve conventional cut and fill grading
techniques. A significant amount of existing fill is present on the Project site and would
be either removed or consolidated and recompacied prior fo the grading of building
pads. Site grading would be required to prepare the proposed building pads for
construction. Grading would also be required in order to construct the proposed roads,
parking areas, and drainage improvements, and to install utilities. The combined
grading operations would affect the entire site (or approximately 61.5 acres) and would
involve a total earthwork quantity of approximately 1,225,000 cubic yards (cy), including
approximately 350,000 cy of cut and fill for surface grading and an additional 875,000 cy
of remedial grading for over-excavation and other requirements. No fill material would
be imported to or exported from the Project site. However, the removal of debris
resulting from the demolition of existing structures on the Project site would be required.
Construction staging, laydown areas, and all construction equipment would be
positioned on-site and would be moved from area to area on the Project site, consistent
with the sequence of construction.

The City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning is the Lead Agency for the Project.
In order to construct the Project, the Project Applicant is requesting approval of the
following discretionary and ministerial actions from the City of Los Angeles and/or other
agencies:

« General Plan Amendment fo change the land use designation in the Wilmington-
Harbor City Community Plan for the Project site from Low Residential and Open
Space to Low Medium 1 Residential;

» Zone change to change the zoning designation for the Project site from R1-1XL and
08-1XL. to a new Specific Plan Zone;
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Specific Plan adopted for Ponte Vista establishing project-specific development
standards and guidelines;

Vesting Tract Map for the development of 676 residential dwelling units on the 61.5-
acre Project site;

Haul Route Permit for the removal of demolished structures and associated materials
from the Project site;

B-Permit for necessary street, sewer, storm drain, and lighting improvements;
Grading Permits;

Building Permits;

Streambed Alteration Agreement pursuant to Section 1603 of the California Fish &
Game Code;

Permits pursuant to Sections 401 and 404 of the Clean Water Act;

Encroachment Permit from the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans);
and

Any other necessary discretionary approvals or ministerial permits required for the
construction or operation of the Project.

Other reviewing departments within the City may include:

Los Angeles Police Department (Site Plan Review).

l.os Angeles Fire Department (Site Plan Review, Hydrants Unit Sign-Off).

Los Angeles Department of Transportation (Traffic Study Review, Site Plan Review
for Driveway Access and Pedestrian Safety).

l.os Angeles Department of Public Works (B-Permit)

Building and Safety (Site Plan Review, Building Permits, Certificate of Occupancy).

IMPACTS FOUND TO BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT/NO IMPACT

The City of Los Angeles Planning Department prepared an Initial Study for the Project, in
which it determined that the Project would not have the potential to cause significant
impacts in the areas of Agricuiturai and Forestry Resources and Mineral Resources.
Therefore, these issue areas were not examined in detail in the Draft EIR or the Final
EIR. The rationale for the conclusion that no S|gn|f|cant impact would occur is also
summarized below:

A.

Agricultural and Forestry Resources

The Project wouid not result in the conversion of either designated farmland to
non-agricultural use or forest land to non-forest use because there is no
agricuitural land or forest land located on the Project site or in the vicinity of the
Project site. The Project would not conilict with existing zoning for agricultural
use or forest use because the Project site is not zoned for agricultural use or
forest use. Finally, because the City of Los Angeles does not currently
participate in the Williamson Act, the Project would not conflict with or result in
the cancellation of a Williamson Act contract. For these reasons, the initial Study
determined that the Project would have no impact on agricultural or forestry
resources,

Mineral Resources
The Project site is not known to be a likely source for any mineral resources of

value to the region, residents, or the State. The Project site is not located within
a locally important mineral resource recovery area delineated on a local general
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plan, specific plan, or other land use plan. Furthermore, the site is currently
developed, precluding the availability of any resources that might have been
present. Therefore, the Project would not alter the status of the site with respect
to the availability of mineral resources. For these reasons, the Initial Study
-determined that the Project would have no impact on mineral resources.

IMPACTS FOUND NOT TO BE S.iGNIF[CANT PRIOR TO MITIGATION (No
Mitigation)

NMeasures Required fo Réduce Impacts)

The following effects associated with the Project were analyzed in the Draft EIR and
found to be less than significant prior to mitigation and no mitigation measures are
required:

A. Aesthetics (Views/Light and Glare)

Replacement of the existing abandoned development with a new residential community
would introduce a land use to the site that is consistent with the single-family and multi-
family residential visual character of areas to the east, west, and south of the Project
site. As a result, the Proposed Project would improve the existing visual character of the
site. Project impacts on visual character and views would be less than significant, as
detailed below.

From Viewshed A (looking west from the east side of the Project site), Project
development would reduce the available field of view and block a portion of the view of
the Palos Verdes Hills from the vicinity of the Mary Star of the Sea High School athletic
fields and parking lots, as well as block most of the limited view of Green Hills Memorial
Park. Such changes in views would be less than significant, as the City of Los Angeles
does not consider changes to private views to be significant. From locations farther to
the east within this viewshed area, these scenic views would be blocked by the Project
to a substantially lesser degree.

From Viewshed B (looking north from the south side of the Project site), at specific
exterior locations where a relatively unobstructed view northward onto the Project site is
available, as well as from the interior of the units facing the Project site, the Project
flats/townhomes buildings would be visually prominent in the foreground and would
constitute a change in the visual character of the Site. Most views of the riparian
corridor would be blocked, with the exception of specific locations adjacent to gaps
between the proposed on-site residential buildings. Similarly, most views across the
Project site to the DFSP property would also be blocked by the proposed on-site
residential buildings. Residences adjacent fo the southwestern corner of the Project site
would have a view of the publically-accessible park.

From Viewsheds C and D (looking east onto the Project site from Western Avenue and
from Green Hills Memorial Park, respectively), Project landscaping would shield most
Project buildings from view and would create a type of visual “greenbelt’ along the
Western Avenue frontage. These frees and landscaping would replace the existing
chain-link fence along the Western Avenue frontage of the Site as the principal on-site
visual element visible from this viewshed area. In addition, a wide field of view would
remain visible from vantage points in this area, and therefore, the Project would not
create a substantial impact fo the overall coverage of the available view, nor would it
represent a change in overall visual character. Existing views towards the harbor across
the central portion of the Project site from higher elevations along Western Avenue
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would not be affected by Project buildings due.to the difference in elevation between the
street and the proposed single-family homes. Project development would potentially add
additional height and mass to the existing skyline of views of the Project site. However,
while Project structures would have the potential to alter view lines somewhat, Project
development would not be tall enough or close enough to this area to alter the existing
background views of the harbor area.

From Viewshed E (looking east toward the Project site from Avenida Aprenda), views
toward the Site are only partially available. Where views do exist fowards the Project
site, they would be at least partially obstructed by neighboring homes and existing trees
and vegetation. Views toward the harbor area (where the tops of some harbor cranes
are partially visible) from some portions of Avenida Aprenda would continue to be
available from elevations above the Project site. However, the width of these views from
lower elevations just west of the intersection of Avenida Aprenda and Western Avenue
would be reduced by the presence of Project buildings as well as the existing residential
units located to the south of the Project site. Project trees and landscaping would
screen most of the interior views of the Project site.

With adherence to Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) regulations, light resuiting from
Project construction activities would not significantly impact off-site sensitive uses,
substantially alter the character of off-site areas surrounding the construction area, or
interfere with the performance of an off-site activity. Implementation of the Proposed
Project would introduce new sources of light, including multi-story buildings with interior
and exterior building fighting, low-level security/courtesy lighting for parking areas and
parks, street lighting, and vehicle headlights. However, views into the Project site would
be limited by topography, surrounding buildings, and the Project's own buildings,
landscaping, and fencing. Project lighting impacts would be less than significant.

The proposed Project residences would have stucco, wood, stone and/or brick and block
facades. Windows would consist of non-highly reflective glass. Other prominent objects
in vicinity viewsheds are illuminated (e.g., nearby refineries, roads, bridges, and harbor
cranes). All new light generated by the Project’s operation would be similar to that
generated by typical single- and multi-family communities already existing in the area
and would not significantly affect fight-sensitive land uses by introducing new sources of
light or glare that could have substantial adverse effects on day or nighttime views in the
area. Thus, the Proposed Project would result in a less than significant impact related to
operational glare.

No “natural” open space currently exists on the Project site. The entire site has been
modified and graded at one point or another in its history. However, portions of the site
are currently undeveloped and are thus characterized by unmaintained, somewhat
overgrown open space and riparian vegetation. Development of the Project would
convert this un-maintained open area to a combination of maintained open space (both
public and private) and residential development. The entirety of the site would be
landscaped. Proposed Project buildings would be integrated into the overall aesthetic
context of the Site through the connective landscaping and tree placement surrounding
the Site's perimeter. Given the current blighted condition of the Site, this impact would
not be adverse. '

Therefore, Project impacts and cumulative impacts would be less than significant with
respect to aesthetics (views/light and glare), prior to mitigation.
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B. Aesthetics (Shade and Shadow)

Due to the location of the Project site and the proposed height of structures, shade and
shadow impacts are not considered relevant. Shadow impacts are typically greatest
during the winter months due to the sun’s low position in the sky, with the resultant
longer shadows stretching roughly from the northwest to the northeast during daytime
hours. Because shadows in the Northern Hemisphere trend to the north during the
winter, shading caused by Project buildings would not affect any adjacent off-site
residences during the wintertime. As a result, and due to the areas north of the Project
site being at a higher elevation, no impact resulting from shadows cast onto adjacent off-
site properties by Project buildings is expected to occur.

Therefore, Project impacts and cumulative impacts would be less than significant with
-respect to aesthetics (shade and shadow), prior to mitigation.

C. Culfural Resources {Hisforic Resources)

The former San Pedro Naval Housing complex located on the Project site is not currently
listed as a landmark at the national, state, or local levels, and has not been identified as
potentially significant in any historic resources surveys of the area. The complex was
evaluated for its potential as a historic district because the complex consists of a group
of residential duplexes that were planned and constructed at the same time, in 1964.
None of the buildings were evaluated for individual eligibility, as they are alike and part
of a larger tract. Based on the research and field inspection conducted for this report,
the complex is ineligible for listing at the national, state, or local levels because the
complex lacks historical significance or architectural distinction. The recommended
evaluation code is 687, ineligible for designation at the national, state, or local levels
through survey evaluation, Therefore, because the complex is not a historic resource
subject to CEQA, the Project would have no impact on historical resources.

Therefore, Project impacts and cumulative impacts would be less than significant with
respect to cultural resources (historic resources), prior to mitigation.

D. Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Project construction emissions represent an episodic, temporary source of GHG
emissions. Emissions are generally associated with the operation of construction
equipment and the disposatl of construction waste. The Project is expected to generate
4,850 trips during a typical weekday and 4,887 trips during a typical Saturday. Motor
vehicle trips are the primary source of daily operational GHG emissions associated with
the Project. The GHG emissions resulting from operation of the Project, which involves
the usage of on-road mobile vehicles, electricity, natural gas, water, landscape
equipment, hearth combustion, and generation of solid waste and wastewater, were
calculated with the net increase in GHG emissions generated by the Project estimated at
9,687.08 CO.e MTY (metric tons per year). Although the Proposed Project would emit
GHGs, implementation of Compliance Measures and Project Designh Features (including
consistency with the City’'s Green Building Code) would reduce GHG emissions to the
maximum extent feasible. Further, the Proposed Project would be consistent with all
feasible and applicable strategies o reduce greenhouse gas emissions in California and
the City of Los Angeles. As such, the Project would not conflict with an applicable plan,
policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse
gases. The Project’'s impacts associated with GHG emissions would therefore be
considered less than significant. '
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Therefore, Project impacts and cumulative impacts would be less than significant with
respect to greenhouse gas emissions, prior to mitigation.

E. Hydrology and Water Quality

The Project proposes redevelopment of the entire site with a combination of single- and
multi-family residential uses, private and public recreation facilities, and interior
circulation and landscaping. Under future conditions, drainage patterns on the Project
site would remain substantially the same as under existing conditions. The Project
would not have an adverse impact with respect to storm drain capacity and ne mitigation
measures are required. Similarly, development of the Project would have a less than
significant impact on storm drainage infrastructure and flooding resuiting from the
alteration of existing drainage patterns and the increase in overall sife imperviousness.
Development of the Project would neither reduce nor increase the amount of surface
water in any water body to a substantial degree.

Because the developed site would generate slightly more runoff than under existing
conditions, the amount of runoff contributed by the site to the West Channel of Los
Angeles Harbor would be increased by a slight amount, on the order of 18-20 cfs (cubic
feet per second) under 50-year storm conditions. This impact would be less than
significant.

Development of the Project would not result in a permanent, adverse change to the
movement of surface water sufficient to produce a substantial change in the current or
direction of water flow. The source and destination, as well as the general pattern of
surface water flow both within the watershed and across the Project site would remain
the same as under existing conditions with Project development, although the existing
drainage channel crossing the site would be covered and the existing riparian vegetation
removed. '

The nearest body of water to the Project site is the Palos Verdes Reservoir, located
approximately 0.75 mile west of the Project site. According to the Safety Element of the
General Plan of the City of Los Angeles (“General Plan"}, the Project site is not located
within any potential inundation area. The Palos Verdes Reservoir is not a flood control
facility. As such, there is no hydrologic connection between the reservoir and the
drainages that either cross or impact the Project site. However, the remote, speculative
and hypothetical event of a complete and instantaneous failure of the Palos Verdes
Reservoir could, due to the intervening fopography, potentially result in flooding across
portions of the Project site. However, the failure of the reservoir is considered a remote
and speculative event. Additionally, develocpment of the Project would not introduce
persons or structures into an area where they might be subject o inundation risks not
experienced by both previous residents of the site and current residents in surrounding
areas. With respect to storm-caused flooding, the Project site is not located within a
designated floodplain or area subject to flood hazards. The Project site is located in a
dense urban area that is completely surrounded by existing urban uses. The proposed
storm drainage facilities to be constructed on the Project site as part of the Project would
provide sufficient capacity to convey the excess street flow from Western Avenue
resulting from the undersized reinforced concrete pipe (RCP) conveying drainage from
Watershed A onto the site.

Implementation of the best management practices (BMPs) in the Project's Stormwater
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and compliance with the City's discharge
requirements (listed as Compliance Measures) would ensure that the Project
construction would not violate any water quality standards or discharge requirements or
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otherwise substantially degrade water quality. Thus, Project impacts would be less than
significant.

Based on the incorporation of site design, source conirol and treatment control/low
impact design (LID) BMPs as required under the City of Los Angeles’ Standard Urban
Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) and as identified as Compliance Measures and
Project Design Features, water quality standard exceedances are not anticipated, and
poliutants are not expected in Project runoff in amounts that would adversely affect
beneficial uses in downstream receiving waters. Thus, Project impacts would be less
than significant. With respect to groundwater, proposed LID BMPs and treatment control
BMPs would not cause or contribute to impairments to groundwater quality. Thus,
impacts would be less than significant.

Although the overall imperviousness of the Project site would increase due to higher
density development as compared to existing conditions, the increase would be offset by
the implementation of LID features for water quality. No groundwater wells are proposed
nor would the Proposed Project affect any existing wells. Therefore, redevelopment of
the Project site is not anticipated to reduce groundwater recharge opportunities or lower
groundwater fables as compared to existing conditions, and may in fact slightly increase
groundwater recharge throughout the area with the implementation of LID features for
water quality. Impacts would be less than significant.

Therefore, Project impacts and cumulative impacts would be less than significant with
respect {0 hydrology and water quality, prior to mitigation.

F. Land Use and Planning (Land Use Consistency)

The Project would require a General Plan amendment to change the land use
designation in the Wilmington-Harbor City Community Plan for the Project site from Low
Residential and Open Space to Low Medium |l Residential. The Project would also
require a zone change to change the zoning designation for the Project site from R1-1XL
and OS-1XL to a new Specific. Plan Zone. The Project’s density would range from 8
units per acre to 23 units per acre, with the average density being 11.4 DU/acre (gross).
Also, the Project would locate a range of new housing options proximate to the Ports of
Los Angeles and Long Beach, which are major employment centers within southern
California.

The Project is consistent with and would assist in the implementation of applicable
regional plans and policies; specifically those which encourage the reduction of regional

- congestion through infill housing development (e.g., AQGMP, Compass Growth Vision,
Regional Transportation Plan [RTP], Regional Housing Needs Assessment [RHNA],
efc.), as well as policies to address the community’'s and City's housing crisis. The
Project’s proposed 700 dwelling units would provide 57 percent of the units forecast to
be needed in the Wilmington-Harbor City CPA by 2017. The Project also represents 1.1
percent of the growth in SCAG's household forecast for the City of Los Angeles
Subregion between 2010 and 2017. The Project’'s provision of housing units would
occur without the displacement of any existing households and without the demolition of
any existing housing stock.

The Project site is currently served by public transit (buses) and is immediately adjacent
to a public transit route along Western Avenue. The Project would incorporate sidewalks
on primary streets and would provide a network of pathways throughout the master-
planned community that would create opportunities for residents to walk to local
destinations and transit stops. In addition, the Project would provide bike parking for
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residents and visitors, thereby promoting alternate transportation. Further, the Project
incorporates urban design standards that would make Western Avenue a more atiractive
street, which could promote its use by pedestrians, bicyclists with bike parking
amenities, and users of public transit. The Project wouid be consistent with applicable
portions of the City’s Urban Design Principles and elements of the Waikability Checklist.
The Project is consistent with and would assist in the implementation of relevant Air
Quality Management Plan and Regional Transportation Plan sfrategies to attain and
maintain compliance with federal and state ambient air quality and greenhouse gas
standards.

The Project would be consistent with the goals, policies, and objectives of the Noise
Element, Housing Element, Air Quality Element, Transporiation Element, and
Conservation Element of the General Plan. The Project would comply with applicable
hillside area grading regulations. The Project site contains no trees subject to the City’s
Protected Tree Ordinance.. The Project would be required to comply with the Methane
Mitigation Standards in LAMC section 91.7102 and as directed and approved by LADBS
and the LAFD as they apply to the portion of the site that is included within a City-
identified Methane Buffer Zone.

Therefore, Project impacts and cumulative impacts would be less than significant with
respect to land use and planning (land use consistency), prior to mitigation.

G. Land Use and Planning (Divide Established Community/Land Use
Compatibility)

The Project would not physically divide an established community, conflict with any
applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the
Project (including but not limited to the General Plan or a specific plan, local coastal
program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of aveiding or mitigating an

. environmental effect; or conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan. While
functional compatibility is a subjective matter, the Project, as a residential use, is
compatible with the existing uses in the vicinity since similar land uses exist immediately
to the east, west, and south of the Project site, including higher density developments to
the south. The Project’s proposed residential uses would be compatible with and largely
buffered from adjacent residential uses by proposed landscaping. The Project would not
create any significant land use and planning impacts and therefore no mitigation
measures are necessary.

Therefore, Project impacts and cumulative impacts would be less than significant with
respect to land use and planning (divide established community/land use compatibility),
prior to mitigation.

H. Noise (Off-Site Operational)

Upon buildout of the Project, new periodic sources of noise would consist of stationary
sources (such as rooftop heating, ventilation, and air conditioning [HVAC] systems for
the proposed uses). The design of these on-site HVAC units and exhaust fans would be
required to comply with the regulations under Section 112.02 of the LAMC, which
prohibits noise from air conditioning, refrigeration, heating, pumping, and filtering
equipment from exceeding the ambient noise level on the premises of other occupied
properties by more than five decibels. Thus, the on-site equipment would be designed
such that it would be shielded and appropriate noise muffling devices would be installed
on the equipment to reduce noise levels that affect nearby noise-sensitive uses.
implementation of Compliance Measures would ensure that all new mechanical
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equipment associated with the Project would adhere to Section 112.02 of the LAMC.
This impact would be less than significant.

Operational noise would also result from vehicular traffic utilizing local roadways. The
Project’s maximum local noise increase level at any off-site roadway segment would be
0.7 dBA CNEL (Community Noise Equivalent Level). Because this maximum and all
lesser noise increases are below the 3 dBA threshold, this impact would be less than
significant.

Therefore, Project impacts and cumulative impacts would be less than significant with
respect {o noise (off-site operational), prior to mitigation.

. Population and Housing

Due to the employment patterns of construction workers in Southern California and the
operation of the market for construction labor, construction workers are not likely, to any
significant degree, to relocaie their households as a consequence of the job
opportunities presented by the Project. Thus, there would not be any adverse housing
impacts associated with construction of the Project.

The Project’s direct impact would be a maximum of 700 housing units, The total
households/housing unit impact of the Project at the Subregion level would be 938
households/housing units (i.e., 700 direct + 238 indirect/induced). The Project’s direct
plus indirect/induced households would represent about 0.06% fo 0.07% of the
households estimated for 2010 and forecasted for 2017 and 2027 in the City of Los
Angeles Subregion, about 1.1 percent of 2010-2017 household growth, and about 0.5
percent of 2010-2027 household growth. Within the Wilmington-Harbor City Community
Plan area, the Project would represent about 2.5 to 3.5 percent of households in 2010,
2017 and 2027: about 57 percent of 2010-2017 household growth; and about 25 percent
of 2010-2027 household growth. When cumulative projects are added, the total
cumulative impact of the Project would constitute about 102 percent of 2010-2017
household growth, which can be considered a temporary exceedance as the Project’s
cumulative impact would only constitute about 46 percent of 2010-2027 household
growth within the Wilmington-Harbor City CPA. Therefore, the Project would not induce
substantial housing growth, because it would meet a portion of forecasted housing need
rather than exceed the housing growth forecast for the City of Los Angeles Subregion by
2017.

The "jobs-housing balance” in the City of Los Angeles Subregion — L.e., the numerical
ratio of 1.34 jobs to households -- was very close to the ratio for the SCAG region as a
whole in 2010 (1.37), and is therefore considered close to "balance.” By adding 413
indirect/induced jobs related to Project household spending and 700 direct households,
the Project would have no impact on the Subregion’s 2010 jobs-housing balance in that
it would not change its 1.34 ratio estimated for that year.

Overall, the Project would assist the City in meeting its fair share of regional housing
need, provide new housing opportunities a broad range of potential residents, and
conform with new City policy direction supporting higher density, compact, infill housing
development that adds to the City’s housing supply and encourages the improvement of
air quality and the reduction of regional congestion. Impacts would be less than
significant.
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The 700 dwelling units would accommodate a population of 2,079 persons. Assuming
further that the indirect dwelling units associated with the Project, are occupied at the
same persons-per-household factor as for the City of Los Angeles Subregion as a whole
in 2010 (i.e., 2.99), this implies Subregion-level indirect/induced population impact of 763
persons, for a total population impact of 2,842 persons. The Project's direct plus
indirect/induced population would represent about 0.065% of the population estimated
for 2010 and forecasted for 2017 and 2027 in the City of Los Angeles Subregion, about
2.8 percent of 2010-2017 population growth, and about 1.1 percent of 2010-2027
population growth. Within the Wilmington-Harbor City Community Plan area, the Project
would represent about 2.6 percent of population in 2010, 2017 and 2027; about 107
percent of 2010-2017 population growth (which can be considered a temporary
exceedance); and about 43 percent of 2010-2027 population growth. When cumulative
projects are added, the total cumulative impact of the Project would constitute about 190
percent of 2010-2017 population growth, which can be considered a temporary
exceedance as the Project’s cumulative impact would only constitute about 80 percent of
2010-2027 population growth within the Wilmington-Harbor City CPA.

The Project would not induce substantial population growth in this area, because it
would meet a portion of forecasted population rather than exceed the population growth
forecast in the Subregion by 2017 and, in the case of the Wilmington-Harbor City CPA,
by 2027.

For the reasons described above with respect to housing, no adverse population impacts
are predicted as a result of Project construction, since construction workers would not be
expected to relocate their households as a consequence of working at the Project.

In addition to being generally consistent with applicable growth forecasts, the Project
would also be consistent with housing policies in the City's General Plan Framework,

- Housing Element, and Wilmington-Harbor City Community Plan. For example, by
adding new units to the City’s housing supply, the Project would make an important
incremental contribution to meeting the City’s “fair share” of regional housing need in the
new RHNA that would apply to the next update of the City's Housing Element. Impacts
would be less than significant.

Therefore Project impacts and cumulative impacts would be less than mgmf&cant with
respect to population and housing, prior to mitigation.

J. Public Services (Fire Protection)

Construction and operation-related impacts of the Project on fire protection and
emergency setvices wouid be less than significant. Specifically, with regard to response

~ distance, the Project would not be within the LAFD’s required response distance of 1.5
miles for residential land uses, with the closest responder to the Project site at Station
No. 36, approximately two miles driving distance away. Thus, the installation of
automatic fire sprinkler systems is required pursuant to LAMC Section 57.02.07, and the
proposed sfructures would be equipped with sprinklers.

Upon completion of the Project and implementation of the proposed traffic mitigation
measures, potential impacts o all studied intersections, including the intersections of
Western Avenue/Pacific Coast Highway and Western Avenue/Palos Verdes Drive North
would be mitigated to a less than significant level, even taking into account cumulative
growth. ,
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With regard io access, it is anticipated that the Project's proposed access plan would
provide adequate access to and from the Project site in the event of an emergency.
Nonetheless, as a Compliance Measure, the Applicant is required to submit the
proposed plot plan for the Project to the LAFD for review for compliance with applicable
Los Angeles Fire Code, California Fire Code, City of L.os Angeles Building Code, and
National Fire Protection Association standards, thereby ensuring that the Proposed
Project would not create a fire hazard. Project impacts would be less than significant.

Therefore, Project impacts and cumulative impacts would be less than significant with
respect to public services (fire protection), prior to mitigation.

K. Public Services (Police Protection)

The Project is expected to generate a direct population of 2,079 persons plus the
indirect/induced population of 763 persons, yielding a total Project generated population
of 2,842 persons. As a resulf, an increase in the number of police service calls from the
Project site would be expected. Although the LAPD does not maintain minimum officer-
to-population ratio objectives, the data is a useful metric for gauging the effect a
Proposed Project might have on service levels and response times. The increase in
population created by the Project, corresponding to an approximately two percent
increase in LAPD Harbor Area residents, would reduce existing officer-to-population
ratios in the Harbor Area to 1.76 officers per 1,000 residents, a change of 0.03 officers
as compared to existing conditions, which would be a minimal decrease. This analysis
is likely conservative, as a substantial percentage of future Project residents may
already be living elsewhere in the Harbor Area. The Proposed Project’s impact on the
officer-to-population ratio at the Harbor Area would not be substantial and the impact
would be less than significant.

The Project would not result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the
provision of or need for new or physically altered police protection facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives of the LAPD,
and impacts associated with Project operation would be less than significant.

Therefore, Project impacts and cumulative impacts would be less than mgmf;oant with
respect to public services (police protection), prior to mitigation.

L. Public Services {Schools)

Taper Elementary, Dodson Middle, and Narbonne High Schools serve the Project site.
The Project would increase the number of school-aged children living within the
jurisdictional boundaries of the abovementioned schools. Based on Los Angeles Unified
School District (LAUSD) demographic analysis, there would be approximately 91
elementary students, 44 middle school students, and 55 high school students living at
the Project at any one time. With the addition of Project-generated students to existing
school enroliments, Taper Elementary School would operate under capacity by 133
students, Dodson Middle School would operate under capacity by 346 students, and
Narbonne High School would operate under capacity by 172 students.

As a Compliance Measure, the Project would be required to pay school facilities fees
pursuant to Senate Bill (SB) 50, which would be used to construct facilities which,
according to LAUSD, are necessary to serve overall student enroliment growth district-
wide associated with new development. Payment would provide “full and complete
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mitigation of the impacts of any Iegislative or adjudicative act . . . on the provision of
adequate school facilities.” Impacts would be less than significant.

Therefore, Project impacts and cumulative impacts would be less than significant with
respect to public services (schools), prior to mitigation.

M. Public Services (Parks and Recreation)

Approximately 39 percent of the Project’s post-development acreage (or 24.15 acres)
would consist of a combination of open space, landscaped common areas, recreational
amenities, and parks. The majority of this acreage would be accessible to the general
public. The Project includes a 2.42-acre publically accessible park, within which various
recreational activities could occur. Thus, the Project would exceed its generated
neighborhood park demand.

The Project is required to comply with the Cify's Quimby Ordinance and Dwelling Unit
Construction Tax (DUCT) payment requirements. If the park and recreational facilities
proposed by the Project do not fully meet the requirements of these ordinances, the fees
paid would make up the difference. As a result, the Project would not require the
construction or expansion of additionai off-site recreational facilities, the construction of
which might have an adverse physical environmental effect. In addition, the provision of
on-site park and recreational amenities would reduce the likelihood that future Project
residents would travel to other existing parks and recreational facilities in the area, thus
increasing usage to the point that substantial physical deterioration of those facilities
would occur or be accelerated. When ali of this is combined with recognition of the
existing extent of parks and recreational facilities available within the Project area and
region, the Project would have a less than significant impact upon park and recreational
facilities.

Therefore, Project impacts and cumulative impacts would be less than significant with
respect to public services {parks and recreation), prior to mitigation.

N. Public Services (Libraries)

Development of the Project would increase demand for library services by directly
increasing the permanent residential population in the Wilmington-Harbor City
Community Plan Area by approximately 2,079 persons. Given that the San Pedro
Regional Branch Library would continue to meet its service population criteria per the
Los Angeles Public Library (LAPL) standards and the lack of any current capacity
problems at this facility, it is expected that an increase of approximately three percent in
its service population could be accommodated without the need for new or physically
altered library facilities. Therefore, it is not anticipated that the Project would result in
substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically
altered library facilities, or need for new or physically altered library facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios or other performance objectives for library services, and
impacts to library service would be less than significant.

Therefore, Project impacts and cumulative impacts would be less than significant with
- respect to public services (libraries), prior to mitigation.
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O. Utilities and Service Systems (Wastewater)

The majority of the Project site is currently located within the boundaries of LACSD
District No. 5. A portion of the site is located within the sewer service area boundaries of
the City's Bureau of Sanitation system. Thus, the Project would have two ultimate sewer
service connection options: (1) service by the City’s Bureau of Sanitation; or (2) service
by the LACSD. Under the first option, the Project would connect to the existing City
sewer facility located in Taper Avenue, adjacent and to the east of the Project’s eastern
property boundary. Under the second option, the Project would connect via a new
sewer lateral to the existing LACSD facilities located across and adjacent fo the site’s
southwest corner, within the Western Avenue right-of-way.

The Project Applicant’s preferred option is to deliver all Project wastewater to the City
Bureau of Sanitation’s sewer system for conveyance and freatment. However, in order
to connect to the City's sewer system, the Project Applicant must first pursue and perfect
a de-annexation from the LACSD service area for the majority of the Project site and,
subsequently, annexation to the City Bureau of Sanitation service area. This process
requires approval by the Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) as well as by
the two wastewater service agencies. Although the Project Applicant has initiated this
process, it is not estimated to be completed untit late 2013. Both the LACSD and City
Bureau of Sanitation have opined that adequate conveyance and freatment capacity
exists with which fo serve the Proposed Project.

Assuming that Project wastewater is delivered to the City’s system, wastewater would be
generated at the Project by long-term operation of the single-family residential units,
townhomes, condominiums, and apartments. The Project would generate approximately
137,908 gallons per day (gpd) of wastewater. Sufficient wastewater treatment capacity
to serve the anticipated Project sewage generation exists at the Terminal Island
Wastewater Treatment Plant. Therefore, impacts with respect to wastewater treatment
capacity would be less than significant.

The City Department of Public Works analyzed the existing sewer system and
determined that sufficient residual conveyance and treatment capacity exists in the
sewer lines to which the Project is proposing fo discharge. Consequently, the City
issued a SCAR response in essence committing to serve the Project. Therefore, Project
impacts with regard to wastewater conveyance would be less than significant.

Construction impacts resulting from wastewater infrastructure installation/improvement
would be less than significant as no impacts to existing traffic flow on streets surrounding
the site would occur.

Therefore, Project impacts and cumulative impacts would be less than significant with
respect to utilities and service systems (wastewater), prior to mitigation.

P. Utilities and Service Systems (Solid Waste)

The Project is predicted to generate a total of approximately 33,982 tons of solid waste
over the five-year construction period, including approximately 31,428 tons of demolition
waste generated during the first year of construction and 2,555 tons of construction
waste generated during the subsequent four years. With Compliance Measures,
approximately 16,991 tons of the demolition/construction waste would be disposed of in
Sunshine Canyon or Chiquita Canyon Landfills, including 15,714 tons of demolition
waste and 1,277 tons of construction waste. Assuming that construction of the Project
would occur 22 days each month for five years and that demolition activities would be
completed within the first year, the Project would dispose of an average of 8.5 tons of
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solid waste per day during the first year of the construction phase, and an average of
0.69 tons of solid waste per day during each year thereafter. As such, the landfills would
have adequate capacity to accommodate the average daily construction waste
generated by the Project over its multi-year construction period, and construction-related
solid waste impacts would be less than significant.

The Project would generate approximately 2.1 tons (4,265 pounds) of solid waste per
day during its operation. Assuming that at least 30 percent of the solid waste generated .
by the Project would be diverted from the landfill waste stream, the Project would result
in a net generation of 1.5 tons (2,986 pounds) of solid waste per day. The remaining
combined daily intake capacity of the Sunshine Canyon City/County Landfill and the
Chiguita Canyon Landfill is 7,329 tons per day. As such, these facilities would have
adequate capacity to accommeodate the daily operational waste generated by the
Project. Compliance Measures and Project Design Features would further reduce the
Project’s contribution to landfills. The Project’'s impact on solid waste and disposal
would be less than significant.

Therefore, Project impacts and cumulative impacts would be less than significant with
respect to utilities and service systems (solid waste), prior to mitigation.

Q. Utilities and Service Systems (Energy)

The LADWP would supply the entire Project site from the existing 34.5-kV (kilovolt)
system. Electrical conduits, wiring and associated infrastructure would be brought from
existing LADWP fines in the surrounding streets to the Project site during construction.
The Project would require a line extension from the existing off-site lines to the premises,
on-site transformation faciiities, and conduit and cable throughout the property. The
Project itself would not require new (off-site) energy supply facilities and distribution
infrastructure. Rather, the on-site transformation is typical of new construction and
changes in site layout.

The conservatively estimated Project-related annual electricity consumption of 3.94
MWh would represent a fraction of one percent of citywide forecasted electricity
consumption in 2030. Therefore, it is anticipated that LADWP’s existing and planned
electricity capacity and electricity supplies would be sufficient to support the Project’s
electricity consumption. The Project would not require the acquisition of additional
electricity resources beyond those that are anticipated by LADWP.

Further, the Project would be in compliance with the City’s Green Building Code and
would therefore exceed the energy efficiency standards in Title 24 of the California Code
of Regulations (CCR). Therefore, because of energy efficient design features,
compliance with the Green Building Code, and the obligation and ability of LADWP to
serve development within the City, impacts related to electricity would be less than
significant.

The Project would also increase natural gas consumption over existing conditions at the
site by approximately 3.27 million cubic feet per month, which is a fraction of the existing
citywide demand served by SoCaiGas. SoCaiGas would provide natural gas service.
Given the Project’s energy efficient design features, compliance with the Green Building
Code, and the obligation and ability of SoCal Gas to serve the site, impacts related to
natural gas would be less than significant.

Therefore, Project impacts and cumulative impacts would be less than significant with
respect to utilities and service systems (energy), prior to mitigation.
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POTENTIAL SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS MITIGATED TO LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT
LEVELS

A.

Air Quality {Construction)
Description of Effects

Construction of the Project would result in daily air emissions, including but not
limited to airborne dust from demolition, grading, and site preparation, as well as
gaseous emissions from the use of heavy equipment, delivery and hauling
trucks, employee vehicles, and paints and coatings. Specifically, the Project's
unmitigated regional NO, (nitrogen oxides) and ROG (reactive organic gases)
construction emissions would exceed the South Coast Air Quality Management
District's (SCAQMD) regional significance thresholds, resulting in a significant
impact before mitigation. In addition, the Project’s unmitigated on-site NO,, PM;;
and PM.s (particulate matter) construction emissions would exceed the
SCAQMD’s localized significance thresholds, resulting in a significant impact
before mitigation. Unmitigated construction-related SO (sulfur oxides) and CO
{carbon monoxide) emissions would not exceed regional or localized significance
thresholds and would therefore constitute a less than significant impact.

Mitigation Measures

AQ-1 The following equipment specifications shall be implemented for
construction activity, consistent with recent SCAQMD recommendations.”
If these exact specifications cannot be feasibly attained, the Project
Applicant shall include a comparable measure demonstrating an
equivalent effectiveness at reducing construction related air quality
emissions,

e Three excavators shall meet Tier 3 off-road emissions standards;

e One grader shall meet Tier 3 off-road emissions standards;

e Two scrapers shall meet Tier 3 off-road emissions standards; and

¢ Six rubber-tired dozers shall meet Tier 3 off-road emissions standards
and Diesel Particulate Filters (DPF) Level 2.7

AQ-2 The Project Applicant shall ensure that construction coniractors use
super-compliant architectural coatings as defined by the SCAQMD (VOC
standard of less than ten grams per liter).®

Findings

The City adopts CEQA Finding A, which states that “[clhanges or alierations
have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid or
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the final
EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(1))

1 Based on a review of SCAQMD Project-level comment letters published in 2011;
httpi/funvw.aqmd. govicegalletters himl, accessed April 13, 2011,

2 SCAQMD off-road mitigation measures; hifp://www.agmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/mitigation/offroad/
Tablell.xis; and hittp:/Awww.agmd. gov/ceqa/handbook/mitigation/offroad/Tablelll.doc; accessed

April 13,

2011.

3 SCAQMD, Super-Compliant Architectural Coatings Manufacturers and Industrial Maintenance
Coatings List, hitp.//iwww.agmd.gov/prdas/Coatings/super-compliantlist. htm.
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Rationale for Findings

Implementation of Compliance Measures and Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and AQ-
2 would reduce the Project's construction-related regional and localized air
quality emissions to a less than significant level.

Reference

For a complete discussion of Air Quality impacts, see Section IV.C of the Draft
EiR. '

B. Biological Resources
Description of Effects

No known populations of special-status plant species have been reported at the
site or were encountered in systematic surveys and no such populations are
suspected to occur on the site. Therefore, the Project would not result in adverse
impacts to special-status plant species.

Protocol surveys during 2009 did not observe the California Gnatcatcher (CAGN)
at the Project site. The Project would re-engineer the slope along the site's
northern boundary, as required by City of Los Angeles grading standards,
removing approximately 0.09 acres of existing disturbed coastal sage scrub
(CSS) vegetation. However, the disturbed CSS does not represent high value for
the CAGN, due to the species composition, and the large component of non-
native grassland (NNG) and invasive ornamentals displacing the small patches of
CSS. Although site preparation work would involve the temporary removal of
existing vegetation on the slope, the Project Applicant proposes to re-vegetate
the re-engineered slope in part with CSS appropriate to the site, including
species favored by the CAGN, as a Project Design Feature. Upon successful
revegetation of this slope, the existing vegetation, which is poorly suited for
CAGN, would be replaced with more extensive and higher functioning CSS
habitat for both CAGN and the Palos Verdes Blue Butterfly (PVB). Thus, impacts
to the CAGN would be less than significant.

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) concluded that the Project site does
not support sufficient stands of Lotfus scoparius or Astragalus trichopodus to
support any population of the PVB and that the remaining PVB occurrences on
the adjacent DFSP are sufficiently remote from the Project site that PVB is
unlikely to occur even casually on the Project site. This conclusion is further
supported by the lack of PVB observations on southern portions of the adjacent
U.S. Navy Defense Fuel Support Point (DFSP) generally during base-wide
surveys — in spite of some Lofus presence in these areas. Although Lofus
retains a token presence on the Project site, an additional (year 2011) survey for
the PVB was not deemed warranted. Thus, impacts to the PVB would be less
than significant.

Several species of birds occupy the Project site. All nesting birds are protected
under the Federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (Title 33, United States Code,
Section 703 et seq., see also Title 50, Code of Federal Regulation, Part 10) and
Section 3503 of the California of Fish and Game Code. Thus, Project impacts on
nesting birds associated with tree removal would be potentially significant.
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Eleven of the existing buildings on-site were given a high potential to support
roosting bats, 60 buildings were given a moderate potential to support roosting
bats, and 55 buildings are unlikely to support roosting bats. Additionally, it is
possible that bats could roost in some of the palm frees located on the site.
Thus, it is possible that roosting bats could exist at the Project site. As a result,
demolition activities at the Project site could potentially result in a significant
impact on roosting bats.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) jurisdiction associated with the Project
site {otals approximately 0.25 acre of waters of the United Siates, none of which
consists of jurisdictional wetlands. All areas of Corps jurisdiction are associated
with the open water channel that traverses the southwest corner of the site. The
boundaries of Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) jurisdiction under
Section 401 are the same as depicted for Corps jurisdiction under Section 404.
Also, California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) jurisdiction. associated
with the Project site totals 0.86 acre of jurisdictional streambed, of which 0.37
acre consists of native riparian species associated with the bed, banks, and
terraces of the open channel.

The Project would require that the existing drainage channel crossing the
southern portion of the site be replaced and covered. However, due to the need
fo reconfigure the site plan to allow for the seismic setback, no opportunity to re-
create riparian habitat along the channel would exist. Thus, impacts associated
with the Project would be significant before mitigation. In addition, the Project
Applicant would be required to enter info a Streambed Alteration Agreement with
the CDFG under Section 1602 of the Fish and Game Code. As a Compliance
Measure, the Project Applicant must provide evidence of the required
authorization from the USFWS, RWQCB, and the Corps, as required by federal
and state law, relating to the proposed relocation and modification of these
jurisdictional resources prior to the issuance of a grading permit for the Project.

Proposed development would alter existing wildlife habitat values of the Project
site and opportunities for wildlife movement in the vicinity. Smaller resident
mammals, reptiles, amphibians, and insects would be eliminated from the
approximately 81.5-acre Project site by grading, and birds and larger mammals
would be af least temporarily displaced as development plans are implemented.
Species that are highly sensitive fo human activity and disturbance, particularly
predatory mammals and birds, would avoid the developed portion of the Project
site even after construction. The previously disturbed Project site contains no
on-site waterways capable of supporting migratory fish. The closest native
wildlife nursery to the Project site is located in the DFSP to the north, where CSS
habitat has been restored for the PVB and CAGN. The Project would not impede
the use of this site. Further, the Project site ‘does not connect two otherwise
natural areas. Therefore, no substantial impediment to wildlife movement or
gene flow could occur as a result of Project implementation and impacts would
be less than significant.

No trees protected under the City of L.os Angeles’ Protected Tree Ordinance are
present on the Project site. The Project would remove all of the 330 trees on the
Project site that meet City of Los Angeles reporting criteria, and would replace
the removed trees with approximately 3,500 new frees. Therefore, Project
impacts to trees, including protected trees, would be less than significant.
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Proposed development on the Project site would not conflict with any local
policies or ordinances protecting biclogical resources, such as tree preservation
policies or ordinances. Thus, the Project would not conflict with any local policies
or ordinances protecting biological resources, and no impact would occur. The
previously disturbed Project site is zoned for residential use and is not located
within an area covered by an adopted habitat conservation plan (HCP), natural
community conservation plan (NCCP), or other approved HCP. Therefore, no
impact would occur to adopted conservation plans.

* Mitigation Measures

BIO-1

BIO-2

Patential impacts fo nesting birds, migratory birds, and raptors shall be
avoided either by scheduling grading, vegetation removal and demolition
during the non-nesting period (August 30" through February 14%), or if
this is not feasible, by conducting a pre-construction survey for raptor
nests and avoiding disturbance of active nests. Provisions of the pre-
construction survey and nest avoidance, if necessary, shall include the
following:

s [|f grading or vegetation removal is scheduled during the active nesting
period (February 15" through August 31%, a qualified wildlife biclogist
shall conduct a pre-construction raptor and nesting bird survey no
more than 30 days prior to initiation of grading to provide confirmation
on presence or absence of active nests in the vicinity.

s [f active nests are encountered, species-specific measures shall be
prepared by a gqualified biclogist in consuitation with the CDFW and
implemented to prevent abandonment of the active nest. At a
minimum, grading in the vicinity of the nest shall be deferred until the
young birds have fledged. A nest-setback zone of at least 300 feet for
all raptors and 100 feet for loggerhead shrike and other non-raptors
shall be established within which all construction-related disturbances
shall be prohibited. The perimeter of the nest-setback zone shall be
fenced or adequately demarcated with staked flagging at 20-foot
intervals, and construction personnel restricted from the area.

s If permanent avoidance of the nest is not feasible, impacts shall be
minimized by prohibiting disturbance within the nest-setback zone
until a qualified biologist verifies that the birds have either a) not
begun egg-laying and incubation, or b) that the juveniles from the nest
are foraging independently and capable of independent survival at an
earlier date.

* A survey report by the qualified biologist verifying that the young have
fledged shall be submitted to the City prior to initiation of grading in
any nest-setback zone.

