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STATE OF CALIFORNIA-THE RESOURCES AGENCY EDMUND G. BROWN JR., Gowmor 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 

@ SOUTH COAST DISTRICT OFFICE 
200 OCEANGATE, 10TH FLOOR 
LONG BEACH, CA 90802-4416 
VOICE (562) 590-5071 FAX (562) 590-5084 

APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT 

Please Review Attached Appeal Information Sheet Prior To Completing This Form. 

SECTION I. Appellant(s) 

Name: Multiple See Attachment 

Mailing Address: 

City: Zip Code: 

SECTION II. Decision Being Appealed 

1. Name of local/port government: 

City of Redondo Beach 

2. Brief description of development being appealed: 

The Waterfront Project 

Phone: 

RECEIVED 
South Coast Region 

NOV -7 2016 
CALIFORNIA 

COASTAL COMMISSION 

3. Development's location (street address, assessor's parcel no., cross street, etc.): 

Redondo Beach Waterfront between Portofino Way and Torrance Circle 
Redondo Beach, CA 90277 

4. Description of decision being appealed (check one.): 

IKl Approval; no special conditions 

D Approval with special conditions: 

D Denial 

Note: For jurisdictions with a total LCP, denial decisions by a local government cannot be 
appealed unless the development is a major energy or public works project. Denial 
decisions by port governments are not appealable. 

APPEAL NO: 

DATE FILED: 

DISTRICT: 
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5. Decision being appealed was made by (check one): 

D Planning Director/Zoning Administrator 

lXI City Council/Board of Supervisors 

D Planning Commission 

D Other 

6. Date of local government's decision: 18 Oct 16 

7. Local government's file number (if any): Agenda Item L1, 18 Oct 15, City Council Agenda 
Local Application No. 2016-06-CDP-04 

SECTION III. Identification of Other Interested Persons CCC Post-Cert No. 5-RDB-16-1044 

Give the names and addresses of the following parties. (Use additional paper as necessary.) 

a. Name and mailing address of permit applicant: 

Redondo Beach Waterfront LLC 
1600 E Franklin 
EISegundo, CA 90245 

b. Names and mailing addresses as available of those who testified (either verbally or in writing) at 
the city/county/port hearing(s). Include other parties which you know to be interested and 
should receive notice of this appeal. 

( 1) City of Redondo Beach 
City Clerk 
415 Diamond St 
Redondo Beach, CA. 90277 

(2) Unite Here! Local11 

(3) 

(4) 

464 South Lucas Avenue, Suite 201 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 
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SECTION IV. Reasons Supporting This Apoeal 

PLEASE NOTE: 

• Appeals oflocal government coastal permit decisions are limited by a variety of factors and requirements of the Coastal 
Act. Please review the appeal information sheet for assistance in completing this section. 

• State briefly your reasons for this appeal. Include a summary description of Local Coastal Program, Land Use Plan, 
or Port Master Plan policies and requirements in which you believe the project is inconsistent and the reasons the 
decision warrants a new hearing. (Use additional paper as necessary.) 

• This need not be a complete or exhaustive statement of your reasons of appeal; however, there must be sufficient 
discussion for staff to determine that the appeal is allowed by law. The appellant, subsequent to ftling the appeal, may 
submit additional information to the staff and/or Commission to support the appeal request. 

See attachment detailing reasons for the appeal 
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SECTION V. Certification 

The information and facts stated above are correct to the best of my/our knowledge. 

See attached sheet, more than one signature 

Signature of Appellant(s) or Authorized Agent 

Date: tr /JJk 
Note: If signed by agent, appellant(s) must also sign below. 

Section VI. 

I/We hereby 
authorize 

Agent Authorization 

to act as my/our representative and to bind me/us in all matters concerning this appeal. 

Signature of Appellant(s) 

Date: 
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Attachment to Waterfront Appeal 
Appellants' Signatures and Addresses: 

Bill Brand, Redondo Beach City Councilman, District 2 
125 S Broadway 

··);;;_]~ 
Stephen Sammarco, Redondo Beach City Councilman, District 4 
2304 Mathews #4 

Rancho Palos Verdes, CA. 90274 

~~~ 
Martin Holmes, Officer, Rescue Our Waterfront 
531 Esplanade, #912 
Redondo Beach, CA 90277 

0.~. T~"':enmnt 
506 S Broadway #A 
Redondo Beach CA 90277 

~ '~-')J..r ~ 
Tim Dornberg, recently retired 25 year R 
218 Via La Soledad, 
Redondo Beach, CA 90277 

Vicki Callahan 
626 S Pacific Coast Highway 
Redondo Beach, CA. 90277 

o Beach Harbor Patrolman 
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James A Light, President Building a Better Redondo 
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Section 1: Executive summary 

South Bay residents and visitors have ample access to hotels, restaurants, 
and retail shopping throughout the South Bay. 

King Harbor is the only harbor between Marina Del Rey and the Port of LA -
25 miles of coastline. 

We should not sacrifice the long standing recreational value and capacity of 
King Harbor to commercial uses that are already abundantly available. 

This project does not adequately balance the mall development with 
coastal dependent recreational uses and commercial uses. 

Despite repeated input by the residents of the City of Redondo and users of Harbor and Pier 
area of Redondo Beach over the past three year period, the City has approved a Coastal 
Development Permit, Conditional Use Permit, Statement of Overriding Considerations and Final 
EIR for a Waterfront Project that violates the California Coastal Act, the City's approved Local 
Coastal Plan and other requirements. 

The project more than doubles development (excluding the square footage of the additional 
parking structure) in the southern end of the harbor and pier area while only increasing parking 
by 7%. If you include the new parking structure, the development triples what is on the ground 
today. The harbor area bears the brunt of the development. Excluding the pier area, the 
project, including the new 272,000 sq ft five level parking structure, represents more than 1 Ox 
the development currently on the ground in the same area today. 

All this retail, entertainment, dining and hotel development comes at a huge cost. All coastal 
dependent uses of the waterfront are negatively impacted. These uses are crammed together 
in a much smaller footprint then they are afforded today. The alterations and consolidation into 
such small areas of the harbor create hazards and limit the appeal to those who use these 
precious resources today. The project's parking supply is inadequate to support these uses, 
artificially constraining access. The City's studies show that this project will more than double 
traffic in an area that suffers from constrained circulation infrastructure. Despite claims by the 
City to the contrary, the roads already suffer at peak hours and will be gridlocked once the 
project is completed. 

To add insult to injury, the city still has not adequately defined the project for residents and the 
Coastal Commission to truly understand the impacts. Without any prior workshop or 
stakeholder input, the City changed the location of the boat ramp to Mole B, a location ruled out 
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in the Draft EIR, and changes to critical elements of the boat ramp and Mole 8 remain moving 
targets. Our Harbor Patrol and Baywatch lifeguards in King Harbor oppose the new location 
because it is too dangerous to the trailer boaters and to the hundreds of current boaters whose 
boats are berthed in Basin 1. Hundreds of harbor area parking spaces are displaced or 
mandated without their placement or replacement being defined. In fact a frustrated Harbor 
Commissioner accused the city of "kicking the can down the road. " And commercial vessels 
and recreational boats must be moved with no definitive definition of where exactly they will be 
berthed. According to City records, King Harbor has little vacancy for large boats. 

The residents are so disenfranchised from the process that they have circulated a petition to 
qualify The King Harbor CARE Act for the ballot. In fact, a grass roots group of over 100 
residents gathered nearly 7000 signatures in just 45 days. The main tool for gathering 
signatures were pictures of the developer's model of the project. The King Harbor CARE Act 
has now been certified for the ballot by the LA County Elections Official. 

The King Harbor CARE Act adds further definition to the protections approved by the Coastal 
Commission and embodied in the Measure G zoning and Local Coastal Program modifications 
approved by the voters in 2010. The Harbor CARE Act adds the following requirements to the 
City Local Coastal Program and implementing ordinances: 

• Ensuring that parking structures are included in the calculation of the harbor development cap. 

• Preserving or expanding the usable public open space of Seaside Lagoon Park. Preserving a 
swim/wading feature that is separate from harbor waters. 

• Protecting a minimum of 40% of the views of the harbor from North Harbor Drive and 60% of 
the views from Czuleger Park 

• Providing adequate and convenient parking for peak use of coastal dependent recreational 
uses of the harbor and waterfront separate from any demand for the non-coastal dependent 
use demand. 

• Building a safe, full size two lane boat ramp with a minimum of 60 trailer parking spaces and 
adequate maneuvering space. The new boat ramp cannot impact current slip capacity in the 
harbor. 

• Prohibiting any new, additional parking structure in the southern harbor area due to view 
impacts and massing/scale incompatibility 

• Prohibiting of the reconnection of Harbor Drive and Torrance Boulevard due to traffic and 
noise impacts 
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• Requiring for a safe location of the hand launch boat ramp 

These are reasonable requirements that should have been implemented by the City in order to 
fairly balance the project and comply with the California Coastal Act and our Local Coastal 
Program. However, our City staff have repeatedly interpreted these controlling regulations to 
prioritize commercial, non-coastal development over non-coastal dependent uses. The 
residents also anticipate filing a lawsuit to force the city to follow these controlling regulations 
and to apply the CEQA process adequately. As you will see in this document there is ample 
evidence that the City is a biased advocate of the commercial retail, dining, entertainment and 
hotel project. The public is forced to rely on the Coastal Commission to enforce an objective 
balance on the project. 

South Bay residents and visitors have ample access to hotels, restaurants, and retail shopping 
throughout the South Bay. But there is only one harbor in the 25 miles of coastline between 
Marina Del Rey and the Port of Los Angeles. Residents should not have to go to these 
expensive, divisive, and time consuming measures to achieve the reasonable balance required 
by law. The people of Redondo beseech the Coastal Commission to objectively enforce the 
balance required by the Coastal Act and our approved Local Coastal Program. 
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SECTION 2: DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT VIOLATIONS 

The following sections describe examples of the violations of the California Coastal Act and/or 
Redondo's Local Coastal Program/ Coastal Land Use Plan /Implementation Ordinances. A 
summary of the violations and the specific references to specific sections of these regulations is 
included in a Summary section at the end of this document. 

2 .1 DEVELOPMENT CAP MISCALCULATION 

Since the current zoning was approved by voters, the interpretation should 
be about voters' intent and record in front of voter at the time of the vote -

NOT staff's recent and convenient interpretation. 

City staff excludes the square footage of the new 272,000 sq ft parking structure from the 
development cap calculation . The City relies a convenient and very recent interpretation of the 
LCP defined harbor area development cap to support their desired solution. However, since 
Measure G was a voter approved change to the city Coastal Land Use Plan, the voter's intent is 
the critical interpretation. None of the documentation in front of the voters detailed the exclusion 
of a parking structure from the calculation of this cap. 

From the ballot: 

"Shall [CLUP] ... be amended to provide for major changes in existing land use policies 
and development standards including: ... limiting total development ... " 

From Measure G Zoning included in the ballot book and voter supplemental mailer: 

" ... cumulative development in all CC coastal commercial zones shall not exceed a net 
increase of 400,000 square feet of floor area ..... " 

City staff has alternately explained that "floor area" is the same as "floor area, gross"; or that 
"floor area" is commonly interpreted to mean the exclusion of parking structures. But neither of 
these withstands reasonable scrutiny. 

Measure G uses the specific term "floor area, gmss" many times throughout its requirements, 
but NEVER in calculating the development eap. And while "floor area, gross" is specifically 
aefined in city zoning ordinances, the broader term "floor area" is used regularly, but never 
formally defined. In fact, the zoning ordinance definition of "floor area, gross" depends on the 
broader term "floor area": 
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"Gross floor area shall mean the floor area of the ground and additional stories, and the 
floor area of mezzanines, lofts, and basements of a structure. Gross floor area shall not 
include any area used exclusively for parking and loading, enclosed vertical shafts, or 
elevators. " 

If the city meant to exclude parking structures from the development, it should have used the 
specific and defined the development cap using the term "floor area, gross". Nothing in 
Measure G or current zoning would inform the public voting on Measure G that development 
q1p calculations would exclude new parking structures. 

Since Measure G was approved by voters, the interpretation should respect the voters' intent 
and the record in front of voter at the time of the vote - NOT staff's recent and convenient 
interpretation. The floor area of the new parking structure should be used in the development 
cap calculation for the project. 

The City's exclusion of the new parking structure from the development cap assessment 
is a violation of the LCP. 

2.2 INADEQUATE AND UNDEFINED RECREATIONAL 
PARKING 

The project does not meet the parking demand of recreational uses that 
were excluded from city analyses 

The parking demand assessment used to demonstrate that the project includes adequate 
parking, does not include any recreational uses except parking for slips in Basin 3: 
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Table 3.13-22c: Estimated Parking Demand Based on UU Assessment Approach Shared 
Parkina Demand SUmmary- Peak Conditions 

7 ? ... ,. Ill r ?? z-n 7 
communnv SboDOfna C81ter 123,910 " 301 

Rftla~Qnt 128,000 If .!.m. 
QSR 451000 51 l1 1 

Luxury~_, 700 &eal:l 82 

lf2!!! 130 room5 82 

Ol'ltc:e 63~12 51 0 

~ SIID6 60 11'1115 l5 

ISU&L E&Bimllii IEASZI ~$iaUII.fD 2.1l7 

Figure 1: Waterfront Parking Demand Analysis (from Waterfront EIR) 

The project describes a to~l of 2,296 parking spaces, resulting in an excess of 149 parking 
stalls. Prior to the "shared use· ULI assessment, the City analysis resulted in a demand of 2,567 
~ing spaces or a ~71 P.arking s~a~e shortfal~ It is important to note that the Ullsnared use 
park1ng study did not include a harbor or other waterfront recreational parking demand. But 
even worse, the analysis ignores parking required to support: 

• Fishermen using the Monstat or Sport Fishing Piers 

• The 81,000 annual visitors (peak of over 1,200 per day) to Seaside Lagoon 

• Passengers on sport fishing and whale watching boats 

• Stand up paddlers, kayakers, and outrigger canoeists 

• Visitors to Moonstone Park 

• Walkers, bicyclists, joggers, and sightseers 

• Beachgoers 

• Trailer boaters and guests 

Exacerbating this issue is the deferred parking requirements embedded but never defined in the 
project and CUP's. In fact, a Harbor Commissioner quipped that the city was "kicking the can 
down the road". These deferred parking requirements include: 

• Overflow Mole B trailer parking 

• Overflow Mole B visitor parking 

• Replacement parking spaces for parking spaces eliminated on Herondo Blvd 

• Replacement parking for to replace parking displaced by yet to be defined increases in the 
length of southbound Harbor Drive turn pockets 
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While the EIR states a replacement for lost Herondo parking may be the parking at the Triton Oil 
site, this parking is currently allocated to Shade Hotel valet parking and Cheesecake Factory 
employee parking. This lot is half a mile from Herondo. It is unlikely that current users of 
Herondo parking would trek half a mile for parking. This loss of parking, unless replaced in the 
vicinity of the current parking would add to the current oversaturation of coastal parking in 
Hermosa Beach. Likewise, lengthy walks from these other unnamed parking replacement 
selutions would be a deterrent to use and therefore and access issue. 

f=igure 2 conservatively estimates the total undefined parking demand for the project: 

PARKING DEMAND DEFERRED OR ESTIMATED BASIS OF ESTIMATE 
UNACCOUNTED NUMBER OF 

FOR? CONCURRENT 
SPACES 

Mole B boat ramp Deferred 60 single parking CUP Requirement 