Prior to issuance of a demolition or grading permit, the Project Applicant
shall have a qualified biclogist conduct Phase 3 entry surveys within the
interior of all buildings at the Project site identified as having a high to
moderate potential to provide bat roost habitai. These surveys shall
involve accessing the attic and other areas (if warranted) to look for
evidence of bats and utilizing heterodyne-style bat detectors to aid in the
acoustic detection and identification of potentially roosting bats.
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BIO-3

BiO-4

If bats or bat sign are not encountered during the Phase 3 surveys, the
buildings shall be daylighted prior to demolition. Daylighting includes
removal of substantial portions of the roof to create a well-it, well-
ventilated attic preventing bats from establishing in these buildings.
Daylighting shall occur under the supervision of a qualified biologist at
least 48 hours prior to building demolition. If bats are encountered during
daylighting, all disturbance activities within the structure and within 200
feet shall be halted until: (a) the roost is vacated, or (b) a qualified
biologist has coordinated with CDFW t{o develop aiternative impact
avoidance measures, up to and including bat removal.

if bats or bat sign are encountered during Phase 3 Surveys, the gualified
biologists shall leave the building immediately to avoid further disturbance
to roosting bats and conduct an emergence survey. Emergence surveys
shall be conducied at dusk to determine where bats are exiting the
building. Emergence surveys shall be conducted to determine the
ingress/egress location, estimate the approximate number of bats using
the roost, and identify the species occupying the roost using an ultrasonic
bat detector. Demolition of occupied roosts shall be postponed until
appropriate exclusion and mitigation measures have been determined in
consultation with CDFW. Examples of exclusion measures include one-
way barriers installed at the ingressfegress site that allow bais to exit the
roost but not return.

Palm trees at the Project site shall have the dead frond skirts removed
between October 1 and March 31 before being felled fo avoid impacts to
roosting Southwestern Yellow Bats. A qualified arborist shall supervise
removal of palm frond skirts in a systematic manner beginning with the
top fronds and working towards the base of the tree. |If bais are
encountered during this process, trimming should halt and remain halted
until (a) the roost is confirmed to have been vacated by a qualified
biologist, or (b) a qualified biclogist has coordinated with CDFW to
develop alternative measures up to and including bat removal from the
frees.

Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the Project Applicant shall enter into
a Streambed Alteration Agreement or other documentation (satisfactory
to CDFW) with CDFW to provide a 1:1 replacement of 0.86 acre of
suitable streambed and associated riparian habitat either on-site as
additional habitat creation, off-site either through habitat creation or
purchase of credits in an approved mitigation bank in the Los Angeles
Basin, or via a combination of these approaches.

Findings

The City adopts CEQA Finding A, which states that “[c]lhanges or alterations
have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which aveoid or
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the final
EIR.” (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a){1))
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Rationale for Findings

With implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1, requiring either pre-
construction nesting bird surveys or construction outside of the nesting season,
impacts related to nesting birds would be less than significant.  With
implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-2 and BIO-3, requiring pre-demolition
bat presence entry surveys in the existing structures on-site and palm frond
removal from the on-site palm trees, impacts related to bats would be less than
significant.  With implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-4 and the
Compliance Measures, requiring the replacement of jurisdictional waters and
habitat area pursuant to CDFG and Corps permit conditions, impacts related to
jurisdictional waters would be iess than significant.

Reference

For a complete discussion of Biological Resources impacts, see Section IV.D of
the Draft EIR.

C. Cultural Resources (Archaeoiogical and Paleontological Resources)
Description of Effects

Although no cultural resources were identified during the archaeological field
survey of the Project site, the literature search indicates that the site is situated in
a geographic location that was sensitive for prehistoric human occupation.
Fifteen prehistoric sites have been previously recorded within one mile of the
Project site in all directions. The preliminary geotechnical report indicates that
the original ground level of the site was graded and leveled to accommodate the
existing buildings. Fill was placed in the central portion of the site and cuts were
made along the north-northeast sides of the property. Although there are no
surface indicators of cultural resources, it is possible that infact archaeological
deposits are present below the original fayer of fill material. However, the depth
at which the strata with the potential to contain archaeological material varies
greatly across the property and could be found as shallow as two feet below the
current grade. For these reasons, the Project site should be treated as
potentially sensitive for cultural resources. :

No human remains are known to occur at the Project site. However, given the
cultural resources sensitivity of the Project site, it is possible that human remains
could occur at the site and Project impacts could be potentially significant.

Geologic units at the Project site are considered paleontologically sensitive. If
proper care is not taken during any ground-disturbing activities of the Project,
paleontological resources at the site could be damaged or destroyed. Thus,
Project impacts are considered to be potentially significant.

Mitigation Measures

CuLT-1:A qualified archaeologist shall be present to monitor all ground-disturbing
activities assoctated with the Project.
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CULT-2:Prior to initiation of ground-disturbing activities, the archaeological
monitor shall conduct a brief awareness training session for the benefit of
ali construction workers and supervisory personnel. The training, which
could be held in conjunction with the Project's initial on-site safety
meeting, shall explain the importance of and legal basis for the protection
of significant archaeological resources. Each worker shall also learn the
proper procedures to follow in the event that cultural resources or human
rernains/burials are uncovered during ground-disturbing activities. These
procedures .include work curtailment or redirection and the immediate
contact of the site supervisor and the archaeological monitor, ff is
recommended that this worker education session include visual images of
artifacts that might be found in the Project vicinity.

CULT-3:In the event that cultural resources are exposed during construction, work
in the immediate vicinity of the find shall stop until a qualified
archaecjogist can evaluate the significance of the find. Construction
activities may continue in other areas.

CULT-4:Prior to ground disturbance, the vertebrate fossils observed at locality
JLD102210-02 (see Draft EIR Appendix IV.E-2) shall be collected. A bulk
sample of the matrix (approximately 2,000 pounds) containing the
invertebrate specimens shall aiso be collected and screened. Following
matrix sampling, this area shall be closely monitored during construction
grading to ensure the recovery of any additional scientifically significant
fossil specimens.

CULT-5:Prior to ground disturbance, a qualified paleontologist shall be retained to
produce a Paleontological Monitoring and Mitigation Plan for the Project
and to supervise monitoring of construction excavations. Paleontological
resource monitoring shall include inspection of exposed rock units during
active excavations within sensitive geologic sediments. The monitor shall
have authority to temporarily divert grading away from exposed fossils to
professionally and efficiently recover the fossil specimens and collect
associated data.

CULT-6:All Project-related ground disturbance that could potentially affect the San
Pedro Sand and Palos Verdes Sand shall be monitored by a qualified
paleontological monitor on a full-time basis. Part-time monitoring shall be
conducted in all Project-related ground disturbances affecting younger
Quaternary alluvium.

CULT-7:At each fossil locality, field data forms shall be used to record pertinent
geologic data, stratigraphic sections shall be measured, and appropriate
sediment samples shall be collected and submitted for analysis.

CULT-8:Recovered fossils shall be prepared to the point of curation, identified by
qualified experts, listed in a database to facilitate analysis, and reposited
in a designated paleontological curation facility.

CULT-9:The qualified paleontologist shall prepare a final monitoring and mitigation
report to be filed with the City, the Project Applicant, and the repository.
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Findings

The City adopts CEQA Finding A, which states that “[c]hanges or alterations
have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid or
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the final
EIR.” (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(1))

Rationale for Findings

With implementation of Mitigation Measures CULT-1 through CULT-3, ensuring
the monitoring, identification, recovery, and analysis of any archaeological
resources encountered during site preparation work and further ensuring that
important history regarding California history or prehistory would not be lost,
impacts related to archaeological resources would be less than significant.

With implementation of the Compliance Measure, ensuring the identification,
recovery, and appropriate treatment of any human remains encountered during
site preparation work, impacts related to human remains would be less than
significant.

With implementation of Mitigation Measures CULT-4 through CULT-9, ensuring
that any paleontological resources encountered at the Project site during site
preparation work are properly identified, recovered, evaluated, and curated,
Project impacts related to paleontological resources would be less than
significant.

Reference

For a complete discussion of Cultural Resources impacts, see Section IV.E of the
Draft EIR. '

b, Geology and Soils
Description of Effects

The Project site is not located within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone or a
fault zone mapped by the State Geologist pursuant to the Seismic Hazard
Mapping Act. However, the Preliminary Geotechnical Report concluded that, due
to the lack of definitive evidence of the date of the last movement of the identified
Palos Verdes Fault A trace, the EIR analysis treats the fault trace crossing the
Project site as a potentially active fault for the purpose of development planning.

Although the Project Applicant would be required to design and construct the
Project in conformance to the most recently adopted building code design
parameters in the 2011 Los Angeles Building Code, the presence of the
potentially active Palos Verdes Fauit trace on the Project site means that the
Project could potentially expose people or structures to adverse effecls
associated with fault rupture or displacement. Accordingly, impacts related to
fault rupture and displacement would be significant. '

Based on the active and potentially active faults in the region and on-site, it is
likely that future earthquakes produced in southern California will shake the
Project site. However, the Project site is not exposed to a greater seismic risk
than other areas of southern California where active and potentially active faults
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are located. Furthermore, the Project would be designed and constructed to
withstand ground motions by adhering to the most recent version of Los Angeles
Building Code Section 1613, which contains provisions relating to earthquake
loads, and the Project Applicant would be required fo design and construct the
Project in conformance to the design parameters contained in the most recent
version of the Los Angeles Building Code. Modern, well-constructed buildings
are designed to resist ground shaking through the use of shear panels and
reinforcement. Thus, impacts would be considered less than significant.

The liguefaction potential at the Project site is very low and represents no
constraint on development. As part of site preparation, the fill and recent
alluvium present on the Project site would be removed and recompacted.
Pursuant to existing law and applicable regulations, design and construction of
the Project would be required to incorporate measures to protect against
liguefaction risks. These measures include compliance with the most recent
version of the Los Angeles Building Code, the Rules of General Application of the
Grading Division of the Department of Building and Safety, the City’s building
permit requirements, and site-specific engineering recommendations based upon
the recommendations of a licensed geotechnical engineer and a geotechnical
report approved by the City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety.
These general site grading and earthwork recommendations are listed as
Compliance Measures.

The Preliminary Geotechnical Report concluded that the liquefaction potential at
the site is very low based on the site-specific conditions revealed through on-site
boring investigations. Because there are no continuous liguefiable soils
underlying the site, lateral spreading is not a hazard at the Project site and
impacts related to lateral spreading would not occur.

While the Project site is characterized by hillside terrain and is located within a
Hillside Area as defined in the Seismic Safety Plan for the City of Los Angeles,
the majority of the site is relatively gentle in slope, and no significant landslide
hazards have been found to exist on-site. Therefore, the potential for landslides
is considered low, and there are no landslide risks that cannot be mitigated by
compliance with the above-referenced engineering and construction
reguirements, ' '

The Project site is not located where oil-drilling activities presently occur, or have
occurred in the past. The proposed improvements associated with the Project
would not require the withdrawal of oil or water, and the Prolect is not located in
an area where such activity is occurring. Further, based on the preliminary
Project schemes, no significant dewatering is anticipated during construction to
the extent where subsidence would pose a substantial risk.

Based on the resuits of soil testing, the expansive potential of the soil at the site
is low. In addition, as part of site preparation, the fill and recent alluvium present
on the Project site wouid be removed and recompacted. Pursuant to existing law
and applicable regulations, design and construction of the Project would be
required to incorporate the above-referenced Compliance Measures to protect
against risks associated with expansive soils.

The Project site is not located in an area of Los Angeles that has been identified
by the City as being susceptible to inundation due to water storage facility failure.
However, the Palos Verdes Reservoir Dam, a regulating reservoir operated by
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the Metropolitan Water District, is located approximately 0.75 miles northwest of
the Project site. Storing an average of 1,100 acre-feet of water, it is the second
smalilest reservoir in the Metropolitan Water District. The potential for complete
and instantaneous failure of the Palos Verdes Reservoir is considered fo bhe
remote. However, if it were to occur, flooding could result across portions of the
Project site. If a seiche were to be generated in the Palos Verdes Reservoir, it
could breach the confines of the reservoir. Given the intervening distance
between the dam and the Project site, partial releases of reservoir water
~associated with seiche would not likely reach the site but instead would infiltrate
en route and/or pond in the vicinity of culvert inlets along the west side of
Western Avenue. The Project site is not located in an area of Los Angeles
susceptible to inundation by tsunami. Thus, impacts would be less than
significant. : :

in contrast to the majority of the Project site, the cut slope along the northern
boundary of the site is steeply sloping and could potentially produce mudflows;
however, the trajectory of such flows would only affect other areas on the Project
site as opposed to off-site locations. In addition, this siope would be completely
reconfigured and reengineered as part of the Project. Therefore, the potential for
mudfiows is considered low, and there are no mudflow risks that cannot be
mitigated by compliance with the above-referenced Compliance Measures.
Thus, impacts would be less than significant.

A total of approximately 1,225,000 cubic yards of earth would be moved at the
sife in the course of site preparation work. Cut and fill material would be
balanced on-site, with no soil import or export anticipated. The Project could
result in increased levels of erosion and sedimentation that could include
transport of soil materials off-site. However, required compliance with the BMPs
prescribed in the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) prepared prior
to the start of site-disturbing activities would serve to reduce this impact to the
maximum extent practicable. Compliance with applicable City and State
regulations would ensure that this impact is iess than significant.

The southern portion of the Project site contains a 940-foot-long, channelized
drainage. This manmade drainage ditch is not a natural landform and is in a
degraded state, and as such, does not constitute a significant water body or
streambed for purposes of assessing landform alteration impacts. Even so, this
drainage is associated with jurisdictional biological resources that are protected
by the Corps, the RWQCB, and the CDFG (see above discussion under
“Biological Resources™. There are no wetlands on the Project site. Therefore,
the Project would not destroy, permanently cover, or materially and adversely
modify any distinct or prominent land features and impacts would be less than
significant.

Mitigation Measures

GEO-1 A 50-foot wide structural setback zone shall be designated on each side
of the interpreted centerline of the surface projection of Fault A (100-foot
total width), as shown in Figure |V.F-4 of the Draft EIR. No habitable
structures shall be located within this setback zone.
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Findings

The City adopts CEQA Finding A, which states that “[c]hanges or alterations
have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid or
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the final
EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(1))

Rationale for Findings

implementation of Mitigation Measure GEO-1, which has already been
incorporated into the Project site plan, is required to reduce the significant impact
of the Proposed Project related to surface rupture to a less than significant level.

Reference

For a complete discussion of Geoclogy and Soils impacts, see Section IV.F of the
Draft EIR.

E. Hazards and Hazardous Materiais
Description of Effects

The Project would entail demolition of all existing structures and improvements,
excavation and grading, and construction of new buildings, improvements,
utilities, and landscaping. Asbestos-containing materials (ACMs) and lead-based
paint (LBP) have been identified in the structures currently located on-site.
Without oversight, approval, and follow-up, implementation of the Project could
result in potentially significant impacts from the potential exposure of construction
workers involved in the demolition and removal of these structures from the site
to ACMs and LBP.

No soil gas or groundwater samples from the site were found to contain any
hydrocarbon contaminants above laboratory detection limits. No gasocline-range
hydrocarbons were detected in any of the soil samples taken from the site. Low-
level heavier-range petroleum impacts in the diesel fuel and oil range were
detected in soil in four of the five borings taken at the site in 2011. These
petroleum products were likely present in the fill soil imported to the site prior fo
the construction of the Navy housing complex in the early 1960s, or were the
result of oil production and storage activities historically conducted in the vicinity.
Without oversight, approval, and follow-up, implementation of the Project could
result in potentially significant impacts from potential chemical exposures fo
construction workers and nearby residents and workers during soil grading and
excavation activities.

The mandatory utilization of Ultra Low Sulfur Diesel fuel in all Project
construction equipment would reduce diesel particulate matier (DPM) emissions
to a level that is consistent with that permissible for construction equipment
operation under the current regulatory framewaork. In addition, the short-term and
sporadic, episodic nature of DPM emissions at the site during Project
construction would not result in the exposure of nearby residents to the type of
concentrated, long-term elevated levels of DPM that characterize operations at
the nearby Ports and industrial facilities within the Project vicinity. Thus, Project
impacts would be less than significant.
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A small portion of the Project site is located within a City of Los Angeles Methane
Buffer Zone. Without oversight, approval, and follow-up, implementation of the
Project could result in potentially significant impacts from the potential
accumulation of methane above explosive concentrations in structures to be
constructed as part of the Project. Compliance with the City's Methane
Ordinance (2004), which requires compliance with the Methane Mitigation
Standards in los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) Section 91.7102, and as
directed and approved by the Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety
(LADBS) and Los Angeles Fire Department (LAFD), would ensure that potential
risks from methane accumulation are reduced to a less than significant level
within the portion of the site designated as a Methane Buffer Zone. '

The types of hazardous materials associated with routine, day-to-day operation
of the Proposed Project would include landscaping chemicals that would be used
in quantities typical for landscaped residential developments and typical cleaning
solvents used for janitorial purposes. The transport, use, and disposal of these
materials would not pose a significant hazard to the public or the environment.

Estimated levels of cancer risk that would be experienced at the Project site by
future Project residents as a result of toxic air contaminant (TAC) emissions from
the ConocoPhillips refinery, DFSP, and Rancho LPG (formerly Amerigas)
facilities were evaluated and were determined to present a less than significant
risk, well below any applicable regulatory threshold.

The Project site is not identified in any existing emergency response plan as a
physical evacuee location or other location of public congregation or
equipment/personnel mobilization. The Project's emergency response plan,
required as a Project Design Feature, would address the occupancy, number,
location, and design of the structures approved for the Project and would require
mapping of emergency exits, evacuation routes for vehicles and pedestrians
within and from the Project site, and location of nearest hospitals and fire
departments. The Project Applicant must also consult with neighboring fand
uses, including but not limited to the DFSP and the ConocoPhillips Refinery. The
plan must be completed and approved based on final building plans before
building permits for the Project’s structures are issued. Once completed and
approved by the Fire Department, this required plan would be integrated with the
regional emergency response plans by the Los Angeles Police Department
(LAPD} and LAFD and the other agencies responsible for emergency response
measures. All of these requirements, policies, and mitigation measures provide

~ a mechanism for developing an integrated emergency response plan for the
Project and the surrounding community. Project impacts would be less than
significant.

Mitigation Measures

HAZ-1 Hydrocarbon-impacted soils encountered during grading and excavation
work at the Project site shall be characterized. Any socils containing
hydrocarbons at levels of concern shall be either remediated on-site prior
to reuse or removed and disposed of in accordance with all applicable
laws and regulations, including those promulgated by the California
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC). All necessary
approvals shall be obtained from the lead enforcement agency including,
but not limited to, the Los Angeles County Fire Department Health and
Hazardous Materials Division.
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HAZ-2 Prior to demolition activities, an investigation for asbestos containing
materials (ACMs) shall be conducted and identified asbestos shall be
abated in accordance with the South Coast Air Quality Management
District (SCAQMD)’s Rule 1403, as well as all other applicable City, state,
and federal regulations.

HAZ-3 Prior to demolition activities, an investigation for lead-based paint (LBP)
shall be conducted and identified LBP shall be abated in accordance with
applicable City, State, and federal regulations. Construction workers shail
be properly trained in lead-related construction in order to avoid exposure
of such workers to lead-containing material.

Findings

The City adopts CEQA Finding A, which states that “[clhanges or alterations
have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid or
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the final
EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(1))

Rationale for Findings

Implementation of Mitigation Measures HAZ-2 and HAZ-3 will assure that ACMs
and LBP in the existing on-site structures are properly abated and that potential
risks from ACMs and LBP are reduced to a less than significant level
Implementation of Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 is required to ensure that
petroleum-impacted soils are characterized during Project excavation and
grading activities and are either remediated on-site or, if necessary, transported
to an appropriate facility for disposal, thus reducing the Project impact to a less
than significant level.

Implementation of Mitigation Measures HAZ-1 through HAZ-3, in conjunction with
the Compliance Measures and Project Design Features presented in the Draft
EIR, would reduce all Project-specific impacts related to human health hazards,
the release of hazardous materials, and risk of upset to a less than significant
level.

With respect to cumulative impacts, cumulative projects may also present
dangers associated with hazards and hazardous materials. However, each
cumulative project would also be required to evaluate for potential threats and
impose mitigation necessary to reduce impacts to the extent feasibie. Further,
jocal municipalities are required to follow local, state, and federal faws regarding
hazardous materials and other hazards. Therefore, with implementation of the
proposed mitigation measures both Project-specific and cumulative impacts for
hazards and hazardous materials would be less than significant.

Reference

For a complete discussion of Hazards and Hazardous Materials impacts, see
Section IV.H of the Draft EIR.

F. Transportation/Traffic (City of Los Angeiesj
Description of Effects

The Project’'s construction-related traffic would cause a less than significant
impact at all of the 56 study intersections during the weekday morning peak hour,
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weekday afternoon peak hour, and the Saturday mid-day peak hour. Application
of the threshold criteria to the Near-Term-Cumulative-With-Project-Construction
and Future-Cumulative-With-Project-Construction scenarios yields the same
conclusion. Based on the results of the impact analyses, ftraffic impacts
associated with construction of the Project would be less than significant, and
mitigation is not required.

The Project is expected to generate 76 inbound trips and 296 outbound trips
during the weekday AM peak hour. During the weekday PM peak hour, the
Project is expected to generate 304 inbound trips and 162 outbound trips. Over
a 24-hour period, the Project is forecast to generate 2,425 inbound trips and
2,425 outbound trips during a typical weekday. The Project is expected to
generate 227 inbound trips and 197 outbound trips during the Saturday mid-day
peak hour. Over a 24-hour period, the Project is forecast to generate
approximately 2,444 inbound trips and 2,443 outbound trips during a typical
Saturday.

Traffic impact analyses were prepared for the 56 study intersections using the
LADOT CMA methodology and application of the City of Los Angeles significant
traffic impact criteria. The traffic impact analyses were prepared for the Existing
With Project, Near-Term Cumulative With Project, and Future Cumulative With
Project conditions. Summaries of the traffic impact analyses for the Project are
provided below:

» Existing With Project Condition: Application of the City's threshold criteria to
the "Existing With Project” condition indicates that the Project is expected to
create a significant impact at 12 of the 56 study intersections during the
weekday AM peak hour, weekday PM peak hour and/or the Saturday mid-day
peak hour:

Western Avenue/l.omita Boulevard

Western Avenue/Pacific Coast Highway

Western Avenue/Palos Verdes Drive North

Western Avenue/Peninsula Verde Drive

Western Avenue/Westmont Drive

Vermont Avenue/Palos Verdes Drive North/Gaffey Street/Anaheim Street
Gaffey Street/Westmont Drive

Gaffey Street/Summertand Avenue

Figueroa PlacefAnaheim Street

Figueroa Street/Pacific Coast Highway

Figueroa Street/I-110 Freeway NB On-Ramp (north of Anaheim Street)
Figueroa Street/Anaheim Street

G 00 C 0O C 000000

Incremental but not significant impacts are noted at the remaining study
intersections.

e Near-Term Cumulative With Project Condition: Application of the City’s
threshold criteria to the “Near-Term Cumulative With Project” scenario
indicates that the Project is expecied to create a significant impact at 11 of
the 56 study intersections during the weekday AM peak hour, weekday PM
peak hour and/or the Saturday mid-day peak hour:
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Western Avenue/Lomita Boulevard

Western Avenue/Pacific Coast Highway

Western Avenue/Palos Verdes Drive North

Western Avenue/Peninsula Verde Drive

Western Avenue/Westmont Drive

Vermont Avenue/Palos Verdes Drive North/Gaffey Street/Anaheim Street
Figueroa Place/Anaheim Street

Figueroa Street/[-110 Freeway NB On- Ramp (north of Pacific Coast
Highway)

Figueroa Street/Pacific Coast Highway

Figueroa Street/I-110 Freeway NB On-Ramp (north of Anaheim Street)
Figueroa Street/Anaheim Street

O 0 0C O 000 ¢

0 o 0

Incremental but not significant impacts are noted at the remaining study
intersections.

e [Future Cumulative With Project Condition: Application of the City’s threshold
criteria indicates that the Project is expected to create a significant impact at
16 of the 56 study intersections during the weekday AM peak hour, weekday
PM peak hour and/or the Saturday mid-day peak hour:

Crenshaw Boulevard/Palos Verdes Drive North

Western Avenue/Lomita Boulevard

Western Avenue/Pacific Coast Highway

Western Avenue/Palos Verdes Drive North

Western Avenue/Peninsula Verde Drive

Western Avenue/Westmont Drive

Western Avenue/Capitol Drive

Vermont Avenue/Palos Verdes Drive North/Gaffey Street/Anaheim Street
Gaffey Street/Westmont Drive

Gaffey Street/Summerland Avenue

Vermont Avenue/Pacific Coast Highway

Figueroa Place/Anaheim Street

Figueroa Street/l-110 Freeway NB On-Ramp (north of Pacific Coast
Highway)

Figueroa Street/Pacific Coast Highway

Figuerca Street/l-110 Freeway NB On-Ramp (north of Anaheim Street)
Figueroa Street/Anaheim Street

Q0 C Q0 oC0 000 C 0o o0

o ¢ 0

Incremental but not significant impacts are noted at the remaining study
intersections.

As discussed above, the Project is expected to create a significant impact at 16
of the 56 study intersections during the weekday AM peak hour, weekday PM
peak hour and/or the Saturday mid-day peak hour in the year 2017 Future With
Project condition. All 12 study intersections forecast to be significantly impacted
by the Project under the “Existing With Project” scenario are included in the
intersections forecast io be significantly impacted in the year 2017 Future With
Project conditions based on City of Los Angeles threshold criteria. Thus, the
Existing With Project analysis did not result in the identification of any impacts
that were not previously disclosed. All 11 study intersections forecast to be
significantly impacted by the Proposed Project under the “Near-Term Cumulative
With Project” scenario also are inciuded in the intersections forecast to be
significantly impacted in the year 2017 Future With Project conditions based on
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City of Los Angeles threshold criteria. In summary, the Near-Term With Project
analysis did not result in the identification of any impacts that were not previously
disclosed.

Based on the results of travel time studies, Project-generated motorists would
likely travel along major arterials rather than cut through local neighborhood
roadways. Thus, impacts related to neighborhood intrusion would be less than
significant. The intersections that would provide primary access to the Project
site are Western ‘Avenue and Northerly Project Access-Green Hills Drive and
Western Avenue and Southerly Project Access-Avenida Aprenda. Both of these
intersections would operate at least at LOS C during the AM peak hour and LOS
B during the PM peak hour under the Cumulative-Plus-Project {2017) condition.
Therefore, impacts related to access would be less than significant. Through
coordination with City depariments and compliance with requirements City
department requirements/standards, the Project would not result in any
significant impacts related to bicycle, pedestrian, and vehicular safety. Given the
relatively few number of transit trips generated during the peak hours using the
CMP methodology, no significant impacts on existing or future transit services in
the Project area would occur. Impacts associated with the construction of off-site
traffic mitigation and roadway improvements would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures

TRANS.11Prior to the generation of 151 PM peak hour trips at the site, the Project
Applicant shall widen the south side of Anaheim Street west of Vermont
Avenue by approximately 12 feet to accommodate a 180-foot long turn
pocket and install a right-turn only fane at the eastbound approach to the
intersection.

TRANS.12Prior to the generation of 151 PM peak hour trips at the site, the Project
Applicant shall do the following:

a. Widen Gaffey Street north of Westmont Drive to accommeodate
instailation of a right-turn only iane at the southbound approach to
the intersection;

b. Relocate the existing southbound near-side Metro bus stop on
Gaffey Street to the far side of the intersection (i.e., south of the
intersection) where a full bus pad is to installed in the street;

C. Modify the existing traffic signal to provide a southbound right-turn
signal phase on Gaffey Street that would overlap with the
eastbound left-turn signal phase on Westmont Drive at the Gaffey
Street intersection; and

d. Enhanced signage shall be provided as needed to guide the right-
turn motorists from the eastbound Anaheim Street approach to
Gaffey Street and Palos Verdes Drive North.

it is noted that the southbound approach on Gaffey Street can be
modified tfo include continuation of the existing bicycle lane and the
southbound right-turn only lane.
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TRANS-13Prior to the generation of 301 PM peak hour trips at the site, the Project
Applicant shall do the following:

a. Restripe the southbound approach on Gaffey Street at
Summeriand Avenue to accommodate the installation of a right-
turn only lane, and

b. Modify the existing traffic signal to provide a southbound right-turn
signal phase on Gaffey Street that would overlap with the
eastbound left-turn signal phase on Summerland Avenue at the
Gaffey Street intersection.

TRANS-20 Prior to the generation of 301 PM peak hour frips at the site, the
Project Applicant shall widen the westbound approach on Anaheim Strest
at Figueroa Street by approximately 10 feet o accommodate a 120-foot
long turn pocket and install a right-turn-only lane.

TRANS-25 Prior to the issuance of Building Permits for each residential
building within the Project, the Project Applicant shall perform, to the
salisfaction of LADOT, a trip generation analysis for the units to be
constructed. The results of these studies shall indicate which of the
intersection improvements shown above in Mitigation Measures TRANS-1
through TRANS-20 must be operational prior to the occupancy of the
subject residential units.

TRANS-26The Project Applicant shall coordinate with local and regional transit
operators, including Metro and LADOT, to develop and implement
strategies to increase transit utilization by Project residents. These
transportation demand management (TDM) strategies could include, but
would not be limited to, providing bus schedules and transit route
information io residents, providing bicycle racks and information regarding
optimal bike routes to local destinations to residents, and a carpeoling
information exchange.

TRANS-27In conjunction with the street widening of Western Avenue adjacent to
the Project site, the Applicant shall provide a bus turnout lane and bus
stop facilities (shelter, bench and schedule information) at bus stops
adjacent to the Site.

TRANS-28The Project Applicant shall coordinate with LADQOT to potentially extend
the existing San Pedro DASH route northerly on Western Avenue to
serve the Project site. If deemed necessary, the Project Applicant shall
provide appropriate turnaround facilities fo allow the DASH vehicles to
utilize the Project site as an end point on the route.

Findings

The City adopts CEQA Finding A, which states that “[c]hanges or alterations
have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid or
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the final
EIR.” (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a}(1))
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Rationale for Findings

The recommended transportation mitigation measures for the Proposed Project
would mitigate the forecast Project impacts based on the CMA intersection
analysis methodology and significance thresholds of the Lead Agency (City of
Los Angeles), as well as using the ICU intersection analysis methodology and
the significance thresholds of the nearby adjacent jurisdictions, as applicable.
Further, the recommended mitigation measures would mitigate the forecast
Project-related traffic impacts for each of the three analysis conditions: Existing
With Project, Near-Term With Project, and Future With Project. As a result of
implementing the above-listed mitigation measures, Project impacts would be
reduced to a less than significant level.

Reference

For a complete discussion of Transportation — Traffic impacts, see Section [V.N
of the Draft EIR. -

G. Transportation/Traffic (Other Jurisdictions)
Description of Effects

Several study intersections that are forecast to be significantly impacted by
Project-generated traffic are within other jurisdictions, as detailed below. All of
these intersections are included in the list presented above under
Transportation/Traffic (City of Los Angeles).

Mitigation Measures

TRANS-1Prior to the generatior{ of 451 PM peak hour frips at the site, the Project
Applicant shall do the following:

a. Restripe the southbound approach and median islands on Crenshaw
Boulevard at Pacific Coast Highway tc accommodate a second left-
turn lane; and

b. Modify the traffic signal to accommodate the installation of the second
southbound left-turn lane.

TRANS-2Prior to the generation of 301 PM peak hour trips at the site, the Project
Applicant shall modify the existing traffic signal at the intersection of
Crenshaw Boulevard and Palos Verdes Drive North to provide a
northbound right-turn signal phase on Crenshaw Boulevard that wouid
overiap with the westbound left-turn signal phase on Palos Verdes Drive
North. To accommodate this signal phasing, U-turn movements on the
westbound approach of Palos Verdes Drive North shall become
prohibited.

TRANS-3Prior to the generation of 151 PM peak hour trips at the site, the Project
Applicant shall do the following:

a. Restripe the southbound approach on Western Avenue at Lomita
Boulevard to accommodate instailation of a right-turn only lane; and
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b. Modify the existing traffic signal at Western Avenue and Lomita
Boulevard to provide a southbound right-turn signal phase on Western
Avenue that would overlap with the eastbound left-turn signal phase
on Lomita Boulevard.

TRANS-4Prior to the generation of 1 PM peak hour trip at the site, the Project
Applicant shall do the following:

a. Modify the southbound approach on Western Avenue at Pacific Coast
Highway fo install a second lefi-turn lane and a third through lane; and

b. Modify the existing traffic signal at the intersection of Western Avenue
and Pacific Coast Highway to accommodate the modification to the
southbound approach.

TRANS-5Prior to the generation of 1 PM peak hour trip at the site, the Project
Applicant shall do the following:

a. Modify the westbound approach on Palos Verdes Drive North at
Western Avenue to install a second lefi-turn fane;

b. Modify the existing median on Palos Verdes Drive North and the
existing ftraffic signal at the intersection of Palos Verdes Drive
North and Western Avenue to accommodate the modification to
the westbound approach; '

c. Modify the existing median and restripe the northbound approach
on Western Avenue at Paios Verdes Drive North to instali a right-
turn only lane;

d. Restripe the southbound approach on Western Avenue at Palos
Verdes Drive North to instali a right-turn lane.

TRANS-6Prior to the generation of 1 PM peak hour frip at the site, the Project
Applicant shall install a traffic signal at the intersection of Western Avenue
and Peninsula Verde Drive.

TRANS-7Prior to the generation of 451 PM peak hour {rips at the site, the Project
Applicant shall install a traffic signal at the intersection of Western Avenue
and Fithess Drive.

TRANS-8Prior to the generation of 151 PM peak hour trips at the site, the Project
Applicant shall do the following:

a. Modify the northbound approach on Western Avenue at Westmont
Drive to install a right-turn only lane; and

b. Restripe the eastbound approach on Westmont Drive at Western
Avenue to provide one left-turn lane.

TRANS-9Prior to the generation of 301 PM peak hour trips at the site, the Project
Applicant shall restripe the northbound approach on Western Avenue at
Capitol Drive and modify the raised median to install a right-turn only
lane.
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TRANS-10Prior to the generation of 451 PM peak hour trips at the site, the Project
Applicant shall modify the existing traffic signal to provide a westbound
right-turn signal phase on Summerland Avenue that would overlap with
the southbound left-turmn signai phase on Western Avenue at the
Summeriand Avenue intersection.

TRANS-14Prior to the generation of 451 PM peak hour trips at the site, the Project
Applicant shall do the following:

a.

Modify the westbound approach on Sepulveda Boulevard to
accommodate the instaliation of a second left-turn lane at the
Vermont Avenue intersection:

Remove the existing raised median island on Sepulveda
Boulevard, east of Vermont Avenue, to accommodate installation
of the second westbound left-turn lane; and

Modify the traffic signal to accommodate the installation of the
second westbound left-turn lane.

TRANS-15Prior to the generation of 301 PM peak hour trips at the site, the Project
Appiicant shall do the following:

a.

Widen the north and south sides of Pacific Coast Highway east
and west of Vermont Avenue to provide up to a 42-foot half
roadway on the 50—foqt haif right-of-way;

fnstall a second left-turn lane at the westbound approach; and

Modify the existing traffic signal and roadway striping at the
intersection as needed,

TRANS-18Prior to the generation of 1 PM peak hour trip at the site, the Project
Applicant shali do the following:

a.

Modify the existing traffic signal at Figueroa Place/Anaheim Street
to provide a southbound right-turn signal phase on Figueroa Place
that would overlap with the eastbound left-turn and through phase
sufficiently long enough to accommodate the southbound right-
turn volumes; and

Install a new traffic signal at Figueroa Place/l-110 Southbound
Off-ramp (north of Anaheim Street).

TRANS-17Prior to the generation of 301 PM peak hour trips at the site, the Project
Applicant shall do the following:

a.

b. -

Modify the southbound approach on Figueroa Street at the Harbor
Freeway Northbound On-ramp (north of Pacific Coast Highway) to
accommaodate the installation of a right-turn-only lane;

Adjust the median to accommodate the right-turn-only lane; and
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C. Modify the traffic control equipment as needed.

TRANS-18Prior to the generation of 301 PM peak hour frips at the site, the Project
Applicant shall modify the westbound approach on Pacific Coast Highway
at Figueroa Street {o accommodate a fourth through lane.

TRANS-19Prior fo the generation of 1 PM peak hour trip at the site, the Project
Applicant shall install a ftraffic signal at the Figueroa Sireet/Harbor
Freeway Northbound On-ramp intersection (north of Anaheim Street). In
addition, the existing roadway striping at the northbound approach fo the
intersection would be adjusted based on direction from LADOT.

TRANS-21Prior to completion of the Project, the Project Applicant shall make a
fair-share payment toward the installation of the County’s traffic signal
synchronization system for the Normandie Avenue/Sepulveda Boulevard
intersection.

TRANS-22Prior to compiletion of the Project, the Project Applicant shall make a
fair-share payment toward the following:

a. Modify the northbound approach on Normandie Avenue fo
accommodate the installation of a second left-turn lane at the
Lomita Boulevard intersection; and

b. Remove the raised median island on Normandie Avenue, south of
Lomita Boulevard, to accommodate the installation of the second
northbound left-turn lane.

It is noted that the northbound approach on Normandie Avenue can be modified
1o include continuation of the existing bicycle lane and the second northbound
left-turn lane. :

TRANS-23Prior to completion of the Project, the Project Applicant shall make a
fair-share payment toward the following improvements:

a. Modify the northbound and southbound approaches on Vermont
Avenue at Sepulveda Boulevard to accommodate the installation
of a second right-turn only lane; and

b. Remove the existing raised median island on Vermont Avenue,
south of Sepulveda Boulevard, and modify the existing raised
median island on Vermont Avenue, north of the intersection, o
accommodate the installation of the second right-turn lane.

TRANS-24Prior to completion of the F’roject,‘ the Project Applicant shall make a
fair-share payment toward the following improvements:

a. Modify the eastbound approach on Lomita Boulevard, west of
Verimont Avenue, to accommodate the installation of a second
left-turn lane;

b. Remove the existing raised median island on Lomita Boulevard,

west of Vermont Avenue, and modify the striping on the east leg
of the intersection as needed; and
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c. Modify the traffic signal to accommeodate the installation of the
second southbound left-turn lane.

Findings

The City adopts CEQA Finding B, which states that “[sluch changes or
alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency
and not the agency making the finding. Such changes have been adopted by
such other agency or can and should be adopted by such other agency ? (State
CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(2))

Rationale for Findings

Mitigation Measure TRANS-1 would reduce the ssgnlflcant lmpact identified at the
Crenshaw Boulevard/Pacific Coast Highway intersection to less than significant.
However, this intersection is located in the City of Torrance and therefore, is
outside the jurisdiction of the Lead Agency. Also, Pacific Coast Highway is
situated within Caltrans’ jurisdiction and therefore, is outside the jurisdiction of
the Lead Agency.

Mitigation Measure TRANS-2 would reduce the significant impact identified at the
Crenshaw Boulevard/Palos Verdes Drive North intersection to less than
significant. However, this intersection is located in the City of Rolling Hills
Estates and therefore, is outside the jurisdiction of the Lead Agency.

Mitigation Measure TRANS-3 would reduce the significant impact identified at the
Western Avenue/lLomita Boulevard intersection o less than significant. This
mitigation measure is consistent with the recommended transportation
improvements outlined in the Western Corridor Improvement Project report
issued by Caltrans for the Western Avenue Task Force. However, it is noted that
Western Avenue is within Caltrans’ jurisdiction and therefore, implementation of
the traffic mitigation would be outside the jurisdiction of the Lead Agency.

Mitigation Measure TRANS-4 would reduce the significant impact identified at the
Western Avenue/Pacific Coast Highway intersection to less than significant. This
mitigation measure is consistent with the recommended ftransportation
improvements outlined in the Western Corridor Improvement Project report
issued by Caltrans for the Western Avenue Task Force. However, it is noted that
Western Avenue and Pacific Coast Highway are within Caltrans’ jurisdiction and
therefore, implementation of the traffic mitigation would be outside the jurisdiction
of the Lead Agency.

Mitigation Measure TRANS-5 would reduce the significant impact identified at the
Western Avenue/Palos Verdes Drive North intersection to less than significant.
This mitigation measure is consistent with the recommended transportation
improvements outlined in the Western Corridor Improvement Project report
issued by Caltrans for the Western Avenue Task Force and would be
implemented by the Project Applicant as a condition of Project approval.
However, it is noted that a portion of this intersection is located in the City of
Lomita and is, therefore, outside the jurisdiction of the Lead Agency. Also, it is
noted that Western Avenue is within Caltrans’ jurisdiction and is therefore outside
the jurisdiction of the Lead Agency.
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Mitigation Measure TRANS-6 would reduce the significant impact idenified at the
Western Avenue/Peninsula Verde Drive intersection to less than significant.
However, it is noted that the Western Avenue/Peninsula Verde Drive intersection
is located within Caltrans’ and City of Rancho Palos Verdes jurisdiction and
therefore, implementation of the traffic mitigation would be outside the jurisdiction
of the Lead Agency.

Mitigation Measure TRANS-7 would reduce the significant impact identified at the
- Western Avenue/Fitness Drive infersection to less than significant. However, it is
noted that the Western Avenue/Fitness Drive intersection is located within
Caltrans’ and partly within the City of Rancho Palos Verdes’ jurisdiction and
therefore implementation of the traffic mitigation may be outside the jurisdiction of
the Lead Agency. , '

Mitigation Measure TRANS-8 would reduce the significant impact identified at the
Western Avenue/Westmont Drive intersection to less than significant. This
mitigation measure is consistent with the recommended transportation
improvements outlined in the Western Corridor Improvement Project report
issued by Caltrans for the Western Avenue Task Force and would be
implemented by the Project Applicant as a condition of Project approval.
However, it is noted that a portion of this intersection is located in the City of
Rancho Palos Verdes and therefore, is outside the jurisdiction of the Lead
Agency. Also, Western Avenue is situated within Caltrans’ jurisdiction and
therefore, is outside the jurisdiction of the Lead Agency.

Mitigation Measure TRANS-9 would reduce the significant impact identified at the
Western Avenue/Capitol Drive intersection to less than significant.  This
mitigation measure is consistent with the recommended transportation
improvements outlined in the Western Corridor Improvement Project report
issued by Caltrans for the Western Avenue Task Force and would be
implemented by the Project Applicant as a condition of Project approval.
However, it is noted this intersection is located in the City of Rancho Palos
Verdes and therefore, is outside the jurisdiction of the Lead Agency. Also,
Western Avenue is situated within Caltrans’ jurisdiction and is therefore outside
the jurisdiction of the Lead Agency.

Mitigation Measure TRANS-10 would reduce the significant impact identified at
the Western Avenue/Summerland Avenue intersection to less than significant.
However; it is noted that this intersection is located partially in the City of Rancho
Palos Verdes and therefore, is outside the jurisdiction of the Lead Agency. Also,
Western Avenue is situated within Caltrans’ jurisdiction and therefore, is outside
the jurisdiction of the Lead Agency.

Mitigation Measure TRANS-14 would reduce the significant impact identified at
the Vermont Avenue/Sepulveda Boulevard intersection to less than significant.
However, this intersection is located in the County of Los Angeles and therefore,
is outside the jurisdiction of the Lead Agency.

Mitigation Measure TRANS-15 would reduce the significant impact identified at
the Vermont Avenue/Pacific Coast Highway intersection to less than significant.
However, it is noted that Pacific Coast Highway is within Caltrans’ jurisdiction and
therefore, implementation of the traffic mitigation would be outside the jurisdiction
of the Lead Agency.
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Mitigation Measure TRANS-16 would reduce the significant impact identified at
the Figueroa Place/Anaheim Street intersection to less than significant.
However, it is noted that the Harbor Freeway Southbound Off-Ramp intersection
at Figueroa Place is within Caltrans’ jurisdiction and therefore, implementation of
the voluntary installation of a traffic signal at the Figueroa Place/Harbor Freeway
Southbound Off-Ramp intersection could be outside the jurisdiction of the Lead
Agency. :

Mitigation Measure: TRANS-17 would reduce the significant impact identified at
the Figueroa Street/Harbor Freeway Northbound On-Ramp intersection to less
than significant. However, it is noted that the Harbor Freeway Northbound On-
Ramp at Figueroa Street (north of Pacific Coast Highway) is within Calfrans’
jurisdiction and therefore, implementation of the traffic mitigation would be
outside the jurisdiction of the Lead Agency.

Mitigation Measure TRANS-18 would reduce the significant impact identified at
the Figueroa Street/Pacific Coast Highway intersection to less than significant.
However, it is noted that Pacific Coast Highway is within Caitrans’ jurisdiction and
therefore, implementation of the traffic mitigation would be outside the jurisdiction
of the Lead Agency.

Mitigation Measure TRANS-19 would reduce the significant impact identified at
the Figueroa Street/l-110 Northbound On-Ramp intersection to less than
significant. However, it is noted that the Harbor Freeway Northbound On-Ramp
at Figueroa Street (north of Anaheim Street) is within Caltrans’ jurisdiction and
therefore, implementation of the traffic mitigation would be outside the jurisdiction
of the Lead Agency.

Mitigation Measures TRANS-21 through TRANS-24 (respectively) would reduce
the significant impacts at the following intersections to less than significant:

Intersection No. 32: Normandie Avenue/Sepulveda Boulevard
intersection No. 33: Normandie Avenue/Lomita Boulevard
Intersection No. 44: Vermont Avenue/Sepulveda Boulevard
Intersection No. 45: Vermont Avenue/Lomita Boulevard

These intersections are within the jurisdiction of Los Angeles County and thus
implementation of the traffic mitigation would be outside the jurisdiction of the
lLead Agency.

With implementation of Mitigation Measure TRANS-4, Project impacts related to
CMP freeway monitoring stations would be less than significant. As discussed
previously, Mitigation Measure TRANS-4 is consistent with the recommended
transportation improvements outlined in the Western Corridor improvement
Project report issued by Caltrans for the Western Avenue Task Force. However,
it is noted that Western Avenue and Pacific Coast Highway are within Caltrans’
jurisdiction and therefore, implementation of the traffic mitigation would be
outside the jurisdiction of the Lead Agency.

Reference

For a compiete discussion of Transportation /Traffic impacts, see Section IV.N of
the Draft EiR.
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H.

Utilities and Service Systems (Water)
Description of Effects

The Project would generate a net demand for approximately 143 acre-feet per
year (AFY) of water (approximately 127,160 gpd). The Water Supply
Assessment (WSA) prepared for the Project and adopted by the Los Angeles
Department of Water and Power (LADWP) on September 20, 2011 concluded

_that the water demand generated by the Project falls within the available and

projected water supplies for normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry years through
2025, and within the water demand growth projected in LADWP’s Year 2010
Urban Water Management Plan. As a result, the LADWP found that it would be
able to meet the water demand of the Project, in addition to existing and planned
future uses of LADWP’s system. As such, no new or expanded water
entittements or resources would be necessary for the operation of the Project
and a less than significant impact would occur.

The Los Angeles Aqueduct Filtration Plant (LAAFP) has the ability to treat an
additional 125 million gallons per day {(mgd) of water. As such, it has adequate
capacity to treat the water needed for the Project and no new or expanded water
treatment plant facilities would be required. Impacts to water treatment capacity
would therefore be less than significant.

The Project Applicant would fund the replacement of the existing on-site water
system with new water lines that would be built to LADWP, Los Angeles City
Plumbing Code, and LAFD fire flow standards. Construction of this infrastructure
could adversely impact the flow of traffic on Western Avenue during the required
water main upgrade activities.

Mitigation Measures

UTIL-1In the event of full or partial public street closures, the Project Applicant
shall employ flagmen during the construction of new water lines, fo
facilitate the flow of traffic.

Findings

The City adopts CEQA Finding A, which states that “[clhanges or alterations

have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid or

substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the final

EIR.” {State CEQA Guidelines Section 15081, subd. (a){(1))

Rationale for Findings

Mitigation Measure UTIL-1 is required in order to reduce the potential

construction-related impact associated with the extension of the LADWP water

infrastructure in Western Avenue to a less than significant level.

Reference

For a complete discussion of Utilities and Service Systems — Water impacts, see
Section IV.0O.1 of the Draft EIR.
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SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS WHICH REMAIN SIGNIFICANT AFTER MITIGATION
MEASURES '

§-

Air Quality (Operations)
Description of Significant Effects

Implementation of the Compliance Measures and Project Design Features would
reduce the Proposed Project’s operational air quality emissions. Specifically, these
measures would reduce the emissions associated with energy use as a result of the
Proposed Project. Nonetheless, the regional operational emissions associated
with Project-generated traffic under the 2010 Traffic Study Scenario would
exceed the established SCAQMD threshold levels for ROG, NO, and CO during
the summertime (smog season) and wintertime (non-smog season). Additionally,
the regional operational emissions associated with Project-generated traffic
under the 2017 Traffic Study Scenario would exceed the established SCAQMD
threshold levels for ROG and NO, during both the summertime (smog season}
and wintertime (non-smog season). The regional operational emissions
associated with the Project would not exceed the established SCAQMD
threshold levels for SO,, PM,o, or PM; s during either the summer (smog season)
or winter (non-smog season).

Although the Project would exceed certain SCAQMD thresholds, it is consistent
with and would further the policies of the AQMP, which assume emissions from
housing and employment operations within the Basin, while guiding the Basin
into compliance with State and federal air quality standards. These emissions are
primarily associated with the operation of mobile vehicles, are typical for a
residential project of this size, and there is no feasible mitigation to reduce these
emissions to a less than significant level. It is neither within the Project Applicant’s
nor the City’'s authority to impose vehicle performance restrictions on vehicles
producing on-road NO, and ROG emissions; such restrictions on vehicle
emissions are governed by the state. As such, regional operational emissions .
would be considered significant and unavoidable.

Mitigation Measures

AQ-3 The Project shall provide electric outlets on residential balconies and
common areas for electric barbeques to the extent that such uses are
permitted on balconies and common areas per the Covenants, Conditions
and Restrictions recorded for the property.

AQ-4 The Project shall use electric lawn mowers and leaf blowers, and electric
or alternatively fueled sweepers with HEPA filters, for maintenance of the
Project.
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Findings

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that “specific economic, legal,
social, technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment
opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures
or project alternatives identified in the final EIR.” (State CEQA Guidelines
Section 15081, subd. (a)(3))

Rationale for Findings

Mitigation Measures TRANS-25 through TRANS-28 (see discussion under
Transportation/Traffic [City of Los Angeles]) would require the Project Applicant
to coordinate with local and regional transit operators to develop and implement
strategies to increase transit utilization by future Project residents. A bus turnout
lane and bus stop facilities (shelter, schedule information) would also be installed
to serve the Project. Reducing the number of vehicle irips generated by the
Project as well as mitigating the Project's significant impacts on roadway
congestion would reduce the amount of CO emissions generatéed by Project
traffic. No other mitigation measures to reduce regional mobile air emissions
from Project-generated traffic are feasible.

Also, Mitigation Measures AQ-3 and AQ-4 would reduce the use of charcoal grills
and property maintenance equipment to reduce the NOx and ROG emissions.

Reference

For a complete discussion of Air Quality impacts, see Section IV.C of the Draft
EIR.

J. Noise (Construction}
Description of Significant Effects

During Project construction, three basic types of activities would be expected to
occur and generate noise at the Project site; demolition and removal of the
existing vacant residential uses; preparation, excavation, and grading fo
accommodate building foundations and infrastructure; and construction of the
proposed structures. Construction activities associated with the Proposed
Project would comply with the noise regulations established in Sections 41.40
and 112.05 of the LAMC. Nevertheless, because construction noise levels
associated with the Proposed Project are likely to exceed the existing ambient
noise levels at all of the identified off-site sensitive locations by more than 10
dBA for more than one day, Project construction activities would generate a
substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the Project
vicinity and these construction noise impacts would be potentially significant.
Similarly, the vibration levels forecasted to occur at the off-site sensitive
receptors would exceed the Federal Transporiation Administration’s (FTA)
threshold for residences during construction of the Proposed Project. As such,
vibration impacts associated with human annoyance would be potentially
significant, Vibration impacis associated with building damage at sensitive
receptors would be less than significant.
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Mitigation Measures

NO-1 Noise and groundborne vibration- construction activities whose specific
location on the Project site may be flexible (e.g., operation of
compressors and generators, cement mixing, general truck idling) shall
be conducted as far as possible from the nearest noise- and vibration-
sensitive land uses.

NO-2 When possibie, construction activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid
operating several pieces of equipment simultaneously, which causes high
noise levels,

NO-3 Flexible sound control curtains shall be placed around all drilling
apparatuses, drill rigs, and jackhammers when in use.

NO-4 The Project contractor shall use power construction equipment fitted with
the best availabie technology in noise shielding and muffling devices.

NO-5 Barriers such as plywood structures or flexible sound control curtains
extending eight-feet high shall be erected around the Project site
boundary to minimize the amount of noise on the surrounding noise-
sensitive receptors to the maximum extent feasible during construction.

NO-6 All construction truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes approved by
the City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety, which shall
avoid residential areas and other sensitive receptors to the extient
feasible. Prior to the commencement of construction at the Project site, a
meeting shall be held with appropriate representatives of the Cities of
Rancho Palos Verdes, Torrance, and Lomita. The purpose of the
meeting will be to designate truck routes for off-site load hauling vehicles
and other construction-related vehicles.

NO-7 Two weeks prior to the commencement of construction at the Project site,
notification shali be provided to the immediate surrounding cities and off-
site residential, school, and memorial park properties that discloses the
construction schedule, including the various types of activities and
equipment that would be occurring throughout the duration of the
construction period.

NO-8 Equipment warm-up areas, water tanks, and equipment storage areas
shall be located a minimum of 45 feet from abutting sensitive receptors.

Findings

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that “specific economic, legal,
social, technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment
opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures
or project alternatives identified in the final EIR.” (State CEQA Guidelines
Section 18091, subd. (a)}(3)).

Rationale for Findings

With implementation of the Compliance Measures and Mitigation Measures NO-1
through NO-8 listed above, which would require the implementation of noise
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reduction devices and techniques during construction at the Project site,
construction-related noise impacts associated with the Proposed Project would
be reduced to the maximum extent feasible. Nevertheless, because construction
noise levels are likely to exceed existing ambient noise levels by more than 10
dB(A) for more than one day at the identified noise-sensitive receptors,
construction noise impacts would be significant and unavoidable. Further
reductions in construction related noise levels are considered technically
infeasible,

With implementation of the Compliance Measures and Mitigation Measures NO-1
through NO-8 listed above, groundborne vibration impacts associated with the
Proposed Project would be reduced to the maximum exient feasible.
Nevertheless, because construction vibration levels at the identified residences
located south of the Project site would exceed the FTA's 72 VdB threshold for
residences during construction of the proposed Project, construction
groundborne vibration impacts would be significant and unavoidable. Further
reductions in construction related vibration levels are considered technically
infeasible.

With implementation of the Compliance Measures and Mitigation Measures NO-1
through NO-8 listed above, off-site sources of noise and groundborne vibration
impacts associated with the Proposed Project would be reduced to the maximum
extent feasible. With respect to Mitigation Measure NO-2, implementation may
not always be possible, depending upon the specific activity occurring at the site.
Nevertheless, because off-site construction noise and vibration sources could
exceed the identified thresholds at or near noise-sensilive uses, off-site
construction noise and groundborne vibration impacts would be significant and
unavoidable. With respect to Mitigation Measure NO-6, while the Project
Applicant proposes the least impactful haul route possible, the final haul route is
subject to the approval of the Department of Building and Safety. Thus, the final
haul route may result in significant and unavoidable short-term impacts on
sensitive uses located along and adjacent to the route. No additional mitigation
measures are available that could feasibly avoid or further reduce these impacts.

Reference

For a complete discussion of Noise impacts, see Section IV .K of the Draft EIR.
K. Noise {On-Site Operational)

Description of Significant Effects

With respect to future Project residences fronting Western Avenue, future
roadway noise levels at distances of 50 feet from the Western Avenue centerline
could reach up to 73.1 dBA CNEL. While most residential uses would be at least
75 feet from the Western Avenue centerline, proposed residential uses may be
exposed fo noise levels that exceed 70.0 dBA CNEL, which falls within the City of
Los Angeles Noise Element’s normally unacceptable category for residential and
open spaces uses., Thus, the Project would result in generally unacceptable
exterior noise levels for the proposed residential units fronting Western Avenue.
It should be noted that while the Proposed Project is not generating excessive
roadway noise levels, the Project would result in the placement of noise sensitive
fand uses in an area with generally unacceptable existing ambient noise levels.
implementation of Compliance Measures would require that interior residential
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noise levels would be below a CNEL of 45 dBA in any habitable room. As such,
impacts associated with interior noise leveis at these proposed residential units
on-site would be reduced to a less than significant level. However, exterior noise
levels (e.g., at balconies and patios) would remain unacceptable at Project
residential units adjacent to the Western Avenue frontage and these impacts
would be significant and unavoidable.

Mitigation Measures
None.
Findings

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that “specific economic, legal,
social, technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment
opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures
or project alternatives identified in the final EIR.” (State CEQA Guidelines
Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)).

Rationale for Findings

Implementation of the Compliance Measures would require that interior
residential noise levels be below a CNEL of 45 dB(A) in any habitable room. As
such, impacts associated with interior noise levels at the proposed residential
uses on-site would be reduced to a less than significant level. Construction of a
sound wall along the Project’'s Western Avenue frontage would not appreciably
reduce noise levels at exterior living spaces in these future residential units and
would degrade the Project’s visual appearance along Western Avenue. No
feasible mitigation measures are available o reduce exterior noise levels on-site
to acceptable levels along the Western Avenue frontage.

Reference

For a complete discussion of Noise impacts, see Section |V.K of the Draft EIR.

ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROJECT

State CEQA Guideline Section 15126.6(a) requires an EIR to: (1) describe a range of
reasohable alternatives to the Project, or to the location of the project, which would
feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the Project but would avoid or substantially
lessen any of the significant effects of the Project: and (2) evaluate the comparative
merits of the alternatives. Sections ILLE and VI of the Drait EIR describe the objectives
that have been identified for the Project, which are also listed in detail below:

1.

2.

To remove the abandoned improvements currently present on the site, in
accordance with the contractual conditions of sale required by the U.S. Navy.

To provide new housing on unutilized land that will meaningfully contribute to
meeting the projected 2017 and 2027 housing need in the Wilmington-Harbor City
Community Plan area, as projected by the City’s General Plan Framework and
Southern California Association of Governments, without requiring the demolition of
existing market-rate or rent-controlled housing stock.

To provide new housing that meets the housing needs of a broad spectrum of
persons who desire to live in the San Pedro community.
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4. To provide a residential project with substantial common amenities, landscaping, and
open space for the use of its residents.

5. To provide a project that will invigorate the local economy, employment, and

business opportunities through project construction, and through the expendifures of

its future residents.

To mitigate potential significant environmental impacts, to the extent feasible.

To develop a project that fiscally benefits the City of Los Angeles.

To provide a project that ensures high-quality development and maintenance through

the creation and adoption of a specific plan that will set land use, architectural,

landscaping, streetscaping, and lighting standards.

©~ o

Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, the EIR evaluated a
reasonable range of six alternatives to the Project: four in the Draft EIR and two
additionai alternatives in the Final EIR. The six alternatives analyzed in the EIR include
a variety of uses and would reduce some, but not all, significant impacts of the Project.
Since publication of the Draft EIR, Alternative C has replaced the original Proposed
Project as the Project Applicant’s preferred alternative.

The Alternatives discussed in detail in the Draft EIR include:

s Alternative A: No Project Alternative/No Development
¢ Alternative B: Single-Family Homes

e Alternative C: Staff Recommendation/Reduced Density
e Alternative D: Revised Site Plan

The Alternatives discussed in the Final EIR are:

e Existing Zoning Aiternative Site Plan
» Mixed Use Alternative Site Plan

In accordance with CEQA requirements, the alternatives fo the Project include a No
Project alternative and alternatives capable of eliminating most of the significant adverse
impacts of the Project. These alternatives and their impacts, which are summarized
below, are more fully described in Section V1 of the Draft EIR and in Section IIL.A of the
Final EIR. ' : o

A. Alternative A:No Project Alternative/No Development
Description of the Aliernative

Under Alternaiive A, the Project would not be developed on the Project site.
However, the Project site would not remain in its current condition. Under the
conditions of the ownership transfer from the U.S. Depariment of Defense to the
previous owner of the Project site, all existing improvements on the Project site
must be removed. Accordingly, the existing vacant former Navy housing
complex and associated roadways and other infrastructure would be demolished
and all debris removed from the Project site under this alternative. Under the
current land use designation in the Wilmingfon-Harbor City Community Plan, the
Project site is designated for Low Density Residential (4 to 9 dwelling units per
acre} and Open Space land uses. The Planning and Zoning Code {Los Angeles
Municipal Code [LAMC], Chapter 1), zones the Project site R1-1XL. (One-Family
Zone, Extra Limited Height District No. 1) and OS (Open Space). Singie-family
dwellings, among other specified land uses, are permitted within the R1 zone.
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The Extra Limited Height District No. 1 limits the height of buildings to two stories
or 30 feet. Duplex dwelling units, such as those that presently exist on the
Project site, are not consistent with the current R1 zoning of the site.

Alternative A assumes that the Project site would remain undeveloped following
the demolition and removal of existing strucfures. In addition, the access road
across the southern portion of the Project site connecting Western Avenue to the
Mary Star of the Sea High School campus would not be provided under this
alternative. Alternative A assumes that Mary Star of the Sea High School would
take vehicular access from Taper Avenue, which fronts the Mary Star of the Sea
High School site. As Mary Star of the Sea High School is a separate property
owned by the Archdiocese of Los Angeles, responsibility for modifying the
development permits of the High School in order to obtain vehicular access from
Taper Avenue would belong to the Archdiocese.

Impact Summary of the Alternative

Because no development of the site would occur, Alternative A has the potential
to reduce or avoid the following significant impacts of the Proposed Project:

Regional and local construction-associated air emissions

Regional operational air emissions

Potential impacts on nesting birds during construct;on

Impacts to jurisdictional waters

Potential impacts to archaeological resources/human remains

Potential impacts to paleontological resources

Impacts associated with fault rupture and displacement and other seismic

related ground failure at the Project site

« Potential impacts relating to hydrocarbon-impacted soils which may be
present on-site

¢ Exterior noise at Project units fronting Western Avenue associated with street
traffic

+ Project-reiated traffic impacts at intersections within the Project area

Traffic impacts associated with installation of water setvice infrastructure

* & & % = & @

Alternative A does not have the potential to reduce or avoid potential impacts to
roosting bats which may be present within the existing abandoned structures on
the site. Similarly, Alternative A does not have the potential to avoid the
disturbance of asbestos-containing materials (ACMs) and lead-based paint (LBP)
that are present in the existing abandoned structures. Noise and vibration
impacts association with the Proposed Project would be reduced but not avoided
due to the demolition of existing abandoned structures that would occur under
Alternative A. Due to the elimination of access to Mary Star of the Sea High
School through the Project site, Alternative A would produce residual traffic
impacts within the Taper Avenue neighborhood to the southeast of the site
resulting from fraffic utilizing Taper Avenue as the sole means of access to the
" school.

Findings
‘Some, though not all, of the significant impacts that would occur with the Project

would not occur with Alternative A. However, it is found pursuant to Section
21081(a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code that specific economic,
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legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations-
identified in Section X (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make
infeasible Alternative A,

Rationale for Findings

With Alternative A, many, although not all, of the environmental impacts
projected to occur in connection with the Project would be avoided. However,
Alternative A would fully attain only one of the Project objectives — removal of the
existing buildings on the Project site. Alternative A would not fully or partially
attain any of the other seven Project objectives because it would involve no
economic use of the Project site.

Reference

For a complete discussion of Alternative A, see Section VI of the Draft EIR.
B. Alternative B:Singie-Family Homes

Description of the Alfernative

Under Alternative B, the Project would not be developed on the Project site.
However, the Project site would not remain in its current condition. Under the
conditions of the ownership transfer from the U.S. Department of Defense to the
previous owner, all existing improvements on the Project site must be removed.
Accordingly, the existing vacant former Navy housing complex and associated
roadways and other infrastructure would be demolished and all debris removed
from the Project site under this alternative. Under the current land use
designation in the Wilmington-Harbor City Community Plan, a majority of the
Project site is designated for Low Density Residential (4 to ¢ dwelling units per
acre) land uses. The Planning and Zoning Code (Los Angeles Municipal Code
[LAMC], Chapter 1), zones all but 8.3 acres of the Project site R1-1XL (One-
Family Zone, Extra Limited Height District No. 1). Single-family dwellings, among
other specified land uses, are permitted within the R1 zone. The Extra Limited
Height District No. 1 limits the height of buildings to two stories or 30 feet. The
remaining 9.3 acres of the site is zoned and designated Open Space.

if a Zone Change and General Plan Amendment were approved to remove the
9.3 acres of Open Space zoning from the Project site, the land use and zoning
designations of the Project site would permit up to 429 single-family homes. In
addition, i a single-family project were to include below-market (moderate, low,
and very-low income units), a potential density bonus of 35 percent under the
City's existing rules and regulations, or 579 single-family units, might be
developed on the Project site. Because of the significant site acquisition and site
preparation costs related to the Project, the Applicant indicates that it is unlikely
that a single-family project with below-market units would be developed.

Under City of Los Angeles zoning criteria, R1 zoning requires that each lot have
a minimum area of 5,000 square feet, a minimum width of 50 feet, front yards of
not less than 20 percent of the depth of the lot, and rear yards of not less than 15
feet, with resulling dwelling unit densities of approximately six units per acre
(taking streets info account). Due to high land prices in infill locations within the
City of Los Angeles, fewer and fewer new subdivisions are being developed in
accordance with R1 zoning. Instead, homebuilders seeking to develop single-
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family homes in infill locations routinely propose homes on smaller lots at
significantly higher densities.

in addition, the requirement to incorporate a seismic setback zone across the sife
would eliminate approximately 44 potential lots from a single-family residential
site plan, reducing the total number of potential home lots from 429 to 385.

While infill housing in areas like the Project site is not typically being developed in
accordance with traditional R1 zoning criteria, this alternatives analysis assumes
that, under Alternative B, the Project site would be developed as a single-family
home project in accordance with R1 zoning with approximately 385 single-family
homes and that a Zone Change and General Plan Amendment would be
approved to remove the current Open Space zoning/land use designation from
the northerly 9.3 acres of the site. The number of homes in Alternative B is
below the maximum density that could be developed under the R1 zoning in
order to provide a street and lot plan consistent with a move-up/high-end home
plan as well as to, as described above, incorporate the required seismic setback
zone.

All of the homes under Alternative B would be developed for sale at market rates.
Due to the same significant site acquisition and site preparation costs discussed
previously, the Project Applicant indicates that it would be necessary to develop
the Project site with the maximum reasonable number of move-up/high-end
single-family homes at the highest supportable prices in the market area (Los
Angeles/Wilmington-Harbor City/San Pedro) that could be achieved. The Project
Applicant estimates that such homes would range between 2,000 and 3,000
square feet and would need to sell for an average price approaching $1 million.
Given the current housing market and state of the local and regional economy,
there is uncertainty that such prices could be realized. However, retaining the
existing 9.3 acres of zoned Open Space on the site under Alternative B would
eliminate approximately 81 additional single-family home lots from the site plan,
which would likely make the alternative development economically infeasible to
develop. For this reason, Alternative B proposes to eliminate the 9.3 acres of
Open Space zoning from the Project site. :

The access road across the southern portion of the Project site connecting
Western Avenue to the Mary Star of the Sea High School campus would not be
provided under this alternative due to the additional number of home lots that
would be lost through the provision of this access. Instead, the area comprising
the park and road would be used to accommodate the reduced number of single-
family homes to be developed under Alternative B. Alternative B would satisfy
public recreation requirements through the payment of Quimby Fees in
accordance with the City's existing policies and regulations, but would not include
the dedication of public park area. Alternative B assumes that Mary Star of the
Sea High Schoo! would take vehicular access from Taper Avenue, which fronts
the school site. As Mary Star of the Sea High School is a separate property
owned by the Archdiocese of Los Angeles, responsibility for modifying the
development permits of the High School in order to obtain vehicular access from
Taper Avenue would belong to the Archdiocese.

Under Alternative B, all access to the Project site would be taken from Western
Avenue, as with the Project. Site access would be provided by two intersections
at Western Avenue located at Green Hills Drive and John Montgomery Drive.
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impact Summary of the Ailternative

Alternative B has the potential to reduce or avoid the following significant impacts
of the Proposed Project:

¢ Regional operational air emissions
e Impacts associated with fault rupture and displacement at the Project site
» Project-related traffic impacts at intersections within the Project area

Alternative B does not have the potential to reduce or avoid the Proposed
Project’s potential impacts involving regional and local construction-associated
air emissions, potential impacts on nesting birds andfor roosting bats during
construction, impacts to jurisdictional resources on-site, potential impacts to
archaeological and/or paleontological resources, potential impacts relating to
hydrocarbon-impacted soils, disturbance of asbestos-containing materials
(ACMs) and lead-based paint (LBP) that are present in the existing abandoned
structures on-site, construction-related noise and groundborne vibration, exterior
noise at homes fronting Western Avenue, and potential traffic impacts associated
with the installation of water service infrastructure. Due to the elimination of
access to Mary Star of the Sea High School through the Project site, Alternative
B would produce residual traffic impacts within the Taper Avenue neighborhood
to the southeast of the site resulting from traffic utilizing Taper Avenue as the
sole means of access to the school.

Findings

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081(a)(3) of the California Public Resources
Code, that specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations,
including considerations identified in Section X (Statement of Overriding
Considerations), below, make infeasible Alternative B.

Rationale for Findings

This alternative would not decrease all of the significant and unavoidable impacts
associated with the Project to a less than significant level. © While most of the
significant -and unavoidable regional air quality impacts would be avoided,
significant and unavoidable NO, emissions will remain. Moreover, significant and
unavoidable noise (construction and on-site operational) impacts would remain.

Alternative B would achieve six of the Project objectives, although some would
be achieved to a lesser extent than with the Proposed Project. Aliernative B
would remove the existing buildings on the Project site; provide new housing on
unutilized land that would contribute to meeting the projected 2017 housing need
in the area; provide a project that would invigorate the local economy; mitigate its
environmental impacts to the extent feasible; and provide a high-quality
development. Alternative B would not provide new housing to meet the housing
needs of a broad spectrum of persons desiring to live in the San Pedro
community due to the economic imperative to develop high-end, large-lot single-
family homes having a price well above the median for the region. Although
each home would have a larger amount of private open space (such as yards),
Alternative B would not provide substantial cormmon landscaped open space or
recreational amenities due to the need io develop the maximum number of
allowable homes on the site. While Alternative B would fiscally benefit the City, it
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would likely do so to a somewhat lesser degree than the Proposed Project due to
the reduced number of homes, even though the tax assessments would most
likely be greater on a per unit average basis. Similarly, Alternative B would not
contribute to meeting the anticipated need for housing in the San Pedro area to
the same degree as the Proposed Project due to the reduced number of homes
that would be developed and the prices they would likely command.

The City finds that this alternative would not reduce all of the significant and
unavoidable impacts of the Project and would not meet the Project objectives to
the same extent as the Project. On that basis, the City rejects Alternative B.
Reference

For a complete discussion of Alternative B, see Section VI of the Draft EIR.

C. Alternative C: Reduced Density

Description of the Alternative

At the time the City Planning Department reviewed a previous development
project proposal for the Project site in 2008, Department staff recommended
establishment of a Specific Plan to develop the site at a Low Medium |
Residential density, which allows for densities of 9-18 dwelling units per acre.
Under such a Specific Plan, approximately 775 to 886 units could be built at the
site if it were to be developed to the maximum allowable density of 18 units per
net acre. For purposes of evaluating this alternative, a site plan containing 830
units (in a combination of single- and multi-family product types) has been
prepared to serve as Alternative C. When the City Planning Commission
considered the previous project proposal for the Project site, it endorsed the
preparation of a Specific Plan and advised the previous Applicant {o evaluate this
Staff Recommendation as a project alternative in a new or recirculated EIR.

Alternative C would involve development of a project similar to the original
Proposed Project on the site, however the total number of residential units would
be reduced from 1,135 to 830. A total of six different housing product types
would be included under Alternative C. Gross residential densities developed
within the Alternative C project would range from 5.5 units per acre to 55.9 units
per acre. The average density for the Allernative C project would be 13.5
DUfacre (gross).

As with the original Proposed Project, Alternative C would comprise a
combination of for-sale and rental dwelling units within the following categories:

» Two- and three-story detached single-family homes with street- and alley-
loaded private garages

e Three-story buildings containing townhomes and flats with and without
elevators and.motor-court and alley-loaded private garages

» Three-story townhomes in row house buildings with alley-loaded private
garages

* Four- and five-story buildings with elevators over a secured common
basement garage containing rental apartments
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The dwelling units would range in size from approximately 600 to 2,800 square
feet and would be housed within Mediterranean, Tuscan, and contemporary-style
buildings built over and/or adjacent to residential parking garages. Residential
buildings along Western Avenue would be two to three stories in height (between
30 and 48 feet) and would be buffered by frees and landscaping and set back
from the street by approximately 18-80 feet, depending on the location and
product type. Residential buildings throughout the rest of the Project site would
vary in height, with buildings averaging three siories, but not exceeding five
stories (approximately 65 feet) in the interior of the site along its southern
boundary (apartment buildings). Based on daita provided by the Project
Applicant, the weighted average sale price for all for-sale units under Alternative
C would be $489,474 (2011 dolilars). Within the multi-family structures to be
developed under Alternative C, the number of dweliing units per building would
range from 5.9 to 43.5.

Vehicular access to the Alternative C project would be from Western Avenue at
the two existing signalized intersections with Green Hills Drive and Avenida
Aprenda on the north and south, respectively. The proposed southerly Project
entrance at the Western Avenue/Avenida Aprenda intersection would feed into a
new east-west road crossing the southern portion of the Project site that would
provide access to the Mary Star of the Sea High School campus adjacent to the
Project site on the east.

With the exception of the east-west road described above providing access
across the Project site fo-Mary Star of the Sea High School, all other streets
would be private and vehicular access would be provided through two gated
entrances: one from Western Avenue at Green Hills Drive and a second off of the
new public east-west road near the southerly boundary line of the Project site
that would intersect Western Avenue at Avenida Aprenda. The new access road
for Mary Star of the Sea High Schoo! would terminate at the eastern edge of the
Project site in a cul-de-sac, from which a private driveway would extend off-site
to the east providing access to the Mary Star of the Sea campus.

When completed, Alternative C would redevelop 100 percent of the Project site.
Alternative C would incorporate a seismic setback area along the fault splay
crossing the center of the site. Alternative C would not include the 2.8-acre
public community park that is included in the original Proposed Project.
However, Alternative C would incorporate approximately 20 acres of total open
space, consisting of approximately one acre of outdoor recreational amenity
space (including a recreation center with adjacent community ciubhouse and
poolfevent lawn area in the central portion of the site), approximately 7.1 acres of
dedicated park area (including the open spacei/trail network around the perimeter
of the Project site), 10.2 acres of landscaped common area throughout the
Project, and an additional 2.1 acres of general open space, resulting in a fotal
amount of open space similar to that provided by the Proposed Project (20.5
acres versus 20.6 acres). Additional indoor recreational amenities (e.g., rec
rooms, fitness centers, etc.) would be distributed across the site and are not
included in the acreages above. The walking/jogging path surrounding the
perimeter of the Project and extending through the landscaped open space
surrounding the Site would be open to the general public, and the other open
space areas of the Project would be accessible to pedestrians.

As with the Proposed Project, a Specific Plan is proposed for Alternative C to
provide zoning, architectural, landscape, and streetscape standards {fo guide the
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Project’s development. At residential densities ranging from 5.5 dwelling units
per acre to approximately 55.9 dwelling units per acre, Alternative C would fall
within the City of Los Angeles' Low, Low-Medium |, Low-Medium i, and Medium
General Plan Land Use Designations.

Construction of Alternative C would proceed similarly to the Proposed Project
and would be estimated to begin in late 2013 and continue over a five-year
period. The existing slope along the northeastern boundary of the Project site
would be modified to support the construction of the residential dwelling units
along its toe. However, following completion of construction and landscaping,
the re-engineered slope would be fully vegetated with a variety of native plant
and tree species. As noted above, the entire Project site wouid be densely
landscaped with a variety of ornamental and native plant and iree species. As
individual phases of the development are completed, associated landscaping
would be installed on an incremental basis.

As part of Alternative C construction, the existing surface drainage course
crossing the southwestern corner of the Project site would be removed and
buried beneath this portion of the Project as a subterranean storm drain. This
storm drain would serve the same purpose as the existing surface channel by
conveying the off-site stormwater runoff from the culvert at Western Avenue
across this portion of the Project site. After accepting additional drainage from
the Project site, this storm drain would discharge runoff to the City storm drain
system in the same general location as at present along the Project site's
southern boundary.

Site preparation for Alternative C would involve conventional cut and fill grading
techniques and would be substantially similar to that needed for the original
Proposed Project. A significant amount of existing fill is present on the Project
site and would be either removed or consolidated and recompacted prior to the
grading of building pads. Site grading would be required to prepare the proposed
building pads for construction.. Grading wouid also be required in order to
construct the proposed roads, parking areas, and drainage improvements, and to
install utilities. The combined grading operations would affect the entire site (or
approximately 61.5 acres) and would involve a total earthwork quantity of
approximately 1,225,000 cubic yards (cy), including approximately 350,000 cy of
cut and fill for surface grading and an additional 875,000 cy of remedial grading
for over-excavation and other requirements. No fill material would be imported to
or exported from the Project site. However, the removal of debris resulting from
the demolition of existing structures on the Project site would be required.

As with the original Proposed Project, construction staging, laydown areas, and
all construction equipment would be positioned on-site and would be moved from
~ area to area on the Project site, consistent with the sequence of construction.

Impact Summary of the Alternative

Alternative C has the potential to reduce or avoid the following significant impacts
of the original Proposed Project:

s Regional operational air emissions
» [mpacts associated with fault rupture and displacement at the Project site
» Project-related traffic impacts at intersections within the Project area
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Alternative C does not have the potential to reduce or avoid the Proposed
Project’s potential impacts involving regional and local construction-associated
air emissions, potential impacts on nesting birds and/or roosting bats during
construction, impacts to jurisdictional resources on-site, potential impacts to
archaeological andfor paleontological resources, potential impacts relating to
hydrocarbon-impacted soils, disturbance of asbestos-containing materials
(ACMs) and lead-based paint (LBP) that are present in the existing abandoned
structures on-site, construction-related noise and groundborne vibration, exterior
noise at Project homes fronting Western Avenue, and potential traffic impacts
associated with the installation of water service infrastructure.

Findings

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081(a)(3) of the California Public Resources
Code, that changes or alierations have been required in, or incorporated into, the
alternative project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant
environmental effect as identified in the final EIR.

Rationale for Findings

Of the alternatives analyzed in the Draft and Final EIR, Allemative C was
considered the environmentally superior alternative, with the exception of the No
Project Alternative (Alternative A, above), although it has now been superseded
by the New Preferred Alternative (see below). Alternative C would not reduce all
of the significant and unavoidable impacts of the original Proposed Project.

Alternative C would achieve all of the Project objectives, although some would be
achieved to a lesser extent than with the original Proposed Project. Alternative C
would remove the existing buildings on the Project site; provide new housing on
unutilized land that would meaningfully contribute to meeting the projected 2017
housing need in the area; provide housing to meet the needs of a broad
spectrum of persons desiring to live in the San Pedro area; provide substantial
common amenities including landscaping and open space for future residents;
provide a project that would invigorate the local economy; mitigate its
environmental impacis to the extent feasible; fiscally benefit the City; and provide
a high-guality development through the creation of a specific plan that
establishes development standards for the site. While Alternative C would
fiscally benefit the City, it would do so fo a lesser degree than the original
Proposed Project due to the reduced number of homes. Similarly, Alternative C
would not contribute to meeting the anticipated need for housing in the San
Pedro area to the same degree as the original Proposed Project due to the
reduced number of homes that would be developed, but would still provide a
range of housing opportunities.

Reference

For a complete discussion of Alternative C, see Section VI of the Draft EIR.
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D.

Alternative D:Revised Site Plan
Description of the Alternative

Alternative D would involve development of the site with the same 1,135 units as
the Proposed Project; however, the site plan would be revised to accommodate
the geotechnical constraints that were identified in the process of preparing the
Draft EIR. In order to accommodate the required setbacks associated with these
constraints, the mix of product types and their respective locations within the
overall site design would be altered somewhat as compared to the original
Proposed Project site plan. In addition, the 2.8-acre public park would not be
developed under this alternative, although a similar amount of fotal open space
would be included in the overall development plan. The access road from
Western Avenue fo Mary Star of the Sea High School would be included in this
alternative.

Alternative D would be similar to the Proposed Project. A total of six different
housing product types would be included under Alternative D. Residential
densities developed within the Alternative D project would range from 5.8 units
per acre to 55.9 units per acre. The average density for the Alternative D project
would be 18.5 DU/acre (gross) and 23.6 DUfacre (net), the same as for the
original Proposed Project.

As with the original Proposed Project, Alternative D would be comprised of a
combination of for-sale and rental dwelling units within the following categories:

» Two- and three-story detached single-family homes with street- and alley-
loaded private garages

» Three-story buildings containing flats with elevators and motor-court and
alley-loaded private garages

» Three-story townhomes (two-stories without elevators) in row house buildings
with alley-loaded private garages

s Three- and four-story buildings with elevators containing flats over a secured
common basement garage

o Four- and five-story buildings with elevators over a secured common
basement garage containing rental apartments

The dwelling units would range in size from approximately 600 to 2,800 square
feet and would be housed within Mediterranean, Tuscan, and contemporary-styie
buildings built over and/or adjacent to residential parking garages. Residential
buildings along Western Avenue would be two to four stories in height
(approximately 30 to 55 feet) and would be buffered by trees and landscaping
and set back from the street by approximaiely 18-80 feet, depending on the
location and product type. Residential buildings throughout the rest of the
Project site would vary in height, with buildings averaging three stories, but not
exceeding five stories (approximately 65 feet) in the interior of the site along its
southern boundary (apartment buildings). Based on data provided by the Project
Applicant, the weighted average sale price for all for-sale units under Alternative
D would be $489,474 (2011 dollars). Within the multi-family structures to be
developed under Alternative D, the number of dwelling units per building would
range from 5.9 t0 43.5.
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Vehicular access to the Alternative D project would be from Western Avenue at
the two existing signalized intersections with Green Hills Drive and Avenida
Aprenda on the north and south, respectively. The proposed southerly Project
entrance at the Western Avenue/Avenida Aprenda intersection would feed into a
new east-west road crossing the southern portion of the Project site that would
provide access to the Mary Star of the Sea High School campus adjacent to the
Project site on the east.

With the exception of the east-west road described above providing access
across the Project site to Mary Star of the Sea High School, all other sireets
would be private and access would be provided through two gated entrances:
one from Wesiern Avenue at Green Hills Drive and a second off of the new
public east-west road near the southerly boundary line of the Project site. The
new access road for Mary Star of the Sea High School would terminate at the
eastern edge of the Project site in a cul-de-sac, from which a private driveway
would extend off-site to the east providing access to the Mary Star of the Sea
campus.

When completed, Alternative D would involve redevelopment of 100 percent of
the Project site. Alternative D would incorporate the seismic setback area along
the Palos Verdes Fault splay crossing the center of the site. Due to this,
Alternative D would not include the 2.8-acre public community park that is
included in the original Proposed Project. However, Alternative D would
incorporate approximately 20 acres of total open space, consisting of
approximately one acre of outdoor recreational amenity space (inciuding a
recreation center with adjacent community clubhouse and pool/event lawn area
in the central portion of the site), approximately 7.1 acres of dedicated park area
(including the open spaceftrail network around the perimeter of the Project site),
and 10.2 acres of landscaped common area throughout the Project, and an
additional 2.1 acres of general open space. Additional indoor recreational
amenities (e.g., rec rooms, fithess centers, efc.) would be distributed across the
site and are not included in the acreages above. The walking/jogging path
surrounding the perimeter of the Project and extending through the landscaped
open space surrounding the Site would be open to the general public, and
pedestrian access would be provided to the other Project open space areas.

As with the Proposed Project, a Specific Plan is proposed for Alternative D to
provide zoning, architectural, landscape, and streetscape standards to guide
development. At gross residential densities ranging from 5.8 dwelling units per
acre to approximately 55.9 dwelling units per acre, Alternative D would fall within
the City of Los Angeles’ Low, Low-Medium I, Low-Medium 1, and Medium
General Plan Land Use Designations.

Construction of Alternative D would proceed similarly to the Proposed Project
and would be estimated to begin in late 2013 and continue over a five-year
period. The existing slope along the northeastern boundary of the Project site
would be modified to support the construction of the residential dwelling units
along its toe. However, following completion of construction and landscaping,
the re-engineered siope would be fully vegetated with a variety of native plant
and tree species. As noted above, the entire Project site would be abundantly
landscaped with a variety of ornamental and native plant and tree species. As
individual phases of the development are completed, associated landscaping
would be installed on an incremental basis.
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As part of Alternative D construction, the existing surface drainage course
crossing the southwestern corner of the Project site would be removed and
buried beneath this portion of the Project as a subterranean storm drain. This
storm drain would serve the same purpose as the existing surface channel by
conveying the off-site stormwater runoff from the culvert at Western Avenue
across this portion of the Project site. After accepting additional drainage from
the Project site, this storm drain would discharge runoff to the City storm drain
system in the same general location as at present along the Project site's
southern boundary.

Site preparation for Alternative D would involve conventional cut and fill grading
techniques and would be substantially similar to that needed for the Proposed
Project. A significant amount of existing fill is present on the Project site and
would be either removed or consolidated and recompacted prior to the grading of
building pads. Site grading would be required to prepare the proposed building
pads for construction. Grading would also be required in order to construct the
proposed roads, parking areas, and drainage improvements, and to install
utilities. The combined grading operations would affect the entire site (or
approximately 61.5 acres) and would involve a total earthwork quantity of
approximately 1,225,000 cubic yards (cy), including approximately 350,000 cy of
cut and fill for surface grading and an additional 875,000 cy of remedial grading
for over-excavation and other requirements. No fill material would be imported to
or exported from the Project site. However, the removal of debris resulting from
the demolition of existing structures on the Project site would be required.

As with the Proposed Project, construction staging, laydown areas, and all
construction equipment would be positioned on-site and would be moved from
area to area on the Project site, consistent with the sequence of construction.

Impact Summary of the Alternative

Alternative D has the potential {o reduce or avoid the following significant impacts
of the original Proposed Project: '

s Impacts associated with fault rupture and displacement at the Project site

Alternative D does not have the potential to reduce or avoid the original
Proposed Project's other potential impacts, which involve regional and local
construction-associated air emissions, regional operational air emissions,
potential impacts on nesting birds and/or roosting bats during construction,
impacts to jurisdictional resources on-site, potential impacts to archaeological
and/or paleontological resources, potential impacts relating to hydrocarbon-
impacted soils, disturbance of asbestos-containing materials (ACMs) and lead-
based paint (LBP) that are present in the existing abandoned structures on-site,
construction-related noise and groundbome vibration, exterior noise at Project
homes fronting Western Avenue, Project-related traffic impacts at intersections in
the surrounding area, and potential traffic impacts associated with the instaliation
of water service infrastructure.

Findings

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081(a)(3) of the California Public Resources
Code, that changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated info, the
alternative project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant
environmental effect as identified in the final EIR.
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Rationale for Findings

This alternative would not avoid any of the significant and unavoidable impacts of
the original Proposed Project, with the exception of avoiding impacts associated
with fault rupture and displacement through incorporation of a seismic setback
Zone.

Alternative D would achieve all of the Project objectives, although one would be
achieved to a lesser extent than with the Proposed Project. Alternative D would
remove the existing buildings on the Project site, provide new housing on
unutilized land that would meaningfully coniribute to meeting the projected 2017
housing need in the area, provide housing to meet the needs of a broad
spectrum of persons desiring fo live in the San Pedro area, provide common
amenities including landscaping and open space for future residents, provide a
project that would invigorate the local economy, would mitigate its environmental
impacts to the extent feasible, would fiscally benefit the City, and would provide a
high-quality development through the creation of a specific plan that establishes
development standards for the site. While Alternative D would provide common
amenities, including open space and landscaping, the amount of open space o
be included would be less than that contained within the original Proposed
Project.

The City finds that this alternative does not reduce the significant and
unavoidable impacts of the Project, and, on that basis, rejects Alternative D.

Reference

For a complete discussion of Alternative D, see Section VI of the Draft EIR.
E. Existing Zoning Alternative Site Plan

Description of the Alternative

Multiple commenters on the Draft EIR requested that an alternative site plan that
is fully consistent with the Project site's existing zoning and General Plan land
use designations be evaluated. Commenters have also requested that such an
alternative site plan include the same public access roadway to Mary Star of the
Sea High School that is proposed under the original Project and under
Alternatives C and D in the Draft EIR. Commenters have also requested that this
alternative site plan contain full-sized single-family home lots consistent with R1
zoning (5,000 square feet or 50 feet by 100 feet). Under these design
constraints, a conceptual site plan was developed that would result in
development of 169 single-family homes at the Project site. This plan would also
incorporate the required seismic setback zone across the center of the site and
would include two recreation centers as well as landscaped common area. The
northernmost 9.3 acres of the Project site would remain as open space,
consistent with the current zoning and land use designation of this portion of the
property. This area could be developed to some extent with park and recreation
facilities for the use of the general public, although its configuration and
topography would likely limit its suitability for dedication to the City as a
neighborhood park.



Case No. CPC-2012-2558-GPA-ZC-SP-CA F-78

Impact Summary of the Alternative

To summarize the impacts of the “Existing Zoning” alternative site plan in
comparison to those of the currently preferred alternative project (Alternative C in
the Draft EIR), this alternative has the potential to reduce or avoid the following
significant impacts:

+ Regional operational air emissions
» Project-related traffic impacts at intersections within the Project area

The “Existing Zoning” alternative would not have the potential to reduce or avoid
the Proposed Project's potential impacts involving regional and local
construction-associated air emissions, potential impacts on nesting birds and/or
roosting bats during construction, impacts to jurisdictional resources on-site,
potential impacts to archaeological andfor paleontological resources, potential
impacts relating to hydrocarbon-impacted soils, disturbance of asbestos-
containing materials (ACMs)} and lead-based paint (LBP) that are present in the
existing abandoned structures on-site, construction-related noise and
groundborne vibration, exterior noise at homes fronting Western Avenue, and
potential traffic impacts associated with the installation of water service
infrastructure. Other impacts associated with the Project, although less than
significant, would be substantiaily reduced under this alternative due to the fewer
number of residences that wouid be developed on-site.