overflow trailer spaces 
parking (30 double 
spaces) 

Mole B overflow car Deferred 30 CUP Requirement 
parking 

Herondo Parking Deferred 40 CUP Requirement-
Replacement but total amount 

undefined 

Seaside Lagoon Unaccounted for 250 Former lease 
Visitor Parking required 207 spaces 

+ overflow capability 

Sport fishing/whale Unaccounted for 64 60 was former lease 
watching passengers requirement, this is 

based on actual 
boats in harbor 

SUP Parking Unaccounted for 20 Based on observed 
weekend traffic 

Kayaker Parking Unaccounted for 10 Based on observed 
weekend traffic 
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af•' Kl~~;DEIIAND ·· DEFERRED OR ESTIMATED BASIS~ Of 'E$l1M~T, : '~~ 
~· ! . '' UNACCOUNTED NUMBER OF ' " ~ ,. 

' FOR? CONCURRENT -. ··· .. ,.·· 

' SPACES 
I 

Monstad Pier Fishing Unaccounted for 13 Estimate 

Sport fishing pier Unaccounted for 7 Estimate 
fishing 

Beach Parking Unaccounted for 38 Estimate 

Extended turn pocket Unaccounted for 10 . CUP Requirement-
parking replacement but total amount 

undefined 

TOTAL UNDEFINED PARKING 542 

---- ---

Figure 2: Parking demand excluded from Project Demand Analysis 

This conservative assessment results in a total parking shortage of about 400 parking 
spaces for recreational uses .. This assessment does not include the parking shortage due to 
the reconfiguration of Mole B. Mole B parking has been a moving target. The city has not 

· performed any demand analysis for Mole B. Also, this analysis does not assess peak 
·weekends. So this parking shortage is likely less than will be experienced. 

City documents show the city has previously recognized the harbor area recreational uses 
demand for parking. A November 20, 2007 staff report entitled "Seaside Lagoon Operation and 
Facility Planning" states: 

"Parking for the facility is available in an adjacent 2.25 acre lot that is owned by the City, 
but operated privately by the Redondo Beach Marina Leaseholder, and contains 207 
spaces for cars . " 

Likewise the City's lease with MarVentures specified the number of parking spaces for 
commercial boats and recreational boaters in Basin 3. From the August 19th, 2003 staff report 
entitled "Approval of a New Lease for Redondo Beach Marina":" 
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"MCC would allocate on a non-exclusive basis, 110 parking spaces to maritime 
operations. (60 for sport fishing, etc. and 50 for slips) as well as space for 
showers/lockers and sport fishing sales." 

Another excluded parking demand is parking for visitors (largely regional visitors with limited 
opportunities to visit the beach area) bused into Seaside Lagoon. Church and school groups 
regularly visit Seaside Lagoon via bus. Staff has stated the project cannot accommodate bus 
parking. And their response indicated they do not intend to. 

The fact that the city now tries to explain away this parking demand in their EIR reveals that the 
project is way too big for the site, that staff's assessment has become biased towards the mall 
development, and that commercial development has been prioritized over long standing coastal 
dependent recreational uses of the harbor 

Furthermore, the City's CUP allows the Waterfront leaseholder to set up valet parking. Valet 
parking would only exacerbate the shortage of parking for recreational, coastal dependent uses 
as these users would be unlikely to use valet parking. Visitors travelling from inland generally 
arrive later in the day. The shortage in parking would in essence prioritize access by the more 
affluent visitors who reside on the coast. 

The absence of parking for recreational uses represents a significant access issue and 
thus violates both the Coastal Act and City LCP requirements. 

2.2.1 Parking inconvenience limits access for coastal dependent 
recreational uses 

The contrived and convoluted parking solution for this growing class of 
harbor users demonstrates that non-coastal dependent uses were 

prioritized over coastal dependent recreational uses, and represents a real 
access issue to current and a growing number of future SUP'ers and 

kayakers. 

In most cases the project forces participants in coastal dependent recreational uses to search 
for parking in parking structures shared with shoppers, diners and movie goers and/or quite a 
distance away from the coastal dependent recreational use. Often these users must lug a 
substantial amount of equipment and supplies from their car to the recreational use. As 
described earlier, the City has hinted that Mole overflow and replacement parking from the 
northern portion of the harbor would be provided in the Triton Oil Site (on Portofino Way) or in 
the parking structures on the south end of the project. This is generally a half mile or more from 
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the removed parking spaces or Mole B. The lack of convenient parking represents a significant 
access issue for these users. 

EXAMPLE: SUP/Kayak parking- Today SUP'ers and Kayakers can drive down the access 
road to the hand launch dock and drop off their vessel and equipment right at the dock. Users 
can then park in the surface parking near the sport fishing pier or the east side of Seaside 
Lagoon. Since there is only one entry and access to the hand launch dock, users could see 
anyone who might try to steal their equipment. 

The FEIR shows a configuration that represents a major deterrent to SUP'ers and kayakers. 
The option of parking your vehicle and carrying your equipment to the launch point is eliminated. 
There are a limited number of nearby surface level parking spaces. And the CUP has not 
reserved these spaces for these recreational uses. Therefore it is reasonable to conclude that 
users would be forced to park in parking structures. The height of SUV's with an SUP or kayak 
on top would likely preclude the ability to even enter the parking structure. But even if a user 
could, they would then have to cart their equipment through the parking structure as elevators 
cannot hold standard SUP's or kayaks. Parking structures are not designed for people to walk 
down the ramps. It would be dangerous for users as there are many blind spots and drivers are 
preoccupied looking for an available parking spot. The length of the boards and kayaks would 
also risk regular damage to vehicles and/or the SUP or kayak, especially carbon fiber SUP's 
and kayaks. Just the distance added by negotiating the levels of the parking structure 
represents a major deterrent. But then, once free of the parking structure, the user would then 
have to navigate through two rows of shops and restaurants, cross the new street, and multiple 
pedestrian/bike paths to get to the reconfigured Seaside Lagoon. Then amidst all the people 
and bike traffic on the pedestrian/bike esplanade, the user would have to negotiate two 90 
degree turns with equipment over 9 feet long and some 20 feet or longer and go down a set of 
stairs to reach the beach and launch. This represents a significant risk of injury to people and 
damage to property, landscaping and kayaks/SUP's. 

The FEIR attempts to remedy this by providing a drop off point and some lock boxes. But the 
FEIR fails to describe the dimension of these lock boxes or how they would work. Are they 
lockers with a door and key? Lockers that would fit the length of SUP's and kayaks and the 
height of their skegs, decks and bow and stern rocker, would be huge. How many would be 
required? If it is not a locker, it would be difficult to secure paddles, PFD's, fishing gear, and 
other equipment. How do the users get the locks and keys? What happens if someone 
"camps" in a locker- preventing its use by other? How much does a locker cost? No other 
harbor has a locker system for users who come to launch their SUP or kayak. Without proper 
definition of this solution, it is impossible to evaluate its viability as a realistic solution. And 
without characterizing the traffic, how does the city determine how many lockers are required? 
Neither the CUP nor the FEIR define the number of lockers. 

Even assuming the city could create and manage such a complex system, the process would 
deter users. It would take on the order of 1 0 minutes to offload a vehicle; carry all the 
equipment to a locker negotiating people who are shopping, dining, walking and biking; carefully 
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load all the equipment into the locker to preclude damage to the equipment; and returning to 
your vehicle. The same would be true on the return trip. So the simple act of loading and 
offloading one's equipment from their vehicle would take 20 minutes. But now the user must 
find parking in the parking structure. Based on the limited parking provided it is likely the user 
would have to search the few ground level parking spots, then try the harbor parking structure, 
then try the other parking structures further south. It is easily foreseeable that on a busy 
weekend this process and walking back to the launch point would take half an hour or more. 
Even more frustrating is that the user may not find any parking space - totally wasting their 
time- or have to pay even more for valet parking. 

2.2.2 City misrepresents current parking utilization in the harbor, pier and 
Mole B area 

The project increases commercial development by over 100% while only 
increasing parking by 7%. When you add in the unaccounted for parking 
demand for coastal dependent recreational uses, overflow parking from 

Mole B, and replacement of current parking eliminated by the project; the 
project represents a severe parking shortage. 

The city portrays that our harbor area parking lots are empty most of the time. Certainly during 
off season week days this is true. However, weekend parking utilization frequently is near or at 
capacity through much of the year. The Waterfront should be designed to accommodate normal 
weekend traffic during the summer season when the harbor and pier see their highest use. The 
public understands that it would be unreasonable to expect the city to accommodate peak 
holiday weekend traffic, but lack of parking should not be a normal occurrence on a normal 
summer weekend. Figure 3 shows weekend parking utilization already at or near capacity at a 
wide span of seasons: 
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Figure 3: Harbor area parking saturation at various times of the year 

Figure 3 is representative of regular weekend utilization, residents have many more images of 
packed parking lots as early as February and as late as October. The demand for parking in the 
harbor area today during weekends demonstrates that the city understates the need for parking 
in the future. The project increases commercial development by over 100% while only 
increasing parking by 7%. When you add in the unaccounted for parking demand for coastal 
dependent recreational uses, overflow parking from Mole B, and replacement of current parking 
eliminated by the project; the project represents a severe parking shortage. Insufficient parking 
capacity during normal summer weekends represents a significant access impact. Therefore, 
the project violates the California Coastal Act and the City's Local Coastal Program. 

2.3 PROJECT COMMERCIAL DENSITY CONCENTRATES COASTAL 
DEPENDENT RECREATIONAL USES INTO SMALL PORTIONS OF 
THE HARBOR CREATING OVERUSE, INCREASING HAZARDS, AND 
IMPACTING ACCESS 
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It is very clear that the project's commercial uses out prioritized both long 
existing current recreational uses and the required new boat ramp. This 

project does not represent an equitable and reasonable balance. 

The project more than doubles commercial development in the south end of the harbor and pier 
area. If you include the huge new parking structure, it triples the current level of development. 
In the southern tip of the harbor, south of Portofino Way, when you include the square footage 
of the new parking structure, the project represent ten times the development on the ground 
today. 

This level of development has a profound impact on existing recreational resources in the 
harbor area and on the usability and safety of the required new boat ramp. Figure 4 shows the 
distribution of key recreational uses today: 
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Figure 4: Distribution of recreational resources today 

Note that these uses are largely well spread out from one another with independent access and 
convenient and ample nearby parking. Now compare to the same uses and the new boat ramp 
under the approved project as shown in Figure 5: 
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PROPOSED PROJECT: Recreational uses crammed Into smaller 
~ whhout adeq~ partclnc access 

Figure 5: Project concentrates key recreational uses into two small areas of the harbor creating conflicts 
for access and parking and hazards in actually participating in the recreational uses 

The project reduces the usable open space of the Seaside Lagoon Park by one third. Access to 
the Seaside Lagoon swim area is much smaller than the access in the current configuration (see 
Seaside Lagoon discussion) and is now shared with SUP'ers and kayakers. And other than a 
very few spots on the new mall access road, parking is much farther away in the parking 
structures. 

Mole B fares even worse. The boat hoist and boat ramp also serves hand launch SUP'ers and 