Findings

it is found, pursuant to Section 21081(a)(3) of the California Public Resources
Code, that specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations,
including considerations identified in Section X (Statement of Overriding
Considerations), below, make infeasible the Existing Zoning Alternative Site
Plan. :

Rationale for Findings

With respect to being able fo achieve most of the Project’'s objectives, the 169
single-family home “Existing Zoning” alternative site plan would achieve seven of
the Project objectives, although some would be achieved to a substantially lesser
extent than with the Proposed Project. The “Existing Zoning” alternative site plan
would remove the existing buildings on the Project site; provide new housing on
unutilized land that would contribute to meeting the projected 2017 housing need
in the area; provide a project that would invigorate the local economy; mitigate its
environmental impacts o the extent feasible; provide substantial common open
space along the site’s northern boundary as well as two recreation centers for the
use of residents, and provide a high-quality development. The “Existing Zoning”
site plan would not provide new housing to meet the housing needs of a broad
spectrum of persons desiring to live in the San Pedro community due to the
economic imperative to develop high-end, large-lot single-family homes having a
price well above the median for the region. While development of this “Existing
Zoning" site plan would fiscally benefit the City, it would likely do so to a
significantly lesser degree than the Proposed Project due fo the reduced number
of homes, even though the tax assessments would most likely be greater on a
per unit average basis. Similarly, the “Existing Zoning” alternative site plan would
not contribute to meeting the anticipated need for housing in the San Pedro area
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to the same degree as the Proposed Project due to the reduced number of
homes that would be developed and the prices they would likely command.

With respect to the "Existing Zoning” alternative site plan that was requested by
numerous commenters on the Draft EIR, nothing would physically prevent the
alternative from being developed at the Project sife. Therefore, the determination
of its feasibifity is limited to its ability to produce a positive return on investment to
the Applicant. In order to evaluate the economic feasibility of the “Existing
Zoning” alternative, a study was prepared by The Concord Group in June 2013.
The study concludes that the “Existing Zoning” alternative would be economically
infeasible to develop due to the substantial level of fixed costs associated with
infrastructure and land that remain largely the same irrespective of the total
number of lots developed at the site. The "Existing Zoning” alternative could only
become economically feasible (e.g., avoid an economic loss for the Applicant) if it
could achieve a top line home sale price of $1.57 million ($525 per square foot of
home), a level that is currently unsupported in the market. The nearest new
home project, Harbor Highlands, generates an average home price of $554,000
($300 per square foot) for a small-lot detached home. Nearby resales in Rancho
Palos Verdes, across Western Avenue from the Project site, generate an
average sale price of $721,000. In light of the comparables proximate to Ponte
Vista, any development at the Project site would not support home values in
excess of $1 million. Given the realities of the current resideniial real estate
market, development of the “Existing Zoning” alternative at the Project site would
result in a loss of approximately $87 million.

The “Existing Zoning” aliernative would substantially reduce many of the

 Project’s less than significant impacts and would avoid the Project’s significant,
unmitigated operational air quality impact and reduce the Project’s significant but
mitigated ftraffic impacts. Thus, an argument could be advanced that the
“Existing Zoning" alternative could be the environmentally superior alternative.
However, CEQA requires that the range of allernatives evaluated in an EIR be
feasible fo develop. As has been shown above, the “Existing Zoning” alternative
would not be economically feasible to develop at the Project site.

Therefore, the City finds that this alternative would be infeasible to develop and,
on that basis, rejects the Existing Zoning Alternative Site Plan.

Reference

For a complete discussion of the Existing Zoning Alternative Site Plan, see
Section ll|.A of the Final EIR.

F. Mixed-Use Alternative Site Plan
Description of the Alternative

Several commenters on the Draft EIR requested that a mixed-use
residential/commercial alternative site plan be evaluated. Commenters have also
requested that such an alternative site plan include the same public access
roadway to Mary Star of the Sea High School that is proposed under the original
Project and under Alternatives C and D in the Draft EIR. Commenters have also
requested that this alternative site plan contain neighborhood-serving retail
space, limited office space intended to serve future Project residents, a six-acre
public neighborhood park, and space for development of a neighborhood branch
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library. Under these design constraints, a conceptual site plan was developed
that consists of 477 residential units in a mix of housing product types ranging
from single-family homes to townhomes and flats. A total of 181 single-family
homes and 296 condominium units could be developed under this alternative. In
addition, 5,000 square feet of office space, 20,000 square feet of
retail/commercial space, and a site for a 20,000 square foot public library, as well
as a 6B-acre central neighborhood park, are included in this alternative. This
alternative would provide public access across the site to Mary Star of the Sea
High School from Western Avenue. This plan would also incorporate the
required seismic setback zone across the center of the site and would include a
central recreation center as well as landscaped common area.

Impact Summary of the Alternative

The "Mixed Use” alternative site plan would generally result in similar impacts as
the current preferred alternative (Alternative C in the Draft EIR), with the
differences primarily due to the fewer number of homes that would be developed
at the site and/or the addition of commercial/retail and public library and park
uses. :

This alternative has the potential to reduce or avoid the following significant
impacts:

+ Regional operational air emissions
+ Exterior noise at some Project residences
s Traffic (daily vehicle trips only)

The "Mixed Use” alternative would not have the potential to reduce or avoid the
currently preferred alternative’s potential impacts involving regional and local
construction-associated air emissions, potential impacts on nesting birds and/or
roosting bats during construction, impacts to jurisdictional resources on-site,
potential impacts to archaeological and/or paleontological resources, potential
impacts relating to hydrocarbon-impacted soils, disturbance of asbestos-
containing materials (ACMs) and lead-based paint (LBP) that are present in the
existing . abandoned structures on-site, construction-related noise and
groundborne vibration, significant traffic impacts at study intersections, and
polential traffic impacts associated with the installation of water service
infrastructure. Other impacts associated with the Project, although less than
significant, would be either equivalent or reduced to some degree under this
alternative due to the fewer number of residences that would be developed on-
site.

Findings

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081(a)(3) of the California Public Resources
Code, that specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations,
including considerations identified in Section X (Statement of Overriding
Considerations), below, make infeasible the Mixed-Use Alternative Site Plan.
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Rationale for Findings

With respect to being able to achieve most of the Project’s objectives, the “Mixed
Use” alternative site plan would achieve each of the Project objectives, although
some would be achieved to a substantially lesser extent than with the Proposed
Project. The "Mixed Use” alternative site plan would remove the existing
buildings on the Project site; provide new housing on unutilized land that would
contribute to meeting the projected 2017 housing need in the area; provide a
project that would invigorate the local economy; mitigate its environmental
impacts to the extent feasible; provide substantial common open space and park
area as well as a recreation center for the use of residents; and provide a high-
quality development. The “Mixed Use" site plan would provide new housing to
meet the housing needs of a broad spectrum of persons desiring to live in the
San Pedro community but fo a lesser degree than the Project due o the fewer
number of units and housing product types to be developed. While development
of this “Mixed Use” site plan would fiscally benefit the City, it would likely do so to
a significantly lesser degree than the Proposed Project due to the reduced
number of homes. Similarly, the “Mixed Use” alternative site plan would not
contribute to meeting the anticipated need for housing in the San Pedro area to
the same degree as the Proposed Project due to the reduced number of homes
that would be developed.

With respect to the “Mixed Use” alternative site plan, nothing would physically
prevent the alternative from being developed at the Project site. Therefore, the
determination of its feasibility is limited to its ability to produce a positive return
on investment to the Applicant. In order to evaluate the econoric feasibility of
the “Mixed Use” alternative, a study was prepared by The Concord Group in
June 2013. The study concludes that the “Mixed Use” alternative would be
economically infeasible to develop due fo the substantial level of fixed costs
associated with infrastructure and land that remain largely the same irrespective
of the total number of lots developed at the site. In addition, the “Mixed Use”
alternative would donate acreage on-site to the Los Angeles Public Library for
construction of a neighborhood branch library and, thus, would return no
economic value to the Applicant. Recently reviewed vacancy reports for the area
surrounding the Project site indicate that 1,073,992 square feet of available
(vacant} office space exists within a five-mile radius of the Site and that 166,675
square feet of available (vacant) retail space exists within a two-mile radius of the
Site. These figures represent a relatively large amount of vacant office and retail
space and would likely present challenges to developing economically viable
commercial and retail uses at the Project site. Given the realities of the current
residential, office, and retail real estate market, it is estimated that development
of the “Mixed Use” alternative at the Project site would result in a loss of
approximately $37 mitiion.

The "Mixed Use” alternative would, as discussed above, marginally reduce some
of the Project’s less than significant impacts and would reduce the Project's
significant, unmitigated operational air quality impact. Thus, an argument could
be advanced that the "Mixed Use” alternative could be the environmentally
superior aliernative. However, as noted previously, CEQA requires that the
range of alternatives evaluated in an EIR be feasible to develop. As has been
shown above, the “Mixed Use” alternative would not be economically feasible to
develop at the Project site.
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Therefore, the City finds that this alternative would be infeasible to develop and,
on that basis, rejects the Mixed-Use Alternative Site Plan.

Reference

For a complete discussion of the Mixed-Use Alternative Site Plan, see Section
lII.A of the Final EIR,

G. New Preferred Alternative ~ Further Density Reduction
Description of the Alternative

Subsequent to publication of the Final EIR, the Project Applicant submitted a
revised Project site plan to the City featuring a reduction in the number of
residential units to be developed from 830 to a maximum of 700 units. The
changes in the revised site plan are fully discussed in the document entitled
“‘Supplemental Analysis of Project Revisions”, which is part of the Project’s
CEQA document. However, for purposes of presenting the most current analysis
within these Findings, the discussion below of the New Preferred Alternative
reflects the current 700-unit revised site plan rather than the former 830-unit plan
that was evaluated in both the Draft and Final EIR.

The New Preferred Alternative would involve development of a project similar fo
the original Proposed Project on the site, however the total number of residential
units would be reduced from 1,135 to a maximum of 700. A total of six different
housing product types would be included under the New Preferred Alternative.
Gross residential densities developed within the New Preferred Alternative
project would range from 8 units per acre to 23 units per acre. The average
density for the New Preferred Alternative project would be 11.4 DU/acre (gross).

The New Preferred Alternative would be comprised of a combination of dwelling
units within the following categories:

= Two- and three-story detached single-family homes with street-loaded private
garages

+ Two-story buildings containing townhomes with driveway-loaded private
garages

«  Three-story townhomes and flats with driveway-loaded private garages and
elevators

* Four-story buildings containing flats with elevators over driveway-loaded
garages

The dwelling units would range in size from approximately 600 to 2,800 sguare
feet and would be housed within Mediterranean, Tuscan, and contemporary-style
buildings built over and/or adjacent to residential parking garages. Residential
buildings along Western Avenue would be two to three stories in height (between
30 and 48 feet) and would be buffered by trees and landscaping and set back
from the street by approximately 18-80 feet, depending on the location and
product type. Residential buildings throughout the rest of the Project site would
vary in height, with buildings averaging three stories, but not exceeding four
stories (approximately 55 feet) in the interior of the site near its southemn
boundary. Based on data provided by the Project Applicant, the weighted
average sale price for all for-sale units under Alternative C would be $489,474
(2011 dollars).
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Vehicular access to the New Preferred Alternative project would be from Western
Avenue at the two existing signalized intersections with Green Hills Drive and
Avenida Aprenda on the north and south, respectively. The proposed southerly
Project entrance at the Western Avenue/Avenida Aprenda intersection would
feed into a new east-west road crossing the southern portion of the Project site
that would provide access to the Mary Star of the Sea High School campus
adjacent to the Project site on the east.

With the exception of the east-west road described above providing access
across the Project site to Mary Star of the Sea High School, all other streets
would be private and vehicular access would be provided through two gated
entrances: one from Western Avenue at Green Hills Drive and a second off of the
new public east-west road near the southerly boundary line of the Project site
that would intersect Western Avenue at Avenida Aprenda. The new access road
for Mary Star of the Sea High School would terminate at the eastern edge of the
Project site in a cul-de-sac, from which a private driveway would extend off-site
to the east providing access to the Mary Star of the Sea campus.

When completed, the Project would redevelop 100 percent of the Project site.
The Project would incorporate a seismic setback area along a splay of the Palos
Verdes Fault crossing the center of the site.  The Proposed Project would
incorporate over 24 acres of total open space, consisting of outdoor recreational
amenity space (including primary and secondary recreation centers with adjacent
community clubhouses and pool/event lawn areas for project residents),
dedicated park area (including an open space/trail network around the perimeter
of the Project site and a publically-accessible park near Western Avenue),
landscaped common areas throughout the Project, and other open space. The
open space/trail network and publically-accessible park areas would be
accessible to both Project residenis and the general public. Additional indoor
recreational amenities (e.g., rec rooms, fitness centers, etc.) would be distributed
across the site for the private use of residents.

A Specific Plan is proposed for the Project to provide zoning, architectural,
landscape, and sireetscape standards to guide the Project's development. At
residential densities ranging from 8 dwelling units per acre to approximately 23
dwelling units per acre, the Project would fall within the City of Los Angeles' Low,
Low-Medium |, and Low-Medium i General Plan Land Use Designations.

Although a maximum of 212 residential units would be permitted under the
Specific Plan within Subarea 6, only 188 units are currently being proposed. In
order fo provide additional housing within Subarea 6 exceeding the currently
proposed 188 units but not more than 212 units, a new subdivision map wouid be
reguired, although no Specific Plan Amendment would be required.

Construction of the New Preferred Alternative would proceed similarly to the
Proposed Project and would be estimated to begin in late 2013 and continue
over a five-year period. The existing slope along the northeastern boundary of
the Project site would be modified to support the construction of the residential
dwelling units along its toe. However, following completion of construction and
fandscaping, the re-engineered slope would be fully vegetated with a variety of
native plant and tree species. As noted above, the entire Project site would be
densely landscaped with a variety of ornamental and native plant and tree
species. As individual phases of the development are compleied, associated
landscaping would be installed on an incremental basis.
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As part of New Preferred Alternative construction, the existing surface drainage
course crossing the southwestern corner of the Project site would be removed
and buried beneath this portion of the Project as a subterranean storm drain.
This storm drain would serve the same purpose as the existing surface channel
by conveying the off-site stormwater runoff from the culvert at Western Avenue
across this portion of the Project site. After accepting additional drainage from
the Project site, this storm drain would discharge runoff to the City storm drain
system in the same general location as at present along the Project site's
southern boundary.

Site preparation for the New Preferred Alternative would involve conventional cut
and fill grading techniques and would be substantially similar to that needed for
the original Proposed Project. A significant amount of existing fill is present on
the Project site and would be either removed or consolidated and recompacted
prior to the grading of building pads. Site grading would be required to prepare
the proposed building pads for construction. Grading would also be required in
order to construct the proposed roads, parking areas, and drainage
improvements, and to install utilities. The combined grading operations would
affect the entire site (or approximately 61.5 acres) and would involve a total
earthwork quantity of approximately 1,225,000 cubic yards (cy), including
approximately 350,000 cy of cut and fill for surface grading and an additional
875,000 cy of remedial grading for over-excavation and other requirements. No
fill material would be imported to or exported from the Project site. However, the
removal of debris resulting from the demolition of existing structures on the
Project site would be required.

As with the original Proposed Project, construction staging, laydown areas, and
all construction equipment would be positioned on-site and would be moved from
area to area on the Project site, consistent with the sequence of construction.

Impact Summary of the Alternative

The New Preferred Alternative has the potential to reduce or avoid the following
significant impacts of the original Proposed Project:

« Regional operational air emissions
+ Impacts associated with fault rupture and displacement at the Project site
* Project-related traffic impacts at intersections within the Project area

The New Preferred Alternative does not have the potential to reduce or avoid the
Proposed Project’s potential impacts involving regional and local construction-
associated air emissions, potential impacts on nesting birds and/or roosting bats
during construction, impacts to jurisdictional resources on-site, potential impacts
to archaeological and/or paleontological resources, potential impacts relating to
hydrocarbon-impacted soils, disturbance of asbestos-containing materials
(ACMs) and lead-based paint (LBP) that are present in the existing abandoned
structures on-site, construction-related noise and groundborne vibration, exterior
noise at Project homes fronting Western Avenue, and potential iraffic impacts
associated with the installation of water service infrastructure.



Case No. CPC-2012-2558-GPA-ZC-SP-CA F-85

Findings

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081(a)(3) of the California Public Resources
Code, that changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the
alternative project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant
environmental effect as identified in the final EIR.

Rationale for Findings

Of the alternatives analyzed in the Draft and Final EIR and Supplemental
Analysis of Project Revisions, the New Preferred Alternative is considered the
environmentally superior alternative, with the exception of the No Project
Alternative (Alternative A, above), and is also the Project Applicant’s current
preferred alternative (replacing the original Proposed Project in the Draft EIR).
However, the New Preferred Alternative would not reduce all of the significant
and unavoidable impacts of the original Proposed Project.

The New Preferred Alternative would achieve all of the Project objectives,
although some would be achieved to a lesser extent than with the original
Proposed Project. The New Preferred Alternative would remove the existing
buildings on the Project site; provide new housing on unutilized land that would
meaningfully contribute to meeting the projected 2017 housing need in the area;
provide housing to meet the needs of a broad spectrum of persons desiring to
live in the San Pedro area; provide substantial common amenities including
landscaping and open space for future residents; provide a project that would
invigorate the local economy; mitigate its environmental impacts to the extent
feasible; fiscally benefit the City; and provide a high-quality development through
the creation of a specific plan that establishes development standards for the
site. While the New Preferred Alternative would fiscally benefit the City, it would
do s0 to a lesser degree than the original Proposed Project due to the reduced
number of homes. Similarly, the New Preferred Alternative would not contribute
to meeting the anticipated need for housing in the San Pedro area to the same
degree as the original Proposed Project due fo the reduced number of homes
that would be developed, but would still provide a range of housing opportunities.

Reference

For a complete discussion of the New Preferred Alternative, see Supplemental
Analysis of Project Revisions.

FINDINGS REGARDING OTHER CEQA CONSIDERATIONS

G.

Growth Inducing impacts of the Project

The Project would contribute a total of approximately 2,079 net new residents to
the Project area and the City of Los Angeles. Additional indirect/induced
population growth caused by the economic activity created by the Project would
be estimated to add 763 persons fo the Project area, for a total population growth
of 2,842 persons associated with the Project. This growth would be largely
consistent with area-wide population and housing forecasts. The Project would
foster economic growth by increasing the number of residents at the Project site
who could patronize local businesses and services in the area. In addition, short-
term employment opportunities would be provided during the construction
phases of the Project. '
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While the Project's addition of new housing units is consistent with various
regional and local policies, it would not, in and of itself, foster new growth in the
area by removing impediments to growth. The property surrounding the Project
site is already developed with single-family and multi-family homes, Mary Star of
the Sea High School campus, or is reserved for uses by the federal government.
All roads planned for the Project are for internal circulation only or Mary Star of
the Sea High School access, and would not open undeveloped areas for new
use. Similarly, all utility and other infrastructure upgrades planned for the Project
are intended solely to meet Project-related demand and would not support
development external to the Project site. The Project households’ demand for
commercial goods and services would be met by existing retail, service, and
other resources already located within about a five mile radius of the Project site,
and no new development specifically to meet the Project’s scale of household
demand would be needed. 'On the contrary, the Project's new household
demand would help support the viability of existing businesses in the Project
vicinity. The Project wouid redevelop a blighted site that currently contains
abandoned buildings in a state of advancing disrepair.

H. Significant Irreversible Impacts

The CEQA Guidelines require that an EIR address any significant irreversible
-environmental changes that would be involved in a project should it be
implemented (CEQA Guidelines, Sections 15126(c) and 15126.2(c)). CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.2(c) indicates that “[ulses of nonrenewable resources
during the Initial and continued phases of the project may be irreversible since a
large commitment of such resources makes removal or nonuse thereafter likely.
Primary impacts and, particularly, secondary impacts (such as highway
improvement which provides access to a previously inaccessible area) generally
commit future generations to similar uses. Also, irreversible damage can result
from environmental accidents associated with the project. Irretrievable
commitments of resources should be evaluated to assure that such current
consumption is justified.”

The types and level of development associated with the Project would consume
limited, slowly renewable and non-renewable resources. This consumption
would occur during construction of the Project and would continue throughout its
operational lifetime. Committed resources would include: (1) building materials,
(2) fuel and operational materials/fresources, and (3) resources used in the
transport of goods and people to and from the Project site.

Construction of the Project would require consumption of resources that are not
replenishable or which may renew slowly as to be considered non-renewable.
These resources would include certain types of lumber and other forest products,
aggregate materials used in conhcrete and asphalt (e.g., sand, grave! and stone),
metals {e.g., steel, copper and lead), petrochemical construction materials (e.q.,
plastics), and water. Fossil fuels, such as gasoline and oil, would also bhe
consumed in the use of construction vehicles and equipment. The consumption
of these resources would be spread out over the phased five-year construction
period.

The commitment of resources to the Project would limit the availability of these
resources for future generations. However, insofar as the Project is consistent
with, or brought into consistency with, applicable land use plans and policies, this
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resource consumption would be consistent with growth and anticipated change in
the Los Angeles region. Consideration of all the foregoing factors supports the
conclusion that the Project’s use of resources is justified, and that the Project will
not result in significant irreversible environmental changes that warrant further
consideration. :

OTHER CEQA CONSIDERATIONS

A.

The City of Los Angeles (the City), acting through the Planning
Depariment, is the “Lead Agency” for the Project evaluated in the Final
EIR. The City finds that the Final EIR was prepared in compliance with
CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. The City finds that it has independently
reviewed and analyzed the Final EIR for the Project, and that the Final
EIR reflects the independent judgment of the City.

The City finds that the Final EIR provides objective information to assist
the decision-makers and the pubiic at large in their consideration of the
environmental consequences of the Project. The public review period
provided all interested jurisdictions, agencies, private organizations, and
individuals the opportunity to submit comments regarding the Draft EIR.
The Final EIR was prepared after the review period and responds to
comments made during the public review period.

The Planning Depariment evaluated comments on énvironmental issues
received from persons who reviewed the Draft EIR. In accordance with
CEQA, the Planning Department prepared written responses describing
the disposition of significant environmental issues raised. The Final EIR
and provides adequate, good faith and reasoned responses {o the
comments. The Planning Department reviewed the comments received
and responses thereto and has determined that neither the comments
received nor the responses to such commenis add significant new
information regarding environmental impacts to the Draft EIR. The lead
agency has based its actions on full appraisal of all viewpoints, including
all comments received up to the date of adoption of these findings,
concerning the environmental impacts identified and analyzed in the Final
EIR.

The mitigation measures, which have been identified for the Project, were
identified in the text and summary of the Final EIR. The final mitigation
measures are described in the Complete MMRP. Each of the mitigation
measures identified in the Complete MMRP, and contained in the Final
EIR, is incorporated into the Project. The City finds that the impacis of
the Project have been mitigated to the extent feasible by the Mitigation
Measures identified in the Complete MMRP, and contained in the Final
EIR.

Textual refinements and errata were compiled and presented to the -
decision-makers for review and consideration. The Planning Department
staff has made every effort {0 notify the decision-makers and the
interested public/fagencies of each textual change in the various
documents associated with the Project review. These textual refinements
arose for a variety of reasons. First, it is inevitable that draft documents
will contain errors and will require clarifications and corrections, Second,
textual clarifications were necessitated in order to describe refinements
suggested as part of the public participation process.
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F. CEQA requires the lead agency approving a project to adopt an MMRP
for the changes to the project, which it has adopted or made a condition
of project approval in order to ensure compliance with project
implementation. The mitigation measures included in the Final EIR as
certified by the City and included in the Complete MMRP as adopted by
the City serve that function. The Complete MMRP includes all of the
mitigation measures identified in the Final EIR and has been designed to
ensure compliance during implementation of the Project. In accordance
with CEQA, the Complete MMRP provides the means to ensure that the
mitigation measures are fully enforceable. In accordance with the
requirements of Public Resources Code Section 21081.6, the City hereby
adopts the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program.

G. In accordance with the requirements of Public Resources Code §21081.6,
the City hereby adopts each of the mitigation measures expressly set
forth herein as conditions of approval for the Project.

H. The custodian of the documents or other material which constitute the
record of proceedings upon which the City's decision is based is the:
Department of City Planning, City of Los Angeles 200 North Spring
Street, Room 750, Los Angeles, CA 90012.

I The City finds and declares that substantial evidence for each and every
finding made herein is contained in the Final EIR, which is incorporated
herein by this reference, or is in the record of proceedings in the matter.

J. In light of the entire administrative record of the proceedings for the
Project, the City determines that there is no significant new information
(within the meaning of CEQA) that would have required a recirculation of
the sections of the Draft EIR or Final EIR. :

K. The “References” subsection of each impact area discussed in these
Findings are for reference purposes only and are not intended to
represent an exhaustive listing of all evidence that supporis these
Findings.

L. The City is certifying an EIR for, and is approving and adopting findings
for, the entirety of the actions described in these Findings and in the Final
EIR as comprising the Project. It is contemplated that there may be a
variety of actions undertaken by other State and local agencies (who
might be referred to as “responsible agencies” under CEQA). Because
the City is the lead agency for the Project, the Final EIR is intended to be
the basis for compliance with CEQA for each of the possible discretionary
actions by other State and local agencies to carry out the Project.

V. STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS

The Final EIR has identified unavoidable significant impacts, which will result
from implementation of the Project. Section 21081 of the California Public
Resources Code and Section 15093(b) of the CEQA Guidelines provide that
when the decision of the public agency allows the occurrence of significant
impacts which are identified in the EIR but are not at least substantially mitigated
to an insignificant level or eliminated, the lead agency must state in writing the
reasons to support its action based on the completed EIR and/or other
information in the record.

Article | of the City of Los Angeles CEQA Guidelines incorporates all of the State
CEQA Guidelines contained in fitle 15, California Code of Reguiations, section
15000 et seq. and hereby requires, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section
15093(b) that the decision-maker adopt a Statement of Overriding
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Considerations at the time of approval of a project if it finds that significant
adverse environmental effects have been identified in the EIR which cannot be
substantially mitigated to an insignificant level or be eliminated. These findings
and the Statement of Overriding Considerations are based on the record of
proceedings, including but not limited to the Final EIR, and other documents and
materials that constitute the record of proceedings.

The following impacts are not mitigated to a less than significant level for the
Project: Air Quality and Noise, as identified in the Final EIR, and it is not feasible
to mitigate such impacts to a less than significant level.

Accordingly, the City adopts the foliowing Statement of Overriding
Considerations. The City recognizes that significant and unavoidable impacts
will result from implementation of the Project. Having (i) adopted all feasible
mitigation measures, (i) rejected as infeasible alternatives to the Projects
discussed above, (iii) recognized all significant, uhavoidable impacts, and (iv)
balanced the benefits of the Project against their significant and unavoidable
impacts, the City hereby finds that the benefits outweigh and override the
significant unavoidable impacts for the reasons stated below.

The below stated reasons summarize the benefits, goals and objectives of the
Project, and provide the rationale for the benefits of the Project. Any one of the
overriding considerations of economic, social, aesthetic and environmental
benefits individually would be sufficient to outweigh the adverse ehvironmental
impacts of the Project and justify their adoption and certification of the Final EIR.

1. Implementation of the Project will create a high-quality residential
development that increases density near major employment nodes and
furthers sound planning goals, including goals set out by SCAG for
addressing regional housing needs through the development of infill sites.

2. Implementation of the Project will create a vibrant residential project that
responds to the growth of the Harbor region.

3. Implementation of the Project will maximize the development potential of the
Project site in context with the area through quality design and development
" controls that ensure a unified and cohesive development.

4. Implementation of the Project will support local and regional sustainability
goals through urban infill.

5. Implementation of the Project will generate community benefits by
maximizing land use opportunities and providing a vibrant residential
environment with new amenities, public spaces and State-of-the-Art
improvements.

6. Implementation of the Project will provide safe access for pedestrians and
vehicles to Mary Star of the Sea High School from Western Avenue.

7. Implementation of the Project will reduce vehicular trips by creating a new
residential community in close proximity to existing neighborhood-serving
retail and commercial land uses and will work to promote alternative methods
of transportation and create provisions for non-vehicular travel by providing
pedestrian pathways/linkages within the Project site and providing bicycle
parking and storage.

8. Implementation of the Project would increase the amount of tax revenue
generated by the Project site.

9. Implementation of the Project would remove a blighted, abandoned
development and would create a lushly landscaped residential neighborhood
in its place.
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10. Implementation of the Project will provide for logical, consistent planning
within the Project site.

Finding. The City finds that none of the public comments to the Draft EIR or subsequent public
comments or other evidence in the record, including the changes in the Project in response’ {o
input from the community and the Council Office, include or constitute substantial evidence that
would require recirculation of the Final EIR prior to its certification and that there is no
substantial evidence elsewhere in the record of proceedings that would require substantial
revision of the Final EIR prior to its certification, and that the Final EIR need not be recirculated
prior to its certification.
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PUBLIC HEARING AND COMMUNICATIONS

Summary of Public Hearing Testimony and Communications Received

The Public Hearing on this matter was held at Harbor Commission Building Hearing Room at
425 S. Palos Verdes Avenue in San Pedro, CA 90731 on Tuesday, July 30, 2013 at 10:00 AM.

1. Present: Approximately 125 people attended: The applicant and team members, several
neighborhood council members, members of surrounding Homeowner Associations,
organizations, residents, Councilmembers from the City of Rancho Palos Verdes, and a
representative from Council Office 15.

2. Public Speakers: 36 public speakers. 5 in support; 21 opposed; and 10 generai
comments and concermns. '

3. The Applicant's Representative and other team members spoke at the hearing and
made the following statements:

®

In 1962, the US Navy site developed the site as the San Pedro Naval Housing
comprised of 122 separate structures.

The site was annexed into the City of Los Angeles in the late 1980s, and located in
the Wilmington-Harbor City Community Plan Area. Shortly after annexation, the San
Pedro Naval Housing compiex, and the Navy's Defense Fue! Support Point, were
given their current zoning and land use designations (which were and are
inconsistent with the then-current uses of the property).

The site served as naval housing for about 35 years until its closure in the late
1980s. The site presently contains vacant structures that are uninhabited.

in 2005, the site was purchased by Bisno Development Company for the purpose of
developing a 2,300-unit project comprised of several multi-story condo towers,
dedicated senior housing, and a small amount of site-serving commercial refail, and
a public park with a little league baseball completx. The project also included a new
public street connecting Western Avenue to Mary Star of the Sea High School. The
project was reduced to 1,850 units, and was considered and denied by the City
Planning Commission in 2009.

The Planning Commission embraced several recommendations by the Planning
Department including a) limiting residential densities to the prevailing density of
development in that neighborhood; b) the property zone be changed from existing
Low residential to Low Medium 1; ¢) the density would meet the Wilmington-Harbor
City Community Plan, which is to promote the provision of adequate housing for all
people; and d) the Low Medium | designation would allow the opportunity to add new
housing to the community while maintaining a density that is compatible with the
existing single family neighborhoods.

The Planning Commission recommended the following: a) The property is currently
an eyesore; b) There should be future dialogue between the applicant and the
Planning Department; and 3) A fufure development should not be R-1 density;
however it should be consistent with the surrounding community.

Within a year of the CPC's recommended denial of the Bisno project, in 2010, iStar
Financial took ownership of Ponte Vista and began an intensive, wholesale re-
evaluation of the project.

Within a year of the CPC’s recommended denial of the Bisho project, in 2010, iStar
Financial took ownership of Ponte Vista and began an intensive, wholesale re-

evaluation of the project.
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s iStar studied the comments from the previous EIR and recommendations by City
Planning staff and the Planning Commission,; evaluated previous public proceedings,
engaged with the then-Councilmember, met with community stakeholders - both
individuals and groups, and undertook market research to understand what the
specific residential market demands were for the Harbor area.

« [n 2010 iStar announced its new plan for development and submitted an application
for a 1,135 residential unit project, which included a public park and an access
roadway for Mary Star of the Sea High School.

» While the project and reduced density alternatives were being evaluated for the
release of the DEIR, iStar continued to seek input from the community, the Council
office, potential buyers; and furthered the review of previous Planning Department
and Commission input; and they worked directly with current Planning Department
staff to further refinement of the project. ' :

+ iStar is seeking approval for 830 units on the Ponte Vista site, representing 305 less
units than the project application of 1135. This represents an overall decrease of
27%.

« The plan would incorporate approximately 24 acres of total open space, including: a)
approximately 4.64 acres of public park area; b) 13.36 acres of landscaped common
area, and 5.1 acres perimeter trail.

» Overall Project Amenities for residents include: a) High-quality housing in proximity
to existing jobs; b) Homes to suit a wide variety of budgets, needs and sizes; c¢)
Walking ftrails, open space and playgrounds' d) Vehicular gates that meet market
demand and buyers’ tastes; and e) Proximity to existing local shops, grocery stores
and restaurants within walking distance.

+ The walkingfjogging path surrounding the perimeter of the Project and extending
through the landscaped open space surrounding the Site would be open to the
general public.

* Parking for the public wishing to use the trail or park space will be available along the
Mary Star Roadway

« Ponte Vista benefits all of San Pedro and the Harbor area community by: a)
Redeveloping a long blighted and dilapidated site with new high-quality housing; b)
providing new open publically accessible open designed for hiking, picnicking, family
play, and accessing Harbor views; ¢) boosting local business as new consumers
move to area; d) boosting for local reai estate market as new homes raise property
values for area properties; e) improving traffic flow at 16 intersections; f) providing
$2.5 million in Quimby funds for local park and recreation facilities; g) building a
dedicated road to Mary Star of the Sea High School from Western Avenue; h)
Providing neighboring developments direct pedestrian access to Ponte Vista and its
publically available open space' i) Building a private driveway on the Ponte Vista site
that connects to the backside of the Seaport Village garage. This driveway will be
designed for and meant as providing emergency access to Seaport Village.

» The Ponte Vista plan responds with 48% of the site devoted to single family
residences, with the remainder devoted to multifamily in varying densities; the site
plan also is heavily designed fo best co-exist with adjacent uses and densities, as
well as transition appropriately internally and externally between housing types and
densities.
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e The project provides a variety of housing types from single family, to townhomes, to
a mix of condominium types, to flats to address the housing needs and population’
growth objectives in the Community Plan.

e At 830 units, the plan meets the Low Medium | residential density recommended by
the Planning Department and Commission, as it is within the range provided.

« The project was designed to take into account the four distinct property boundaries
and adjacent uses.

s The collective uses along the southern edge of Ponte Vista are made up of three
different developments - The Tennis Club, Seaport Village, and Casa Verde -- on 5.5
acres. A fotal of 348 units exist within the three developments at an R-3 density - an
average of 63 units per acre.

e The Applicant met with the Council Office, Urban Design Studio, and Department of
Transportation to implement the project.

» Public outreach encompassed the Council office during two different administrations,
as well as presentations and dialogue five neighborhood councils, chambers of
commerce, and nonprofit organizations. The goal has been 1o maintain a positive
and productive presence in the community, in order to communicate accurate
information about the project to key stakeholders, and to gather input from individual
stakeholders and groups. '

4. Organized opposition, the Northwest San Pedro Neighborhood Council was allotted the
same amount of time as the Project Applicant, and raised the following items:

= The Ponta Vista site lies right on the border of the Wilmington-Harbor City and San
Pedro Community Plan areas, and lies right at the boundaries of the Northwest San
Pedro Neighborhood Council.

e The Neighborhood Council has reviewed all aspects of the Project from its
beginning.

e The project

= Traffic remains a concern for the community. Specifically, Western Avenue, is a
challenge to fravel to and from work, pick up children from school, etc.

¢ Traffic studies are dated. With the implementation of bike lanes on Westmont and
Capitol Avenue, traffic patterns have changed.

e The neighborhood council recognizes the problem of this project bringing in more
traffic to the area, and requests traffic studies be updated.

e The current zoning requires open space. It is recommended that 10 to 15 acres of
fully accessible open space be required as part of the site plan with ample parking.

e A natural creekbed located on the site should be preserved.

e The gates and fences are of great concern as this development will be separated
from the Harbor community. Gates and fences do not fit into the character of the
community. There are a few examples within the community, but these are rare
examples of the community. Many state that what draws people to San Pedro and
the Harbor community is civic engagement and involvement by residents of the area.

e The Northwest San Pedro Neighborhood Council rejects the use gates and fences
and all sireets and sidewalks, proposed home designs and open space conform to
City standards and allow full public access.
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The neighborhood council wishes to sit with the Applicant to share ideas on how the
project would make sense for the community.

The City should make sure they have a complete and accurate packet before them.

There have been conflicting renderings that do not reflect updates. Adequate review
time should be given to the public. ‘ |

A specific pian is not appropriate for this location. The Specific Plan should comply
with Government Code 65452 and 65457, which spells out all requirements of the
Specific Plan. The Cornfield Arroyo Seco Specific Plan should be used as a model
for this specific plan. :

Planning produced a draft San Pedro Community Plan document for Ponte Vista,

and specific direction was given. The goals were spelled out, and state that the site
should be open and accessible, and not developed as a gated community. ‘
Civic engagement should include review of the project by all departments at an early
stage.

Data for gated communities only keep the public safety people out of the
neighborhood.

The context of the community has been studied for months. The riparian corridor on
the site is not visible on the site plan. Here's an opportunity to turn this corridor into
a neighborhood asset.

The multi-family building on the southern portion of the site needs to respond to the
neighboring muiti-family buildings.

The project's traffic will create a significant environmental impact in daily trips
creating overcrowding on Western Avenue and on emergency vehicles and response
times. '

The Applicant should provide an environmentally and socially responsible project.

5. Communications Received. See Exhibit H.

[ 3

Public comments are available in the case file located at City Hall.



DETERMINATION LETTER
CPC-2012-2558-GPA-ZC-SP-CA
MAILING DATE:11/27/13

David Waite
2049 Century Park East, 2800
Los Angeles, CA 90067

Linda D’Ambrosi
28901 S. Western
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

Anna Velickovic
618 W. 11™ Street
San Pedro, CA 90731

Sandy Bradley
390 W. 7' Street
San Pedro, CA 90731

Louis & Suzanne Dominguez
845 W. 30" Street
San Pedro, CA 90731

Patrick Harder
2205 Nelson Avenue #A
Redondo Beach, CA 90278

Stephen Modiano
1440 W. 17" Street
San Pedro, CA 90732

Irene & Ephraim R. Mendoza
1290 W. 3 Street
San Pedro, CA 90732

John Stammreich
1141 Via Francisca
San Pedro, CA 80732

Steven Magee
10960 Wilshire
Los Angeles, CA 90024

Brenda Olson
1293 W. 13" Street
San Pedro, CA 90731

Carol A. Rugnetta
303 N. Trotwood
San Pedro, CA 90732

Frank Ponce
2710 Palos Verdes Dr. West
Palos Verdes Estates, CA 80274

Mary Jo Walker
1379 W. 12" Street
San Pedro, CA 90732

Jamie Waryck
68 Malaga Cove Plaza
Palos Verdes Estates, CA 90274

Jane Angel
68 Malaga Cove Plaza
Palos Verdes Estates, CA 90274

Mitch Harmatz
990 N. Western
San Pedro, CA 90732

Lily Valdez
2200 S. Alma Street
San Pedro, CA 90731

Jamie Waryck
744 S. Broadway
Redondo Beach, CA 90277

Steve Magee

4350 Von Karman Avenue
Suite 225

Newport Beach, CA 92660

Grace Nichols
1716 S. Averill Avenue
San Pedro, CA 90732

Billy Chacon
18450 S, Normandie Avenue #7
Gardena, CA 90248

Yolanda Perry
2205 W. 25™ Street, Unit 13
San Pedro, CA 80732

Helene Pizzini
1431 S. Walker Avenue
San Pedro, CA 90731

Mark Davis
1800 S. Pacific Coast Highway
Redondo, CA 90277

Heidi Brown
68 Malaga Cove Plaza
Palos Verdes Estates, CA 90274

George Kivett
1955 W. 241 Street
Lomita, CA 90717

Nancy Bush
23545 Crenshaw Bivd., #100
Torrance, CA 90505

Alfred & Barbara Sattler
1904 Avenida Aprenda
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275



Hans Laetz
P.O. Box 642
San Pedro, CA 90733

Cynthia
1851 Dalmatia Dr.
San Pedro, CA 80732

Chuck Hart
1027 Statler Street
San Pedro, CA 90731

Rob Thorsen
1204 N. Gaffey
San Pedro, CA 90731

Gien Comell
2004 Velez Dr.
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

Jeanne Lacombe
P.O. Box 8164
San Pedro, CA 90734

Judi Feltenberger
1005 S. Averill Avenue
San Pedro, CA 90732

Raymond Rios
4571 Yellowstone
Los Angeles, CA 90032

Noreen M
26015 Narbonne Avenue
Lomita, CA 80717

Alison Becker

Fifteenth Council District
City Hall, Room 410
Mail Stop #225

Marcie Miller
3720 Leland
San Pedro, CA 90731

Connie Rutter
879 Upland
San Pedro, CA 80731

John Stinson
376 W. 14" Street
San Pedro, CA 90731

Lucie Thorsen
2124 Redondela Dr.
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

FPat & Dave Nave
1064 Via La Paz
San Pedro, CA 90732

Peter Burnmeister
803 Milimark Grove
San Pedro, CA 90731

Darlene Zavalney
1111 W. 10" Street
San Pedro, CA 90731

Shiraz B
732 W. 257 Street
San Pedro, CA 90731

Gardana Pipoto
28901 S. Western Avenue
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

Henry Chu

City Planner

City Hall, Room 750
Mail Stop #395

Carl Southvell
2242 Esftribo Drive

Rolling Hills Estates, CA 90274

Janet Gunter
P.O. Box 642
San Pedro, CA 90733

Brucec Bornemann
1814 247" Street
Lomita, CA 90717

Hans Letts
6402 Surfside Way
Malibu, CA 90265

Kaizer Rangwala
23417 Schoolcraft
Westhills, CA 91307

Tom McCain
1667 Westmont Dr.
San Pedro, CA 90732

Laurie Jacobs
944 Gaton Street
San Pedro, CA 90731

Grace Nichol
1716 S. Averill Avenue
San Pedro, CA 90732

Yolanda Perry
2205 W. 25" Street #13
San Pedro, CA 90732

GIS/Fae Tsukamoto
City Hall, Room 825
Mail Stop #395



Ray Regaldo Tony Mercadante Vik Chauber
No Address No Address Adrress Not Legible



Evhibit B MAPS

i Map

icinity

\Y

CPC-2012-2558-GPA-ZC-SP-CA

ity Map

ICIN

V

aplhiest

£

B2012 I

ftt Parkerne

26900 Western Ave.

Address

12-084A

S|

-




Radius Map
CPC-2012-2558-G PA-ZC-SP-CA

} \

GREEH HILLS ME S0
s

as-1XL r—

YRCANT

A e
e S

A1-1AL

PRIVAVE SCHOOY

’ : g f

(

GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT - ZONE CHANGE -
SPECIFIC PLAN - VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP - HAUL ROUTE

DATE; —9EE4TE
THOMAS BROTHERS APN. SITE ADDRESS Update: )
- 4)=] Page: b J7 - -001-{005-012 3] VX
L v Quality Mapping Service age:793,823 Grid: J-7.0-1 7442-001-(008-012) 28800 WESTERN AVENUE A3 i3
GO S oy oy 15
[ CASEHD:
14549 Archwood S1 Sutte 301 LEGAL
Van Nuys, Calilornia 91403 cT: 2851.01 .
Phone {818 97-7943 - Fax (919) 697-0351 LOT: PORLOT1 SCALE: 1"=300' =
gmapsing@gesgms.com PA: 433-WILMINGTON O
TRACT: 3182 M.B, 44-01.04 USES: FIELD O.M.: 027B103,024B193 =z
“SEE APPLICATIONS" :
DRAVN BY: CONTACT: FUSCOE ENGINEERING PHONE: 213-9288-8807 merar 84 82y besse 120848




THE Iié. ENT OF THIS ORDINANCE

1S FOR THE BOUNDARIES OF THIS
PLAN AMENDMENT TO COINCIDE WIiTH
THOSE OF RECORDED TR. 71886

Exhibit B3
Genera! Plan Amendment
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Tz INTENT OF THIS ORDINANCE
IS FOR THE BOUNDARIES OF THIS
ZONE CHANGE TO COINCIDE WITH
THOSE OF RECORDED TR. 71886

Exhibit B4
Zone Change Map
CPC-2012-2558-GPA-ZC-5P-CA

1937.44

192 SCFITNESS DR.PVIST)o o o

PONTE VISTA SPECIFIC PLAN

Pointe Vista Specific Plan Boundary g

Data Bowrces: Departnent of City Plarning, Bureau of Enpineering

102213 CFlLB—



1937.44

THZINTENT OF THIS ORDINANCE
IS FOR THE BOUNDARIES CF THIS
ZONE CHANGE TO COINCIDE WITH
THOSE OF RECORDED TR. 71886

Exhibit BS
Specific Plan Map
CPC-2012-2558-GPA-ZC-SP-CA

102213 CF/ &




City of Los Angzivas report
Department of City | cpc2012-2558-Gpa-zcsp-ca

9/18/2012 |
PARCEL PROFILE REPORT o

PROPERTY ADDRESSES
26900 5 WESTERN AVE
27812 5 WESTERN AVE

ILegal I
PIN Number
i otfParcet Area {Calculated}

0278193 2
4,083 985.5 (sq ft)

Thomas Brothers Grid

PAGE 793 - GRID J7

ZIP CODES PAGE 823 - GRID 11
90732 Assessor Parcel No. (APN) 7442001BRK

Tract TR 3192
RECENT ACTWITY Map Reference M B 44-91/94
ZA-2005-3412-2V Block None
ENV-200-4713-REC Lot PT1

Arb (Lot Cut Reference) None
CASE NUMBERS Map Sheet 0278193
CPC-25941

CPC-2006-8043-GPA-ZC-SP-DA

CPC-2005-8252-CA
CPC-1990-596-GPC
CPC-1986-833-GPC
ORD-169172-SA1500

Community Plan Area

Area Planning Commission
Neighborhcod Coundil
Council District

030B193

Wiimington - Harbor City
Harbor

Northwest San Pedro
CD 15 - Joe Buscaino

ORD-167241 Census Tract # 9800.15
ORD-154525 LADBS Disirict Office San Pedro
ZA-2000-1349-ZV [;

VTT-63399 Special Notes None
ENV-2005-8253-ND Zoning O8-1XL
ENV-2005-8253-MND R1-1XL
ENV-2005-4516-EIR Zoning Information {Z1) None

ED-75-108-ZV General Plan Land Use Low Residential
ND-78-389-ANX Cpen Space
ND-79-154-ANX General Plan Footnote(s) Yes

Hillside Area {Zoning Code} Yes

Baseline Hillside Ordinance Yes

Baseline Mansionization Ordinance No

Specific Plan Area None

Special [.and Use / Zoning None

Design Review Board No

Historic Preservation Review No

Historic Preservation Overlay Zone None

Other Historic Designations Neone

Other Historic Survey information None

Mifls Act Contract None

PQD - Pedestrian Griented Districts None

CDO - Community Design Overlay None

NSO - Neighborhood Stabilization Ovetlay No

Streetscape No

Sign District MNo

Adaptive Reuse incentive Area None

CRA - Community Redevelopment Agency None

Central City Parking No

This repori is subject o the terms and conditions as set forth on the website. For more details, please refer to the terms and conditicns at zimas jacity.org
{*) - APN Area is provided "as is” from the Los Angeles County's Public Works, Flood Control, Benefil Assessment.

zimas.lacity.org

cityplanning.lacity.org




Downtown r arki No

Building Line None
500 Ft School Zone No

500 Ft Park Zone No

Assessor Parcel No. {APN) 7442001008

APN Area (Co. Public Warks)* 0.548 (ac)

Use Code 300V - Vacant Land (industriaf}
Assessed Land Val. $303,627

Assessed Improvement Val, $0

Last Owner Change 01/22/98

Last Sale Amount $0

Tax Rate Area 1550

Deed Ref No. (City Clerk) Nene

Building 1 ] No data for building 1
Building 2 No data for building 2
Building 3 No data for building 3
Building 4 MNo data for building 4
Building 5 No data for building &
Assessorformation L

Assessor Parcel No. (APN) 7442001010

APN Area {Co. Public Works)y* 18.380 (ac})

Use Code 010V - Residential Vacant Land
Assessed Land Val. $23,501,409
Assessed improvement Val. 50

Last Owner Change (3/24/10

Last Sale Amount 39

Tax Rate Area 1550

Deed Ref No. (City Clerk} Nane

Building 1 No data for building 1
Building 2 No data for buiiding 2
Building 3 No data for building 3
Building 4 No data for building 4

Building 5 No data for building 5

Assessor Parcel No., (APN) 7442001011

APN Arsa (Ceo. Pubtic Works)* $.866 (ac)

Use Code 3106V - Residential Vacani Land
Assessed Land Val. $1,107,983 '
Assessed Improvement Val, 30

Last Owner Change 03/24110

Last Sale Amount $9

Tax Rate Area 1550

Deed Ref No. (City Clerk) ) Nene

Building 1 No data for building 1
Buiiding 2 Mo data for building 2
Buiiding 3 No data for buiiding 3
Buiiding 4 No data for building 4
Building 5 No data for building 5

Assessar Informatior

Assessor Parcel No. (APN) 7442001012

APN Area {Co. Pubtic Works}y* 41.850 (ac)

Use Code 010V - Residentiat Vacant Land
Assessed Land Val, $53,638,144

Assessed fmprovement Val, 30

This repart is subject io the terms and canditions as sef forth an the website. For more detalls, please refer to the ferms and conditions at zimas.lacity.org
{*) - APN Area is provided "as is" from the Los Angetes County's Public Works, Flood Control, Benefit Assessment.

zimas.lacity.org | cityplanning.facity.org



Downtown r arkic.y’
Building Line

500 Ft School Zone
500 Ft Park Zone

Assessor Parcel No. (APN}
APN Area (Co. Public Works)*
Use Code

Assessed Land Val.