kayakers (after 1 OAM) and the parking reconfiguration reduces parking for slip tenants, the 
outrigger canoe club and Moonstone Park visitors. The open space available to Moonstone 
Park and outrigger canoe clubs is encroached upon by trailer parking and the need to provide 
even more parking along the driveway leading to the Harbor Patrol building. The issues with 
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this combination of uses packed into Mole B are further discussed in the Mole B section of this 
document. 

It is very clear that the project's commercial uses out prioritized both long existing current 
recreational uses and the required new boat ramp. Both the Coastal Act and the City's LCP call 
for coastal dependent uses to be prioritized and when land use requirements conflict that the 
City strike an equitable balance. This project does not represent an equitable and reasonable 
balance. 

2.4 MOLE 8 BOAT RAMP INADEQUATE, UNSAFE AND TOO 
IMPACTFUL 

r•l::qmt.nt.uw.u:aynm;Jmfiit:l·r·iilllWil·ltti»•Wiiiid•U' 

Project approval would eliminate Mole D as an option and would constrain a 
boat ramp solution on Mole C particularly for circulation infrastructure and 

trailer arkin . 

The requirement for a boat ramp in the harbor was levied by the Coastal Commission during as 
a condition to approve Redondo's LCP for the harbor area. The ramp was required to address 
boater concerns that the current boat hoists were not available when boaters wanted to use 
them and the inconvenience of using slings and hoists deterred many potential users who 
instead either didn't go boating or diverted to Cabrillo or Marina Del Rey. Since the goal is to 
increase access to boaters, the proposed boat ramp should be convenient and have ample 
capacity to service the foreseeable demand. 

Throughout the two year process culminating in the DEIR, the City has advocated a boat ramp 
at Mole C. The City went to great lengths to justify the location and show a variety of solutions 
to make the location's proximity to the hand launch boat ramp safe. After the DEIR was 
approved, the Portofino Hotel complained about the impacts to their onsite events such as 
weddings. So the City explored Mole A. King Harbor Yacht Club complained as their club 
would have to be moved. They provided ample reasons why Mole A was a bad location. So 
just prior to the release of the Final EIR the City recommended siting the boat ramp on Mole B 
to the shock of the public. The site already houses boat slip tenants, Moonstone Park, multiple 
outrigger canoe clubs and the Harbor Patrol facility. Fishermen regularly fish from the break wall 
along Moonstone Park and the Mole B parking area. Mole B also acts as a site for emergency 
evacuation by helicopter. Indeed, that capability was used just this past summer to get a "bent" 
diver to the Catalina hyperbaric training and to transfer a boating accident victim to a nearby 
hospital. So the site suffers from being small and catering to a lot of users already. It is clear 
the City's proposed boat ramp suffers from trying to shoehorn a very intensive and space 
demanding use into an already oversubscribed small area. 

It is very important to note that Moonstone Park itself has been suffering from neglect by the 
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city. The city quit watering the grass. The outrigger canoe club has encroached onto the park 
area. And despite earmarking over $2M in funds from Chevron (reimbursement for using the 
Mole to bring in large equipment for their El Segundo refinery), and spending months 
deliberating over a Mole B Master Plan, the city has let the park deteriorate. The park would be 
more utilized had the city followed through with the several year old master plan and put proper 
signage on Harbor Drive. Now the park is mainly used by slip tenants on Mole B. Some 
maintain the city did this intentionally to make the public more receptive of the boat ramp move 
to Mole B. 

Decision on placement of the boat ramp is critical now. Project approval would eliminate Mole D 
as an option and would constrain a boat ramp solution on Mole C particularly for circulation 
infrastructure and trailer parking. 

2.4.1 Mole B Boat Ramp design is still evolving and substantive impacts have increased 

since the Harbor Commission's approval 

There were no public workshops to discuss this new location and the proposed configuration. In 
fact the DEIR and over two years of previous public workshops all concluded Mole B was not a 
viable location. Substantial and impactful changes to the Mole B boat ramp continued AFTER 
the Harbor Commission approved the Final EIR. Even the Chair of the Harbor Commission 
stated the Mole B boat ramp deserved more discussion but then stated that would happen at an 
assumed appeal of the Harbor Commission's approval of the El R. Commission Chairperson 
Bloss said "it is likely the Harbor Commission decision will be appealed to Council. She agreed 
another discussion is necessary and suggested that if the EIR is certified with the Mole B 
recommendation, Council will have another opportunity to discuss."- City minutes of 12 August 
Meeting 

Figure 6 shows the evolving substantive changes to the Mole B boat ramp after the certification 
of the El R and other related documents. 
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DEIR: 
".-it was cktrrmiMd 
that t:hr potrntial 
rnviron~ta/ impoc:u 
ossociatrd with Molr 8 
would~ grratrr than 
t:hr praposrd projrct. so c. 
MtMBhas~m 
ttllmlnotrd from thr 
proj«t." 

--.. 

Impacts of Mole B 
Boat Ramp still 

evolving 
Not assessed in EIR 

Figure 6: The Mole B Boat Ramp evolution. The ramp design and Mole B reconfiguration to 
make room is still evolving. Its impacts have increased since Harbor Commission approval of this 
location 

In the DEIR there were no impacts to Mole B because the DEIR eliminated Mole B from 
consideration due to impacts. In the FEIR,, the described plan eliminated about 26 boat slips 
and parking west of the driveway leading to th~ Harbor Patrol facility. The trailer parking 
encroached on the open space occupied by the outrigger clubs and Moonstone Park. The open 
space solution flip flopped the location of Moonstone Park and the outrigger club. This plan had 
insufficient trailer parking and created hazards to the slip tenants to the west. The outrigger 
canoe clubs found the swap and space allocation would prevent them from operating. 

After approval of EIR, the City evolved the plan. It now increased the elimination of boat slips to 
about 39 slips and it extended trailer parking further east into the parking used by slip tenants. 
Though not binding, the City showed a configuration of the public open space that greatly 
increased the space allocated to outrigger canoe club. The city only got to the required 
Moonstone Park square footage by counting parking slots as parkland and building a concrete 
overlook on the Mole D breakwater. This is something expressly rejected by the City Council in 
the Mole B Master Plan. So this solution violates the Mole B Master Plan approved by the City 
Council. Also since the current plan introduces impacts that exceed those evaluated in the EIR, 
the EIR should be invalidated. The City refuses to invalidate the EIR. These impacts also 
viblate the Coastal Act and the City's LCP. 
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The public still does not know the final configuration of Mole B and thus cannot accurately 
evaluate the potential impacts. 

2.4.2 Impacts of slip elimination not properly assessed or addressed 

The City has not adequately addressed the impact of the boat ramp's 
reduction in slips alone or combined with the move of commercial vessels 
from Basin 3. Therefore the City cannot substantiate a conclusion that the 
impacts of the ramp location complies with the Coastal Act and our LCP. 

The proposed location eliminates 39 slips occupied by commercial and recreational boats of a 
variety of lengths. The Coastal Act and Redondo's LCP only allow-reduction of slips if the city 
can show a decrease in demand. The City attempts to justify the reduction by citing the total 
number of open slips in the harbor today. However, the City neglects to assess the impact of 
the size of slips eliminated adequately. The City's own data show that vacancies for bigger boat 
slips (>33') is very low. And you cannot simply move a 50 foot commercial vessel into a vacant 
24' slip. The City has not represented how and where the larger vessels will be accommodated. 
Changing existing smaller slips with their attendant narrower fairways to accommodate much 
larger vessels is a significant reconfiguration. The public and the City cannot understand the full 
Impact of this rippling impact created by the elimination of the 39 slips. This is further 
exacerbated by the City's plan to move the larger commercial vessels out of Basin 3 due to the 
·pedestrian bridge over the Basin 3 fairway. The city must demonstrate the final solution so the 
· public can assess all the impacts. Assessing the impacts of reconfiguration AFTER the plan is 
, approved elimin~s less impactful options for Boat Ramp location that might be the only 
reasonable remedy for the slip reduction impacts. 

Also the city fails to assess the future demand for boat slips. Up until the recession, there was a 
10 year waiting list for larger slips in King Harbor. Now boating industry data shows a recovery 
in demand for new boats. The city simply dismisses industry statistics. Figure 7 shows evidence 
from the recreational boating industry that demand for new boats has increased since the 
recovery from the recession. 
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Figure 7: Boating industry data shows increase in boat sales post-recession and that they expect this 
growth in sales to continue 

In 2015, 71 % of all boating retailers saw an increase in boat sales from 2014 to 2015. 41% saw 
growth better than 10%. 77% of boat retailers forecast an increase over their 2015 sales and 
_43% expect sales to increase over 10% over 2015 sales. 

In addition to the increase in boat sales, the future use projection should account for the 
increase in population in the South Bay. Los Angeles County ranks as the 3 rd fastest growing 
county in the US. But the city did not account for an increase in population increasing the 
demand for boat slips and boat ramp utilization. 
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In order to understand the total impact of the slip reduction, the city should assess the future 
demand of boat slips and demonstrate their plan to accommodate the eliminated slips and 
displaced vessels from the boat ramp area and Basin 1. 

The City has not adequately addressed the impact of the boat ramp's reduction in slips alone or 
combined with the move of commercial vessels from Basin 3. Therefore the City cannot 
substantiate a conclusion that the impacts of the ramp location complies with the Coastal Act 
and our LCP. 

2.4.3 Mole B Boat Ramp configuration is hazardous to ramp users and existing harbor 
users 

Before the City had plans for a mall project, in 2007, the City Manager convened a Harbor Area 

The City's conclusions on the safety of different boat ramp locations 
demonstrate the bias that has crept into the City's analyses for this project. 

Working Group that included representatives of the boating public, Harbor Patrolmen, Harbor 
Commissioners, city staff and elected officials to evaluate potential boat ramp locations. This 
Task Force concluded Mole D was the best and safest site in the Harbor. According to the 
August 30, 2007 article in the Beach Reporter entitled "City studies feasibility of building a new 
public boat ramp", by Sascha Bush: 

"For several years, the city has been actively evaluating several sites within King Harbor 
to locate the best possible site for a public-access boat launch ramp. The Harbor Area 
Working Group - a committee made up of two council members, city staff, and boaters -
had identified the side at Mole D as having the most potential development of the ramp. 
The location provides the most convenient in/out water access, offers more space 
for watercraft to maneuver safely without creating excess traffic and compared to 
other sites in the harbor it enjoys the most shelter from the existing breakwater." 

Now with the carrot of a mall project dangling in front of city staff, residents have experienced 
the manipulation of assessments to move the boat ramp out of where the developer wants to 
put a Market Hall on Mole D. First, in the DEIR it was constrained site on Mole C. In the DEIR 
Mole B was eliminated as an option. Now the Final EIR and some City staff attempt to conclude 
that the Mole B boat ramp is safe. The city presented that there is adequate space to 
maneuver. Here the City shows that bias has crept into their asses sment. 

Here is a side -by-side comparison of the exact words used in the City's DEIR and EIR assessing the 
safety of a Mole D and Mole B boat ramp: 
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Mole 0 - DEl R Assessment 

"the Mole D ... boat launch ramp would be located near the mouth of Basin 3, which 
could result in a traffic conflict. Additionally, .. . there would be potential traffic conflicts 
with vessels (i.e. charter vessels) maneuvering to and from berths at the Sport fishing 
Pier. This could pose a potential safety hazard, particularly during times of peak use." 

Mole B- EIR assessment 

" ... boats feeding into the Basin 1 fairway would be sufficiently spaced far enough 