Assessed lmprovement Val.
Last Owner Change

Last Sale Amount

Tax Rate Area

Deed Ref No. {City Clerk)
Building 1

Building 2

Building 3

Building 4

Building 5

Assessor Informatioh |
Aséessor Pérce! No. tAPN)
APN Area (Co. Public Works)y*
Use Code

Assessed Land Val.

Assessed Improvement Val.
Last Owner Change

Last Sale Amount

Tax Rate Area

Deed Ref No. {City Clerk)
Buifding 1

Building 2

Building 3

Building 4

Building 5

Assessor Parcet No, (APN)
APN Area (Co. Public Works)*
Use Code

Assessed Land Val.

Assessed Improvement Val,
Last Ownar Change

Last Sale Amount

Tax Rate Area

Deed Ref No. (City Clerk}
Buiiding 1

Building 2

Building 3

Building 4

Building 5

Assessor Informatlon
Asse.ssor Parcel No. (APN)
APN Area (Co. Public Works)™
Use Code

Assessed Land Val.

Assessed Improvement Val.

7442001008

0.548 {ac)

300V - Vacant Land (Industrial)
$303,627

$0

01122129

$0

1550

None

No data for building 1
No data for bullding 2
No data for building 3
No data for building 4
No data for building &

7442001010
18.380 (ac)
010V - Residential Vacant L.and
$23,501,409

$0

032410

$9

1550

Nane

No data for building 1

No data for building 2

No data for building 3

No data for building 4

No data for building &

7442001011

0.866 (ac)

010V - Residential Vacant lLand
$1,107,983 )
$0

03/2410

$9

1550

None

No data for building t
No data for building 2
No data for building 3
No data for building 4
No data for building 5

7442001012

41.950 {ac)

010V - Residential Vacant Land
$53,638,144

$0

This report is subject to the terms and conditions as set forth on the websita. For more details, please refer to the terms and condilions at zimas.lacity.org
(") - AP Area is provided “as is" from the Los Angeles County's Public Works, Flood Control, Benefit Assessment.

zimas.lacity.org

cityplanning.lacity.org



Last Owne ghi:.ge

Last Sale Amouni

Tax Rate Area

Deed Ref No. (City Clerk)
Buitding 1

Building 2

Building 3

Building 4

Assesgof P-a;cei NG (APN)
APN Area {Co. Public Works)*
lise Code

Assessed Land Val.
Assessed Improvement Val.
Last Owner Change

last Sale Amount

Tax Rate Area

Deed Ref No, (City Clerk}
Building 1
Building 2
Building 3
Building 4
Building &

Airporf Hazar&
Coastal Zone
Farmland

Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone

Fire District No, 1

Flood Zone

Watercourse

Hazardous Waste / Border Zone Properties
Methane Hazard Site

High Wind Velocity Areas

Special Grading Area (BOE Basic Grid Map A-
13372)

Oil Wells
Seismic Hazards
Active Fa.ult Neéf—Source Zone

Nearest Fault {Distance in km)

Nearest Fauli {Name)

Region

Fauit Type

Slip Rate {mm/year}

Slip Geometry

Slip Type

Down Dip Width (k)

Rupture Top

Rupture Bottom

Dip Angle (degrees)

Maximum Magnitude
Alquist-Priolo Fault Zone
Landslide

7442001911

- 03724110

$9

1550

None

No data for building 1
No data for building 2
No data for huilding 3
No data for building 4
No data for building 5

31.584 (ac)

010V - Residential Vacant Land
$0

$0

00/00/78

$0

1850

None

Na data for building 1
Mo data for building 2
No data for building 3
Mo data for building 4
No data for building 5

None

None

Area Not Mapped

No

No

None

Mo

No

Methane Buffer Zone
Methane Buffer Zone

Within Fault Zone
Palos Verdes Fault Zone

Traverse Ranges and Los Angeles Basin
B

3

Right Lateral - Strike Siip
Moderately Constrained
13

0

13

90

73

No

Yes

This report is subject to the terms and conditions as set forth on the wabsite. For more details, please refer to the termis and cenditions at zimas Jacity.org
{*} - APN Area is provided "as is” from the Los Angeles County's Public Works, Fleod Control, Benefit Assessmerst.
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Downtown « drk'..;-.g No

Building Line None
500 Ft School Zone No
500 Ft Park Zone
Assessor Parcel No. (APN) 7442001008
: APN Area {Co. Public Works)” 0.548 (ac)
Use Code 300V - Vacant Land (Industrial}
: Assessed Land Val. $303,627
Assessed Improvement Val. 30
Last Owner Change 01122199
Last Sate Amount $0
Tax Rate Area 1550
Deed Ref No. (City Clerk} None
Building 1 No data for building 1
Building 2 No data for building 2
Building 3 Nao data for building 3
Building 4 No data for building 4
Building 5 No data for building 5

Assessor Informati S
7442001010

Assassor Parcal No., (APN) 7 .

APN Area (Co. Public Works)* 18.380 (ac)

Use Code 010V - Residential Vacant Land i
Assessed Land Val. $23,501,409 |
Assessed Improvement Val. $0

Last Owner Change 03724110

Last Sale Amount %9

Tax Rate Area 1550

Deed Ref No. {City Clerk) None

Building 1 Mo data for building 1

Building 2 No data for building 2

Building 3 No data for building 3

Building 4 No data for building 4

Building 5 No data for building 5

yat
.A'ssessor Pa-rcel No. (APN} 74420040114 :
‘ APN Area (Co. Public Works)* 0.866 (ac) |
Use Code 010V - Resideniial Vacant Land
Assessed Land Val. $1,107,883 '
Assessed Improvement Val. 30
Last Owner Change 03/24/10
: Last Sale Amount 59
Tax Rate Area 1550
Deed Ref No. (City Clerk) ) None
Building 1 No data for building
Building 2 No data for building 2
Building 3 No data for building 3
Building 4 No data for building 4
Building 5 No data for building &
Asées:édl;lﬁfb-rh%éf_iioﬁ _ : o
Assessor Parcel No. (APN) 7442001012
APN Area (Co. Public Works)* 41.9850 (ac)
Use Code 010V - Residential Vacant Land
Assessed L_and Val. $53,638,144
Assessed Improvement Val. 30
This report is subject to the terms and eonditions as set forth on the website, For more defalls, please refer to the terms and conditions at zimas.facity.org
(*) - APN Area is provided "as is" from the Los Angeles County's Public Works, Flood Contrel, Benefit Assessment.
zimas.lacity.org ] cityplanning.lacity.org




Liguefaction o Yes

Tsunami Inundation Zene No

Business Improvement District None

Renewal Community No

Revitalization Zone San Pedro / Wilmington
: State Enterprise Zone None
State Enterprise Zone Adjacency HARBOR GATEWAY STATE ENTERPRISE ZONE
E Targeted Neighborhood initiative None

Pubic St

Police Information

Bureau South
Divigion { Station Harbor
‘ “Reporting District 521
Fire Information
Division 1
| 1
Batallion 8
G
District / Fire Station 36
| -85
Red Flag Resfricted Parking No

This report is subject to the ferms and conditions as set forth on the website, For more detalis, please refer fo the terms and conditions af zimas.lacity.org
(") - APN Area is provided “as is" from the Los Angeles County's Public Works, Flood Gontrol, Benefit Assessment.
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ﬁequsred Acﬁon(s).
Project Descriptions{s}:

CASE SUMMARIES

Note Information for case summanes IS retneved from the Planning Department‘s Plan Case Tracking System (PCTS) database

Required Action(s): DA-DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT
GRA~-GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT
ZC-ZONE CHANGE
SP-SPECIFIC PLAN (INCLUDING AMENDMENTS}

Project Descriptions(s): GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT FROM LOW RESIDENTIAL AND OPEN SPACE TO MEDIUM RESIDENTIAL, ZONE CHANGE
FROM R1-1XL AND OS-1XL TO SPECIFIC PLAN ZONE, NEW SPECIFIC PLAN, AND DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT FOR A
PROPOSED MULTI-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT CONSISTING OF 2,300 CONDOMINIUM UNITS, 10,000 S5F OF
COMMERCIAL SPACE, RECREATIONAL AREAS, OPEN SPACE AREAS, PARKING, RECREATIONAL BUILDINGS, AND
LANDSCAP!NG

Required Action(s):  GA-CODE AMENDMENT
Project Descriptions(s): AN ORDINANCE ESTABLISHING PERMANENT REGULATIONS IMPLEMENTING THE MELLO ACT IN THE COASTAL ZONE.
Case'Numiierh 0 “opeL 1990 596—GPC

Required Action{s): GPC-GENERAL PLAN/ZONING CONSISTENCY (AB283)
Project Descriptions(s}):

Case/Nimbs 1986-833-GPC.
Required Action(s}): GPC-GENERAL PLAN/ZONING CONSISTENCY (AB283)

Project Descriptions{s): AB-283 PROGRAM - GENERAL PLAN/ZONE CONSISTENCY - WH MINGTON-HARBOR CITY-COMMUNITY WIDE ZONE AND
GENERAL PLAN CHANGES TO BRINGTHE PLAN AND ZONING INTO CONSISTENCY. INCLUDES CHANGES OF HEIGHT AS
NEEDED. REQUIRED BY COURT AS PART OF SETTLEMENT IN HILLSIDE FEDERATION LAWSUIT (TAYLOR-PARKER)

Required Action(sy:  ZV-ZONE VARIANCE
Projoct Descriptions(s):  REQUEST TO REFURBISH SEVEN EXISTING STRUCTURES TO BE USED AS FACULTY HOUSING.

Required Agction(s): Data Not Availabie

Project Descriptions{s):

ND-NEGATIVE DECLARATION
AN ORDINANCE ESTABLISHING PERMANENT REGULATIONS IMPLEMENTING THE MELLO ACT IN THE COASTAL ZONE.
Case Nuriber 74~ ENV-2006-8253 MND. '
Required Action(s),  MND-MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
Project Descriptions(s): Data Not Avallabie

Required Action(s): EIR-ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Project Descriptions{s}: ENVIRONMENTAL CLEARANCE (ENVIRONMENTAIL IMPACT REPORT) FOR PROPOSED MULTI-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL
HOUSING CONSISTING OF 2,300 DWELLINGS WITH PRIVATE RETAIL USES AND FPUBLICLY ASSESSIBLE PARK AREA.

Required Action(s): ZV-ZONE VARIANCE
Project Descriptions{s): Data Not Available

DATA NOT AVAILABLE
CPC-25941
ORD-169172-8A1500
ORD-167241

ORD-154525

NE-78-389-ANX
ND-79-154-ANX

This report is subject to the terms and conditicns as set forth on the website. For more details, please refer to the terns and condifions at zimas.lacity.org
(*) - APN Area is provided "as is" from the Los Angeles County's Public Works, Flood Control, Benefit Assessment.

zimas.lacity.org | cityplanning.lacity.org
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LEGE

GENERALIZED ZONING
% 05
A, RA
RE, RS, R1, RU, RZ, RW1
"~ R2,RD, RMP, RW2, R3, R4, R5
. CR,C1,C1.5,C2, C4,C5, CW, ADP, LASED, WC
CM, MR, CCS, M1, M2, M3, SL

GENERAL PLAN LAND USE

LAND USE

RESIDENTIAL
7 Minimum Residential
Very Low / Very Low | Residential

Hi% Very Low Il Residential

Low / Low | Residential
: Low I Residential
* Low Medium / Low Medium | Residential
! Low Medium |l Residential
Medium Residential
High Medium Residential

High Density Residential

Very High Medium Residential
COMMERCIAL

Limited Commercial

s

2 Highway Oriented Commercial

Limited Commercial - Mixed Medium Residential

% Highway Oriented and Limited Commercial
Highway Oriented Commerdial - Mixed Medium Residential
¥ Nelghborhoaod Office Commarcial

Community Commercial
£ Community Commercial -Mixed High Residential
Regional Center Commercial

FRAMEWORK
COMMERCIAL

¢ Neighbarhood Commercial

General Commercial
28 Community Commercial

RS Regional Mixed Commercial

e

INDUSTRIAL

- Commercial Manufacturing

~ Limited Manufacturing

Light Manufacturing

mEm

Heavy Manufacturing

PARKING

| Parking Buffer

PORT OF L.OS AMGELES

: General / Bulk Cargo - Non Hazardous {Industrial / Commercial}
25 General / Bulk Cargo - Hazard

: Cormmercial Fishing

Recreation and Commercial
intermodal Container Transfer Facility Site
LOS ANGELES INTERNATIOMNAL AIRPORT
. Airport Landside

¢ Airport Airside

Airport Northside

OPEN SPACE / PUBLIC FACILITIES

: Open Space

i Public / Open Space

: Public / Quasi-Public Open Space

i Other Public Open Space

i Public Facilities

INDUSTRIAL

Limited Industrial




CIRCULATION
STREET

smmeaeas Arterial Mountain Road

mee=eeee (ollector Scenic Street

Collector Street
e Collector Street {Hillside)
- Collector Street {Modified)

—————— Collector Street {(Proposed)

— Country Road

———= Divided Major Highway Il

e Divided Secondary Scenic Highway
ssewemwems | 0Ca| Scenic Road

— Local Street

sty (ajor Highway (Modified)

Major Highway |

Major Highway Hi
smmammsa (\aior Highway || (Modified)

FREEWAYS

=== [reeway

—==== |aterchange
On-Ramp / Off- Ramp

e Rattroad

=== ocenic Freeway Highway

MISC. LINES

——— Airport Boundary
sanman=e Bus Line
=mamwz {pastal Zone Boundary

—— {oastline Boundary

......... Collector Scenic Street {Proposed)
o oo Commercial Areas
musus Commercial Center
=== Community Redevelopment Project Area
~—— Caouniry Road
#st—ee DWP Power Lines

Desirable Open Space
» =« = Detached Single Family House
«++2++  Endangered Ridgeline
======== Equestrian and/or Hiking Trail
--------- - Hiking Traii

vereawew Historical Preservation

«==-== Horsekeeping Area

———— Local Street

ssmse Major Scenic Highway
s Major Scenic Highway (Modified)

T Major Scenic Highway 11
s Mountain Collector Street

————— Park Road

— ——- Parkway

e—wr— Principal Major Highway
————— Private Street

T Scenic Divided Major Highway |l

- SCENic Park
e oCenic Parkway
= Spcondary Highway
e Secondary Highway (Modified)

2 Secondary Scenic Highway
— - — - Special Collector Street

mmmma Super Major Highway

~=aemen MSA Desirable Open Space
s=—e=—= Major Scenic Controls

e Muzlti-Purpose Trail

vy Natural Resource Reserve

————— Park Road:

— ~-— - Park Road (Proposed)

— Quasi-Public

mammmn - Rapiel Transit Line

wwannm Residential Planned Development
m = om Scenic Highway (Obsolete)
smmmomes Socondary Scenic Controls

=« =+« Secondary Scenic Highway {Proposed)

........ Site Boundary

@——- Southern California Edison Power

==mmza Special Study Area
-+« - Specific Plan Area
w e me Stagecoach Line

soscoe  Wildlife Corridor



Exhibit E
Ponte Vista Outreach Summary

Ponte Vista Community Outreach CPC-2012-2558-GPA-7C-SP-CA

Ponte Vista Business and Community Qutreach

During the EIR process, the Ponte Vista outreach team had individual n‘ieetings with dozens of our
neighbors in the Harbor area. In addition, we have presented to numerous community groups and
neighborhood councils, listed below.

Qrganizational Endorsements
Wilmington Neighborhood Council
San Pedro Chamber of Commerce

Harbor City/Harbor Gateway Chamber of Commerce

Wilmington Chamber of Commerce

In our conversations with the community, the following key:isstes have been highlighted as reasons
for supporting the Ponte Vista project: the reduced density an ower unit count of the new Ponte

removing blighted naval housing.

Presentations/Community Meetings

February 24, 2011, March 31, 2011, November 17, 2011 — Presentations to Northwest Neighborhood
Council Land Use Committee {3 separate presentations, soliciting input on traffic study)

November 12, 2012 — Full Project Presentation to Northwest Neighborhood Council by Dennis Cavallari

November 12, 2012 - Community/supporter presentation at Ponte Vista trailer regarding DEIR project —
approximately 15 San Pedro residents attended

November 13, 2012 — Presentation to San Pedro Chamber of Commerce Government Affairs Committee

November, 2012 — Eric Shabsis met with Ray Regalado {Land Use Chair}) and Diana Nave (President) of
Northwest Neighborhood Council




Ponte Vista Community Outreach PAGE 3

Mailings

March 2013 — 5,000 household mailing sent to residences in San Pedro, Wilmington and Harbor
City/Gateway

Community Pariicipation

Ponte Vista has consistently supported many charitabléerganizations in the Harbor area. In the past

« Grand Vision Foundation

s Mary Star of the Sea High School

o YWOCA of the Harbor Area and South Bay
o Beacon House

e Golden State Pops Orchestra

e Toberman Neighborhood Center

s LA Harbor Film Festiv:




Exhibit F
Letters Received from the Public

CPC-2012-2558-GPA-ZC-SP-CA

11713

To;
Mr. Henry Chu
L.A. Dept. of city planning

ECEIVE
Re. Case # CPC-2012-2558-GPA-ZC-SP &YOFLOSANGE S

VTT-71886-MU JUL 29 2013

ENV2005-4516-EIR
MAJOR PROJECTS

UN
Dear Mr, Chu, "

Regarding the proposed project above(Alternative C). It will result in traffic jams & poor air
quality in and around Westermn Ave. which is already overburdened. There are simply too many units in
this project. Please reconsider & restrict it to single family homes only.

Respectfully,
Harold G. Lund M.D.
P.OBox 459 Lomita Ca. 90717
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To: Los Angeles Dept. of City Planning J. & R. Hemelka

c/o Henry Chu 2239 Stonewood Ct.
Room 750 ECEE ED San Pedro, CA 80732
OF LOS ANGELES .
JuL 29 pALTE] July 04, 2013
MAJOR PROJECTS

UNTT

REF.: CONCURRENT PUBLIC HEARING Case#f CPC-2012-2558-GPA-ZC-SP

To whom it may concern

Received your notice, and with some dismay, after reading the various
proposals. The only acceptable project is, in my humble opinion

A — Alternative, i.e. demolish and clear the project and leave it
undeveloped with the possible future of creating a nice park.

This would remove all the real problems as far as the overwhelming
impact on the traffic. The painting of the cyclists lines on

Westmont drive created enough problems, especially in the peak
hours. Not sure what type of brain was behind this idea, obviously he or
they don’t reside here. When money is the issue, many reasonable
counter proposals are normally on the losing side, but nevertheless |
and the majority of our neighbors are very unhappy about this
development and hope that alternative A will be seriously considered.
lgnoring the heavy traffic on the Western and the connecting roads
will be a very bad decision and may be taken to courts as the last
means of defense.

Yours sincerely

1. & R. Hemelka




July 5, 2013 RECEIVED
. CITY OF LOS ANGELES

Plarning Depariment

Gty of s Argetes JuL 29 208

200 N. Spring St MAJOR PROJECTS

Los Angeles, Ca. 20012 UNIT

Atim: Henry Cha, Major Projedcts
Room 7500

Case No.: CPC-2012-2558-GPA-ZC-SP, VTT-71886-0U
CEQA No.- ENV-2005-4516-EIR
Hearing Date: July 30, 2013

Dear My, Cha:

i have the following commanis on this project. | want these comments included as part
of the official record ¢f this heaning.

We are requesting your support o keep the Ponle Visia Project as R1 instead of
changing i to acoommodate the 830 units that are in the proposal that is scheduled at
the Depariment of Gity Planning hearing dated July 30, 2013.

We have been against this project since the baginning when Mr. Bisno first made his
propesal in 2007 while Janice Hahn was cur councilwoman. We happen o five right
next dogr where the Ponie Vista people are planning to build the 6 hi-fise apartments
that would be adjacent to our property lines. We don't kmow if you have ever been to the
budiding sight, but & is our befief that you are very aware of the EIR impact pulting &n
these units in that focation would tinder the abiily of the Tennis Club apartment
complex, Seapor Village complex and our complex; Casa Yerde Estates io have access
imto our driveway, the abilily for firemen, police personne! and emergency vehicles to
come in and out of our areas. Right now it is a problem just walling for braffic o go by so
that we can exit our driveway going ieft or right onlo Weslemn Avenuge. Some rmomings
we are four and five cars or more deep waiting to get into the main flow of fraffic.

Hopefully, we can count on youl 1o keep the Ponte Vista project as B1 zoning. We can be
reached by email ai calnor99@ait.net and calvincanedy@agmail.com. Thanking you in
advance for your consideration in this matter. Also aftached is some comespondence

that | sent at the time that Mr. Bisne had presented his proposal reganding the same

project.
‘75 T t— .f.?,,/c.,;f-— @f/\_ﬁ M/fy’ ’g/( 7
Mo L and Calvin Canedy - / /

28004 South Western Avenue, Unit 311
San Pedro, CA 90732

At



July 5, 2013 , REGEIVED

. CITY OF LOS ANGELES
Planining Dapartment
Gy o1 Lo foneg JuL 29 201
200 N. Sprimg Si MAJCR PROJECTS
Los Angeles, Ca. 90012 UNIT

Alim: Henry Cha, Major Projects
Room 7500

Gass No.: GPC-2012-2558-GPA-ZC-GP, VTi-71836-MU
CEQA No.: ENV-2005-4516-EIR

Hearing Date: July 30, 2013
Dear Mr. Chu:

i have the foflowing commenis on this project. [ want these comments included as part
of the official recond of this kearning.

We are requesting your support io keep the Porte Vista Projedt as R1 instead of
changing # to accommodate the 830 units that are in the proposa] that is scheduled at
the Depariment of City Planning heaning daied July 30, 2013.

We have been against this project since the beginring when ir. Bisno first made his
praposal in 2007 while Janice Hahn was our councilwoman. We happen io live right
next door where the Ponte Vista people are planning to build the 6 hi-sise aparbimeants
that would be adjacent to our property limes. We don't lonow if you have ever been to the
buiiding sight, but it is our befief that you are very aware of the EIR impact putiing in
these units in that location would hinder the ability of the Tenmis Club apartment
compiex, Seaport Village complex and our complex Casa Yerde Esiafes to have atcess
intn our driveway, the abifity for firemen, pofice personne! and emergency vehicles to
come in and out of our areas. Right now it is a problem just waiiing for traffic to go by so
that we can exit our driveway going left or right enfo Western Avenue. Some momings
we aye four and five cars or more deep waiting to gst into the main flow of traffic.

Hopehully, we can count on you 10 keep the Ponte Vista project as B zoning. We can be
reached bry email at calnorg9 @ att.net amd calvincanedy @ gmail.com. Thanking you in
advance for your considerstion in this matier. Also atitached is some conespondence
that | sent at the time that Mr. Bisno had presenied his proposal reganding the same

project.

Moka Lucerd and Calvin Canedy /
28004 South Western Avenus, Unit 311
San Pedro, CA 80732

Sinceraly,

1

At




Subject: (PU 2006-8043 GPA-Z(C-SP-DA, Ponte Vista

Date: Thursdoy, Februory 5, 2002 11:41 AM

From: Nora Lucers <colnor398eit.nats

To: <jomes willions@lacity.org-

{c: <Janice.Hehm@lacity. org>, <infoBrneighborhoodsarel.orgs, 'Ccmhmm Canedy
<colvinconedy®sbcglobeal . met>

Conversation: (PC 2006-8043 GPA-7(-SP-DA, Ponte Yistg

I wos very happy when the plamning commission denied Mr. Bisno®s proposal
ond know it looks os though we in the commmity hove to cortend with
Suisse’s proposal regarding the some proposal but “tweaked” mot to include
the community’s voice. )

I support the staff recommendotion for denial. T am concermed chout

ol lowing Ponte Vista to continue the hearing or its current application
while at the same time, they are telling the commumity that they intend to
chonge their project. It sounds Llike they intend to megotiote with the
City without the public imput that would be reqguired of @ new applicotion
and without submitting adeguote traffic ond other anolyses.

1T am glse comcerned thet all Planning Commission hearings are held
downtown. These are very difficult for me to atitend. I would like to
reguest thot ony hearings on this project be held in San Pedro.

Thank yor for listemng.
MNora Lucero and Cal Conedy

23084 So. Western Ave., #3311
San Pedro, TA 98732




July 5, 2013 RECEIVED
_ CITY OF LOSANGELES

Planning Depariment

ity of Lo Ange! JUL 29 2013

200 N. Spring St MAJOR PROJECTS

Los Angeles, Ca. 90012 UnIT

At Henry Chu, #Major Projects
Boom 7500

Caze No_: CPL-2012-2558-GPA-ZC-8F, VTT-71886-040
CEOA No.- ENV-2005-4516-EIR
Hezring Date: July 30, 2013

Dear Mr. Chis:

i have the following commeanis on this project. | want these comments inchsded as part
of the official record of this hearing.

We are requesting youwr support io keep the Ponte Vista Project as R1 insiead of
changing i to accommodaie the 830 units that are in the proposal thal is scheduled at
the Depariment of Gity Pianning hearing dated July 30, 2013.

We have been against this project since the beginning when Mr. Bisno first made his
proposal in 2007 while Janice Hahn was our councilwoman. We happen to Bve right
next door where the Ponte Visiz peopie are planning to build the 6 higise aparments
that would be adjacent fo our properly lines. We don't know if you have ever been to the
buiiding sight, but & is our befief that you are very aware of the EIR impact putting in
thesa unils in that location would hinder the abiiity of the Tenmis Club apartment
compiex, Seapord Village complex and our complex Casa Verde Estales to have access
intn our driveway, the ability for firemen, police personnel and ememgency vehicles to
come in and out of our areas. Right now it is a problem just wailing for fraffic to go by so
that we can exit our driveway going feit or right onfo Weslerm Avenue. Some momings
we are four and five cars or more deep wailing to get into the main fow of traffic.

Hopefully, we can count on you 10 keep the Ponle Vista project as B zoning. We can be
reached by emall al calnord9@ait. net and calvincanedy @amail.com. Thanking you in
advance for your consideration in this matter. Also atiached is some corespendence
that | sent at the ttme that Mr. Bisno had presenied his proposal reganding the same

project.
o 4 éﬁf L 78
7Z ' et e "M%/éi WL A
MNota Lucerd and Calvin Canedy - /
28004 Soputh Westemn Avenue, Unit 311 Vi

San Pedro, CA 90732 4

Att.




SHERI DAVIS DODGE
CERTIFIED LEGAL ASSISTANT

2241 ESTRIBO DRIVE

ROLLING HILLS ESTATES, CA 90274
OFFICE: (310) 831-6636

FAX: (310) 872-3181

CELL: (310) 990-1519

" Sherdcla@aol.com

TRLGGER

JUL 29 208

July 8, 2013
- MAJOR PROJECTS
E UN“‘
HENRY CHU
Los Angeles Department of City Planning,
Major Projects
City Hall, Room 750\200 N. Spring Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re:  Ponte Vista Project
Dear Mr, Chu:

Enclosed is the first page of the Notice of Public Hearing which identifies the Case Number and
other relevant information about which I am writing.

I own three units near the subject site; 2076 Mount Shasta Drive, 2078 Mount Shasta Drive, and
1340 Stonewood Court, San Pedro, CA 90732, Since inception, the proposed development of this
site converting it from single family (Naval) housing, has been exceedingly large, too large to
accommodate anything but single family residences..

If one drives along Western Avenue at the present time, without adding any residential units to the
area, major traffic is found especially during morning and evening commute times.

Also, children crossing Western Avenue to get to and home from the middle school above Westem
Avenue, and those walking to Taper Elementary School, is extremely dense and, frankly, dangerous,
during the times of the crossings. Mass amounts of children cross, and many additional children will
be crossing if the proposed development is allowed to proceed. Being kids, they don’t necessarily
respect the “Don’t Walk” modes and continue to cross throughout the time the lights are green. This
precludes any traffic from proceeding in the north/south direetion 4t these crossing times, and traffic
backs up on Westmont Drive and Delasonde.

They’ve recently added bicycle lanes to Westmont Drive; thus it has been converted from a street
with two lanes going in each direction to only one lane going in each direction adding additional
congestion to the area. If all these units are allowed to be developed, this is going to cause a horrible
situation, if not dangerous, with the excess vehicle traffic, bicycle traffic, and pedestrian traffic.




SHERI DAVIS DODBGE
CERTIFIED LEGATL ASSISTANT

2241 ESTRIBO DRIVE

ROLLING HILLS ESTATES, CA 90274
OFFICE: (310) 831-6636

FAX: (310) 872-3181

CELL: (310) 950-1519
Sherdcla@aol.com

SrLRhVGER

JUL 29 208

Tuly 8, 2013 |
' MAJOR PROJECTS
. UNIT
HENRY CHU
Los Angeles Department of City Planning,
Major Projects

City Hall, Room 750\200 N. Spring Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re:  Ponte Vista Project
Dear Mr. Chu:

Enclosed is the first page of the Notice of Public Hearing which identifies the Case Number and
other relevant information about which [ am writing,

I own three units near the subject site; 2076 Mount Shasta Drive, 2078 Mount Shasta Drive, and
1340 Stonewood Court, San Pedro, CA 90732. Since inception, the proposed development of this
site converting it from single family (Naval} housing, has been exceedingly large, too large to
accommodate anything but single family residences..

If one drives along Western Avenue at the present time, without adding any residential units to the
area, major traffic is found especially during moming and evening commute times.

Also, children crossing Western Avenue to get to and home from the middle school above Western
Avenue, and those walking to Taper Elementary School, is extremely dense and, frankly, dangerous,
during the times of the crossings. Mass amounts of children cross, and many additional children will
be crossing if the proposed development is allowed to proceed. Being kids, they don’t necessarily
respect the “Don’t Walk” modes and continue to cross throughout the time the lights are green. This
precludes any traffic from proceeding in the north/south direetion 4t these crossing times, and traffic
backs up on Westmont Drive and Delasonde.

They’ve recently added bicycle lanes to Westmont Drive; thus it has been converted from a street
with two lanes going in each direction to only one lane going in each direction adding additional
congestion to the area. If all these units are allowed to be developed, this is going to cause a horrible
situation, if mot dangerous, with the excess vehicle traffic, bicycle traffic, and pedestrian traffic.



Henry Chu Page 2 July 8, 2013

I understand that the people making these decisions are not always going to be able to visit the sites
in question. However, with this project, it is imperative that traffic, both vehicular and foot, as well
as the newly added bicycle traffic lanes should be carefully viewed, monitored, discussed and
understood. If this is done, there is no way that the project would be allowed to proceed with
anything other than single family residences.

Please disallow the project in its entirety.

Very truly yours,
T, -

SHERI DAVIS DODGE

Enclosure




SHERI DAVIS DODGE
CERTIFIED LEGAL ASSISTANT

2241 ESTRIBO DRIVE

ROLLING HILLS ESTATES, CA 90274
OFFICE: (310) 831-6636

FAX: (310) 872-3181

CELL: (310) 990-1519

~ Sherdcla@aol.com

O LhVCE R

JUL 29 2083

July &, 2013
’ MAJOR PROJECTS
4 UNIT
HENRY CHU
Los Angeles Department of City Planning,
Major Projects

City Hall, Room 750\200 N. Spring Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re:  Ponte Vista Project
Dear Mr. Chu:

Enclosed is the first page of the Notice of Public Hearing which identifies the Case Number and
other relevant information about which [ am writing.

1 own three units near the subject site; 2076 Mount Shasta Drive, 2078 Mount Shasta Drive, and
1340 Stonewood Court, San Pedro, CA 90732. Since inception, the propesed development of this
site converting it from single family (Naval) housing, has been exceedingly large, too large to
accommodate anything but single family residences..

If one drives along Western Avenue at the present time, without adding any residential units to the
area, major traffic is found especially during morning and evening commute times.

Also, children crossing Western Avenue to get to and home from the middle school above Western
Avenue, and those walking to Taper Elementary School, is extremely dense and, frankly, dangerous,
during the times of the crossings. Mass amounts of children cross, and many additional children will
be crossing if the proposed development is allowed to proceed. Being kids, they don’t necessarily
respect the “Don’t Walk” modes and continue to cross throughout the time the lights are green. This
precludes any traffic from proceeding in the north/south direetion at these crossing times, and traffic
backs up on Westmont Drive and Delasonde.

They’ve recently added bicycle lanes to Westmont Drive; thus it has been converted from a street
with two lanes going in each direction to only one lane going in each direction adding additional
congestion to the area. If all these units are allowed to be developed, this is going to cause a horrible
situation, if not dangerous, with the excess vehicle traffic, bicycle traffic, and pedestrian traffic.



CITY OF Los ANGELES
CALIFORNIA

|
i
i
;
i
i
I
,
;
|
5

[JWithin a 100-Foot Radius
[Viwithin a 500-Foot Radius
[ Abuiting a Proposed Development Site And:

To Owners: And Cecupants: [{Within a 100-Foot Radius
MIWithin a 500-Foot Radius

Others

CONCURRENT PUBLIC HEARING

You are being sent this nofice because you own and/or reside at property near a site for which an application,
as described below, has been filed with the Depariment of City Planning, you have indicated an interest in the
project and/or have requested such notice be provided to you, or you may have expertise/experience regarding

the project.

questions, or present testimony regarding the project.

All interested persons are invited to attend the public hearing at which you may listen, ask

Hearing By: Advisory Agency/Hearing Officer  Case No.: CPC-2012-2558-GPA-ZC-SP
VTT-71886-MU -
Date: Wednesday, July 24, 2013 CEQA No.: ENV-2005-4516-EIR
Time 10:00 a.m. -8CH No. 2010101082
Place: 200 N. Spring Street, Room 1020 Previous CPC-2006-8043-GPA-ZC-SP-DA,
Cases: VTT-63399
Incidental None
Cases:
Staff Contact: Henry Chu Project Name:  Ponte Vista
Phone No: {213} 976-1324 Council No.: 15
Plan Area: Wilmington/Harbor City
EIR Case Staff Erin Strelich Specific Plan: None
Contact: Certified NC: Northwest San Pedro
Phone No: (213) 978-1351 GPLU: Low Residential and Open Space
Zone: R1-1XL and OS-1XL
Applicani: SF| Bridgeview, LLC
Representative: David P. Waite,
Cox, Castle & Nicholson, LLP
PROJEET 26900 South Western Avente
LOCATION:
PROPOSED The Project consisis of the development of a residential community comprised of 1,135
PROJECT IN dwelling units featuring a combination of single-family homes, duplexes, townhomes, and
EIR: flats. The Project would be comprised of a combination of dwelling units within the following
categories:




X
Date: July 30, 2013 "\ /_}/ 5
Pianning Depariment ‘ M \V\

City of Los Angeles

200 N. Spring 5t

Los Angeles, Ca. 90012
or henry.chu@lacity.org

Aftr: Heary Chu
Major Projects
Room 750C

Case No.: CPC-2012-25568-GPA.ZC-SP, VTT-71886-MU
CEQA No.: ENV-2005-4516-EiR
Hearing Date: July 30, 2013

Dear Mr. Chu,

My name is Scott Allman, My wife and | live at 28004 5 Westemn Ave, which is within a 800 foot radius of this project.
[ am a board member on the Northwest San Pedro Neighborhood Counci but | am not commenting on behsif of the
board nor dc | vote on issues related this project because | live within 500 featf of it.

e The zoning for this land should remain R1-1XL and OS-1XL. The original purchaser of the fand thought they
coutd change the zoning and make a fortune af the cost of the people living in our area. Thankiully that
didn't happen. While afternative C is much less thah the original developers plan | don't see the reazon for
changing the zoning of the land. Putfing more homes on the market is not always good. During the huge
home purchasing boom from 2004 fo 2008 very few of the purchases in San Pedro and south bay area were
new homes. People were trading up into a different home not a brand new one.

e The public notice doesn't point out that the apartment building that is proposed fo be build next to our conde
buiiding will be six stories. | believe this {s something that should have been mentioned.

s The project must have the required "open space” based on the zoning.
= Why is this project using the Wilmington-Harbor City Community Plan?

. The concrete difch that Is on the land now must not be removed. This Is an impariant tool to prevent
flooding o the project land and neighboring lands. The project also must have the required green space so
that the land itself can fake In the rain water. Alternafive C appears to have a very small about of green
space. Comparing it to the current site it has no green space. Where is all the rain water going to go?

Traffic improvements that need to be made based on the traffic study, which is out dated, should be made
before any dirt Is moved from the site. There also a huge need for a u-turn, (green arrow?), sign to be place
on the northbound side of Western Ave at Avenida Aprenda. This is for people fike myself who live on
Fitness Drive that need to turn south on Western Ave but can't because of the traffic flow during peak hours.
This is heeded now with the current tevel of trafflc on Western Ave.

@ Has the dirt been tested? | heard from someone at Green Hills Memorial Park that the land requires a lot of

dirt to be removed,

Sincerely,

Scott Aliman { 28004 S. Western Ave # 206., San Pedro, CA 80732)
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Mr. Eric Shabsis
Ponte Vista San Pedro
PO Box 989

San Pedro, CA 90733

Dear Mr. Shabsis:

The San Pedro Chamber of Commerce by action of its Board of Directors at their April
meeting, supports the concept of the New Ponte Vista. We know that there are some issues
still to be resolved, however, the Board is encouraged by the new reduced density of the
project, the variety of products available for various income levels, and the commitment to a
sustainable design. :

As our mission is to promote, support, and advocate the interests of the business community,
we feel that having residents on the now-vacant property will promote the economy of the
Western Avenue businesses and hopefully all of San Pedro. It will not only create thousands of
direct short term construction jobs, but the added long term demand for goods and services
by the new residents will generate many new indirect jobs as businesses grow and hire to
meet the demand. ‘

As the project moves forward, we would encourage the developers of the various products to
utilize and patronize our local merchants and vendors. We also encourage a project labor
agreement that will provide local jobs that will also help support our local economy.

Rangy Bowers
Chafrman, Board of Birectors
San Pedro Chambey of Commerce

@ 390 West 7th Street, San Pedro, GA 90731+ Phons (310) B32-7272 = Fax {310) 832-0685 » www,sanpedrochamber.com
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925 Cara Place

San Pedro, CA 90731
Aug. 21,2013
Los Angeles Department of City Planning &‘\’EO?LES%E%
Plan Implementation Division : AUG 2 3 2013
200 N. Spring Street Room 750 MAJOR PROJECTS
UNIT

Los Angeles, CA 90012
Attention: Henry H. Chu
Subject: Zoning for Ponte Vista

Reference # ENV-2005-4516-EIR

Dear Mr. Chuy,

Enclosed is the break-down for parcel development on the 62 acres of
property at Ponte Vista; keeping it zoned for R-1:

62 homes: s e on 1 acre e 43,560 sq. ft. lot size
124 homeES....cmnrernrreerens Ot ¥ ACTC.vurevessernnenn 21,780 5, ft. lot sSizE
186 homes.....vvevereerns 01 Y4 BCFC.vvreveerevmvaren 10,890 sq. ft. lot size

248 hoMeS.ovuvsierisenins on 1/8 acre..cnennnn, 5,445 sq. ft. 1ot size

The property is actually 61.5 acres, as there are about 250 vacated homes on
the property at this time. The average lot size in San Pedro is about 5,000 sq. ft, so
5,445 sq. ft. per lot fits into this development much better than 830 units. Changing
the zoning to accommodate real estate speculators is going against the common
good for the residents of San Pedro. The residents of San Pedro spoke at the Final
EIR hearing and it was about 10 to 1 to keep it zoned R-1. :

Sincerely yours,




San Pedro Peninsula Homeowners United, Inc.
r ' . Post Office Box 6455, San Pedro, CA 90734

— W sphomeunited@gmail.com — Fax: (310) 548-4255

July 19, 2013 | RECEIVER
AUG 05 2013
. OR PROJECTS
Mr. Henry Chu, Major Projects HAd UNIT
Planning Department - City of Los Angeles
200 North Spring Street
“Room 750C
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Case No.: CPC-2012-2558-GPA-ZC-SP, VTT-71886-MU
CEQA No.: ENV-2005-4516 EIR
Hearing Date: July 30, 2013

Re: Hydrology Issues to Adjoining Neighborhood Resulting from Ponte Vista Plan
Dear Mr. Chu:

Please include thiese comments as part of the official record of this hearing on my behalf as
Presidenit of Sait Pedro Peninsula Homeownets United, Inc. < The hydrology issues addressed in this
letter will impact a significant number of our homeowners

The Ponte Vista Project as planned creates major hydrology issues that will result in flooding of a
portion of the existing single family neighborhood east of the project known as the Rolling Hills
Highlands Tract built in the early sixties. An open flood control channel runs adjacent to Statler
Street between Amelia Avenue and Barrywood which carries storm water runoff to the Harbor from
sources west of Western Avenue, the proposed project site as well as adjacent sources, including the
‘Gardens’ Townhomes.

The headwater of this flood control system is a riparian channel on 6 acres of open space at the
southern portion of the proposed project east of Western Avenue at Avenida Apprenda. If runs west
to east on the Ponte Vista site to the eastern property line where it enters an underground channel
system through the Garflens and changing to an open channel between Amelia Avenue and
Barrywood Avenue as previously indicated. At Barrywood Avenue the channel leaves the
neighborhood going underground to Gaﬂhy Street where 1t agam becomes an. epen channel on its
way to the Harbor. . : T




There are two bridges or overpasses along the open channel in the Highlands Tract -- one at Taper
Avenue and the other at Barrywood Avenne. During unusually heavy rain storms, the open channel
overflows the bridge or overpass at Taper Avenue and flooding occurs on Statler Street and Taper
Avenue. | personally have witnessed waters coming over the curbs and partially up driveways
because of the inability of the overpass to accommodate the volume of storm water in the chammel.
This area of the Highlands tract if the “low point” of the surrounding areas and as a resuli all ronoff
flows to this channel and streets. Our adjoining streets became rivers because the catch basins
cannot handle the water being rejected by the overburdened channels creating backup.

The proposed Ponte Vista project will further exasperate the existing problem because the -
hiydrology provided by the current riparian open space will no longer exist as that area is planned
for a huge apartment complex and paved roads and alleys. Additional hydrology benefits will be
lost as the existing community of duplexes with front and back lawns and less pavement becomes a
community of rooftops, many roadways, alleys and much less open space which will obviously
result in more serious storm water runoff problems.

The City can ill afford to “partner’ with I-Star by approving the proposed plan knowing the potential
consequences of doing so. The mitigation is obvious ... a smaller project with more open space! A
true R-1 project with a 6 acre park would fit nicely and solve these hydrology issues. This problem

is real and the impending results predictable and thereby should not be ignored.

The Californin Environmental Quality Act requires public agencies to deny approval of a project
with sigrificant adverse effects when feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures can
substantially lessen such effects (Pub. Resources Code 21002: Sierra Club v, Gilroy City Council
(1990) 222 Cal. App.3d 30, 41). The adoption of a less damaging feasible alternative is the
equivalent of the adoption of feasible mitigation (Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents
of the University of California (1988) 47 Cal. 3d376, 403). We note that suck mitigation must be
adopted by the Lead Agency unless the Lead Agency can demonstrate that the mitigation is truly
ir; easible (City of Marina v. Board of Trustees of the California State University (2006) 39 Cal.
4" 341, 368).

Thank you for the opportunity fo comment.
Sincerely,

(A ot Sots

Chuck Hart



2004 Velez Drive
Ranchoe Palos Verdes, CA 90275

July 20, 2013
Planning Department .
City of Los Angeles ElV
200 North Spring Street (¥ 0? ANGEES
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Attn.: Henry Chu AUG 0 5 2013
Major Projects MAJOR PROIESTS
Room 750C LINET

Case No.: CPC-2012-2558-GPA-ZC-SP, VTT-71866-MU
CEQA No.: ENV-2005-4516-EIR
Hearing Date: july 30, 2013

Re: Comments to Final Environmental Impact Report about Ponte Vista
Dear Mr. Chu:

Time. | write about the Final Environmental Impact Report which the corporation that seeks to develop
Ponte Vista recently submitted to your department. { am concerned that the residents who may be
imnpacted by this project are being given far too little time o review and respond to this 600-plus-page
document. Accordingly, | would first ask that the city extend the time for residents to review the report
and submit their comments to it.

Water. Though t suspect there are other issues which would cause me concern if | had time to examine
the 60D-plus page report in greater detal, there is one which is of special interest to me. I concerns the
developer's proposal about water consumption.

GIGO. OnJanuary 2, | wrote to Erin Strelich of your department. in that letter, | expressed concerns
about the Applicant’s Draft EIR and statements made in that document about the proposed project’s
water use. In particular, | ralsed questions about: 1) the Applicant’s low estimate of its project’s water
usage, 2} the lack of substantial measures to mitigate that usage and 3) a discrepancy between the
project’s estimated water use and sewage output. A copy of that letter is enclosed. | anticipated that
those questions would be addressed in the Final EiR, Unfortunately, none is. Instead, Applicant takes
the position that it has done all that is required of it by obtaining a statement from the Los Angeles DWP
to the effect that water is available to supply the proposed project. (FEIR, p. Ifl.A-45). Yet, Applicant’s
estimates have every appearance of being overly optimistic, so that reliance upon them will resuit inan
unrealistically low projection of this 830-unit development’s water consumption,

Droupght. The passage of time since my letter has only served to heighten concerns about water and its
avallability, Snowfall in the High Sierras was low this past season, and 2013 is shaping up to be another
year of low rainfail and drought for Southern California. Indeed, the LADWP has notified its customers
that they can expect a substantial rate hike because it must spend much more to procure the water it
distributes to its customers,




| therefore ask the Planning Department to require the Applicant to answer the guestions posed ta fton
January 2 and to provide the community with a reasonable opportunity to comment upon its responses.
Qtherwise, | ask that vou reject Applicant’s proposal to change the zoning for the tract of land in
question.

Thank you.

Glénn Cornell

cc.: Councilman Joe Buscaino (w/ enc.)




2004 Velez Drive
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

July 17, 2013
Planning Department 3&%&5&9
City of Los Angeles
200 North Spring Street : AUG 05 2083

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Attn.: Henry Chu MAJOR Z‘??JEGTS
Major Projects
Room 750C

Case No.: CPC-2012-2558-GPA-ZC-5P, VTT-71866-MU
CEQA No.: ENV-2005-4516-EIR
Hearing Date: luly 30, 2013

Re: Comments to Final Environmental lmpact Report about Ponte Vista
Dear Mr. Chu:

Time. ] write about the Final Environmental Impact Report which the corporation that seeks to develop
Ponte Vista recently submitted to your departrent. | am concerned that the residents who may be

~ impacted by this project are being given far too little time to review and respond to this complicated
document. Accordingly, | would first ask that the city extend the time for residents to review the report
and submit their comments to it

Cpen Space. Though | suspect there are other issues which would cause me concern if | had time to
examine the 600-phus page report in greater detail, there {s one which is of special interest tome. It
concerns the developer’s proposal about open space.

Current Designation. There has been some uncertainty about the number of acres currently designated
“open space” at the former Navy housing site, Until recently, it was undersicod to be 15 acres. Further
rasearch now suggests it is hetween 9 and 10 acres.

Developer's Proposal. The developer seeks to change the current R-1 zoning and open space
designations of a 61.5 atre parcel so it can build 830 residential units there. In support of this effort,
Applicant states “[a]s presented In Table 1v-10 of the Draft EIR. .. Proposed Project. . . would contain
20.5 acres of open space and recreational amenities, including 8.1 acres of dedicated park area and
outdoor recreational spaces” (FEIR, p. H1.B-25). Unfortunately, | cannot find that table or that page
amonyg the 1400-plus pages of the developer’s DEIR. Equally troubling is the fact that the maps and
tables | can find do not appear to support the developer’s claims.

20.5 Acres? The tract in question Is 61.5 acres. 20.5 acres would constitute fully one-third of the entire
parcel; yet an examination of the maps and renderings in developer’s report do not show one-third of
the land being left open or anything close to it, {e.g., “Walks and Trails Diagram,” Appendices to FEIR,




p, 121), Perhaps, 20.5 acres is not paved aver or otherwise buried under hardscape. However, thatisa
far cry from meeting any generally accepted definition of open space.

9to 10 Acres. Nine to 10 acres amounts to about 15 percent, or roughly one-sixth, of the entire tract.
Inspection of the developer's renderings fails to reveal even that much space being left open. The San
Pedro-Harbor area is in heed of more open space, not less. Building over the little space which remains
undeveloped would be a major step in the wrong direction.

Plant and Animal Habitat. Whatever amount of land the developer is prapared to sef aside as open
space does not include any undeveloped space. Plant and animal habitat are simply not given any
consideration in Applicant’s proposals. No land Is reserved for them. The plants, birds and other
animals which are living there will presumably disappear along with the open space thay now occupy.

i ask, therefore, that you either reject [5tar’s proposal to change the zoning for the tract of land in
guestion.

Thank you,

Sincerely,

—~

Evelyn Wah

cc.: Coundcilman Joe Buscaino




2004 Velez brive
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275
January 2, 2013

Erin Strelich, Planning Assistant

Los Angeles Department of City Planning
200 M. Spring Street, Room 750

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re: Ponte Vista DEIR
ENV-2005-4516-EIR

Dear Ms, Strelich:

I am writing to you about the draft Environmental Impact Report recently submitted to the city
by the group which seeks to develop Ponte Vista. In particular, | want to register my
disappointment with the timing of the report and {o question the optimism of its conclusions,
especially those about water usage. .

Timing. Though | am a resident of Rancho Palos Verdes, my family’s home Is in a tract that Hes
immediately across Western Avenue from the proposed project and will almost certainly be
impacted by it. Given the effect the project will have on our area, my neighbors and | would
request more time to review the report and provide comments about it. | base this request on:
a} the report’s nearly 1400 page fength, b} the fact that it was not made available to area
residents until the Holiday Season — when most of us had other commitments which kept us
from giving attention to it—and 3) the-added fact that these same residents and their children
and in turn their children will have to bear any burdens created by the project and the decisions
made by your department. Under the circumstances, a short extension — 90-days, for example —
does not seem unreasonable or likely to impose any hardship on the developer.

Though family commitments over the Holidays have kept me from giving the report as much
attention as | would fike, | did find some time to look over its discussion about a subject that has
interested me for some time: fresh water usage and availability. That review raised several
questions which, unfortunately, appear to remain unanswered in the report,

Water Usage. Ponte Vista's developer claims in its DEIR states that the project’s water usage
will have a “less than significant impact with mitigation” on the area’s infrastructure and
environment. {(p. VI-142). A brief examination of the document ralses serious questions about
that conclusion and suggests that it is much too optimistic.

+ Estimated vs. Actual Usage. The developer estimates that the 1,135 unit project will
use 216 acre feet per year of water.  (p. I-135). That translates to 170 galfons per day
per unit. However, that figure is far below what experience has shown constitutes



actual use, The United States Environmental Protection Agency has found that the
average American household uses 400 gallons per day. (“Water Sense,” an EPA
Partnership Program at www.epa.gov/WaterSense/WaterUseToday}. In Southern
California, where residents may be more sensitive about conserving fresh water, the Los
Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) reports that the average single
family residence consurnes 359 gallons each day. (Los Angeles Department of Water
and Power, 2010 Urban Water Management Plan [hereinafter referred to as the
“UWMP"], p. 43). In other words, the developer estimates that Ponte Vista will use less
than half the water which the LADWP finds actual households really use.

s Mitigation. The DEIR offers little explanation — besides mitigation measuras such as
flush-less urinals in the project’s common areas and low-flow shower heads and “green”
appliances in the residences (p. [V 0-10) — for this very significant discrepancy. Yet these
measures are already widely emplayed in the community and should therefore be
reflected in the 359-gallon figure which the 2010 LADWP plan cites.

The DEIR does make reference to “purpte pipe” — that is, plumbing which will capture
and conserve gray water — in the project’s units. {p. IV 0-11). As commendable as this
feature might be, the report goes on to suggest that the infrastructure needed to collect
and reuse such water [s not in place. Moreover, there is no mention when, if aver, it will
be. Inshort, purple pipe will not mitigate water use at Ponte Vista for the foreseeable
future.

e Usage vs. Sewage. Raising further doubts about the reliability of the project’s water use
estimates is the DEIR's estimate that the project will add 205,950 gallons per day to the
sewage system. (p. IV G-25). The report offers no explanation why its estimates of
water usage — which includes water used for common area irrigation that would not
flow into sewer lines — would be less than the amounts added to the area’s sewer
system.

Avallability. Overshadowing the DEIR's estimates regarding water usage is the fact that the
LADWP projects it will encounter more difficulty obtaining fresh water supplies in the future.
This is so for several reasons including: 1) population pressures throughout the Southwest, 2)

(increasing drought conditions in the area, 3} dimate change and 4} legal restrictions on

importing water especially from Northern California and the Colorado River. {UWMP, p. ES-1).
Under such dreumstances, it should be imperative that water providers use considerabie
caution In estimating their ability to satisfy the area’s future water needs. Indeed, in an effort to
appear to be meeting increased future demand, the LADWP is already employing the very
questionable tact of counting “conservation” as a water source. According to its own estimates,
by 2035, 2 percent of the water it will supply to Southern California will be from “conservation.”
{UWMP, n. 19).

Freshwater is ton important a resource to be the subject of guess work. Under-estimating its
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Henry Chu, City Planner

Los Angeles Department of City Planning, Major Projects
200 N. Spring St., Rm. 750

Los Angeles, CA 80012

SUBJECT: Comments on the Ponte Visfa Project (Case Nos. CPC-2012-2558-
GPA-ZC-SP, VTT-71886-MU & ENV-2005-4516-EIR)

Dear Mr. Chu:
Thank you for providing the City of Rancho Palos Verdes with the opportunity to

comment on the Ponfe. Visia, project. 1 plan to attend tomorrow’s public hearing in San
Ped ro but also wanted to: enter'these \ 'ntte 'cemments into the record

The Clty of Rancho Palos Verdes. has monltored th Teuseof '_the former San Pedro‘
Navy Housmg site for many years “and we Wwerg apprecxat[ve “the inclusion"of several
Rancho Palos Verdes residents on ‘the Ponté Vista Commuhity Advisory:Commities in.
2007 when the original 2,300-unit proposal for the site was under consideration. At that

time, our City Council went on record- as supporling the recommendations of the

Advisory Committee, which re;ected a revised 1,950-unit proposal and affirmed the

current R-1 zoning and density for the property. Our City Couricil believed that these -
recommendations were reflective of the desires of the majority of residénts who live

near the Ponte Vista site, and we were pleased to see that the Los Angeles Planning

Staff and City Planning Commlsston uGtimately agreed (at least in part) in 2009.

Beginning in 2011, we began meetmg Wlth the new Ponte Vista development team
under the auspices of the Northwest San Pedro Neighborhood Council's Planning and
Land Use Committee. These meetings initially focused on the new traffic study being
prepared for the revised 1,135-unit proposal, but eventually lncluded other aspects of
the prOposed pr0ject mciudmg the draft EIR and Specaﬁc Plan .

;In January 2013 we submstted extenswe comments oit the' Draft E[R for the rewsed
Ponte . Vista pro;ect We apprecnate that the recent!y—released Fmal ‘EIR ‘intludés
extensive and detaited responses 10 all of our comments’ However, we would: take this
opportunity to respectfully raise several issuies of congern about the Ponte Vista project
.and EIR that we beheve have not been adequatety addressed -

30940 HAVTHORNE BvD. 7 RaNCHO PALOS VERDES, CA 90275-5391 / (310) 544-5205 / FAX (310) 544-5201
WINWPALOSVERDES.COM/RPYV
PeriTED O RECYCLED PapER




usage and over-estimating its availability can have cataclysmic effects upon Southern California,
These include serious economic dislocation and even health issues for area citizens. Given the
discrepancies between the developer’s estimated water use and the EPA and LADWP's
experience about actual levels of consumption and further questions about the LADWP's abiiity
1o supply water in the not-too-distant future, | would ask that vour department scrutinize tlosely
this project’s impact on the area’s water infrastructure.

Please do not hesitate contact me at (310) 831-3033 or georneli6@gmail.com if you have any
comments about these concerns or questions about this letter,

Thank yau,

Sincerely,

Glenn Cornell

ce.: City Councitrnan Joe Buscaino




usage and over-estimating its availability can have cataclysmic effects upon Southern California.
These include serious economic dislocation and even health issues for area citizens. Giventhe
discrepancies between the developer’s estimated water use and the EPA and LADWP's

: experience about actual levels of consumption and further questions about the LADWP’s ability

% to supply water in the not-too-distant future, | would ask that your depariment scrutinize closely

this project’s impact on the area’s water infrastructure.

Please do not hesitate contact me at (310) 831-2033 or goornelle@gmall.com if you have any
comments about these concerns or guestions about this letter,

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Glenn Cornell

cc.: City Councilman Joe Buscaino




Henry Chu
29 July 2013
Page 2

® We remain concerned about the impact of the proposed project upon emergency
access along Western Avenue, which is the only point of ingress/egress for this
project and for thousands of existing residents in surrounding neighborhoods in
Rancho Palos Verdes and San Pedro. i

: . Based upon our decades-long experience with school circulation patterns in the

7 ' project area, the assumption that middle-school students residing at Ponte Vista

' will desire {or even be permitted) fo walk to Dodson Middie School is unrealistic.

o Even with the developer’s last-minute offer of some limited public open space
within the project, we believe that the City's Eastview Park will experience
incredsed demand and wear-and-tear as a resuit of the project, which will not be.

_ offset by the payment of Quimby fees to the City of Los Angeles.

° Although the project's traffic study concludes that adverse project impacts can be
mitigated, we are concerned that some of these proposed mitigation measures
along Western Avenue will be unacceptable to our City and/or CalTrans, thereby
resulfing in sighificant adverse traffic impacts that cannot be mitigated.

° The Final EIR rejects as infeasible several project alternatives that have lower
residential density; include a greater mix of residential and non-residential uses;
and/or conform fo the existing zoning of the site, on the basis (at least in part)
that such alternatives are financlally infeasible. However, this is a condition that
the City believes that the surrounding community is not obligated o accept as a
rationale for maximizing the currently developer’s profit due to the unrealistically
high price paid for the property by previous developers.

Thank you for your consideration of the concerns of the City of Rancho Palos Verdes
regarding the Ponte Vista project. K you have any questions or need additional
information, please feel free fo contact me at (310) 544-5226 or via e-mail at
Kitf@rpv.com.

Sincerely,

Kit Fox, ’%

- Senlor Adminisirative Analyst
cc.  Mayor Susan Brooks and Rancho Palos Verdes City Council

Carolyn Lehr, City Manager
Carolynn Petru, Deputy City Manager

MaBorder issues\Ponte Vista Projech20130728 Chu_PonteVistaComments.doox




usage and over-estimating its availability can have cataclysmic effects upon Southern California,
These include serfous economic dislocation and even health issues for area citizens. Given the
discrepancies hetween the developer’s estimated water use and the EPA and LADWP's
experience ahout actual levels of consumption and further questions about the LADWP’s abitity
to supply water in the not-too-distant future, | would ask that your department scrutinize closely
this project’s impact on the area’s water infrastructure.

| Pleasa do not hesitate contact me at (310} 831-3033 or geornell6@pgmail.com if you have any
] comments about these concerns or questions about this letter,

i Thank you.

Sincerely,

Glenn Cornel!

! ce.: City Councilman Joe Buscaino




925 Cara Place
San Pedro, CA. 90731
july 1, 2013

Los Angeles Department of City Planning &E 0? L&%EE%

Attention: Mr. Henry H. Chu AUG 0 8 2013

MAJOR PROJECTS
UNIT

Plan Implementation Division
200 N. Spring Street, room 750
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Subject: ENV-2005-4516-EIR

Dear Mr. Henry H. Chu,

1 would like to bring to your attention an issue that was not brought up at the
at the EIR hearing on Ponte Vista housing development in San Pedro on July 30,
2013.

The Ponte Vista property is directly over the Palos Verdes earthquake fault
that follows the northeastern range from Palos Verdes Hills between Redondo
Beach and San Pedro, extending across Los Angeles Harbor onto the continental
shelf to the Southeast. {Please see, “Faults of the Los Angeles Area”)

There are a number of faults that cut through the Los Angeles metropolitan
area, including the one responsible for the Northridge quake. The problem is not
knowing when the stress along the fault was last relieved. It seems inevitable that
sooner or later a large earthquake will occur in the Harbar area and it could be the
Palos Verdes fault. -~

The Palos Verdes Fault zone is 49 miles long and the slip rate is up to 1/8
inch per yr. The probable magnitude of this fault is from Mw 6.0 to 7.0,

The other safety concern is the LPG storage tanks. This brings up the
question as to why would the Planning Department approve this project for a zone
change that borders the Defense fuel storage tanks to the North and Rancho LPG
propane and butane tanks to the East and build 830 plus units on top of the Palos
Verdes fault zone? This project is surrounded by fuel tanks that could have a
devastating impact for those living in the blast zone. (Please see newspaper article,
“Master of Disaster”)

My recommendations as a life-long resident in San Pedro is to address the
issue of public safety by finding a new home for Rancho LPG befare giving any




approval to speculators such as IStar. I would not change the zoning for the Navy
site, as there should be no homes over 2 stories for earthquake safety, Since there
are about 250 vacant units at the site, I would approve the same number for new
construction once the issue of Rancho LPG is settled. We are talking about many
issues in which this project will have an effect on this community and back-up traffic
all the way to Harbor City and Wilmington.

We heard from many people from the community and it was only the
Chamber of Commerce’s that were in favor of this project, except for perhaps two
other people. Unfortunately these people were not locking at the over-all picture
for the good of the community and only for themselves.

] feel that if IStar cannot make a profit building single-family homes, then it is
not the responsibility of the community to give approval to change the zoning in
order to bail them out.

Sincerely yours,

N

John Winkler

jhwinkler@me.com
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Alamo thrust
Arrowhead fault
Bailey fault

Big Mountain fault
Big Pine fault
Biake Ranch fauit
Cabrille fault
Chatsworth fault
Chino fault

10 Clamshell-Sawpit fault

11 Clearwater fault

12 Cleghorn fault

13 Crafton Hills fault zone
14 Cucamonga fault zone

15 Dry Creek

16 Eagle Rock fault

17 El Modeno

18 Frazier Mountain thrust
19 Garlock fault zone

20 Grass Valley fault

Faults of the Los Angeles Area

21 Helendale fault

22 Hollywood fault

23 Holser fault

24 Lion Canyon fault

25 Lianc fauit

26 Los Alamitos fault

27 Malibu Coast fauit

28 Mint Canyon fault

29 Mirage Valley fault zone
30 Mission Hills fault

31 Newport Inglewood fault zone
32 North Frontal fault zone
33 Northridge Hills fault

34 Ozk Ridge fault

i« 35 Palos Verdes fault zone

36 Pelona fault

37 Peralta Mills fault

38 Pine Mountain fauit

392 Raymond fault

40 Red Hill {Etiwanda Ave} fault

41 Redondo Canyon fault

42 San Andreas Fault
43 San Antonio fault
44 San Cayetano fault

45 San Fernando fault zone
48 San Gabriel fault zone

47 San Jacinto fault
48 San Jose fault

48 Santa Cruz-Santa Catalina Ridge f.z,

50 Santa Monica fauls
51 Santa Ynez fault

52 Santa Susana fault zone
53 Slerra Madre fault zone

54 Simi fault
55 Soledad Canyon fault

56 Stoddard Canvon fault

57 Tunnel Ridge fault
58 Verdugo fauit

59 Waterman Canyon fault
B0 Whittier fault
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Case No. CPC-2012-2558-GPA-ZC-SP,VIT-71866-~MU

Att: L. A. Department of Planning

On a recent weekday afterncon, as I was driving home in one of §
the Northbound lanes of Western Avenue, I was startled to see, '
in the distance, a large five engine, with lights flashing

and siren blaring, coming towards me.

It was too early in the afternocon for commuter traffic to have
developed and schools vere still in session. Yet, thik
emergency vehicle found the Southbound lanes on Western so con-—
gested that it was forced to switch into oncoming traffic in
order to proceed!

It is important to remember that Western Avenue is absolutely
the only means of accessing some of these surrounding neighbor-
hoods. We all acknowledge that even with the existing R-1
zoning, any construction of new homes in the area will affect
traffic on this vital thoroughfare. But the high-density zon-
ing that IStar is reguesting will make traffic on Western un-
bearable -~ and even dangerous!

Respectfully submitted,

Shirley Brfaun

2056 Avenida Feliciano

Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca.
90275




Norihwest Szn Paidro Neighborhood Conncil

“Your Community Voice"
.i . _ Ray Regalado
: August 3, 2013 President
. El Laurle Jacobs
Henry Chu WOF A%EP Vice President
Major Projects A
Planning Department, City of Los Angeles UG 09 2013 fr::::u‘:i:ma"
200 N. Spring Street MAJOR PROJEGTS
Los Angeles, CA 90012 unIr Katle Marrie

Secretaty

RE: CEQA No.: ENV-2005-4516-EIR

Dear Henry Chu,

etmg on July 8, 2013, the Coqncil

At the Northwest San Pedro Ne1gh“bo_ hie

v Starand the residents of
al of the Mary Star School.
educmg ithe ﬁ'afﬁc snarl on Westmont,
tion.of Westem and Avenida Aprenda
1 : ime “that parents are dropping off and
picking students up from Dodson. Thi 15 :not conszdered in the EIR which clearly
states that the traffic considered to° Mary‘.;S_ ar was £or ingress only. Considering that the
EIR peak hour traffic coming from the project is currently estmated at 555 vehicles, this
would be nearly a doubling of what was considered.

2. The flaw in the applicant’s logic traffic analysis is particularly apparent when
comparing their estimate of an increase of only 30 cars at the peak hour on Westmont
with their own estimate of 142 additional elementary school students, virfually all of
whom would be driven to Taper Avenue school requiring a left turn out of the property
and a left turn onto Westmont.

3. The natural stormn water drainage path, aka “seasonal creek”, that passes
through the southwesterly part of the site should be featured in the landscape design,
rather than buried in storm drain conduit as proposed. San Pedro's natural elements are a
key factor in defining the area's quality of life, and must be protected wherever possible,
These elements rust be kept open and accessible through a network of trails, bike paths
and naturalistic parks and open space, The existing onsite drainage channel along the

638 S. Beacon Street Box 688 e San Pedro, CA 90731  (310)-732-4522
www.nwsanpedro,org



Northwest San Padro Neighborhood Souncil

“Your Community Voice”

) Ray Regalado

August 3, 2013 President
. El Laurie Jacobs

Henry Chu 550’: AyGEED Vice President
Major Projects
Planning Department, City of Los Angeles AUG g 9 ZBB i::::uf::m"
200 N, Spring Street MAJOR PROEGTS
Los Angeles, CA 90012 Unrr Katle Marrie

Sacretary

RE: CEQA No.: ENV-2005-4516-EIR

Dear Henry Chu,

At the Northwest San. Pedro nghbo,_ ¢ 5 etlng on July 8, 2013 the Coqncxl

v Starand the residents of
al of the Mary Star School.
eéucmg the u'afﬁc snarl on Westmont,
: tion of Western and Avenida Aprenda
during the am and pm peak: 1_10 s, thi ‘that’ parents are dropping off and
picking students up from Dodsgn.’ Th1 15 ,t conszdered in the EIR which clearly
states that the traffic considered to° Mar_y Star.was.for ingress only. Considering that the
EIR peak hour traffic coming from the project is currently estunated at 555 vehicles, this
would be nearly a doubling of what was considered.

Taper Avenue that Was dé, elop
While this proposal would go alo
it would add approxxmai‘ely 50

2. The flaw in the applicant’s logic traffic analysis is particularly apparent when
comparing their estimate of an increase of only 30 cars at the peak hour on Westmont
with their own estimate of 142 additional elementary school students, virtually all of
whom would be driven to Taper Avenue school requiring a left turn out of the property
and a left turn onto Westmont.

3. The natural storms water drainage path, aka “seasonal creek”, that passes
through the southwesterly part of the site shouid be featured in the landscape design,
rather than buried in storm drain conduit as proposed. San Pedro's natural elements are a
key factor in defining the area's quality of life, and must be protected wherever possible.
These elements must be kept open and accessible through a network of trails, bike paths
and naturalistic parks and open space. The existing onsite drainage channel along the

638 S, Beacon Street Box 688 e San Pedro, CA 90731 » (310)-732-4522
www.hwsanpedro.org



southwest portion of the site is an important component of the "green infrastructure" that
should be integrated a linear park and natural drainage (as opposed to pipe and pollute
systems) and storm water management as an interconnected whole. Ponte Vista should
seamlessly interweave its sustainable landscaping with the turns and the thythm of the
drainage channel as a pedestrian and bicycle oasis that functions as an open space while
facilitating storm water management and treatment.

4. All streets and common parkiands should conform to public development
-standards.

5. The developer of Ponte Vista should be required to improve the Western
Avenue pedestrian experience. In order to provide a more atiractive major streetscape,
street trees should be planted within a continuous green parkway rather than in tree wells.

6. The developer proposes a “Residential Product 2” that does not provide access
to front doors from a street or Iandscaped _wa]k ‘(pedestrian access is by way of alley
only). This does not conform o Clty of Los-Angéles:Residential Design Guidelines and
should not be approved :

7. Individual res1de here provide shouid__be of sufficient length

thh Clty of Los Angeles
ntamed in Section 1-i for

8. Al minirﬁﬁm sef
standards per the Hillside

[ @3\.&

Raymond Regalado, President
Northwest San Pedro Neighborhood Council

Ce: Joe Buscaino, Alison Becker

638 S. Beacon Street Box 688 « San Pedro, CA 90731 ¢ (310}-732-4522
www.nwsanpedro.org




Northwest S2n Pedes Neighborhood Council

*Your Community Voice”

Ray Regalado

August 3, 2013 . President
: CE}l Laurle Jacobs
Henry I?hu ¢ WL&A%EE% Vice President
Major Projects
Planning Department, City of Los Angeles AUG 09 2013 Scott Aflman
R reastrer
200 N. Spring Street MAJOR PROECTS
Los Angeles, CA 90012 Uiy Katle Marrie
Secretary

RE: CEQA No.: ENV-2005-4516-EIR

Dear Henry Chu,

At the Northwest San Pedro Ne1ghb i} ‘tlng on July 8, 2013 the Comcll

estmont Drive to one-lane
'1ar1y af the interseciion of

ary Star"and the residents of
pI al of the Mary Star School.
ducing the trafﬂc snart on Westmont,
on'of Westem and Avenida Aprenda
" parents are dropping off and
:not cons1dered in the EIR which clearly

pwkmg students up from Dodson Thxs
states that the traffic considered to* Mary ta.r was for ingress only. Considering that the
EIR peak hour traffic coming from the project is currently est;mated at 555 vehicles, this
would be nearly a doubling of what was considered.

2. The flaw in the applicant’s logic traffic analysis is particularly apparent when
comparing their estimate of an increase of only 30 cars at the peak hour on Westmont
with their own estimate of 142 additional elementary school students, virtually all of
whom would be driven to Taper Avenue school requiring a left turn out of the property
and a left turn onto Westmont.

3. The natural sformi water drainage path, aka “seasonal creek”, that passes
through the southwesterly part of the site should be featured in the landscape design,
rather than buried in storm drain conduit as proposed. San Pedro's natural elements are a
key factor in defining the area’s quality of life, and must be protected wherever possible.
These elements must be kept open and accessible through a network of trails, bike paths
and naturalistic parks and open space. The existing opsite drainage channel along the

638 S, Beacon Street Box 688 e San Pedro, CA 90731 e (310)-732-4522
www.nwsanpedro.org
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Henry Chu< henry.chu@iacity.org>

ENV-2005-4516-EIR

1 message

Cox Mail< desalvo3@cox.net> Tue, Jul 30, 2013 at 3:53 PM
To: "henry.chu@iacity.org” <henry.chu@lacity.org>

The residents of Eastview are adamantly opposed 1o the size, scope and use of this project!

Elena Butorac
Rancho Palos Verdes Resident

Sent from my iPhone

hitps://mail.google.com/mail/w/0/ Tui=2& k=58 5fadeab5 &view=pt&search=inbox&th=140... 7/31/2013




July 30, 2013
M. Henry Chu, Los Angeles Department of City Planning

Re: VTIT-71886-MU, CPC-2012-2558-GPA-ZC-5P; ENV-2005-4516-EIR.
Dear Mr, Chu: | |

I am a member of the Northwest San Pedro Neighbothood Council but am writing these
comments as an individual. Iserved on then Councilwoman Hahn’s advisory committee on the
future of what had become known as Ponte Vista. | was one of two members who felt there was
a middle-ground between the existing usage of the property and the enormous number of units
then proposed, but that any potential change in zoning needed to be mitigated by a substantial
commitment to real open-space and public recteation areas on the property. Ihave since
changed my mind, and oppose a change in zoning based on the current development proposal.

During the more than half-decade of arguments regarding the future of the “Ponte Vista project”
the majority of the discussion has hinged on changing the zoning of the 61-acre property, the last
major property available for rejuvenation on a grand scale in all of North San Pedro.

I would like fo focus the discussion on a simple fact: that the project as originally (and currently)
proposed will fundamentally, and for all time, change the density, the character, and the livability
of the surrounding community, and the region as a whole. -

What has given the developer the right to expect a zoning change? The fact that the price paid
for the property was substantially above the worth of the property as it was zoned at the time of
the transaction? The belief that the city departments involved, let alone the community, would
simply roll over and permit a zoning change?

Has the developer presented any kind of vision for the use of this property, beyond filling it with
mulfiple “product types™ that the developer evidently feels the community is “in need of?” The
answer is that the owner of the property simply wants a zoning change for the sole purpose of
recouping its investment in a property for which it probably paid too much.

Had the current investment team shown any positive response to preserving a substantial and
contiguous portion of the property as open space or for public recreation purposes, (open space
usage being an important component of the zoning at the time of the original sale of the
property), we might be having a much different discussion with respect to units per acre.

Instedd; the development team has thrown the community a bone by adding three rather timid
parcels at the southeast corner of the property to act as public parks. How has the developer
achieved this change in its proposed land usage? By eliminating a large percentage of the
amenities offered in its.own concept literature for the very residents of the development! This




unconvincing sop to the community, posing as a public benefit, vividly illustrates the fact that
the developer is pushing product—not, by any definition, a “vision™ for the property.

None of the investing parties involved in the development have proven the need for more
housing in this specific location than R-1 zoning allows. Nor have these parties sufficiently dealt
with several of the conseguential environmental consequences of the steep increase in density
envisioned for the property, of which the traffic component is only the most discussed.

" I’m sorry, but it doesn’t seem to me to be the Planning Department’s responsibilify or the Zoning
Commission’s responsibility to make whole a bad bet by investors—a bet predicated on the
rather dismissive assumption that the City would “play ball on the zoning.”

This prime piece of property, with so much potential for multiple uses, and as a space for a vital
addition to the landscape of the community, must not be forfeited for all time as another giant '
housing development—a development which as proposed is not needed and certainly nota

" healthy addition to the life of its neighbors or to the infrastructure of the city around it.

Thank you.
Yours truly, .

Daniel C, Dixon
310-259-2928
dixonsanpedro@gmail.com

Ce: Hon. Joe Buscaino, Councilmember, District 15
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City of Los Angeles Mail - R1 Only for Ponte Vista Page 1 of 1

Hewry Chu< henry.chu@tacity.org>

R1 Only for Ponte Vista

1 message

Maureen Burns< moabums@gmail.com> Tue, Jul 30, 2013 at 9:07 AM

To: henry.chu@tacity.org

Planning Departrment
City of Los Angeles

200 N, Spring St.

Los Angeles, Ca. 90012
or henry.chu@lacity.org

Attn: Henry Chu
Major Projects
Reoom 750C

Case No.; CPC-2012-2558-GPA-ZC-SP, VTT-71886-MU
CEQA No.: ENV-2005-4516-EIR
Hearing Date: July 30, 2013

Dear Mr. Chu,

I have the following comments on this project. | want these comments Included as part of the official record of this hearing.

This equivocating over Ponte Vista neets to end. It was zoned R1 and should stay single-farnily homes on reasonably-sized fots, The
property is an eyesore and needs to be developed as ofiginaily planned and ih a way that will not strain the local Infrastructure (water
resotirees, schools, parks, etc) or effect traffic on Western Avenue, which is already congested. We want fo see a revitalization of our
ared and | don' believe that apariments and condoes will contribute to anything but stress on the existing resources,

Thank you for considering these comments.
Regards,

Maureen

at 2174 W. Rockinghorse Road

Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 80275

Mauseen Bums, Ed.D.

IMAGINED Consulting

310-489-3792

meaburmns@gmait.com or maburns@ucl.edu
hitp:/fimageminders.net/

hitps://mail.google.com/mail//0/i=2&ik=585fadeab5 &view=pt&search=inbox&th=140... 7/31/2013
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ista Development 26900 S. Western Ave., San Pedro, CA 90732

sle Members of the Planning Commission,

n behalf of over 150 families who live at Seaport Homes Luxury Condos &
which neighbors the above referenced Ponte Vista proposed development.

es fully endorses the iStar Financial 830-unit reduced density alternative plan. This
well-suited for the 61.5 acre site and will bepefit the community in several ways:
inate the eyesore created by the wunoccupied and blighted Navy housing facility

ide quality new housing to satisfy the ever growing demands of the Harbor area

te new job opportunities during the development of the project and beyond

vard to seeing this land transformed into a vibrant part of the neighborhood and
ite Vista to our community,

R

, Managing Director
nes Luxury Condos & Townhouses

saport Homes—28000 South Western Ave., San Pedro, CA 90732
310-514-2515 F: 310-514-2526 E: lease@seaport-homes.com
www.seaport-homes.com
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Luxumﬁr CoNDDOS & TOWNHIOLSES

June 7, 2013

Planning Commission
Los Angeles City Hall
200 N. Spring Street
Los Angeles, CA 50012

Re: Ponte Vista Development 26900 S. Western Ave., San Pedro, CA 90732'

Dear Honorable Members of the Planning Commissibn,

I am writing on behalf of over 150 families who live at Seaport Homes Luxury Condos &
Townhouses, which neighbors the above referenced Ponte Vista proposed development.

Seaport Homes fully endorses the iStar Financial 830-unit reduced density alternative plan. This
plan appears well-suited for the 61.5 acre site and will benefit the community in several ways:

e Eliminate the eyesore created by the unoccupied and blighted Navy housing facility

e Provide quality new housing to satisfy the ever growing demands of the Harbor area

o Create new job opportunities during the development of the project and beyond

We look forward to seeing this land transformed into a vibrant part of the neighborhood and
welcome Ponte Vista to our community,

Sincerely,

Nancy Bush, Managing Director
Seaport Homes Luxury Condos & Townhouses

Seaport Homes—28000 South Western Ave., San Pedro, CA 90732
P:310-514-2515 F: 310-514-2526 E: lease@seaport-homes.com
www.seaport-homes.com




fay Regalado

Pel President
Planning Department , ‘\\7?
Ciy of Lo Angec W =
200 N. Spring St.
Los Angeles, CA 90012 ) , Scott Affman
Treasurer
Attn: Henry Chu ' Katie Marrie
Major Projects Secretary
Room 750C '
Mr. Chuy,
Since the introduction the Northwest San
n the details of the
; § peing witny Tilmington-Harbeor City
Community Plan, ﬂa 15' ' & San Pefoico 1uritybolindaries and, more
i : o Neighborhood
it fits within the

San Pedro commnuni
conunumnity.

proposed caused the community to rgact w1th fury at the attempt to build over 2300
residential units of differing types creating a commumity so dense it was inconceivable as
to how the applicant was going to accomplish the project. The project proposed multi-
storied buildings, behind gates and fences with very litfle recreation space and no public
access, Today, one could say that the new plan is a victory for the community since the
applicant is now proposing 830 residential units. However, as one could see from the site
drawings, the project still appears to be extremely dense, surrounded by gates and fences
with minimal open/green space. When the current project was presented to the
community, the applicant described the preject as taking into consideration the feelings
and concerns of the community and developed an improved plan. Unfortunately some of
the concerns of the community were not listened to since the project still reflected a
community behind gates and fences and what little open/recreation space that was
identified was still unavailable to the residents of the harbor community.

638 S. Beacon Street Box 688 e San Pedro, CA 90731 e (310)-732-4522
www.nwsanpedro.org



As in the early project proposal traffic continues to be of concern for the community.
The applicant has stated publically that careful studies were undertaken with mitigations
suggested. For those community members who travel Western Ave. regularly,
specifically, during peak traffic hours, traffic is a challenge to say the least. Travelers, to
and from San Pedro, find Western Ave. difficult as they travel to and from work, local
markets and taking or picking up children from local schools, As traffic studies were
conducted quite a long time ago, it would seem appropriate renewed studies should be
ordered since the implementation of bike lanes on Westmont and Capital Aves, have
drastically changed traffic patterns. Other stakeholders have expressed their intention of
addressing this issue with the hearing panel. Mention of this issue within this statement
is meant to reinforce the fact that with hundreds of potential residents within this would-
be project, would greatly impact the traffic on Western Ave,, the Northwest San Pedro
Neighborhood Council recognizes the potential problems if accurate and up-to-date
traffic analysis is not reinitiated by the applicant and realistic mitigations are
recommended.

recreation/open spacp b
all re51dents of the harb

ehoiders pause as to the reason a
community such as Ponte Vista needs fo be separated from the rest of the harbor
community. When the current applicant was presenting the plan proposal to the council,
they followed a presentation by the local Senior Lead Officer from LAPD who explained
how the overall crime statistics for our area were down. He explained that if there was an
area that could be improved it was burglaries. 1 believe he was explaining how the
community could protect themselves betier from theft from autos if the residents would
lock their car doors and refrain from leaving personal electronic devices in their vehicles,
in the open. When the applicant representative started to describe the project he stated
the need for the fences was to guard the Ponte Vista residents from the local criminal
element. Needless to say this did not bode well with the council and stakeholders in
attendance. Although, the applicant does not use this reason for the need for fences
today, one has to wonder if the applicant still entertains these feelings. They do say it
heightens the value of the homes. The NWSPNC does not feel this is the case. Research
makes a very compelling argument in opposition. I am sure both sides of the issue can

638 S. Beacon Street Box 688 e San Pedro, CA 90731 » (310)-732-4522
www,hwsanpedro.org
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Crrvor BB\ RANCHO PALOS VERDES
% c LES E&% CITY MANAGER'S OFHCE

ADMINSTRATION
29 July 2013 AUG g 8 zma
MAJOR PROJECTS
UNIT VIA ELECTRONIC & U.S. MAIL

Henry Chu, City Planner

Los Angeles Department of City Planning, Major Projects
200 N. Spring 8t., Rm. 750

Los Angeles, CA 90012

SUBJECT: Comments on the Ponte Visfa Project {Case Nos. CPC-2012-2558-
GPA-ZC-SP, VTT-71886-MU & ENV-2005-4516-EIR)

Dear Mr. Chu:
Thank you for providing the City of Rancho Palos Verdes with the opportunity to

comment on the Fonfe Vista, pro;ect I plan to atiend tomorrow’s public hearing in San
Pedro but also wanted t ent‘ r"che ritten. omments 'to the record

. NG ¢ hie nitored the reuse- of the former San Pedrc)'
Navy Housmg sﬁe for many years Ad we were apprecsatwe ‘of the incluision of sevetal
Rancho Palos Verdes residents on ‘the Ponté Vista Community Advisory-Committee in
2007 when the original 2,300-unit propgsal for the site was under consideration. At that

time, our City Council went on record- as supporting the recommendations of the

Advisory Committee, which re;ected a revised 1,950-unit proposal and affirmed the

current R-1 zoning and density for the property. Our City Couricil believed that these -
recommendations were reflective of the desires of the majority of residents who live

near the Ponté Vista site, and we were pleased to see that the Los Angeles Planning

Staff and City Planning Commission ultimately agreed (at least in part) in 2009.

Beginning in 2011, we began meeting with the new Ponfe Vista development team
under the auspices of the Northwest San Pedro Neighborhood Council’s Planning and
Land Use Committee. These meetings initially focused on the new traffic study being
prepared for the revised 1,135-unit proposal, but eventually mc!uded ether aspects of
the, proposed project lncludlng the draft EIR and Spemf c Plan o

_QIn .}anuary 2013 we submltted extens:ve commanfs ofi the Draft EIR for the re\nsed
Ponte . Vrsta pro;ect We apprec:ate that the recentiy-reieaseti F[nal ‘EfR ‘inchidés
‘extensive and detailed responses to all of our comments’ However, wa 'would take'this
opportunity to respectfully raise several issues of concern about the Ponfe Vista project
-and EIR that we believe have not been adequately addressed -

30940 HAWTHORNE BIVD. / RANCHO PALOS VERDES, CA 00275-5391 / {310} 544-5205 / FAX (310) 544-5291
WIRW PALOSVERDES COM/RPY
PRINTED ON RECYCLED [ARER
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Henry Chu
29 July 2013
Page 2

s We remain concerned about the impact of the proposed project upon emergency
access along Western Avenue, which is the only point of ingress/egress for this
project and for thousands of existing residents in surrounding neighborhoods in
Rancho Palos Verdes and San Pedro.

° Based upon our decades-long experience with school circulation patterns in the
project area, the assumption thai middle-school students residing at Ponte Vista
will desire {or even be permitted) fo walk to Dodson Middle School is unrealistic.

° Even with the developer's last-minute offer of some limited public open space
within the project, we believe that the City's Eastview Park will experience
incredsed dernand and wear-and-tear as a resuit of the project, which wili not be.
offset by the payment of Quimby fees to the City of Los Angeles.

® Although the project’s traffic study concludes that adverse project impacts can be
mitigated, we are concerned that some of these proposed mitigation measures
along Western Avenue will be unacceptable to our City and/or CalTrans, thereby
resulting in significant adverse traffic impacts that cannot be mitigated.

. The Final EIR rejecis as infeasible several project aiternatives that have lower
residential density; include a greater mix of residential and non-residential uses;
and/or conform to the existing zoning of the site, on the basis (at least in part)
that such alternatives are financially infeasible. However, this is a condition that
the City believes that the surrounding community is not obligated to accept as a
rationale for maximizing the currently developer’s profit due to the unrealistically
high price paid for the property by previous developers.

Thank you for your consideration of the concerns of the City of Rancho Palos Verdes
regarding the Ponte Vista project. [f you have any questions or need additional
infformation, please feel free fo contact me ai (310) 544-5226 or via e-mail at
kitf@rpv.com.