apart so they would be smoothly introduced into arriving or departing Basin 1 boat traffic. 
Boater sight lines to outbound and inbound lanes of the fairway ... would provide 
sufficient visibility to avoid conflict with other boaters .... It is anticipated that the 
facility would be managed ... to ensure safe operating conditions .. .. " 

Figure 8 compares the maneuvering space of the proposed ramp at Mole B to the maneuvering 
space for a Mole 0 boat ramp . 
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Figure 8: Comparison of Mole B boat ramp maneuvering space to Mole D boat ramp maneuvering space. 
The City concludes that Mole B is safe whi le Mole D's much greater area out of any channel or fairway is 
unsafe. 

The OEIR concludes that a Mole 0 boat ramp is unsafe due to proximity to the Basin 3 Fairway 
and the sport fishing pier. But as demonstrated in Figure 8, there is ample room for trailer 
boaters to maneuver without entering the Basin 3 Fairway. The only boat traffic to the sport 
fishing pier are commercial whale watching and sport fishing vessels piloted by Coast Guard 
licensed professional captains. It is also important to note that Basin 3 only houses about 60 
boats about half of which are commercial vessels with very experienced skippers. There is no 
risk of a trailer boater hitting a boat in a slip, as there are no slips in the vicinity. Also, Mole 0 
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minimizes the exposure of other harbor boat traffic to trailer boaters due to the close proximity to 
the harbor entrance. 

Conversely, the Mole B location was deemed safe despite the fact that it has far, far less 
maneuvering space and trailer boaters must use the narrow Basin 1 Fairway. Slips to the north 
of the boat ramp are risk of being damaged by a panicking or inexperienced trailer boater or a 
trailer boater drifting with a dead engine in south wind conditions. The Basin 1 fairway serves 
over 600 recreational boats - 1 Ox the boats in Basin 3. Any congestion at the boat ramp on 
launch or return will clog the narrow Basin 1 Fairway despite city claims to the contrary. In fact 
the use of a Mole B Boat ramp is so complicated and compact that the CUP requires two 
attendants during peak uses. The vast majority of boat ramps in the US are not staffed. 

To add insult to injury, several Commissioners and Council people opined they preferred the 
Mole B location due to Mole C and D locations' proximity to the hand launch boat ramp at 
Seaside Lagoon. City staff made a big deal about relocating the commercial Tarsans SUP 
rental launch site into Basin 2. Both parties seem to ignore that the CUP permits SUPs and 
kayaks to launch from the Mole B boat ramp itself after 1 OAM. The 1 OAM rule shows City 
Staff don't really understand the boating community... City Staff seem to think all boaters go out 
at the crack of dawn to fish. They ignore families, sail boaters, cruisers, and jet skiers who tend 
to go out late morning and afternoon and lobster fishermen who go out after dusk. Certainly a 
Mole C or D boat ramp represents less of a hazard than the Mole B launching of SUP's and 
kayaks right from the Mole B boat ramp itself. 

Finally staff cites the lack of surge at the Mole B site. The DEIR concluded that this Mole C 
location did not represent a surge hazard. And the DEIR states that Mole D has less surge than 
Mole C. Recently city staff has stated Mole D could be subject to storm damage citing earlier 
storm damage at this location. However, the city staff failed to point out that the harbor 
breakwater has been strengthened and heightened and no damage has occurred since this 
improvement. And as shown earlier, a joint Harbor Working Group concluded "compared to 
other sites in the harbor it [Mole D] enjoys the most shelter from the existing breakwater." 
But more importantly, if the city is afraid of the boat ramp being damaged, why are they okay 
with siting the huge market hall at this location? Again, a sign of bias creeping into the 
evaluation. 

On top of the obvious flaws in the City's assessment, current and recently retired King Harbor 
Harbor Patrol staff and current Baywatch Lifeguards stationed in King Harbor oppose the Mole 
B location because the location does not have enough maneuvering space to be safe. 

A recent public records request reveals the Harbor Patrol opposition to the location is resolute. 
The email chain below is the result of the public records request. Robert Metzger is our Fire 
Chief (with limited harbor experience) and Norman Matte is our most senior Harbor Patrol. 
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From: Robert Metzger 

Sent: Monday, September 19, 2016 6:54PM To: Norman Matte 

Cc: Christopher Lubba; Matthew Bandy Subject: Re: Mole B Boat Launch Concept 

Thank you for responding with your point of view. I wiff be sharing it verbatim with those who are involved in 
making these decisions. 

Robert Metzger, Fire Chief City of Redondo Beach, CA 

On Sep 19, 2016, at 19:11, Norman Matte wrote: 

Chief. 

Once again I know my opinion is not popular and probably not what the city wants to hear. However it is 
honest, professional and without political bias. 

In my opinion any location that launches into a small area of maneuvering water, especially a 
narrow fairway that is highly trafficked is unsafe. 

I probably have more boating experience, specifically, trailering and launching vessels between 23' and 27' 
from Ventura to San Diego than the entire Harbor Patrol staff combined. Possibly Tim Dornberg has more 
experience than me, but that's a long long story as we know. 

I will never say that any location is safe other than the Turning Basin. No matter how many times 1 am 
asked or how the question is framed. Design variations are not mitigating of the overwhelming hazard, 
which is limited maneuvering water combined with high traffic. 

I would not be honest to my education, background, experience, my years as a professional boat 
operator and most importantly I would violate the public trust by giving a false endorsement to a 
plan that every boater knows is ludicrous. 

Respectfuffy, Norm 

We can see that Patrolman Matte refuses to endorse the Mole B location. It is also revealing to 
note that according to discussions with Harbor Commissioners, Chief Metzger never passed on 
Norm Matte's opinion "verbatim", despite his written commitment. 

And Harbor Patrolman Matte is not alone in his assessment. Current Lifeguards and Harbor 
Patrolmen and a recently retired King Harbor Harbor Patrolman submitted emails stating their 
opposition to a Mole B boat ramp: 
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To Whom it may concern. 

I ,Lee Oavrs. have grown up around the manne envtronment. My wents Md a boat as a ~ld and to thiS day 1 own and OPtfAte a sponfrs/ler out of the Port4frno Marma. rve been a LA. 
County Lifeguard for over 35 years. a Rescue Boat Captam for 17 years and hold a 100 Ton Coast Guard Masters license. 

In regard• to lh~ PIO~ launch ramp on mole 8. The marin~ traffic at~ entrance to basin 1 win be a source of ffusuation for both marina ten.tnts as well as llarlef boats standing by 
for the ramp. The 33 partdng spats will go quick on week days and the wool<ends will be extreme. I would for .see King Harbor Marrna pMiong being used for trallef parking. 

All on all there •~ not only bet1er, but mort omponantly safer places to locate a launch ramp on Krng Hart>or 

Srncer<!ly, 

Lee Davis 
Rescue Boat Captain 
LA County l rte<;uards 

/>..$ o 30 Y<!lll' boater in Redoodo Beach and 6 year Harbor patrol offrcer on Redondo Beach. If""' we need a ramp on a sah! place. Mole 8 has uafhc and wond coming into a narrow channel 
with no room tor error makong this an unsafe place to put a ramp. Please do not rush onto th1s and put the ramp on a sah! IOcatlOn tor everybody to eryoy. I f""' strongly that this IS a 
unsafe area for a ramp. There are many othe< areas in King Harbor that would make fO< a safe boat launch. 
Thank you, 
Joe Bart 

EMT·P (P•romod!CI. Wo<1ted In King HOrtlorjl\o6ondo 8Nch <JnC•198S 

The Mote 8 ~ fot 1 pubiK tJo.t r.np Wfl~ntrcdlce tN IMXpe-nf'oced gener'll pubic: to • N ITOW chafVIel lA.'Jth a blind rortll!r lfl.l btny tarwwy ~avtng httlt room fof emx. T1vs constr.atnl'd kx:.lbon wtth klb aft~ 
tsptOaf!y on Svmmtf wettr;encts. makt ft af"' MtftnUy unsa~ k>al:.on fet a pubhc boat ramp 

There .are oth« atNS tn King~ tNt coufd ~ ufe for a boat launch. 1 OOn t c:ons.- Mole a 1o be on• o4 dwm. 

Mil"'f th&nt:s! 

I To wh<>m tt mtiJ' concern: 
I 
~JUSt conc1udecla ~ )Nf CM'...,. os o b<Niung •aloty p<ole<soonol ., Ktng H.,bo< (~~Mew Boot C-) , I am""''~""''~' conc..-nood .obout the unsa~ Mid til odwMd congdetfloon ol• mo1r B 
locatJon for 1 boot ramp. 

Witll OW< 40 ~ars of boaung ~ on Ktng Hatbo<. I~~ a thorough und~ of the intnute and orwol\oed flow or trlfl'lc wrthtn 0\lf harbo< With r~ to trailer l.tUI'IChed 
liTiilll aoll. thete Me many consicleatlons that mll<i! melt 8 ~ INsl destralllo <llolce wilhrn our smaft harbo< 

A molt 8 boat ramp IOUbOn has -•• d4!trlmentat ISilKIS wrth r~ to boaung sol~. and boaung res<"" •nd llw tf\lor<otnl!flt. 8oth land ~....,Wit~~ PI-tQst that ~ mt* 8 
the leas1 sa~ IOUbOn ola» the moles. My coocerns and conclusK>ns are shored amongst my ~· 

Tht (Jiy's COIUideritooo ol mole 8 fe< a boat ramp locaueon can only be suppo<!ed by linanoal comodefat.ons. Tht pnontoullon ol deYdepto~etot hos ~ plll the best ontorest of~ boiling 
community, and the ... ~ of our harbor. 11\10 • subordtnate posrtJon. 

Any at)' olfoclll that argues on - ol a molr 8 boat ramp loca!Jon IS tother drrven by fonanclll congd«aoons. 0< rs. unfortun.ltety. not very tam!hr With how OU< halbOf ~ 

My opavons ore based on Y<!Ors o1 exponence and my m~ ore formed around the best ~nt~ and so~ of our boaong communrty. 

My family and 1 at<! aVId users oll(.ong HMbor. Mid I can as>Uf<! you that sa~ boa!ln9 rs my number one concern! 

lloolt: forward to shanng my v..ws ond concerno regordtng • sa~ and logoal sdt<:l1on of • Kong Horbor boat ro""' loco bOn. 

Stnccrety. 

Tom Dornl>f!rg 
RetJTed Redondo Beach Hacbor Pa-trol Uptain 

Likewise the only Coast Guard licensed captain on the Harbor Commission and the only lawyer 
on the seven person Harbor Commission opposed the boat ramp location based on safety and 
other impacts. 

The City's conclusions on safety demonstrate the bias that has crept into the City's analyses for 
this project. 

Redondo LCP and a variety of other city requirements require that the city maintains the safety 
of the public in their land use decisions in the harbor. For example, Redondo Beach Local 
Coastal Plan Subsection VI, Subsection D Land Use Policies Subparagraph 3 requires uthe 
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operation and maintenance of the Pier and Harbor area as a commercial/recreational asset of 
the City and region, ensuring ... adequate safety .... " 

Despite the City's biased conclusions, the preponderance of objective evidence demonstrates 
the Mole B boat ramp represents a danger to the ramp users, the existing boaters whose 
vessels reside Basin 1, and SUP'ers and kayakers who use the Basin 1 Fairway. The locations 
in the Turn Basin (Moles C and D) represent a much safer location supported by the public 
safety professionals in the harbor. 

2.4.4 Mole B Boat Ramp impacts on Mole 8 parking are not properly evaluated 

The Mole B Boat Ramp does not provide adequate parking for the boat ramp and it displaces 
current parking spaces for current users creating a parking shortage. The amount of impact 
cannot be determined because the City keeps changing the configuration and because the city 
has not conducted a demand assessment. The Harbor Commission recognized the shortage of 
parking and required in the CUP that overflow parking for 30 vehicle/trailer combinations and 30 
vehicles. However the city has not defined where these overflow parking spaces would be. The 
city admitted it is not possible to provide overflow parking on Mole B or in its immediate vicinity. 
The Department of Boating and Waterways boat ramp design guidelines call for parking within 
600 feet. Any overflow parking will not be close to 600 feet from the ramp. 

The Department of Boating and Waterways guidelines for boat ramps calls for a minimum of 20-
30 trailer spaces per lane. Even in its latest plan, the city has only been able to provide 31 or 32 
trailer parking spaces at the boat ramp. This is below the minimum of the state 
guidelines. Use data from Cabrillo Boat Ramp shows demand would exceed this capacity on 
about 60 days, mostly weekends. And of course this comparison does not take into account the 
post-recession recovery of recreational boat sales. Recovery of boat sales combined with the 
steady population and density growth in the region requires the reasonable conclusion that 
demand would increase. Yet the City does not account for future demand increases. 

City testimony at the Harbor Commission meeting shows the city must understand the ramp 
parking is undersized and the demand understated. City staff testified that the ramp 
configuration is designed to limit capacity and throughput. Staff even reserves the right to use a 
reservation system for boat ramp usage. Any boater understands a reservation system would 
not work. No other boat ramp that we are aware of uses a reservation system. But it does 
demonstrate that the City knows the demand for the ramp will exceed the site's capacity. 

In fact, a city study of a boat ramp at Mole D indicated the demand for a boat ramp would be 
great. On November 14, 2007, City Consultant Moffatt and Nichol, submitted a memorandum to 
the City of the Redondo Beach entitled "Redondo Beach Boat Ramp Launch Ramp Facility 
Feasibility Memo". In this memo, Moffatt and Nichol states: 
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"Trailerable boats account for the overwhelming majority of vessels registered in the 
State of California, and the demand for boat launching facilities along the coastline in 
populous areas is ever increasing with population growth." ''The launch ramp facility 
is envisioned to be a popular amenity, and overflow parking opportunities will need to 
be explored to further accommodate peak use periods." 

So the trailer parking is clearly inadequate, but what of the other parking. The city did not 
perform a demand analysis. Lanakila Outrigger Canoe Club submitted testimony that their 
practice sessions demand 54 to 78 parking space. The DEIR estimates 50 SUP launches per 
day from the hand launch ramp. In Figure 9, images provided by Lanikila showing Mole B 
parking during a practice session and another resident provided pair of photos of Mole B parking 
on a September Sunday afternoon (no outrigger canoe practice) show a high demand on Mole 
B parking. 

Figure 9: Current demand for Mole 8 parking high on weekends and during outrigger practices 

The City has not adequately evaluated the parking demand for Mole B with all the recreational 
uses packed into such a small area. Based on current evidence it is reasonable to conclude the 
likelihood of exceeding parking capacity with the proposed project is high on any weekend and 
especially summer weekends. Lack of parking is a significant access issue and thus violates 
the Coastal Act the City's LCP. 

Conversely, comparison to Mole 0 (Figure 1 0) shows it has adequate space to provide ample 
trailer parking without impacting parking for other coastal dependent uses. In fact, Mole C 
currently has 67 trailer boat parking spots for the current boat hoist on Mole D. 
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Inadequate trailer parking (32 
spaces max} taking away .from 

Outrigger clubs. slip lessees. and 
Moonstone P.uk visitors 

~0 oOJerflow trailer spaces & 
30 overflow car spaces undefined 

Figure 10: Comparison of Mole D to Mole B again reveals Mole D is a superior locat ion 
Mole B is too compact and already is saturated with coastal dependent recreational uses. 

Once again, the city's elimination of Mole D as the location for the boat ramp shows the City's 
prioritization of non-coastal dependent commercial development's prioritization and its 
significant negative impact on the coastal dependent recreational use of the harbor as an actual 
harbor. 

2.4.5 Mole B Boat Ramp traffic flow negatively impacts coastal access 

In order for trailer boaters to get to the Mole B boat ramp, they would have to travel through an 
active commercial area through a long parking lot for slip tenants with parking on boat sides of 
the access lane. The commercial area is home to a thriving work out facility and spa that has 
hourly traffic with peaks in the morning and after work -just as the boat ramp would likely have. 
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And one sub-tenant of the workout/spa facility complained in the public hearing that her clients 
are often unable to find parking. Figure 1 OA demonstrates that in order to get to the boat ramp, 
a boater would have to go through a narrow two lane parking gate, across a cross driveway 
from the workout/spa facility, between hundreds of parked cars and the active restroom facility 
before finally arriving at the ramp. If the ramp is backed up, the trailers will be blocking parking 
ingress and egress over through that portion of Mole B. While City staff state the lanes between 
the parking stalls are 24 feet wide, enough for two vehicles side by side, the reality is everyone 
drives down the center to maximize the distance between cars and pedestrians on both sides. A 
trailer boater would do the same. The maneuvering space for a trailer is very tight on this 
packed lot. And the through lot traffic concerns are only exacerbated by the use of overflow 
parking, which would double the trips through this tight area. 

Figure 10A: Traversing Mole 8 to get to the boat ramp is challenging and any back up would limit access 
to the boat ramp and any other existing use of the Mole including existing slip tenant, Moonstone Park, and 
Outrigger Canoe Club access. 

A is the entrance to Marina Way; B is where boaters must traverse a narrow gate and cross 
traffic from the health club/spa parking; Cis the long passage through the double sided parking 
area; and D is where the boat ramp is proposed. 
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2.5 PROJECT DECIMATES ATTRACTIVENESS, CAPACITY, 
/ AND SAFETY OF SEASIDE LAGOON REGIONAL PARK 

Currently Seaside Lagoon is 3.5 acre Public Park with a salt water swim feature that is 
approximately 1 acre in size. The salt water swim feature takes Harbor waters from the AES 
power plant cooling water outflow. On the rare occasions the plant runs, the water piped into 
the lagoon is warm. It has a Ruby's restaurant right outside its eastern border with a concession 
window to serve Seaside Lagoon visitors. East of the park boundary are hundreds of parking 
spaces. Historically 207 parking spaces were allocated to Seaside Lagoon based on city lease 
documents. The lease documents included a requirement for overflow parking for peak days. 

According to city provided data, in 2015 the Seaside Lagoon Park served over 81,000 day 
visitors, nearly 600 kids in day school and 73 private events in the approximately 100 days the 
park is open. During peak weeks, the park attracted over 1200 visitors per day. City studies 
show that about 70% - 80% of the day visitors are from outside Redondo making Seaside 
Lagoon truly a park. 

The project plan approved by the city fills in the current swim feature of the Lagoon and paves 
over about one third of the current usable public open space in the park. The remaining beach 
area is about the size of the current water feature in the park and slopes down 10 feet to 
untreated harbor waters. The access road and hand launch boat dock are eliminated. 

2.5.1 Paving over park violates General Plan documents and LCP 

Multiple documents in the City General Plan and the LCP call for preservation and expansion of 
Seaside Lagoon Park. The project shrinks the usable parkland by paving over one third of the 

~ current parkland with a project service road, parking spaces and multiple "concessions". This 
.effective shrinkage of the usable public parkland violates the General Plan and LCP. 

In fact, history shows that the city has been reducing the size of Seaside Lagoon for quite some 
time. An August 19, 2003 Staff Report entitled "Approval of New Lead and All Related 

- Documents Between the City of Redondo Beach and MCC Redondo Beach II LLC for the 
Leasehold at Redondo Beach Marina" clearly shows that the city allocated 2.5 acres for parking 

, for Seaside Lagoon Park: 

"In exchange for operating the hoist, Redondo Beach Marina also operates the 2 ~ acre 
Seaside Lagoon parking lot, collects the revenues and absorbs the expenditures 
associated with the lot and the hoist. " 

The lease agreement included with the staff report clearly states: 
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"C. Adjacent to the Leased Premises is a parcel of land (the "Adjacent Land'? that is 
used for parking, including parking for the boat hoist and the recreational area known as 
the "Seaside Lagoon." 

In fact, the agreement demonstrates that even back in 2003, the city realized parking would get 
saturated in the Harbor area: 

"In order to provide additional parking for Seaside Lagoon, MCC will cooperate with the 
City in developing a plan to use the Triton Oil site as overflow parking for Seaside Lagoon 
and other nearby uses." 

This demonstrates that the parking for Seaside Lagoon was specifically set-aside outside the 
park security fence. Thus the paving over of the usable park area in the proposed plan 
'represents a much more substantive decrease in the land area set aside for this recreational 
, use than just the park boundary. The actual loss in total park area, parking AND usable public 
. open space is closer to 3.5 acres out of a total of 5.5 acres- a 64% loss in space allocated to 
Seaside Lagoon. In fact, it shows that the city recognized the 2.5 acres of parking was 
Insufficient and that they were exploring overflow parking nearby. 

The city deems the new road is allowable by calling it an "access" road for the park. That is 
-clearly not the case. The road provides access to the parking structure, the movie theater, and 
other retail and restaurant facilities south of Seaside Lagoon. The parking alongside the road is 

. not reserved for Seaside Lagoon use. Since the Seaside Lagoon was built people have 
accessed Seaside Lagoon from a drop off point on Portofino Way or from the parking lot east of 
the park. Clearly, this new road is not access for the park. It is required for circulation at the 
mall. And the parking is not for the park. And that makes both unallowable uses of a park and a 
violation of our LCP. It also shows the lack of balance in the project. Why did the city not move 
the road and parking spaces east of the park boundary? The answer is: to make space for 

- more non-coastal dependent food, entertainment and retail uses and the huge parking lot that 
· replaces the surface parking area lost to commercial development. 

While concessions are an allowable use of public parkland in Redondo Beach zoning, it is 
questionable whether these are truly park concessions and not merely encroachment of the mall 
onto the public parkland. CenterCal's renderings clearly show a restaurant on park grounds. 
This restaurant is oriented toward the new mall access road . While CenterCal talks about the 
other "concessions" being rental places for paddleboards and kayaks, there appear to be too 

,many buildings to serve that need. And the CUP does not address any constraints-on the use 
of these lease spaces on public parkland. So this represents another violation of the LCP. It 
also serves as an indicator that commercial development out prioritized the presel\lation of 
usable open space in a public park. Otherwise, why, out of the over 100 lease spaces in the 
project, could the city not have provided these "concessions" east of the park boundary, like 
Ruby's is today? 

The lack of balance of the impacts of the commercial development on the long existing and well 
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used regional park represents a violation of the Coastal Act and the City's LCP. And the new 
street and parking spaces located within park boundaries are not permitted uses under current 
zoning. 

2.5.2 Project eliminates the elements of the Seaside Lagoon Park that made the park so 
attractive for families with young children 

Figures 11 and 12 highlight features that made the Seaside Lagoon so attractive to families with 
young children. Also note on Figure 11 the access road and separate launch dock that makes 
the current hand launch boat ramp so appealing today. The access road has only one entrance 
and exit which provides security that no one will steal a dropped off SUP or kayak. 

Seaside lacoo'! J:oday: Called unique .-reatfonal resource by city plannlnc doa~ments. 
Tot.lly sepandia from hand launch bo.t ramp 

Figure 11: Amenities that make Seaside Lagoon Park attractive to over 81,000 visitors during the summer 
season and the hand launch boat ramp attractive to about 50 users per day during the weekends. 
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Figure 12: Note the extensive shallow wading areas roped off for toddlers around the lagoon's permiter. 
The configuration allows parents to sit near the wading toddlers and provides lifeguard protection on all 
sides. 

Now compare to Figure 13, an image of the CenterCal 3D model showing the reconfiguration of 
Seaside Lagoon. Just for reference, the sand beach area is about the size of the current water 
area of the lagoon. It is obvious both the usable beach area and the water area have shrunk 
dramatically. The very narrow wading area changes with the tide and is subject to surge and is 
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much, much smaller than the current configuration. It is bounded by breakwater rocks which 
represent a hazard to curious toddlers. A safe depth wading area cannot be roped because the 
depth will constantly fluctuate with the tide. The number of parents who can sit near their 
wading children is extremely limited due to the narrow wading area. The lack of perimeter fence 
means kids can wander off and strangers have quick access. The slope of the beach reduces 
the comfort as beach chairs and towels/blankets would lean downhill uncomfortably. The play 
fountains and waterslides are gone. And of course mixing toddlers with kayakers and SUP'ers 
maneuvering 9' to 20 foot boards and kayaks in and out of the water only adds to the hazard 
and further limits the capacity of the new configuration. 

It is doubtful the new configuration would support the sustainment of kids' day camps that have 
been held at the lagoon during the summer for over a decade. These camps currently serve 