Sincerely,

Kif Fox, %

-Senior Administrative Analyst
cc:  Mayor Susan Brocks and Rancho Palos Verdes City Council

Carclyn Lehr, City Manager
Carolynn Petru, Deputy City Manager

Mi\Border Issues\Ponte Vista Projecfi20130729_Chu_PonteVistaComments.docx




925 Cara Place
San Pedro, CA. 90731

July 1, 2013
Los Angeles Department of City Planning SFERNER
Attention: Mr, Henry H. Chu AUG 0§ 2013

200 N. Spring Street, room 750
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Subject: ENV-2005-4516-EIR

Dear Mr. Henry H. Chu,

1 would like to bring to your attention an issue that was not brought up at the
at the EIR hearing on Ponte Vista housing development in San Pedro on July 30,
2013,

The Ponte Vista property is directly over the Palos Verdes earthquake fault
that follows the northeastern range from Palos Verdes Hills between Redondo
Beach and San Pedro, extending across Los Angeles Harbor onto the continental
shelf to the Southeast. (Please see, “Faults of the Los Angeles Area”™}

There are a number of faults that cut through the Los Angeles metropolitan
area, including the one responsible for the Nerthridge quake. The problem is not
knowing when the stress along the fault was last relieved. It seems inevitable that
sooner or later a large earthquake will oceur in the Harbor area and it could be the,
Palos Verdes fault.

The Palos Verdes Fault zone is 49 miles long and the slip rate isup to 1/8
inch per yr. The probable magnitude of this fault is from Mw 6.0 to 7.0.

The other safety concern is the LPG storage tanks. This brings up the
question as to why would the Planning Department approve this project for a zone
change that borders the Defense fuel storage tanks to the North and Rancho LPG
propane and butane tanks to the East and build 830 plus units on top of the Palos
Verdes fault zone? This project is surrounded by fuel tanks that could have a
devastating impact for those living in the blast zone. (Please see newspaper article,
“Master of Disaster”) :

My recommendations as a life-long resident in San Pedro is to address the
issue of public safety by finding a new home for Rancho LPG before giving any



925 Cara Place
San Pedro, CA. 90731

July 1,2013
Los Angeles Department of City Planning gfﬁ? I&m&g
Attention: Mr. Henry H. Chu AUG 038 2013
Plan Implementation Division MAJOR PROJEGTS

UNT
200 N. Spring Street, room 750

Los Angeles, CA 90012
Subject: ENV-2005-4516-EIR

Dear Mr. Henry H. Chu,

I would like to bring to your attention an issue that was not brought up at the
at the EIR hearing on Ponte Vista housing development in San Pedro on July 30,
2013.

The Ponte Vista property is directly over the Palos Verdes earthquake fault
that follows the northeastern range from Palos Verdes Hills between Redondo
Beach and San Pedro, extending across Los Angeles Harbor onto the continental
shelf to the Southeast. (Please see, “Faults of the Los Angeles Area”)

There are a number of faults that cut through the Los Angeles metropolitan
area, including the one responsible for the Northridge quake. The problem is not
knowing when the stress along the fault was last relieved. It seems inevitable that
sooner or later a large earthquake will occur in the Harbor area and it could be the
Palos Verdes fault. '

The Palos Verdes Fault zone is 49 miles long and the slip rate is up to 1/8
inch per yr. The probable magnitude of this fault is from Mw 6.0 to 7.0.

The other safety concern is the LPG storage tanks. This brings up the
guestion as to why would the Planning Department approve this project for a zone
change that borders the Defense fuel storage tanks to the North and Rancho LPG
propane and butane tanks to the East and build 830 plus units on top of the Palos
Verdes fault zone? This project is surrounded by fuel tanks that could have a
devastating impact for those living in the blast zone. (Please see newspaper article,
“Master of Disaster”) .

My recommendations as a life-long resident in San Pedro is to address the
issue of public safety by finding a new home for Rancho LPG befare giving any




approval to speculators such as [Star. I would not change the zoning for the Navy
site, as there should be no homes over 2 stories for earthquake safety, Since there
are about 250 vacant units at the site, I would approve the same number for new
construction once the issue of Rancho LPG is settled. We are talking about many
issues in which this project will have an effect on this community and back-up traffic
all the way to Harbor City and Wilmington.

We heard from many people from the community and it was only the
Chamber of Commerce’s that were in favor of this project, except for perhaps two
other people. Unfortunately these people were not locking at the over-all picture
for the good of the community and only for themselves.

| feel that if IStar cannot make a profit building single-family homes, then itis
not the responsibility of the community to give approval to change the zoning in
order to bail them out.

Sincerely yours,

Hirll

John Winkler

Jhwinkler@me.com




925 Cara Place
San Pedro, CA. 90731
July 31,2013

Los Angeles Department of City Planning &-ﬁﬁ_&%ﬁg

Attention: Mr. Henry H. Chu AUG 08 2013

MAJOR PROUECTS
UNIT

Plan Implementation Division
200 N. Spring Street, room 750
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Subject: ENV-2005-4516-EIR

Dear Mr. Henry H. Chy,

I would like to bring to your attention an issue that was not brought up at the
at the EIR hearing on Ponte Vista housing development in San Pedro on July 30,
2013.

The Ponte Vista property is directly over the Palos Verdes earthquake fault
that follows the northeastern range from Palos Verdes Hills between Redondo
Beach and San Pedro, extending across Los Angeles Harbor onto the continental
shelf to the Southeast. (Please see, “Faults of the Los Angeles Area”)

There are a number of faults that cut through the Los Angeles metropolitan
area, including the one responsible for the Northridge quake. The problem is not
knowing when the stress along the fault was last relieved. It seems inevitable that
sooner or later a large earthquake will occur in the Harbor area and it could be the
Palos Verdes fault. -

The Palos Verdes Fault zone is 49 miles long and the slip rate is up to 1/8
inch per yr. The probable magnitude of this fault is from Mw 6.0 t0 7.0.

The other safety concern is the LPG storage tanks. This brings up the
question as to why would the Planning Department approve this project for a zone
change that borders the Defense fuel storage tanks to the North and Rancho LPG
propane and butane tanks to the East and build 830 plus units on top of the Palos
Verdes fault zone? This project is surrounded by fuel tanks that could have a
devastating impact for those living in the blast zone. {Please see newspaper article,
“Master of Disaster”)

My recommendations as a life-long resident in San Pedro is to address the
issue of public safety by finding a new home for Rancho LPG before giving any
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21 Helendale fault

22 Hollywood fault
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24 Lion Canyon fault

25 Liano fault

26 Los Alamitos fault
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28 Mint Canyon fault

29 Mirage Valley fault zone
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33 Northridge Hills fault

34 Oszk Ridge fault
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38 Pine Mountain fauit

39 Raymond fault

40 Red Hill (Etiwanda Ave) fault

41 Redondo Canyon fault
42 San Andreas Fault

43 San Antonio fault

44 San Cayetano fault

45 San Fernando fauit zone
46 San Gabriel fault zone
47 San Jacinto fault

48 San Jose fault

49 Santa Cruz-Santa Catalina Ridge f.z.
50 Santa Monica fault

51 Santa Ynez fault

52 Santa Susana fault zone
53 Slerra Madre fautlt zone
54 Simi fauit

55 Soledad Canyon fault
56 Steddard Canyon fault
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58 Verdugo fauif

59 Waterman Canyon fault
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Case No. CPC-2012-2558-GPR-ZC-SP,VIT-71866-MU

SRSEED

AUG 08 2013

MMORHKMHﬂB
UNIT

Att: L. A. Department of Planning

On a recent weekday afternoon, as T was driving home in one of
the Northbound lanes of Western Avenue, I was startled to gsee,
in the distance; a large fire engine, with lights flashing

and siren blaring, coming towards me.

It was too early in the afternoon for commuter traffic to have
developed and schools were still in session. Yet, thihk
emergency vehicle found the Southbound lanes on Western so con-—
gested that it was forced to switch into oncoming traffic in
order to proceed!

it is important to remember that Western Avenue is absolutely
the only means of accessging some of these survounding neighbor-
hoods. We all acknowledge that even with the existing R-1
zoning, any construction of new homes in the area will affect
traffic on this vital thoroughfare. But the high-density zon-
ing that IStar is requesting will make traffic on Western un-
bearable - and even dangerous! .

Regpectfully submitted,

‘Shiriey Braun
2056 Avenida Feliciano
Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca.
90275




Northwest E2n Padre Neighborhood Counedl

“Your Community Voice”

Ray Regatado

August 3, 2013 President

Ef Laurle Jacobs
II;I/Ienry i WOF AVGEP Vice President

ajor Projects
Planning Department, City of Los Angeles AUG 09 21 i::::uf::ma“
200 N. Spring Street MAJOR PROJECTS
Los Angeles, CA 90012 Unir Katle Marrie
Secretary

RE: CEQA No.: ENV-2005-4516-EIR

Dear Henry Chu,

At the Northwest San Pedro Nelghb_orh

tmg on July 8, 2013, the Council
unanimously passed the following-cb :

o the Pouﬁe Vista project.

1. The addxtmn pf ih St _
' I&rlj%'at the intersection of
- In order 1o address this

Taper Avenue that was develop
While this proposal would goal ing the la-afﬁo snarl on Westmont,
'on'df Western and Avenida Aprenda
during the am and pm pea};; ours, h ! parents are dropping off and
picking students up from Dodspn: This not consxdered in the EIR which clearly
states that the traffic considered to” Mary; tar was for ingress only. Considering that the
EIR peak hour traffic coming from the project is currently estimated at 555 vehicles, this

would be nearly a doubling of what was considered.

2. The flaw in the applicant’s logic traffic analysis is particularly apparent when
comparing their estimate of an increase of only 30 cats at the peak hour on Westmont
with their own estimate of 142 additional elemeniary school students, virtually all of
whom would be driven to Taper Avenue school requiring a left turn out of the property
and & left turn onto Westmont,

3. The natural stormi water drainage path, aka “seasonal creek™, that passes
through the southwesterly part of the site should be featured in the landscape design,
rather than buried in storm drain conduit as proposed. San Pedro's natural elements are a
key factor in defining the area's quality of life, and must be protected wherever possible.
These elements must be kept open and accessible through a network of trails, bike paths
and naturalistic parks and open space. The existing onsite drainage channel along the

£38 S, Beacon Street Box 688 e San Pedrg, CA 90731 ¢ {(310)-732-4522
www.nwsanpedro.org
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Northwest San Pediro Neighborhood Council

S,
“Your Community Voice”

Ray Regalado
August 3, 2013 Prasident

5-?05' E MEED Laurie Jacobs

Hemy Chu Vice President
Major Projects A

Planning Department, City of Los Angeles UG 09 2013 | i::::u::man
200 N, Spring Street MAJOR PROJECTg

Los Angeles, CA 90012 UNiT Katle Marrie

Secretary

RE: CEQA Ne.: ENV-2005-4516-EIR

Dear Henry Chu,

At the Northwest San Pedro Ne1ghborh Yol une

tmg on July 8, 2013, the Council
unanimously passed the follow: '

‘Ponte Vista project.
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- In order to address this
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ion-of Westétn and Avenida Aprenda
me that parents are dropping off and
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picking students up from Dbdson /This :not consxdered in the EIR which clearly
states that the traffic considered to° Mary“_. >t _nwas for ingress only. Considering that the
EIR peak hour traffic coming from the prolect is currently estimated at 555 vehicles, this
would be nearly a doubling of what was considered.

2. The flaw in the applicant’s logic traffic analysis is particularly apparent when
comparing their estimate of an increase of only 30 cars at the peak hour on Westmont
with their own estimate of 142 additional elementary school students, virtually all of
whom would be driven to Taper Avenue school requiring a left turn out of the property
and a left turn onto Westmont.

3. The natural storm water drainage path, aka “seasonal creek™, that passes
through the southwesterly part of the site should be featured in the landscape design,
rather than buried in storm drain conduit as proposed. San Pedro's natural elements are a
key factor in defining the area's quality of life, and must be protected wherever possible.
These elements must be kept open and accessible through a network of trails, bike paths
and naturalistic parks and open space. The existing ousite drainage channel along the

638 S. Beacon Street Box 688 e San Pedrg, CA 90731 e (310)-732-4522
www.hwsanpedro.org




southwest portion of the site is an important component of the "green infrastructure” that
should be integrated a linear park and natural drainage (as opposed to pipe and pollute
systems) and storm water management as an interconnected whole. Ponte Vista should
seamlessly interweave its sustainable landscaping with the turns and the rhythm of the
drainage channel as a pedestrian and bicycle oasis that ﬁxnctmns as an open space while
facilitating storm water management and treatment.

4. All strects and common parklands should conform to public development
standards.

5. The developer of Ponte Vista should be required to improve the Western
Avenue pedestrian experience. In order to provide a more attractive major streetscape,
street trees should be planted within a continuous green parkway rather than in tree wells.

6. The developer proposes a “Residential Product 2” that does not provide access
to front doors from a sfreet or landscaped “walk: (pedestrian access is by way of alley
only). This does not conform.to City of Los Angéles. Resxdentzal Design Guidelines and
should not be approved. -~

7. Yodividual reside

sident, here provide shouid.be of sufficient length
to park a car without 1t éx_tg’ri ‘ 3

witﬁ%City of Los Angeles
contamed in Section 1 for

icated public :géd,

Raymond Regalado, President
Northwest San Pedro Neighborhood Council

Ce: Joe Buscaino, Atison Becker

638 S. Beacon Street Box 688 ¢ San Pedro, CA 90731 « (310)-732-4522
www, nwsanpedro.org



southwest portion of the site is an important component of the "green infrastructure" that
should be integrated a linear park and natural drainage (as opposed to pipe and pollute
systems) and storm water management as an interconnected whole. Ponte Vista should
seamlessly interweave its sustainable landscaping with the turns and the rhythm of the
drainage channel as a pedestrian and bicycle oasis that functions as an open space while
facilitating storm water management and ireatment, :

4. All streets and common parklands should conform to public development
standards. '

5. The developer of Ponte Vista should be required to improve the Western
Avenue pedestrian experience. In order to provide a more attractive major streetscape,
street trees should be planted within a continuous green parkway rather than in tree wells,

6. The developer proposes a “Residential Product 27 that does not provide access
to front doors from a street or landscaped ‘walk: (pedestrian access is by way of alley
only). This does not conform to City of Los-Angéles.Residential Design Guidelines and
should not be approved. - y
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Raymond Regalado, President
Northwest San Pedro Neighborhood Council

Ce: Joe Buscaino, Alison Becker
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City of Los Angeles Mail - ENV-2005-4516-EIR Page 1 of 1

Henry Chu< henry.chu@lacity.org>

ENV-2005-4516-EIR

1 message

Cox Mail< desalvo3@cox.net> ' Tue, Jul 30, 2013 at 3:53 PM
To: "henry.chu@!acity.org” <henry.chu@lacity.org>

The residents of Eastview are adamanily opposed to the size, scope and use of this project!

Elena Butorac
Rancho Palos Verdes Resident

Sent from my iPhone

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/7ui=2&ik=58 5fadeab5 &view=pt&search=inbox&th=140... 7/31/2013




southwest portion of the site is an important component of the "green infrastructure” that
should be integrated a linear park and natural drainage (as opposed to pipe and pollute
systems) and storm water management as an interconnected whole. Ponte Vista should
seamlessly interweave its sustainable landscaping with the turns and the rhythm of the
drainage channel as a pedestrian and bicycle oasis that functions as an open space while
facilitating storm water management and treatment. :

4, All streets and common parklands should conform to public development
standards.

5. The developer of Ponte Vista should be required to improve the Western
Avenue pedestrian experience. In order to provide a more atfractive major streetscape,
street trees should be planted within a continuous green parkway rather than in tree wells.

6. The developer proposes a “Residential Product 2” that does not provide acoess
to front doors from a street or landscaped ‘walk:(pedestrian access is by way of alley
onty). This does not conform to Cfcy of Los-Angéles. Rﬁs1dent1al Design Guidelines and
should not be approved. -~
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Raymond Regalado, President
Northwest San Pedro Neighborhood Council

Ce: Joe Buscaino, Alison Becker

638 S. Beacon Street Box 688 e San Pedro, CA 90731 ¢ (310)-732-4522
www.nwsanpedro.org



southwest portion of the site is an important component of the "green mfrastructure™ that
should be integrated a linear park and natural drainage (as opposed to pipe and pollute
systems) and storm water management as an interconnected whole. Ponte Vista should
seamlessly interweave its sustainable landscaping with the turns and the thythm of the
drainage channe! as a pedestrian and bicycle oasis that functions as an open space while
facilitating storm water management and treatment, :

4. All streets and common parklands should conform to public development
standards.

5. The developer of Ponte Vista should be required to improve the Western
Avenue pedestrian experience. In order to provide a more atiractive major streetscape,
street trees should be planted within a continuous green parkway rather than in tree wells,

6. The developer proposes 2 “Residential Product 2 that does not provide access
to front doors from a street or landscapéd walk:(pedestrian access is by way of alley
only). This does not conform to Clty of Los-Angéles. Res1dent1al Design Guidelines and
should not be approved. -~
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July 30, 2013
Mz. Henry Chu, Los Angeles Department of City Planning

Re: VI'T-71886-MU, CPC-2012-2558-GPA-ZC-SP; ENV-2005-4516-EIR.
Dear Mr Chu:

I am a member of the Northwest San Pedro Neighborhood Council but am writing these
comments as an individual. I served on then Councilwoman Hahn’s advisory commiitee on the
future of what had become known as Ponte Vista. I was one of two members who felt there was
a middle-ground between the existing usage of the property and the enormous number of units
then proposed, but that any potential change in zoning needed to be mitigated by a substantial
commitment to real open-space and public recreation areas on the property. I have since
changed my mind, and oppose a change in zoning based on the current development proposal.

During the more than half-decade of arguments regarding the future of the “Ponte Vista project”
the majority of the discussion has hinged on changing the zoning of the 61-acre property, the last
major property available for rejuvenation on a grand scale in all of North San Pedro.

I would Jike to focus the discussion on a simple fact: that the project as originally (and currently)
proposed will fundamentally, and for all time, change the density, the character, and the Hvability
of the surrounding community, and the region as a whole.

What has given the developer the right fo expect a zoning change? The fact that the price paid
for the property was substantially above the worth of the property as it was zoned at the time of
the transaction? The belief that the city depariments involved, let alone the community, would
simply roll over and permit a zoning change?

Has the developer presented any kind of vision for the use of this property, beyond filling it with
multiple “product types™ that the developer evidently feels the community is “in need of?” The
answer is that the owner of the property simply wants a zoning change for the sole purpose of
recouping its investment in a property for which it probably paid too much.

Had the current investment team shown any positive response o preserving a substantial and
contiguous portion of the property as open space or for public recreation purposes, (open space
usage being an important component of the zoning at the time of the original sale of the
property), we might be having a much different discussion with respect to unifs per acre.

Instead; e development team has thrown the community a bone by adding three rather timid
parcels at the southeast corner of the property to act as public parks. How has the developer
achieved this change in its proposed land usage? By eliminating a large percentage of the
amenities offered in its.own concept literature for the very residents of the development! This




southwest portion of the site is an important component of the "green infrastructure" that
should be integrated a linear park and natural drainage (as opposed to pipe and pollute
systems) and storm water management as an interconnected whole. Ponte Vista should
seamlessly interweave its sustainable landscaping with the turns and the thythm of the
drainage channel as a pedestrian and bicycle oasis that functions as an open space while
facilitating storm water management and freatment, :

4. All streets and common parklands should conform to public development
standards,

5. The developer of Ponte Vista should be required to improve the Western
Avenue pedestrian experience. In order to provide a more attractive major streetscape,
street trees should be planted within a continuous green parkway rather than in tree wells.

6. The developer proposes a “Residential Product 27 that does not provide access
to front doors from a street or landscaped walk:(pedestrian access is by way of alley
only). This does not conform fo Ci’cy of Los Angéles Résidential Desigh Guidelines and
should not be approved. -~ = ..

7. Individual res'{'ciq

-SHIENU shdtii'__d_‘be of sufficient length
to park a car without it exten '."-".

w1th Cny of Los Angeles

. All nﬁ:ﬁnﬁi&n st
contameﬁ in Section 1-i for

Thank you in advance for you:r supp rt of hi

e Qaﬁuu

Raymond Regalado, President
Northwest San Pedro Neighborhood Council

Ce: Joe Buscaino, Alison Becker

638 S. Beacon Streset Box 688 # San Pedro, CA 90731 » (310)-732-4522
wWww.nwsanpedro.org




unconvincing sop to the community, posing as a public benefit, vividly illustrates the fact that
the developer is pushing product—not, by any definition, a “vision” for the property.

None of the investing parties involved in the development have proven the need for more
housing in this specific location than R-1 zoning allows. Nor have these parties sufficiently dealt
with several of the consequential environmental consequences of the steep increase in density
envisioned for the property, of which the traffic component is only the most discussed.

" P’m sorry, but it doesn’t seem to me to be the Plapning Department’s responsibility or the Zoning
Commission’s responsibility to make whole a bad bet by investors—a bet predicated on the
rather dismissive assumption that the City would “play ball on the zoning.”

This prime piece of property, with so much potential for multiple uses, and as a space for a vital
addition to the landscape of the community, must not be forfeited for all time as another giant
housing development—'-a development which as proposed is not needed and certainly nota

" healthy addition to the life of its neighbors or to the infrastructure of the city around it.

Thank you.
Yours truly,

Daniel C. Dixon
310-259-2928
dixonsanpedro@pmail.com

Ce: Hon. Joe Buscaino, Councilmember, District 15




City of Los Angeles Mail - R1 Only for Ponte Vista ' Page 1 of 1

Henry Chu< henry.chu@facity .org>

R1 Only for Ponte Vista

1 message

Maureen Burns< moabums@gmail.com> Tue, Jul 30, 2013 at 3:.07 AM
To: henry.chu@lacity.org

Planning Pepartment
City of Los Angelss

200 N. Spring St

i Los Angeles, Ca. 90012
] or henry.chu@tacity.org
|

Aftn: Henry Chu
Major Projects
Room 758C

Case No.: CPC-2012-2558B-GPA-ZC-SP, VT T-71866-MU
CEQA No.: ENV-2005-4518-EIR
Hearing Date: July 30, 2013

Dear Mr. Chy,
t have the following comments on this project. { want these comments included as part of the official record of this hearing.

This equivocating over Ponte Vista needs to end. I was zoned R1 and should stay single-family homes on reasonably-sized lofs, The
property is an eyesore and needs to be developed as originally planned and In a way that will not strain the local Infrastruciure (water
resoutces, schools, parks, efc.) or effect traffic on Westemn Avenue, which is aiready congested. We want fo see a revitalization of our
area and 1 dont't believe that apariments and condas will confribute to anything but stress on the existing resources,

Thark you for considering these comments,
Regards,

Maureen

: at 2174 W, Rockinghorse Road

i Rancho Pales Verdes, CA 80275

Maureen Bums, Ed.D.

IMAGIRED Consulting

310-489-3752

moaburns@gmafl.com or maburns@uci.edu
hitp/fimageminders, net/

hitps://mail.google.com/mail/w/0/7ui=2&ik=58SfadeabS & view=pt&search=inbox&th=140... 7/31/2013
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LUXurRyY CONDOS & TOWNHMOLUSES |

June 7, 2013

Planning Commission
Los Angeles City Hall
200 N. Spring Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012

e Re: Ponte Vista Development 26900 8. Western Ave., San Pedro, CA 90732

Dear Honorable Members of the Planning Commission,

I am writing on behalf of over 150 families who live at Seaport Homes Luxury Condos &
Townhouses, which neighbors the above referenced Ponte Vista proposed development.

Seaport Homes fully endorses the iStar Financial 830-unit reduced density alternative plan. This
plan appears well-suited for the 61.5 acre site and will benefit the community in several ways:

» Eliminate the eyesore created by the unoccupied and blighted Navy housing facility

» Provide quality new housing to satisfy the ever growing demands of the Harbor area

o Create new job opportunities during the development of the project and beyond

We look forward to seeing this land transformed into a vibrant part of the neighborhood and
welcome Ponte Vista to our community,

i
&
|3
:
i
¥
;

Sincerely,

Nancy Bush, Managing Director
Seaport Homes Luxury Condos & Townhouses

Seaport Homes—28000 South Western Ave., San Pedro, CA 90732
P: 310-514-2518 F: 310-514-2526 E: lease@seaport-homes.com
www.seaport-homes.com
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200 N. Spring St.
Los Angeles, CA 90012 Scott Allman
Treasurey
Attn: Henry Chu ' Katie Marrie
Major Projects Secretary
Room 750C
5: the Northwest San
n the details of the
gton-Harbor City
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: sonable number of unifs
proposed caused the community to react with fury a at the attempt to build over 2300
residential units of differing types creating a community so dense it was inconceivable as
to how the applicant was going to accomplish the project. The project proposed multi-
storied buildings, behind gates and fences with very little recreation space and no public
access. Today, one could say that the new plan is a victory for the community since the
applicant is now proposing 830 residential units. However, as one could sce from the site
drawings, the project still appears to be extremely dense, surrounded by gates and fences
with minimal open/green space. When the current project was presented to the
community, the applicant described the project as taking into consideration the feelings
and concerns of the community and developed an improved plan. Unfortunately some of
the concerns of the community were not listened to since the project still reflected a
community behind gates and fences and what little open/recreation space that was
identified was still unavailable to the residents of the harbor community.

638 S. Beacon Street Box 688 e San Pedro, CA 90731 e {310)-732-4522
www.nwsanpedro.org



As in the early project proposal traffic continues to be of concern for the community.
The applicant has stated publically that careful studies were undertaken with mitigations
suggested, For those community members who travel Western Ave. regularly,
specifically, during peak traffic hours, traffic is a challenge fo say the least. Travelers, to
and from San Pedro, find Western Ave. difficult as they travel to and from work, local
markets and taking or picking up children from local schools. 'As traffic studies were
conducted quite a long time ago, it would seem appropriate renewed studies should be
ordered since the implementation of bike lanes on Westmont and Capital Aves, have
drastically changed traffic patterns. Other stakeholders have expressed their intention of
addressing this issue with the hearing panel. Mention of this issue within this statement
is meant to reinforce the fact that with hundreds of potential residents within this would-
be project, would greatly impact the traffic on Westem Ave., the Northwest San Pedro
Neighborhood Council recognizes the potential problems if accurate and up-to-date
traffic analysis is not reinitiated by the applicant and reahstlc mitigations are
recommended.
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The current zoning reqmremelﬁ 0
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recreatton/open spage

all res:dents of the hérb
& the &

if: amige he various aspect of the

ressimg: “The gates and fences that
surround the community has given residénts: anidakeholders pause as to the reason a
commumity such as Ponte Vista needs to be separated from the rest of the harbor
community. When the current applicant was presenting the plan proposal to the council,
they followed a presentation by the local Senior Lead Officer from LAPD who explained
how the overall crime statistics for our area were down. He explained that if there was an
area that could be improved it was burglaries. I believe he was explaining how the
community could protect themselves better from theft from autos if the residents would
lock their car doors and refrain from leaving personal electronic devices in their vehicles,
in the open. When the applicant representative started to describe the project he stated
the need for the fences was to guard the Ponte Vista residents from the local eriminal
element. Needless to say this did not bode well with the council and stakeholders in
attendance. Although, the applicant does not use this reason for the need for fences
today, one has to wonder if the applicant still entertains these feelings. They do say it
heightens the value of the homes. The NWSPNC does not feel this is the case. Research
makes a very compelling argument in opposition. Iam sure both sides of the issue can

638 S. Beacon Sireet Box 688  San Pedro, CA 20731 e {310)-732-4522
www,hwsanpedro.org




Jjustify their position on the subject; however, one thing is very apparent, the use of gates
and fences does not fit into the character of the communify, Yes you may find a few
examples of the use of walls and fences in the local community, but those developments
are very rare and very much the exception.

As the NWSPNC continues to take the pulse of the community in gauging where the
communiiy stands regarding the Ponte Vista Project one of the main areas of concern is
the establishment of a gated community. Many state that among the many things that
draws them to San Pedro and the larger harbor community is the civic engagement and
involvement by the residents of the arca. With. this in mind it is no wonder why this
project has not been a walk in the park for the applicant to get approved. An engaged
community is an informed community. Community members examine and determine
what makes sense regarding their neighborhoods. This is the basis of the Neighborhood
Council concept. Community stakeholders meet, discuss and give input as to the
direction their nelghborhoods should take. Input that our city elected officials and

The NWSPNC feels
proposed home designs
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Ra Regalado
President, Northwest San Pedro Neighibot

638 S. Beacon Street Box 688 ¢ San Pedro, CA 90731 » (310)-732-4522
www.nwsanpedro.org




Henry H Chu,

City Planner | ﬁ&&%ﬁg

Plan Implementation Division A6 1 3208
200 N. Spring St. Room 750 MMDRW

Los Angeles, CA 90012
Subject: Growing threat of emissions and pollution

Reference: ENV-2005-4516-EIR

Dear Mr., Chuy,

Enclosed is a recent article addressing the threat of more global warming?
As a Port City we are undulated with car pollution, truck traffic, Port machinery and
the toxic fumes from the neighboring refineries.

There is very much concern that by over-building Ponte Vista with over 830
to 1,000 units this would bring in additional poltution to the environment in the
Port city of San Pedro. If the average family would have 2 or more vehicles, we are
talking about an additional 2,000 + vehicles that will be on the street at some point.

We are also talking about additional electrical use and if the power plant is
using diesel fuel, we are talking about additional burning for up to 1,000 homes if it
were to be approved.

Since this property is zoned for R-1, it should remain that way. This property
was never designed for multi-units. If it was designed for a zone change, then there
should have been an entry and exit on Gaffey Street.

By the way, the Navy is not behind this zone change. A Navy representative
at the planning meeting said that they have many reservations about this project.

John Winkler ,

Jhwinkler@me.com
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63 percent

“Poll: Californlans say effects of

global warming already felt.

Big factor

State ranks as 13th-largest source

of greenhouse gases oh Earth.

By Paul Rogers » San Jose Mercury News

Rising ocean waters. Bigder and more frequent
These arer’t the usual predictions ahout global warming based o
es already happening in California,
Frvironmental Protection Agency. Climate chan
slate’s water supplies, farm industry, forests, wil

The 258-page document was
written by 5] scientists from the
University of California, Seripps
Institution of Oceanography,
Lawrence Berkeley National Lab-
oratory, U.S. Geological Survey
and the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration,
among other agencies and insti-
{utions.

s0fimate change is not just
some abstract scientific debate,”
said California EPA Secretary
Matt Rodriquez. “It’s real, and
it’s already here.”

Most Californians seem to

agree. Ina poll last month by the
nonpartisan Public Policy Insti-
tute of California, 68 percent of
the state’s residents said the ef-
fects of global warming are al-
ready being felt, while 22 per-
cent said they will bappen in the
future. Eleven percent said they
will never happen.

Although California has done
more than nearly every other
state to reduce emissions of heat-
trapping gases, the report found,
if it were a country, it would still
ranlk as the I3th-largest source of

WARMING » PAGE 1G

Hot topic .

Since 1895, average temperatures

have Increased about 1.5 degrees
in Califarnia.

forest fires. More brutally hot sumumer days. .

n computer forecasts. They're chang-
according to a detailed new report issued today by the California
ge is “an immediate and growing threat” affecting the
dlife and public health, the report says.

Sources of emissions

Transportation, industry and ehectrical
genefation accourit for 81 percent of alt
greenhause gas emissions in California.
Transportation
Industrial
Electricity generation
Flectricity imporls
Agriciture

Residential &5
Commercial §3
Not specified B 3

Source; Indicatots of Climate Change in Califorria.
Office of Environmenftat Health Havard Assessment
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Dear Mr. Chy, | SEP 13 2013

MAJOR PROJIECTS
T

Re: CASE — CPC-2012-2558-GPA-ZC-SP, VIT-71886-MU ENV-2005-4516-EIR

I am writing this letter to you regarding the zoning at PONTE VISTA IN CITY OF
RANCHOPALQOS VERDES.

Please do not approve rezoning of this site for the safety sake of all the family
living in this orea.

Navy families happily lived there for so many many years as single family, why
should it now be changed to zone densityof 350% or more upward from R-1 to
over 800 dwellings which will increase troffic congestion tremendously on
Western which is currently already o busy street, impede police and fire coverage,
hurt Rancho Palos Verdes home values, and most importantly increase the risk of

crime in RPV.

I-STAR FINANCIAL also only consider their own benefit of “ PROFIT” without
taking into consideration the welfare of the family who has been living there for
many many years, dafter oll, their family do not live there, so what do they care.

Aguain, please do not approve the rezoning of Ponte Vista site in Rancho Palos
Verdes.

For the safety sake of the entire neighborhood, please keep PONTE VISTA SITE in
Rancho Palos Verses as R-1 Single Family Residential Homes

Thank you very much to your kind consideration and attention on this issue.

Sigterely Youss, |
/e -

Araceli Ta




Vote : Ponte Visda JEWV-2005 ~o/56 ~£1R
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MAJOR PROJECTS
Los Angeles is rife with politically connected landlords and developers, many

spending large sums of money to bend the system to favor their projects.

PALOS VERDES EARTHQUAKE FAULT

To protect those that would purchase a home that sits on an existing
earthguake fault is the “Alquist Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act”. This legislation
was signed into law on December 22, 1972, This act declares the areas near active
faults to be “Special studies zones” and forbids construction intended for human
occupancy within fifty feet of the (surface line) of an active fauit.

' Under the California Division of Mines and Geological Survey, it requires
‘property owners, real estate agents or Development Companies to formally and
legally disclose that their property lies within the zones defined on those maps
hefore selling the property. It also prohibits new construction of houses within
these zones unless a comprehensive geologic investigation shows that the fault does
not pose a hazard to the proposed structure. '

The width of an appropriate no-build zone can vary, based on site-specific
geologic conditions, style and complicity of faulting, and number and spacing of
trenches. Thus in some circumstances it may be appropriate to site a structure
closer than 50 ft, and in other situations 50 ft. may be entirely inadequate due to
surface fault rupture patterns.

Before any approval of plans for Ponte Vista, the Los Angeles Department of
City Planning would be required to instruct the developer to conduct seismic tests
to ensure the safety of the site. Extensive digging at the site is the best way to
determine if an earthquake fault runs under it. If there would be a major quake, the
infrastructure and response capabilities would get overwhelmed fairly quickly.

In 1933 the Long Beach earthquake lost 120 lives. Many of these fatalities
were the result of people running out of buildings and were hit by falling debris.
The fatalities would have been in the hundreds if school children were still in school.

A geologist, Kerry Sieh, says there is a 50% chance of a great earthquake in
the next four decades. (Living on the Fault Line, 10/1/81, James Fallows, The
Atlantic) It may be hard to imagine the consequences of a” great” earthquake. The
difference between 6.3 and 8.3 on the Richter scale does not sound fundamental, but
itis. Each increase of 1 on the Richter scale signifies an increase of thirty times the
energy and ten times the deflection on seismic measuring devices.

The problem is that when people move into a housing project that is built on
or over an earthquake fault, they have accepted a risk although they don't know
what the risk really is. Most people have a rough sense of what a big earthquake
would be like, although they have never actually experienced a tragedy on a similar

- scale to 9/11 and Katrina.

| T fw/en Kler & me, com

‘7/3/3 |
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The Offshore Palos Verdes Fault Zone near San Pedro, Southern California
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The Offshore Palos Verdes Fault Zone near San Pedro, Southern California
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Figure 4. Locations of regional cross-sections compiled by various authors and
discussed in the fext. A cross section through the Beta oil field (Wright, 1991) shows
the approximate age of basin fill in Figure 5. Biostratigraphic data from strata exposed
at the seafloor are from Nardin and Henyey (1978). Onshore geology. of the Palos
Verdes Pepinsula is from Woodring ef al. (1946).

g



The Offshore Polos Verdes Fault Zone near San Pedro, Southern California
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August 29, 2013

ECEIVED

%OFESA%ELES
SEP 17 2013
MAJOR PROJECTS

UNIT

Mr. Henry Chu

Los Angeles Department of City Planning, Major Projects

City Hall, Room

750, 200 N. Spring Street
{ os Angeles, CA 90012

RE: case number CPC-2012-25568-GPA-ZC-SP, V1 r-71886-MU ENV-2005-4516-EIR.

-~

Dear Mr. Chu,

My wife and | have lived in the Eastview area of Rancho Palos Verdes since 1974.
During these years we have witnessed the development of Western Avenue in our area.
We have supported this development.

We do not support the rezoning of the old Navy property across Western Avenue from
our neighborhood. The Pointe Vista development should only include its current R1
zoning. Rezoning will increase the fraffic in our area and will have impact on our
home's value in the future.

Please keep the zoning for this development R1

Sincerely,
Bili Spinefli Margaret Spinelli

1915 Galerita Drive
Rancho FPalos Verdes, CA 90275




The Offshore Palos Verdes Fault Zone near San Pedro, Sowthern California
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Henary Chu, Los Angeles Department of City Planning

Dear Mr. Henry Chy,

t am writing to you in reference to case number CPC-2012-2558-GPA-ZC-SP,VTT-71886-MU
ENV-2005-4516-EIR, or alsc known as Ponte Vista. | was present at the EIR hearing on July 3ot
and heard and support the highly negative community response to the planned rezoning, 1|
have written many letters over the past 8 years against this project and continue to believe that
it will hot be a benefit to our community, but instead will have many negative impacts. Among
those negative impacts is increased traffic with no plans to mitigate the that. The increased
traffic will cause impediments to police and fire coverage as Western Avenue is the main artery
for this area. | have already seen incidences where the fire department has had to resort to
driving on the other side of Western Ave, as traffic was jammed on the side they needed to
travel on. If this project goes through it will be even worse. There are more reasons to not
support rezoning but it all comes down to increased density increases all kinds of problems.
Please do not allow this this rezoning to happen.

Thank you,

Lestie Galvan

1910 Galerita Drive

Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca.



Raymond E. and Jeanne S. Ritzke
1903 Redondela Drive
Rancho Palos Verdes, California 90275-1027
Phone: 310-831-6085
Email: Jeanne.Ritzke@att.net

BEERMES

P g9 203
Mr. Henry Chu S J—
{.os Angeles Department of City Planning, MAJOR [ma
Maijor Projecis

City Hall, Room 750
200 N. Spring St.
L.os Angeles, CA 90012

Re: Case #CPC-2012-2558-GPA-ZC-SP, VTT—71886 MU ENV-2005-4518-EIR
Ponte Vista Development

Dear Mr. Chu:
My husband and | are long-time homeowners and residents of the Rolling Hills

Riviera tract of hotmes that is across Western Avenue from the proposed Ponte
Vista Development. We have lived here for over 41 years.

We are in unqualified opposition to any changes that are proposed to the
current R-1 zoning of that property. The original number of dwellings that were
built there to house Navy families were in keeping with the character of the
neighborhoods surrounding it.

| hope the City of Los Angéles will do the right thing and not allow the changes
requested by the developer or its representatives.

Sincerely yours

Jeanne S. Ritzke

JSR:jsr
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SEP 19 208 September 16, 2013

To: Henry Chu MAJOR PROJEGTS

Los Angeles Dept. of City Planning, Mg'}:ror Projects
Re: CPC-2012-2558-GPA-ZC-SP, VIT-71886-MU ENV-2005-4516-EIR

Dear Mr. Chy,

We are writing this letter to emphasize the very strong feelings of all of our
neighbors and ourselves AGAINST the proposed change in zoning for the parcel of
land known as Ponte Vista. This area MUST remain R-1 to minimize the negative
impact of ANY development of the property A response to this letter would be
greatly appreciated.

Sincerely,

Jerry & Ann Romano

1825 Velez Drive

Rancho Palos Verdes, California 90275




RECRINER
Dear Mr. Chu: SEP 19 20613

MAJOR PROJECTS
UNITY :

RE: CASE — CPC-2012-2558-GPA-ZC-5P, VIiT-71886-MU ENV-2005-4516-EIR

| am a resident at City of Rancho Palos Verdes, and voicing my opinion regarding a
pian to change zoning at Ponte Vista, having resisded in this community for more
than twelve years and have seen increased in traffic and bulgary for the last years
year when classrooms were added in Dodson School, rezoning the Ponte Vista will

make it worst.

Kindly please take into consideration for family safety living in this neighborhood
and retain the R-1 ZONE .

I-STAR FINANCIAL does not take into consideration the welfare of people living in
this area, all they are looking at is only their benefit “PROFIT".

Kindly, please Mr Chu, do not approve rezoning of PONTE VISTA SITE IN RANCHO
PALOS VERDES, KEEP IT R-1 SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL HOMES,

This is what is used to be, and all Navy family liver there were happy and should
remain same R-1 single family residential homes,

Thank you very much to your time and kind consideration in studying how this
rezoning will afffect negatively the life of all the existing resident in Rancho Palos

Verdes.

Respectfully Yours,

Lei Soi Lin




Northwest San Pedes Neighborhood Councl

“Your Community Voice"

Diana Nave
President

June 26, 2013

George Thompson
Vice President

Michael LoGrande, General Manager

Department of City Planning
200 N. Spring Street i::::uf::man
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Katie Marrie
RE: ENV-2005-4516 Secratary

Dear General Manager LoGrande,

At the Northwest San Pedro Nelghbor” ‘:od‘.‘Cov: il>meeting on June 10, 2013, the
Councﬂ unannnously passed the _follo ) regards to providing access to

rtE : the three developments along
Fitness Drive, has requested ih 1 ccess road be constructed on the north side
of his property to connectiwith,: Q_,prﬂposed access road between Western
Avenue and Mary Star High Schoot through the Ponte Vista site,

Now therefore, be it resolved that the NWSPNC supports in concept the
development of an access road through the Ponte Vista property to Western
Avenue for unimpeded entrance and exit to and from the condominivm
developments along Fitness Drive; and requests that additional efforts be made to
provide access to all three-condominium developments,

Be it further resolved, that the access road should be provided regardiess of the
density or the nature of the Ponte Vista development.

NWSPNC reserves the right to further comment and requests that the applicant
return to the Planning and Land Use committee with specific details of the plans
for the access road.

638 S. Beacon Street Box 688 s San Pedro, CA 90731 « (310)-732-4522
www.nwsanpedro.org




Thank you in advance for your consideration of this issue.

D N

Diana Nave, President
Northwest San Pedro Neighborhood Council

Ce: Councilman Joe Buscaino, Alison Becker, Jeff Pool, Gordon Teuber, Ponte Vista
Development Team

£38 S. Beacon Street Box 688 e San Pedro, CA 90731 e (310)-732-4522
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Ray Regalado

August 3, 2013 President
' taurie jacobs
: Hem'y Chu Vice President
| Major Projects RECEIV
| Planning Department, City of Los Angeles iz Scor hliman
2001 Spring e AUG 2 2 2013 Katie Marre
: Los Angeles, CA 90012 Secrotan,
eCre!

. MAJOR PROJECTS
RE: CEQA No.: ENV-2005-4516-EIR UNFF

Dear Henry Chu,

At the Northwest San Pedro: Nelghborhood £ uncll m etmg on July 8, 2013, the Council
unanimously passed the: follom ' itive, t
propased Ponte Vista prOJect.

WHEREAS, the Po
R-1, allowing singlefamil ;

Council area whwh will be the ‘most:affected of gﬂ,nelghborhood council areas in the
City of Los Angeles once the ; property is. developed, and

WHEREAS, the Northwest San Pedro Neighborhood Councijl (NWSPNC) has an
interest in the development of the property, including but not limited to concerns about
increased traffic, pressure on the level of City services, increases in population density,
air pollution, and lack of public open space; and

WHEREAS, on November 14, 2005, the NWSPNC adopted, as part of its
comments on the scoping of the project, "The current R-1 zoning of this property is in
concert with the rest of the community. The density proposed ... fundamentally alters, for
all time, the nature not only of the immediate neighborhood, but of the entire north side
of San Pedro, and sets a precedent for potentially irresponsible overdevelopment of other
properties in the Harbor area ... and oppose any change in the zoning"; and

WHEREAS, on July 18, 2007 the NWSPNC adopted a resolution reiferating its
support for the R-1 zoning, and
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WHEREAS, the updated San Pedro Community Plan would allow an increase of
6,703 people and the proposed project would add 2,923 direct population utilizing nearly
half of this capacity, leaving litile opportunity for other development; or 91% of the
household growth forecast and about 150% of the population growth forecasted between
2010 and 2017 for the Wilmington-Harbor City CPA1

WHEREAS, on March 13, 2013, the NWSPNC adopted a number of comments
on the proposed Specific Plan and submitted them to the applicant including the
following: “The proposed development does not meet any identified community need. It
does not provide traditional single family housing, housing for seniors, public open
gpace, jobs, nor library space, ail of which are in demand in our community. At the same
time, it would detract from the much desired and planned for development in downtown
San Pedro and downtown Wilmington. At a minimum the plan should: 1) Include at least
as much real public open space as the existing zoning 2) Have public roads; not gated 3)
Include senior housing 4) Include on-site amenities to reduce need to travel from site and
5) Be consistent with the character of San Pedro i and .