about 600 children. 

Narrow wading area, untn~ated water, depth 
changes with tide, experiences surge, shared 

with kayalcen and~ 

Figure 13: Attractive features of current Seaside Lagoon are eliminated in new configuration 
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A side-by-side comparison (Figure 14) shows that the proposed configuration could not support 
the current capacity of the Seaside Lagoon Park swim feature and beach. When asked for any 
analysis of impact on the new Seaside Lagoon configuration capacity and demand, the City 
replied there was none. Any reasonable, objective reviewer of the current and planned Seaside 
Lagoon would conclude the reconfigured lagoon will not attract nearly as many guests. 

The City General Plan Parks and Recreation Element and the Harbor Business Plan both 
highlight the unique nature of the Seaside Lagoon. The project removes the very elements that 
make it both unique and attractive to families from around the region. 

Clearly the reconfiguration, driven by the space allocated to the commercial development, has a 
substantial negative impact on the Seaside Lagoon Park. And that is a violation of the Coastal 
Act and the City's LCP. 

Figure 14: Side-by-side comparison shows planned configuration cannot support the activity levels 
supported by the Seaside Lagoon today. Note the number of parents aligned with the edge of the beach 

and the toddlers playing all along the perimeter of the lagoon. 

2.5_3 Reconfiguration of Seaside Lagoon Park would expose toddlers to the hazards of 
untreated harbor waters 

City staff imply that because they have models that show the proposed swim area would be 
flushed every 48 hours, the waters would be safe to swim in . However, Heal the Bay testing of 
waters just north and south of the harbor show the ocean fails water quality 25% of the time in 
both dry and wet weather conditions. Obviously, ocean water that fails water quality standards 
cannot flush the swim area clean. Heal the Bay Report Cards repeatedly show swim beaches in 
enclosed harbors suffer from bad water quality. Heal the Bay publishes the warning: "Avoid 
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enclosed beaches." "Bacteria levels are usually much higher and survive longer in duration in 
enclosed beaches." And according to the EPA Children are the most likely population to 
develop illness from exposure to contaminated swim waters. 

The City contends the treatment of runoff water from the project will mitigate water 
contamination. But in public testimony City Staff admitted runoff from outside the project will still 
empty straight into the harbor waters. The City also ignores contamination from bird guano 
washing off harbor rocks, sea lion defecation from the upwind sea lion barge, and from boating 
traffic. 

The city only conducted water testing on one day in the harbor. That test was taken in April 
when the surrounding ocean water was graded A by Heal the Bay. So it is no surprise this 
single day sample passed water quality standards for pathogens. But what was revealing was 
that the testing showed indicator species concentration at the swim area test sites were more 
than 2.5 x the concentration at the harbor channel and harbor mouth test sites. This 
demonstrates that the relatively stagnant waters in the swim area are more contaminated than 
open waters. 

The other issue the City never considered is the fact that people playing in the water will relieve 
themselves in the water. This is especially true of toddlers. In the current Lagoon, chlorination 

. and pumps that change over the water a minimum of 6x per day negates this impact. There is 
no such treatment of the harbor waters. In fact, to do so would violate water quality laws. Even 
if the area flushes in 48 hours, that is insufficient to preserve the health of those using the 
facility. If the facility were to attract the 81,000 summer guests the current facility attracts, this 
area would turn into a veritable cesspool. 

Building a Better Redondo and Rescue Our Waterfront hired a Water Quality Consultant to 
assess the issues with opening up the Seaside Lagoon to untreated harbor waters. We have 
.attached the report to this document. The findings match our preceding statements. 

While residents make a well supported case that we can expect harbor waters to be more 
· contaminated than open ocean waters and that the water in the harbor is likely fail water quality 
:health standards frequently, the City simply denies with no justification other than the 48 hour 
flushing action in the harbor. The City has known it intends to open the Seaside Lagoon to open 
harbor waters for at least two years. Yet is was only after public comment on the DEIR that the 
I city actually did testing. And then they did it on one day. A single day of testing is insufficient 
indicator of year round water quality. 

The Redondo City Council modified the CUP to require weekly water testing once the feature is 
open, but then it will be too late to implement an alternative that would mitigate the loss of the 
popular Seaside Lagoon we have today. 

Without comprehensive water quality testing results and a strong case that water quality in the 
harbor would fail health standards frequently, the solution approved by the City violates the 
City's LCP that requires the city to consider the safety of those using the harbor. 
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2.5.4 Seaside lagoon beach could become a sea lion haul out 

King Harbor has a growing population of sea lions ... so much so, that the city has built a 
$53,000 sea lion barge and has lined city docks with pipe and PVC to keep the sea lions off city 
docks. Slip tenants still complain that sea lions are invading their slip fingers and swim steps. 
This occurs when dominant males force subdominant males to other haul outs. The new lagoon 
beach would be an inviting place to haul out. This has been observed in many locations 
including well populated and well used beaches such as La Jolla Cove depicted in Figure 14A. 

Figure 14A: Sea lion colony has impacted human use and access of beach at La Jolla Cove 

La Jolla Cove is a very concrete example of how marine mammals could impact the ability of the 
reconfigured Seaside Lagoon. While the city talked of Marine Mammal Management Plan, 
without one approved it is impossible to determine the impact or efficacy. For example, staff at 
one point stated City staff would be assigned to chase a marine mammal off the beach. Staff 
could answer how a kayak fisherman coming back at 9PM would contact city staff to clear the 
beach for safe his or her return. 

The question no one can answer with certainty is whether the sea lions would haul out on the 
beach. Certainly we already see the dominant male sea lions forcing sub dominant males to 
other parts of the harbor and females follow these males. The proposed Seaside Lagoon beach 
would be closer to the sea lion barge and harbor mouth than the vast majority of slips they are 
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invading. And sea lions have already made it to the parking lot on Mole D as evidenced by a 
Daily Breeze article dated 21 April 2015 and entitled "Sea lion population at Redondo Beach's 
King Harbor is 'out of control"': 

'We have a problem, " said Leslie Page, the property manager of Redondo Beach Marina. 
"I've had five of them wandering around the parking lot. I had one knock on the front door 
of the marina office next to R10 Social House (restaurant) ." 

Certainly if sea lions make it all the way to the Mole D parking lot, the new Seaside Lagoon 
Beach is far easier and far more sea lion friendly. 

The potential for sea lion haul out to impact access to the reconfigured Seaside Lagoon is real. 
The City has not presented how it would handle it with any detail that the public can assess. 
And by the time we would know it is an issue, it would be too late to fix. 

Keeping the park swim feature independent of the untreated and uncontrolled harbor waters 
solves this issue and the others previously mentioned. As it the project is now, sea lion 
incursion represents an access issue that does not exist today for the park and thus represents 
a violation of the Coastal Act and the LCP. 

2.5.5 Year round opening of Lagoon: Boon or bust? 

City staff tout that they are increasing accessibility by opening Seaside Lagoon year round, 
making it free and having a beach entry for the SUP'ers and kayakers. But would reality match 
the City's claims? 

Here we address arguments used by the City and CenterCal when they want to deflect attention 
from the obvious resulting lower utilization of Seaside Lagoon Regional Park. 

SUP/Kayak Year Round Zero Depth Entry- SUP'ers and kayakers have year round access. 
When the city pulls the hand launch dock in winter, SUP'ers and kayakers either use the 
existing asphalt path to beach launch from the same location of the hand launch boat ramp or 
they use the ramp and dock used by the boaters using the boat hoist. If people want a zero 
depth beach launch, they can use the asphalt path through the break water at the hand launch 
ramp today. And the city could covert the current launch site to a zero depth beach launch 
without reconfiguring Seaside Lagoon at a much cheaper cost. This would preserve the drop off 
access on the road between the west boundary of the Seaside Lagoon and breakwater, which is 
a well used feature of this launch site . 

. Fre~ Entry - the cheap entry fees for Seaside Lagoon have not impacted Seaside Lagoon 
utilization to date. It is one of the most used parks in Redondo during the months it is open. In 
fact many parents consider the fence around the facility a security feature to keep their kids from 

·wandering off and keeping strangers out. 

40. Waterfront Project Appeal - 3 Nov 16 



Redondo Beach Waterfront Project Approval Appeal - 3 November 2016 

Year Round Swim Capability- Seaside Lagoon closes in fall when school starts back up, not 
because it is not possible to keep the lagoon open , but attendance plummets due to school and 
school related activities and the change in weather and water temperature. Weekly attendance 
statistics show visitors are very low at the beginning and end of the season. It is unlikely year 
round opening would result in any significant post season utilization. 

Events at Seaside Lagoon - The City .and CenterCal talk about adding events to Seaside 
Lagoon to increase utilization under the new configuration. They talk about having bands 
perform, movies, exercise classes and events. The problem with this, is we have all these 
things already- most in the current park, but bands and exercise classes are provided 
elsewhere in the harbor today. We do not need to ruin Seaside Lagoon to support these 
activities. And since all these activities exist today, they do not represent any increase in 
utilization. 

Pedestrian promenade at Lagoon- The DEIR and EIR claim that the reconfiguration adds 
600 feet of access to the coastline. This is inaccurate and misleading. Currently the access 
road to the west of Seaside Lagoon Park provides a contiguous 20 foot wide path closer to the 
harbor waters than is provided in the project configuration. In addition to providing access to 
SUP'ers and kayakers this access road is used even more frequently by joggers and walkers. 

Public Open Space -the City claims 11 acres of public open space currently and with the 
project. The City counts inaccessible and unusable bioswales and landscaped areas to achieve 
this parity. Also the City weighs standard mall amenities (seating areas, kids play distractions, 

-water fountains) the same as the one acre of lost usable public open space from our well used 
and popular Seaside Lagoon Regional Park. In essence, the project will just turn our most used 
regional park into just another mall amenity. The quality, usability, and attractiveness of the 
park is degraded substantially. 

Loss of current unique features - With so many of the unique features of the current Seaside 
Lagoon eliminated , the inconvenient parking, the risk of untreated harbor waters, and the 
lowered capacity of the new configuration; the most likely outcome is a dramatic reduction in 
use of the park. 

2.6 PROJECT BIKE PATH IS DANGEROUS 

The City recently spent over $5M rerouting the Harbor Drive bike path onto the new Bike Track. 
One of the primary justifications of the change was the fact that northbound bike traffic would 
have to cross Harbor Drive at both ends to reconnect with the beach bike path at either end. 
The City wanted to reduce the safety risk of bicyclists crossing Harbor Drive traffic twice. 

The project reroutes the bike path in the pier area so that bicyclists going both directions have to 
cross traffic three times to connect with the beach bike path at the south end and the new bike 
track on the north end. This results in many more bicyclists crossing active streets more times 
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than the situation the city just paid over $5M to fix. And to add insult to injury, the crossing in 
the south end is in close proximity to a main parking garage exit where drivers exiting would be 
looking the opposite direction to ensure no car traffic is coming. At the north end there is a new 
parking lot crossing that does not exist today. And finally, the project adds a new crossing to the 
bike track where the new traffic structure exists onto Harbor Drive. 