WHEREAS, on June 12 2{}13 th <_;__ant shared arevised draft Specific Plan
with the NWSPNC wh:ch mcorporated virtually none of the requested changes; and

ved some modlﬁcauons including a

WI-IEREAS on July 2 d
mdxcated an” mte' st in contmwng dialogue;

public park of apprommately
and

Council continues to have serzous concerns abont the project as proposed and welcomes
the opportunity for addmonal dlalogue » g

Thank you in advance for your supbdft Sf this isste,

Q_P) Ceq,\d=

Raymond Regalado, President
Northwest San Pedro Neighborhood Council

Cc: Joe Buscaino, Alison Becker, ~
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925 Cara Place -

San Pedro, CA90731

Oct. 4, 2013
Los Angeles Department of City Planning
Plan Implementation Division
200 ;\1. Spring St,, room 750 - §r§5 X &w D
Los Angeles, CA 90012 k 0CT 09 2013
Attention: Mr. Henry H. Chu _ (MAJOR PROJECTS

: UNIT

Subject: Ponte Vista
Case No: Env-2005-4516-EIR
SCH # 2010101082

Dear Mr. Chyu,

The Community plan designates the Wilmington-Harbor City Community
Plan as “Low Residential” (four dwelling units per acre} for Ponte Vista. If thatis the -
case, there should only be 248 units on the proposed property, which is the current
unit density.

The project site is under the policy of the regional comprehensive plan and
guide (RCPG). If their goal is to enhance the quality of life in the region, how could
there be any justification for more than 4 units per acre given the fact that there is
only one entrance and exit to the property located on Western Ave.

In the EIR report, {impacts found to be less than significant), it states that the
Geotechnical report indicates there are no risks on the project site related to seismic
hazards, liquefaction, landslides, lateral spreading, subsidence, collapse, and
expansive soils. | have previously addressed this issue by sending information that
shows the Palos Verdes Fault going through the Ponte Vista project site. - - -

The EIR report does not adequately address the impact from the Navy
Defense Fuel Support point (DESP) in terms of spills, overfill, and leak failure, fire or
explosion. The AQMP has not done any testing of the air quality from the gases that
vent that are released from the underground tanks as well as tanks above ground
directly to the North of Ponte Vista.

- In the EIR {Environmental Setting) project site, there is no mention of an
emergency plan in case of the release of hazardous emissions to the air in the form




of toxic contaminants. There is a potential for a major explosion or fire and the
resulfing impact to Ponte Vista residents. in a crisis, there would be only one way
out of this housing project on Western Ave,, except for the possibility of Mary Star
entrance to the Southeast. Depending on when a disaster happens, most residents
would be trapped to find emergency care and rescue.

The EIR reports, “at least seven fuel releases have been documented from the
DFSP facility, documented to exceed 140,000 gallons. One of the releases occurred
just north of the Ponte Vista project site, According to Charles Buckley, liquid phase
hydrocarbons are known to be present in groundwater and are carcinogenic to
humans.

The draft EIR report does not address the risk factor for residents that live
and work in the area that live near Rancho LPG storage tanks that are located about
1 mile from Ponte Vista to the East. There is no emergency response plan for
evacuation routes for vehicles and pedestrians. The possibilies of a LPG failure at
Rancho or Conoco Philips are very real from human accident, equipment failure,
earthquake and potential terrorism.

In a worst-case situation, Rancho would have a radius of destruction of 3
miles. If an explosion would occur, it would be certain that not just one tank of
butane would evaporate, expand, ignite, and explode; but the entire facility would go
up in flames. If the tanks were at or near capacity, the radius of impact would be 10
miles. There is no mention in the EIR on reducing the danger of this facility and
safety of the residents living in the blast area of this facility.

I look forward to your response.

Sincefeiy yours,
g
Cht Wil

John Winkler

Jhwinkler@me.com




Ponte Vista Comments

Decreasing the density, eliminating the apartment product from its product mix and
configuring a 2.4 acre public park along Western Avenue, are all positive
improvements, however ] still have concerns about the specific plan and design
guidelines, about conformance with Green Codes, and adequacy of the storm water
runoff containment system.

The specific plan still does not describe a livable, walkable neighborhood. The City
of L.os Angeles has devoted a great deal of time to developing planning codes to
foster livable communities, but the Ponte Vista specific plan asks for significant
exemptions to many of those codes. Of particular concern are the proposed
setbacks, which when coupled with the driveway-dominated substandard narrow
private streets and woonerfs, unnecessary dead ends, narrow sidewalks, building
heights, and sheer number of units, resembles a can of sardines with 30 and 40 foot
deep canyons, more than a reasonable development. ' '

The lack of specificity in the specific plan and the discrepancies between the specific
plan and the design guidelines, as well as verbal assertions of the applicant’s
representatives, raise a number of issues including the following:

1. The specific plan and design guidelines show significant differences in lot widths
and square footage for the same lots. The specific plan says that in subarea 1 the
minimum residential lot area shall be 1800 square feet with a minimum width of 20
feet, However, according to the design guidelines, the typical lot would be 45’ x 85’
or 3825 square feet, more than twice the size required by the Specific Plan. The
tract map shows almest all of the lots in this subarea to be 45’ x 85’, however the
tract map also contains the following caveat “Lot sizes and building footprints are
illustrative only.” '

While we understand that there may need to be some flexibility on the tract map,
shouldn’t the specific plan state “all lots in subarea cne are 45" x 85’ with the
following exceptions...” Similarly subarea 2 has a minimum width of 20" while the
design guidelines are for 56’ (no minimum lot size is given for this product type).
Subarea 3 in the Plan is also 20’ while the design guidelines say 41'. These are very
significant differences and raise questions about the design guidelines.

2. Why is product type 3, three stories, permitted to 40 feet while other 3 story
buildings are 30 feet?

3. The proposed setbacks in subarea 2 (2’ in the front, 4’ on the side, and 5 in the
rear) with 30’ building heights and sub area 3 (4’ on the side and 2’ in the rear) with
40’ building heights, coupled with the narrow streets would create very narrow
canyons (8 feet total between the side walls of the two houses and 10 feet between
the backs). These will be wind tunnels, with virtually no sunlight between houses
and a real access challenge for firefighters. Additionally, should there be a fire in




one unit, the narrow setbacks increase the likelihood of it spreading to an adjacent
property.

4, Subareas 4-6 all include apartment houses as allowable uses. The applicant’s
representatives have repeatedly stated that there will be no apartments.
Apartments should be deleted from the allowable uses. Among other things this
affects the environmental impact computations.

5. Lot widths for products 3-6 provide a minimum lot size; since these are attached
units there should also be maximumi building widths.

6. Page 29 states that no parking shall be required for the recreation space. Please
include the necessary parking,

7. The traffic circulation pattern appears to be challenging particularly given the
dead end streets between sub area 2 and sub area 3. These dead end streets are
unnecessary, unsafe (consider emergency vehicle access and turn around
requirements) and do not promote a sense of community. The emergency access
issue for both fire and ambulances becomes more important in light of the fact that,
according to the DEIR, this development is not within the maximum response
distance to residential land uses from LAFD fire stations, Through streets should be
required.

8. Phasing ~ The Mary Star road should be completed prior to any other
construction.

9 There needs o be a specific parking plan included in the specific plan; an
“illustrative” plan is not sufﬁment,

10. There needs to be a turn around on the “Mary Star” road for park users. As
shown on the tentative tract map, all on-road parkmg is on the north side of the
street while access is from the west.

11. The specific plan states that retaining walls may be built on any lot with a
maximum height for a single wall of 25 feet. Retaining walls should be built in
conformance with the hillside ordinance.

12. Greenhouse Gases not adequately addressed. This project is not on a transit
corridor and there are no plans for transit. There is no plan for solar or other type
of alternative electrical source. The builders should be required to recycle grey
water on-site and include solar energy sources or other alternative energy system.

13. Streets should meet public street standards and setbacks should be in
accordance with existing city codes.

14. A commenter pointed out that Ponte Vista's hydrology report used a 1971 water
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one unit, the narrow setbacks increase the likelihood of it spreading to an adjacent
property.

4., Subareas 4-6 all inchide apartment houses as allowable uses. The applicant’s
representatives have repeatedly stated that there will be no apartments.
Apartments should be deleted from the allowable uses. Among other things this
affects the environmental impact computations.

5. Lot widths for products 3-6 provide a minimum lot size; since these are attached
units there should also be maximum building widths.

6. Page 29 states that no parking shall be required for the recreation space. Please
include the necessary parking.

7. The traffic circulation pattern appears to be challenging particularly given the
dead end streets between sub area 2 and sub area 3. These dead end streets are
unnecessary, unsafe {(consider emergency vehicle access and turn around
requirements) and do not promote a sense of community. The emergency access
issue for both fire and ambulances becomes more important in light of the fact that,
according to the DEIR, this development is not within the maximum response
distance to residential land uses from LAFD fire stations. Through streets should be
required.

8. Phasing - The Mary Star road should be completed prior to any other
construction.

9. There needs to be a specific parking plan included in the specific plan; an
“Hustrative” plan is not sufficient.

10. There needs to be a turn around on the “Mary Star” road for park users. As
shown on the tentative tract map, all on- road parkmg ison the north side of the
street while access is from the west.

11. The specific plan states that retaining walls may be built on any lot with a
maximum height for a single wall of 25 feet. Retaining walls should be built in
conformance with the hillside ordinance.

12. Greenhouse Gases not adequately addressed. This project is not on a transit
corridor and there are no plans for transit. There is no plan for solar or other type
of alternative electrical source. The builders should be required to recycle grey
water on-site and include solar energy sources or other alternative energy system.

13. Streets should meet public street standards and setbacks should be in
accordance with existing city codes.

14. A commenter pointed out that Ponte Vista's hydrology report used a 1971 water



runoff study that resulted in artificially low projections and that considerably more
storm water runoff mitigation should be required. Storm water runoff into adjacent
tracts is already a problem. It will be worse with the vastly increased lot coverage in
the project. Please review the comment and the calculations.

15. The proposed park is too small and there does not appear to be any visibility by
passing cars or from the nearby homes. The applicant has stated that the parkis 2.4
acres but substantial parts of it are unusable due to slope areas, bio-swales, and
parking spaces. Once these areas are deducted it is unclear how much usable space
is left {I have asked this question but have not yet received an answer). The
‘minimum park size should be at least equivalent to Harbor Highlands Park which
the Department of Recreation and Parks shows as 4.39 acres with no parking, no
bio-swales, and no loss of useable area due to slope. Don’t be mislead by the two
soccer fields shown on their "illustrative only" park plan. The area is too small for
even one regulation soccer field.

16. The riparian area is completely covered in concrete. Not only does this resultin
loss of habitat but it also contributes to the already challenging runoff problems.
This area should be left open and incorporated into the public park

17. The vehicular gates should be removed in accordance with the recently updated
San Pedro Community plan. Additionally, in the event that they are not rernoved, the
pocket in front of the Green Hills/John Montgomery gate must be lengthened to
prevent back up of traffic onto Western.

"18. Itappears that the plan is to cut into the hillside on the northern property
boundary thus increasing its slope even further raising additional concerns about
runoff.




City of Los Angeles Mail - Ponte Vista Housing Units (ENV-2005-4516-EIR) Page 1 of 1

Henry Chu< henry.chu@iacity.org>

Ponte Vista Housing Units (ENV-2005-4516-EIR)

1 message

John Winkler< jhwinkler@me.com> ' Fri, Oct 11, 2013 at 10:49 AM

To: Mayor,garcetti@lacity.org
Ce: Board@nwsanpedre.org, Joe Buscaino@lacity.org, henry.chu@lacity.org

Dear Major Eric Garcett,

The former Navy property (61.5-acre} in San Pedro has gone through a sefies of revisions since 2005
as developers fry to satisfy community concerns about traffic, safety issues, density and aesthetfics. The
property: (26900 Western Ave., San Pedro, CA 90731} is currently zoned for R~1 and the majority of
resldents in San Pedro would like to keep the same zoning.

In 2008, the Planning Commission staff recommended reducing the number of homes betweeh 775
and 886, and the developer is saying that they have accomplished that with a number of 700 units. My
question is: why is the Planning Depariment making deals and recommendations, when the communify
and the Northwest Nelghborhood Council is saying that the infrastructure will not accommodate this large
of a project? Residents are very concerned about the quality of life that will diminish with traffic, noise and
pollution?

There is a strong sentiment in favor of bringing the numbers down even further, in the 400- 500 range
1o comply with the property’s current R-1 zoning designation. The on-going problem with this project is
poor accessibility, as there is only one enfrance and exit on Western Ave. which is already congested.

Eric Shabsis, a project spokesman for IStar, said that this is the final revision that they have
responded to ali the concerns of the community, This is not true, as there are a least 4 different safety
issues that need to be addressed:

1. The Palos Verdes earthquake fault runs through the Ponte Vista property. The fault line is
rarely mentioned af the presentations and is not shown on the project maps. It is unclear where the fault
line intersects the housing, as there is plans for four story buildings. There is poor open space transition
from singte family homes io 4 story buildings.

2. The South coast Air Quality Management Disfrict (AQMD), has not done any on-site testing of
air quality from gases that vent from underground and above ground fuel tanks at the Navy DFSP, located
to the North of Ponte Visia, ' '

3. There is & large risk factor for residents that live and work near the Rancho |.PG on Gaffey
Street that is about a mile in distance from Ponte Vista, This facility is a potential disaster in case of an
accident or terrarist attack.  The biast zone-is 10 miles if both tanks explede.

4. Atthe Navy DFSP facility, 2 deaths have oceurred in the past 2 years, and a number of fuel
releases have been documented. There needs to be ground water testing before any zoning or permit
approval, '

| would appreciate a response to my letter, as the Los Angeles Department of City Planning will be
making a decision on the zoning on Nov, 14th, 2013,

Thank you.

John Winkler

San Pedro

310 B33-7455
Jhwinkler@me.com

K

hitps://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/7ui=2 &ik=585fadeabS & view=pt&search=inbox&th=14... 10/11/2013
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Subj: Letter of Support--CPC-2012=2553-GPA-ZC-SF VTT-T1886MU E CIESE VED

Date: 107912013 11:32:38 A.M. Pacific Daylight Time > plapw OFLOSANGELES

From: JGaines852@aol com /7%,4/@?’ cHR, (A GV P 0CT 1 5 2003
; atison.becker@iacity.org 2

To afison becker@lacity.or ery— HAlL e 7S

CC: info@PonteVista.com & 57
A S MAJOR PROJECTS
%Méﬁf{ﬂ’, 0 ?004:?'/ UNIT

Los Angeles City Planning Commission:

As a long time resident of San Pedro and a member of the former Ponte Vista Citizens Advisory Commitlee, |
have spent hours over the past years reviewing the different plans proposed. Until now the various plans have
had much higher densities for the 61.5 acres of former Navy housing land.

My priority interesis fiving south along Western Ave., have been focused on increased traffic impacts with any
new project for this property. Having served as chair of the former Rancho Palos Verdes/City of Los
Angeles/CALTRANS task force where we identified then existing traffic issues, | brought a degree of
understanding on the traffic impact issues that need io be addressed for any new development in the ares,

The most recent proposed plan for development of housing (alt owner investment property) where the
proposed density is now somewhat lower than the surrounding muitiple family housing is an asset in respect fo
any new traffic generated from new residents. Here additional housing needs for the communify (both multiple
family and single family products) are being miet at the same time the stated traffic mitigation measures {some
16 surrounding intersection control measures) are being developed to minimize changed fraffic circulation in

the area.

Added attention has been given in this proposal for public open spatce uses, while continuing fo honor a
commitment to have access to nearby Mary Star High Schoal,

Therefore, | wish to recommentd 1o the Los Angeles City Planning Commissioh that they look favorable to the

latest proposed project now before them. /
Jerry Gaines, San Pedro ‘),7%

Wednesday, October (09, 2013 AOL: J1Gaines852




City of Los Angeles Mail - Pointe Vista in San Pedro Page 1 of 1

Henry Chu< henry.chu@lacity.org>

Pointe Vista in San Pedro
2 messages

Debbie Cameron< drcameront@cox.net> Tue, Oct 15, 2013 at 5:38 PM
To: "CPC@lacity.org" <CPC@!acity.org>

Cc: "Henry.Chu@lacity.org” <Henry. Chu@facity org>, "councildistrict1 5@lacity.org"

<councildistrict1 5@lacity.org>

Please do NOT approve the development of land in San Pedro referred to as Pointe Vista. | believe it will
negatively impact traffic and safety. As well as contribute to an general degradation of our cornmunity
environment.

Thank you,

Debbie Cameron

San Pedro Resident

Sent from my iPhone

" Henry Chu < henry.chu@lacity.org> Wed, Oct 16, 2013 at 8:10 AM
To: "DeGooed, Alexander M." <ADeGood@coxcastle.com>

forwarded ponte vista comments from public
[Quoted text hidden}

Henry Chu

Major Projects

City of L.os Angeles, Department of City Planning
200 N, Spring Street, Room 750
Los Angeles, CA 90012

email: henry.chu@iacity.org

phone: (213) 978-1324
fax: {213} 978-1343

https://mail.google.comy/mail/n/0/ui=2&ik=58 5fadeab5 & view=pté&search=inbox&th=14... 10/16/2013

)
1



City of Los Angeles Mail - PONTE VISTA -NO! Page I of 1

Henry Chu< henry.chu@lacity.org>

bONTE VISTA -NO!

Joe Lanning< jplanning@yahoo.c0m> Tue, Oct 15, 2013 at 9:34 PM
Reply-To: Joe Lanning <jplanning@yahoo.com>

To: "CPC@lacity.org” <CPC@lacity.org>
Cc: "councildistrict1 5@lacity.org" <councildistrict15@lacity.org>, "Henry. Chu@lacity.org"
<Hemy.Chu@lacity.org>

| am writing to oppose the current high density project as planned. The project zoning
should remain R1 and keep the original and well thought out intended single family home
subdivision. The planned obscenely behemoth project will only enrich and engorge the
developer's coffers, and is NOT in the best interests of the community. Traffic is already
at the point of gridlock on Western for many hours of the day, rendering it virtually
impassible. Adding the thousands of car trips daily which is inherent in the Ponte Vista
plan as currently proposed will put it over the tipping point. Furthermore, the added strain
on the infrastructure (sewers, water mains, power grid, etc.) will cause untold damage
and cost. | implore you to DENY any changes to the existing R1 zoning.

Sincerely, Joseph P. Lanning

hittps://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/7ui=2&ik=585fadeab5 & view=pt&search=inbox&msg=... 10/16/2013




City of Los Angeles Mail - Ponte Vista Project, San Pedro Page 1 of 1

Henry Chu< henry.chu@lacity.org>

Ponte Vista Project, San Pedro
1 message

Mitch Harmatz< mitchell.harmatz@gmail.com> Tue, Oct 22, 2013 at 6:30 PM
To: cpc@lacity.org
Cc: councildistrict15@lacity.org, henry.chu@lacity.org

lama properfy owner, 990 N. Western Avenue and business owner on Western Avenue {same site — Park
Plaza Shell & Plaza Automeotive Center) in San Pedro. My wife and | also own our home at 1814 Vallecito,

San Pedro (just off 19" and Western)

| have watched the Pone Vista Project evolve over the past years from a 2300 unit project down to the
current 700 unit project. This is a great project. 100% ownership, park on Western Avenue, both pools still
part of the plan and sufficient open space. Ponte Vista is consistent with existing projects along Westemn,
from the gated Cape Cod Community on 18" and Western to multi-level projects just south of the project.

The new phase of flats are an ideal addition to the plan, both for seniors seeking single level living and for
new, first time buyers wanting an affordable coastal lifestyle.

Ideally Ponte Vista will infroduce new residents to our great community and keep longtime residents here
wishing to downsize.

[ urge you o move this project forward.

Thank you.

: Mitch Harmatz

310.889.5475 {mobile)

| hitps://mail.google.com/mail/n/0/Pui=2 &ik=58 5fadeabs &view=pi&search=inbox&th=14... 10/23/2013
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Henry Chu< henry.chu@lacity.org>

Tue, Oct 22, 2013 at 6:30 PM
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Henry Chu< henry.chu@lacity.org>

> Tue, Oct 22, 2013 at 10:14 PM

15@lacity.org=, "Henry. Chu@ilacity.org"

from R-1. Please require 10 acres of park and trails open to
he new bike frails and walking trails in San Pedro. Please
so ensure that their is plenty of parking for the residence and
no parking in San Pedro. We want to move back but there
es left. We already have a glut of condo's that were built on
o be sold and have trouble renting. Please do nof ruin our

d knew it was R-1. The executive make millions of dollars
shanging it to R-1 to help them make more money is not a

585fadeab5& view=pt&search=inbox&th=14... 10/23/2013




City of Los Angeles Mail - Ponte Vista Project, San Pedro Page 1 of 1

Henry Chu< henry.chu@iacity.org>

Ponte Vista Project, San Pedro
1 message

Mitch Harmatz< mitchell harmatz@gmail.com> Tue, Oct 22, 2013 at 6:30 PM
To: cpc@lacity.org
Cc: councildistrict15@lacity.org, henry.chu@lacity.org

lama properfy owner, 990 N. Western Avenue and business owner on Western Avenue (same site — Park
Plaza Shell & Plaza Automotive Center) in San Pedro. My wife and | also own our home at 1814 Vallecito,

San Pedro (just off 18" and Western)

| have watched the Pone Vista Project evolve over the past years from a 2300 unit project down to the
current 700 unit project. This is a great project. 100% ownership, park on Western Avenue, both poaols still
part of the plan and sufficient open space. Ponte Vista is consistent with existing projects along Westem;
from the gated Cape Cod Community on 19" and Western to multi-level projects just south of the project.

The new phase of flats are an ideal addition to the plan, both for seniors seeking single level living and for
new, first time buyers wanting an affordable coastal lifestyle.

” Ideally Ponte Vista will infroduce new residents to our great comimunity and keep longtime residents here
: wishing to downsize.

| urge you to move this project forward.
Thank you.

Mitch Harmatz

310.888.5475 (mobile)

| https://mail .google.com/mail/w/0/ui=2&ik=585fadeab5 & view=pt&search=inbox&th=14... 10/23/2013



City of Los Angeles Mail - Ponte Vista Page 1 of 1

Henry Chu< henty.chu@lacity.org>

Ponte Vista
1 message

Holly Pearson < boneshakersboat@hotmail.com> Tue, Oct 22, 2013 at 10:14 PM
To: "CPC@lacity.org" <cpc@lacity.org>

Cc: "councildistrict15@lacity.org” <councildistrict15@lacity.org>, "Henry. Chu@ilacity.org"
<henry.chu@lacity.org>

Please do not allow for Ponte Viste to change from R-1. Please require 10 acres of park and trails open fo
the public similar to Terenea that connects to the new bike trails and walking frails in San Pedro. Please
include a recreational center and a pool and alse ensure that their is plenty of parking for the residence and
their guests. Thelr is a giut of apartments and no parking in San Pedro. We want to move back but there
is not encugh single family wide open residences left. We already have a glut of condo’s that were built on
Western next fo Albertson's that were unable to be sold and have trouble renting. Please do not ruin our
community. The company that bought this land knew it was R-1. The execufive make millions of dollars
and take advantage of our community and by changing it to R-1 o help them make more money is nota
good planning and community decision.

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/ui=2 &ik=58 Sfadeab5S &view=pt&search=inbox&th=14... 10/23/2013
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City of Los Angeles Mail - Ponte Vista Project Site Page 1 of 2

Henry Chu< henry.chu@lacity.org>

Ponte Vista Project Site

2 messages

John Winkler< jhwinkler@me.com> Mon, Oct 28, 2013 at 1:12 PM
To: CPC@lacity.org, board@nwsanpedro.org, councildistrict15@lacity.org

Cc: Henry.Chu@lacity.org, Joe.Buscaino@lacity.org, Alison.Becker@lacity.org,

Elise.Swanson@mail house.gov

Subject: Ponte Vista Housing Project
Date: 10/28/13

Reference: ENV-2005-4516-EIR
From: John Winkler

Contact: Jhwinkler@me.com

if the Ponte Vista housing project is going to be compatible with the community, then | feel there
needs to be a compromise with the developer and community so that we can have the best possible
housing complex in which the community is going fo be proud of. [Star is not telling the community what it
wants to hear. The meeting on 10/26/13 at the police station in San Pedro, we are told by IStar that this is
not a perfect project. When | heard that, | said to myself that this project needs to go back to the drawing
board for more work. That is what happened; as later in the meeting the N.W. Neighborhood Council voted
and did not endorse their 700 unit project.

For the past 8 years, the community has rejected the high unit numbers and the congested housing
plans. There is concern that once the permits are given, the community is going to be burdened with a
project that wilt affect the quality of life for all those that get stuck in traffic, which will effect 16 different
signal-light intersections.

| fee! that there needs to be common ground, since this project will impact everyone that will use
Western Ave. if you take the position of multi-use housing, why not scale it down to 300 to 400 units? By
dding this, the design can be more user-friendly, and can accommodate amenities like a larger community
park and tennis courts. It would also help with the parking, as most people have 2 to 3 cars in their
families. If someone is having a birthday party in Ponte Vista, there will be limited parking for quests.

Attached are 37 issues that | feel need to be addressed before any permits or zone change occurs. In
the EIR report, there is language that stipulates that if this project does not get approval, then it will revert
to open space. If that is the case, | am sure that the community would prefer open space to 700 units.

Attached is my version of the Ponte Vista Project Site Plan. As you can see there are 406 units,
although this can come down to 300, which | feel most people would be more comfortable with.

Please contact me if you have any questions or comments. If you would like me to mail you a larger
copy (8x11) of the project site plan, | would be happy to do so. Thanks. ‘

2 attachments

DSCN5334.jpg
145K

hitps://mail_google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=585fadeab5 & view=pt&search=inboxé&th=14... 10/28/2013
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% Ponte Vista Issues
B

110K

Henry Chu < henry chu@lacity.org> Mon, Oct 28, 2013 at 1:52 PM
To: John Winkler <jhwinkler@me.com>

thanks, John.

When | print the site plan, the images and text come out all blurred. Could you send a clearer version?

Henry

[Quoted text hidden]

! [Quoted text hidden]

E Piease contact me if you have any questions or comments. If you would like me to mail you a
| larger copy (8x11) of the project site plan, 1 would be happy to do so. Thanks.

Henry Chu
Major Projecis

City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning
200 N. Spring Sfreet, Room 750
Los Angeles, CA 86012

emall: henry.chu@lacity.org
phone: (213) 978-1324
fax: (213) 978-1343

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=58 5fadeab5S & view=pt&search=inbox&th=14... 10/28/2013
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PONTE VISTA NEEDS TO ADDRESS MANY ISSUES
Enclosed are issues keeping Ponte Vista from being developed:

Increase in traffic along Western Ave.
lusory traffic generation numbers.
Impact on emergency vehicles along Western Ave.
Concerns about response times for fire and police
Only one entry and exit on Western Ave.
No segment flow numbers.
No mass transit corridors.
Increase in emissions from cars.
Increase in noise and light pollution
. Grading property site creates extreme high retaining walls. Safety issues.
. No entry or exit on Fitness Drive during peak traffic times.
. Bicycle lanes impacting traffic flow.
. Gated community creates more HOA dues
. Mary Star not in the traffic generation numbers.
. Only one entry for Mary Star High School
. Tennis Courts not part of Project Site Plan.
. IStar’s site plan has too many dead end streets.
. IStar’s site plan is too congested and over-built
. Not enough parking for multi-car families.
. Water and power concerns.
. Building on an earthquake fault. Trigger effect with other faults.
. Building near Rancho propane and butane tanks on Gaffey Street.
. Project within a 6 mile blast zone
. Navy Defense fuel storage tanks next door. Tank venting and spill concerns.
. Ponte Vista is directly under the flight path for Torrance Airport.
. HOA costs could be as high as $400.00 + per month
. Project not compatible to existing Home Owner Associations.

28. Concerns of amenities such as satellite and cell reception

29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37

. Open space is restricted. (No Quimby fees)

. IStar has no vested interest in community. Paid too much for property.

. Bob Bisno owes IStar $109 million on original cost of property.

. IStar has not shown a profit in years and could be looking at bankruptcy

. Concerns of property being rented as apartments in the future

. Number of jobs is illusory as buildout is over 17+ years

. S.P. N.W. Neighborhood Council does not approve of current 700 unit plan
. No Density Bonus or bail-outs '

.PROJECT IS ZONED R-1 AND SHOULD NOT BE CHANGED
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PONTE VISTA NEEDS TO ADDRESS MANY ISSUES
Enclosed are issues keeping Ponte Vista from being developed:

Increase in traffic along Western Ave.
Nlusory traffic generation numbers.
Impact on emergency vehicles along Western Ave.
Concerns about response times for fire and police
Only one entry and exit on Western Ave.
No segment flow numbers.
No mass transit corridors.
Increase in emissions from cars.
Increase in noise and light pollution
. Grading property site creates extreme high retaining walls. Safety issues.
. No entry or exit on Fitness Drive during peak traffic times.
. Bicycle lanes impacting traffic flow.
. Gated community creates more HOA dues
. Mary Star not in the traffic generation numbers.
. Only one entry for Mary Star High School
. Tennis Courts not part of Project Site Plan.
. 1Star’s site plan has too many dead end streets.
. IStar’s site plan is too congested and over-built
. Not enough parking for muiti-car families.
. Water and power concerns.
. Building on an earthquake fault. Trigger effect with other faults.
. Building near Rancho propane and butane tanks on Gaffey Street.
. Project within a 6 mile blast zone
. Navy Defense fuel storage tanks next door. Tank venting and spill concerns.
. Ponte Vista is directly under the flight path for Torrance Airport.
. HOA costs could be as high as $400.00 + per month
. Project not compatible to existing Home Owner Associations.
. Concerns of amenities such as satellite and cell reception
. Open space is restricted. (No Quimby fees)
. IStar has no vested interest in community. Paid too much for property.
. Bob Bisno owes IStar $109 million on original cost of property.
. IStar has not shown a profit in years and could be looking at bankruptcy
. Concerns of property being rented as apartments in the future
. Number of jobs is illusory as buildout is over 17+ years
. S.P. N.W. Neighborhood Council does not approve of current 700 unit plan
. No Density Bonus or bail-outs '
. PROJECT IS ZONED R-1 AND SHOULD NOT BE CHANGED
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Henry Chu< henry.chu@lacity.org>

Ponte Vista
1 message

Quentin Pizzini < pizzini3@cox.net> Wed, Oct 30, 2013 at 3:06 PM
To: CRPC@lacity.org, Councildistrict15@lacity.org, Henry. Chu@lacity.org, info@pontevista.com

To Whom It May Concern:

: We are writing to support the currently proposed project submitted to the Planning Commission by Ponte

| Vista. We have followed the development over the many years since originally proposed, weighed the

‘r concerns of some of the neighborhood, and considered the benefits of this project. 1t is time to move
forward!

The new plans are attractive, have added many benefits to the community - a park for all to enjoy and a
road to Mary Star, and the project will provide much needed housing for a range of family types and
incomes. The unit count has been reduced and the project as a whole will provide a positive revenue
stream for the City of Los Angeles as well as to local merchants.

While we entirely believe in give and take and listening to all sides - we think that this has happened under
the management of iStar Financial. This has been a lengthy process and it is fime to move it forward as
currently proposed.

Sincerely,

Helene and Quentin Pizzini
1431 S. Walker Avenue
San Pedro, CA 90731

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/7ui=2 &1k=585fadeabS & view=pt&search=inbox&th=142... 11/1/2013
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PONTE VISTA NEEDS TO ADDRESS MANY ISSUES
Enclosed are issues keeping Ponte Vista from being developed:

. Increase in traffic along Western Ave.

lusory traffic generation numbers.

Impact on emergency vehicles along Western Ave.

Concerns about response times for fire and police

Only one entry and exit on Western Ave.

No segment flow numbers.

No mass transit corridors.

Increase in emissions from cars.
Increase in noise and light pollution

). Grading property site creates extreme high retaining walls. Safety issues.
No entry or exit on Fitness Drive during peak traffic times.
Bicycle lanes impacting traffic flow.
. Gated community creates more HOA dues
. Mary Star not in the traffic generation numbers.
. Only one entry for Mary Star High School
. Tennis Courts not part of Project Site Plan.
IStar’s site plan has too many dead end streets.
IStar’s site plan is too congested and over-built
Not enough parking for multi-car families.
Water and power concerns.
Building on an earthquake fault. Trigger effect with other faults.
Building near Rancho propane and butane tanks on Gaffey Street.
Project within a 6 mile blast zone
Navy Defense fuel storage tanks next door. Tank venting and spill concerns.
Ponte Vista is directly under the flight path for Torrance Airport.
HOA costs could be as high as $400.00 + per month
. Project not compatible to existing Home Owner Associations.
3. Concerns of amenities such as satellite and cell reception
). Open space is restricted. (No Quimby fees)
). IStar has no vested interest in community. Paid too much for property.
L. Bob Bisno owes IStar $109 million on original cost of property.
2. IStar has not shown a profit in years and could be looking at bankruptcy
). Concerns of property being rented as apartments in the future
L. Number of jobs is illusory as buildout is over 17+ years
». S.P. N.W. Neighborhood Council does not approve of current 700 unit plan
». No Density Bonus or bail-outs
. PROJECT IS ZONED R-1 AND SHOULD NOT BE CHANGED
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City of Los Angeles Mail - Ponte Vista Page 1 of 1

Henry Chu< henry.chu@iacity.org>

Ponte Vista
1 message

Quentin Pizzini < pizzini3@cox.net> Wed, Oct 30, 2013 at 3:06 PM
To: CPC@lacity.org, Councildistrict15@lacity.org, Henry. Chu@lacity.org, info@pontevista.com

To Whom It May Concern:

We are writing to support the currently proposed project submitted to the Planning Commission by Ponte
Vista. We have followed the development over the many years since originally proposed, weighed the
concerns of some of the neighborhood, and considered the benefits of this project. It is time to move
forward!

The new plans are attractive, have added many benefits fo the community - a park for all to enjoy and a
road to Mary Star, and the project will provide much needed housing for a range of family types and
incomes. The unit count has been reduced and the project as a whole will provide a positive revenue
stream for the City of Los Angeles as well as to local merchants.

While we entirely believe in give and take and listening to all sides - we think that this has happened under
the management of iStar Financial. This has been a lengthy process and it is time {o move it forward as
currently proposed.

Sincerely,

Helene and Quentin Pizzini

1431 S. Walker Avenue
San Pedro, CA 90731

https://mail.google.com/mail/n/0/7ui=2&ik=585fadeab5 & view=pt&search=inbox&th=142... 11/1/2013
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PONTE VISTA NEEDS TO ADDRESS MANY ISSUES
Enclosed are issues keeping Ponte Vista from being developed:

Increase in traffic along Western Ave.
[llusory traffic generation numbers.
Impact on emergency vehicles along Western Ave.
Concerns about response times for fire and police
Only one entry and exit on Western Ave.
No segment flow numbers.
No mass transit corridors.
Increase in emissions from cars.
Increase in noise and light pollution
. Grading property site creates extreme high retaining walls. Safety issues.
. No entry or exit on Fitness Drive during peak traffic times.
. Bicycle lanes impacting traffic flow.
. Gated community creates more HOA dues
. Mary Star not in the traffic generation numbers.
. Only one entry for Mary Star High School
. Tennis Courts not part of Project Site Plan.
. IStar’s site plan has too many dead end streets.
. IStar’s site plan is too congested and over-built
. Not enough parking for multi-car families.
. Water and power concerns.
. Building on an earthquake fault. Trigger effect with other faults.
. Building near Rancho propane and butane tanks on Gaffey Street.
. Project within a 6 mile blast zone

. Navy Defense fuel storage tanks next door. Tank venting and spill concerns.

. Ponte Vista is directly under the flight path for Torrance Airport.

. HOA costs could be as high as $400.00 + per month

. Project not compatible to existing Home Owner Associations.

. Concerns of amenities such as satellite and cell reception

. Open space is restricted. (No Quimby fees)

. IStar has no vested interest in community. Paid too much for property.

. Bob Bisno owes IStar $109 million on original cost of property.

. IStar has not shown a profit in years and could be locking at bankruptcy
. Concerns of property being rented as apartments in the future

. Number of jobs is illusory as buildout is over 17+ years

. S.P. N.W. Neighborhood Council does not approve of current 700 unit plan
. No Density Bonus or bail-outs ‘

.PROJECT IS ZONED R-1 AND SHOULD NOT BE CHANGED
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Henry Chu< henry.chu@lacity.org>

Ponte Vista
1 message

Lucie Thorsen < luciethorsen@gmail.com> Thu, Oct 31, 2013 at 5:31 PM
To: CPC@lacity.org, Henry. Chu@lacity.org .

I have been actively involved in the development of the Ponte Vista property since the onset, | sat on
Councilwoman Janet Hahn's commission, that met for months, | heard all of what Bob Bisno tried to sell
and | have been listening to |-star as well.

None of it fits San Pedro. Because of traffic, safety, infrastructure and the like, but most importantly it does
not address the town's vision. For decades, San Pedro has been over run by developers, realtors, and
greed. Cur guaint little streets have had single family homes torn down and replaced with "units”. We have
three large apartment buildings to the south of the property, that are eyesores. The buildings were to have
been sold as condominiums, but there was no market, we have renters at most.

We really don't need more of the same. Young families don't want condos, developers just push their
"products”. When is the last time that you heard people say, "we are saving for a condo, a great place for
kids!" We should not have to pay the price forever and be stuck with a failed project just so speculators can
fill their pockets. We need to stand up and protect our town and our elected officials should be taking the
lead.

it is important that we all protect and support our downtown area. For years it has struggled fo gaina
positive identity. There are plenty of vacant condos downtown, why build more at the other end of town to
compete.

The majority of the people in San Pedro and neighboring Rancho Palos Verdes want the properiy fo
remain R-1, please respect their wishes and not those of out of town speculators.

| ucie Thorsen

2124 Redondela Drive
R.P.V., CA 80275

| https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=585fadeab5 & view=pt&search=inbox&th=142... 11/1/2013
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Dear Henry Chu,

If the Ponte Vista housing project is going to be compatible with the
community, then 1 feel there needs to be a compromise with the developer and
community so that we can have the best possible housing complex in which the
community is going to be proud of.

For the past 8 years, the community has rejected the high unit numbers and
congested housing plans. There is concern that once the permits are given; the
community is going to be stuck with a project that will affect the quality of life for all
those that get stuck in traffic, which will effect 16 different signal light intersections.

I feel that there needs to be common ground, since this project will impact
everyone that will use Western Ave, If you take the position of multi-use housing,
why not scale it down to 300 to 400 units? By doing this, the design can be more
user-friendly, and can accommodate amenities like a larger community park and
tennis courts. It would also help with the parking, as most people have 2 to 3 cars in
their families. -

Enclosed are 37 issues that I feel need to be addressed before any permits or
zoning should occur. In the EIR report, there is language that stipulates that if this
project does not get approval, then it will revert to open space. If that is the case, I
am sure that the community would prefer open space to 700 units.

Enclosed is my version of the Ponte Vista Project Site Plan. As you can see
there are 406 units, although this can come down to 300, which I feel most people
would be more comfortable with.

Sincerely yours,

/ John Winkler

Jhwinkler@me.com




PONTE VISTA NEEDS TO ADDRESS MANY ISSUES
Enclosed are issues keeping Ponte Vista from being developed:

1. Increase in traffic along Western Ave.

2. IHusory traffic generation numbers,

3. Impact on emergency vehicles along Western Ave.

4. Concerns about response times for fire and police

5. Only one entry and exit on Western Ave.,

6. No segment flow numbers.

7. No mass transit corridors.

8. Increase in emissions from cars.

9. Increase in noise and light pollution :
10. Grading property site creates extreme high retaining walls. Safety issues.
11. No entry or exit on Fitness Drive during peak traffic times,

12. Bicycle lanes impacting traffic flow.

13. Gated community creates more HOA dues

14. Mary Star not in the traffic generation numbers.

15. Only one entry for Mary Star High School

16. Tennis Courts not part of Project Site Plan.

17. IStar’s site plan has too many dead end streets.

18. IStar’s site plan is too congested and over-built

19. Not enough parking for multi-car families.

20. Water and power concerns.

21. Building on an earthquake fault. Trigger effect with other faults.

22. Building near Rancho propane and butane tanks on Gaffey Street.

23. Project within a 6 mile blast zone

24. Navy Defense fue] storage tanks next door. Tank venting and spill concerns.
25. Ponte Vista is directly under the flight path for Torrance Airport.

26. HOA costs could be as high as $400.00 + per month :

27. Project not compatible to existing Home Owner Associations.

28. Concerns of amenities such as satellite and cell reception

29. Open space is restricted. (No Quimby fees)

30. IStar has no vested interest in community. Paid too much for property.
31. Bob Bisno owes IStar $109 million on original cost of property.

32. IStar has not shown a profit in years and could be looking at bankruptcy
33. Concerns of property being rented as apartments in the future

34. Number of jobs is illusory as buildout is over 17+ years

35. S.P. N.W. Neighborhood Council does not approve of current 760 unit plan
36. No Density Bonus or bail-outs

37.PROJECT IS ZONED R-1 AND SHOULD NOT BE CHANGED
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2004 Velez Drive
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275
October 28, 2013

Planning Departmient
City of Los Angeles

' RECEjv
200 North Spring Street ED
Los Angeles, CA 90012 ClWOFLESANGELES
Attn.: Henry Chu OCT 3 1 2013
Major Projects
Room 750C MAJOR PROJECTS
UNIT

Case No.: CPC-2012-2558-GPA-ZC-5P, VTT-71866-MU
CEQA No.: ENV-2005-4516-EIR

Dear Sirs:

| write to you to express my opposition to the proposal now before you to change the R-1 zoning and
open space designations in place on the old Navy property site, along Western Avenue in San Pedro.

Think back to 2005. Speculation was rife. Big banks were engaged in creating and trading ever more
exotic financial instruments and giving their executives compensation packages worth millions. Then
some of the trades went bad. Their gambles didn’t pay off, and these banks suddenly faced enormous
obligations. So what did they do? We taxpayers remember only too well. They turned to us to bail
them out.

Something quite similar is unfolding in the South Bay. Its origins date back to that same time, when Bob
Bisno decided to take a gamble. A big one. He elected to pay about $2 million an acre for a 61.5-acre
parcel of land that was zoned for single-family housing and open space in San Pedro. (Final EiR, page Ili,
B-149). Evidently, he felt he could cajole, wheedle and otherwise persuade local authorities to change
that zoning and allow him to build high-density housing instead.

Events proved him wrong. As the community came to learn of his plans, it rose up in protest. Bisno did
not receive the zoning changes he wanted, and his plans for the old Navy housing tract stalled.

IStar. A company called [Star financed those failed plans. It loaned Bisno money he needed to proceed
with his gamble. And it seeks to revive the project in order to recoup as much of its investment as
possible. Instead of Bisho, it is now IStar which is trying to have local authorities change the tract's
zoning so that it can build more units there.

“Feasibility.” In its Final Environmental Impact Report, dated June 2013, 1Star effectively concedes that
it {and Bisno) overpaid for the tract, when it contends that it will need to charge $1.57 million per home
if it is required to abide by the site’s existing zohing. Otherwise, to use its phrase, it would face “a
financial loss” on the project. (page 11, A-42). Elsewhere in the same report, it states that “the per-unit
cost” to build single family homes on the site will be approximately $965,000 “[w]ithout factoring any




profit margin for the Applicant. ..” (page lll, B-148). For these reasons, IStar maintains that a project
which complies with the parcel’s existing zening is not feasible. ‘

Those statements should raise some questions. How did IStar compute the two estimates and why are
they so different are two obvious inquiries. A member of the public might also express astonishment
that IStar includes its concerns about making a profit in a document about the project’s impact on the
environment — or, for that matter, raises the subject with this depariment at all.

Upon additional reflection, |Star’s concerns should net simply raise questions but cause outrage. After
all, it was IStar which took a gamble by backing Bob Bisno’s purchase of land zoned for open space and
R-1 housing. Having seen that gambile fail, it now seeks to change the rules so that the gamble can work
out —in IStar's favor.

Costs to the Community. As if that’s not bad enough, there’s more. If IStar gets its way, not only will it
profit, but area residents will lose. A project which complies with the current zoning and cpen space
standards will have roughly 300 homes. IStar’s current proposal calls for 676 to 700 units. The
increased traffic, air pollution and strains on existing infrastructure which these additional units will
create will have to be borne by those living in the area. What do you think the chances are that IStar will
share with these residents any profits it may make from the project? Instead, it will be long gone. Its
headqguarters are in New York City. Its executives will not live one minute with the problems and
congestion that it will have heiped to create,

Before [eaving the subject of IStar's executives, let me ask you to check the company’s website, Since it
is a publicly traded corporation, IStar has to comply with certain rules. Among them is that it must
disclose the salaries of its executives. If you Google “IStar Financial” and go to the link titled “2013
Proxy Statement,” you will see that the compensation package for its CEO-president for 2010 was
$9,723,156, in 2011 it totaled $25,910,306 (yes, $25,910,306) and in 2012 it came to $2,556,339 (see
“Compensation Table” at p. 29}. '

Why? Why would local officials give even a moment’s thought to bailing such a company out of the
corner it's painted itself into — especially since they are aware of the many problems with our area’s
roads and infrastructure and know only too well how disruptive IStar’s plans would be for existing
residents? Ponte Vista has beeh a high profile issue in the South Bay for nearly a decade. Lots of
citizens have worked long hours, studying the project and resisting the zoning changes which Bisno and
now IStar have sought. Thousands signed petitions to keep the site R-1. What possible reason could
there be for these public servants to help a New York-based finance company recoup losses that it
incurred taking a gamble?

The speculator vs. the community. Which should bear the cost? 1 hope the answer is obvious, | ask the
Planning Department to reject |Star’s application.
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