Figures 15 and 16 highlight the hazards built into the design of the new bike path through the 
pier area. 

...J, 
I ,-
~.J 

n 
~D~IIQI Bike Path must cross new roads and driveways 
three times to connect to existing Bike Track on Harbor Q.[ 

Figure 15: Hazards designed into the north end of the new bike track 
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' Qflt!I'Cal Bike PMb deslcn dangerous to blcydlsts 
and pedestrians at south end of new path 

Figure 16: Hazards designed into the south end of the new bike track 

2.7 PROJECT CREATES A VIRTUAL WALL OF DEVELOPMENT 
ALONG HARBOR DRIVE BLOCKING VAST MAJORITY OF 
HARBOR VIEWS 

After spending more than $5M for a more functional and safer bike track along south harbor, the 
city blocks over 85% if the current views from Harbor Drive with an intimidating wall of 
development with some view slivers cut between buildings. 

Figure 17 shows an example of the view from Harbor Drive Bike Track and sidewalk today. This 
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figure is representative of the current views. Currently one can see boats and harbor waters all 
along Harbor Drive south of Portofino Drive. 

Figure 17: Representative view from Harbor Drive sidewalk. Open ocean waters, the tip of Catalina Island, 
and cliffs of Palos Verdes make an enjoyable view. 
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OVer 85% of current ocean/harbor views from Harbor Drive blocked 

Figure 18 shows a site view analysis of the views from Harbor Drive. This analysis shows that over 85% of 
the current views 

Figure 19 is a picture taken of the CenterCal model of the project. This model demonstrates the 
visual impact of the wall of development that the project represents. It also demonstrates the 
intimidating urban canyon created between existing development on the east side of Harbor 
Drive and the wall of development this project would add. 
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Figure 19: This image of the CenterCal model of the project shows that not only are the vast majority of 
views blocked, but also how intimidating the wall of development and resulting urban canyon is to those 
walking, biking or driving along Harbor Drive. 

Similarly, the views from Czuleger Park are substantially impacted, particularly from the plaza at 
the western edge of the park. Where today park goers can view across Mole D into the harbor 
and out to the ocean, the view from the plaza would be dominated by the gargantuan Market 
Hall that would cover nearly all of Mole D. 

2.8 EXCLUSIVITY PURPOSEFULLY DESIGNED INTO 
PROJECT 

CenterCal and their supporters stated from the start that one of their goals was to attract a more 
affluent crowd to the harbor and drive away lower income people from outside of Redondo. The 
project accomplishes this by changing the commercial mix to more "sophisticated", higher end 
shops, restaurants and movie theater. While the City has responded that the Seaside Lagoon is 
now free, the section on Seaside Lagoon shows that the new configuration is a deterrent to 
visitors. 
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Here are some quotes from CenterCal and their supporters that validate this position: 
Fred Bruning, CenterCal CEO, August 29th, in the Daily Breeze: 

"From the greater community, we heard, 'I never go to the waterfront anymore. It's 
rundown. It's just a bunch of bars. I wouldn't go there after dark,'" he said. 

"'Because there's bad people there,' comments like that," he said. 

Arnette Travis, CenterCal's 'CREW" leader on Facebook: 

"It's scary on weekends and not reflective of Redondo's demographics." 

Facebook posts from Tony Trutanich, from the family that runs Old Tony's restaurant on 
the pier and editor of a pro-Waterfront Project Facebook site: 

Tony Trutanich 
I'm beyond excited. I'm probably one of 
the few locals that actually did use the 
Lagoon to bring their kids to during the 
summer. 
If you only visit Seaside Lagoon during 
Lobsterfest then you're only seeing it 
through one event. 
Go to Seaside Lagoon during the summer 
time, it's NOT LOCALS it's families from 
nowhere near Redondo, I would say 60% 
Black 30% South American (Mexican etc). 
When I go with my boys we are 1 00% the 
minority, which has never bothered in the 
least but for the average local they don't 
want hear boom box battles from different 
families and people who seem to have no 
idea how to use the trash cans. 
The Center cal plan for Seaside lagoon is 
to make it smaller, more beautiful and to 
have activities geared toward the locals 
200+ days a year like Jazz festivals, art 
festivals, featuring a lot of local talent. It 
will be integrated into the new 
development which will be great. 
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And a Facebook exchange with another Waterfront supporter: 

Gene Solomon Tony. Can you please describe the differences-by sight
between a Redondo resident and a ·non local". Do you not welcome all 
people to your restaurant? Do you think the City should not welcome everyone 
to the harbor? 

14 hrs Edtted 

Tmothy Oconnell No the city should not welcome all people to the 
harbor . Let Santa Monica do that 

8 hrs 

But it is more than statements in local media. The City's market study analysis performed by 
AECOM and included in the DEl R as an attachment further demonstrates the project is aimed at 
more affluent customers. The hotel is described as a "boutique hotel" designed to "create and 
promote a stylish, luxurious, aspirational, or advantage-grade ambiance. " "Boutique hotels will 
typically command a higher ADR than other hotel properties, with a premium up to 20 to 30 
percent above market pricing for competitive properties." The analysis describes the movie 
theater as a "specialty or luxury cinema". "The specialty cinemas target affluent and older 
movie going demographic and to some degree families. " "The higher price point compared to 
traditional theaters indicates the market area is wider yet capture rate is lower. " 

The marketing brochure being floated by CenterCal's tenant sourcing partner, The McDevitt 
Company shows that the move to exclude regional minorities from the harbor and pier is more 
than just local marketing rhetoric. The following phrases from the marketing brochure paint a 
picture of anything but an inclusive waterfront development: 

·~ hub of social vitality for people who choose to live in this affluent community" 

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

"Elevated-yet-relaxed restaurants"" 

"One-of-a-kind shops and established best-in-brands " 

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

"Unique retailers placed in a sophisticated yet laid back environment" 
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"Best in class health, beauty, and lifestyle amenities." 

"Retail/restaurant hand picked to resonate with the sophisticated, yet laid back culture of 
the South Bay" 

The brochure then lays out the demographics with terms like "urban chic, connoisseurs, top 
rung, laptops and lattes, trendsetters, Pacific Heights, wealthy seaboard suburbs, and silver and 
gold", most of the inland neighborhoods are designated "a// others". 

For comparison the lease opportunity advertising for Shoreline Village in Long Beach, reads 
"Styled after a quaint Cape Cod fishing village, Shoreline Village is a family friendly destination 
by day the develops a sense of romance when night falls. " "Refreshments available at the 
village range from casual to sophisticated." "Kids of all ages can experience the magic of 
Shoreline Village's carousel or practice their hoop skills in the arcade." The site goes on to 
stress affordability and family experiences. The difference in marketing is substantial and is 
more inclusive rather than exclusive. 

A copy of the CenterCal Waterfront marketing pamphlet is included as an attachment to this 
document. 

2.9 HARBOR AREA CIRCULATION INFRASTRUCTURE CAPACITY 
WILL BE OVERWHELMED BY PROJECT TRAFFIC BLOCKING 
ACCESS TO COASTAL DEPENDENT USES 

The city is trying to pack 10 pounds of development into our 5 pound 

harbor. And the resulting gridlock and delays represents a significant 

access issue and a deterrent from public use of the harbor for coastal 

dependent recreation. 

The City's traffic analysis demonstrates that traffic will more than double with the project. The 
analysis showed some intersections were significantly impacts so the city requires some 
additional turn lanes and other minor street enhancements. However, the analysis failed to 
consider many other limitations and impacts that render the required mitigations insufficient to 
address the real issues. 

The City's analysis depends on specific intersection calculations to determine whether the 
added traffic creates an issue. However, the calculations and models used by the city were not 
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properly applied for the most impactful constraints. And beyond that the Institute of Traffic 
Engineers Highway Capacity Manual clearly warns that the calculations cannot account for 
situations in which downstream traffic impediments affect the ability of the intersection under 
analysis to flow freely. In other words, the calculations are useless if lanes on the far side of the 
intersection are already backed up. And that is the situation throughout the project area and 
PCH during rush hours. 

The real problem is the harbor was never designed to accommodate heavy traffic. And recent 
changes for the new Harbor Drive Bike Track have exacerbated this situation . Figure 20 shows 
examples of the conditions that create backed up conditions rendering the city's analysis 
useless. 

Figure 20: This aerial view of the intersection of Beryl and Harbor Drive provides examples of the severely 
constrained traffic infrastructure in the project area. Note the situation is actually worse today as this 
image was taken before the new bike path further constrained the streets. 

These constraints are ample throughout the project and include: 

• Narrow lanes 
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• Lanes with "sharrows": encouraging bike riders to use the lane (the average bike rider 
rides at just under 10 MPH on average) 

• Conflicting center turn lane traffic 

• Minimal turn pockets at street intersection 

• No turn pockets at driveway entrances 

• Extremely short road segments with limited storage capacity 

• Conflicts between turning traffic, bike track riders and pedestrians 

One method of dealing with these kinds of constraints (though not an ideal method) is to reduce 
the lane vehicle capacity per hour. In this case though the city use 1600 vehicles per lane per 
hour which is the same capacity it uses on PCH, a major arterial road. 

When the public brought this up with the City the city seemed to ignore the issue and basically 
regurgitated that their calculations found some impacts and the city has defined appropriate 
mitigations. The city still has not responded with how its analysis accounted for these 
very real capacity constraints. 

A simple example of how flawed the City's analysis is can be seen on almost any Sunday on 
Harbor Drive. Figure 21 shows cars backed up along Harbor Boulevard on a cloudy Sunday 
morning, July 241h, 2016. 
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Figure 21: Cars backed up along Harbor Drive from the Seaside Lagoon/Ruby's parking lot entrance all the 
way back through Beryl Street. The backup was nearly a quarter mile long. 

The picture shows a condition that the City analysis says should not exist either today or after 
the project is completed . Yet it is a regular occurrence. 

On busy days it is even worse. Figures 22 and 23 show cars backing up all the way from the 
pier parking lot entrance to the intersection of Torrance and Catalina. Figure 23 shows cars 
heading south on Catalina that are backed up waiting to turn into the harbor on the day of the 
annual Kite Festival. 
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Figure 22: Cars backed up from the pier parking structure through the Catalina Blvd intersection. It is about 
2/10ths of a mile to the Catalina intersection and the image clearly shows two lanes fully saturated. 

Figure 23: Cars on right hand turn lane of southbound Catalina backed up waiting for traffic to move into 
pier parking structure 
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The Kite Festival is not a major event like 4th of July or the Redondo Beach Super Bowl 1 OK, yet 
we can see how it overwhelms the traffic infrastructure in the harbor area. Doubling commercial 
development doubles traffic and this kind of gridlock will be a regular occurrence. Yet the traffic 
analysis done by the city says this should not happen. These examples clearly highlight how 
flawed the city's analysis really is. 

The City seems to know this but it is afraid to do the proper analysis. An indicator is that despite 
the City's posturing that their analysis does accurately portray current and future traffic flows, 
the City included unspecified expansion of turn pockets on Harbor Drive. Why would the City 
mandate this in the CUP if they trust the output of their analysis? Their reticence to redo their 
analysis in light of these real constraints is well founded. The investment required to modify the 
area's circulation infrastructure to absorb double the traffic would be enormous- and some 
constraints like short road segments would be very difficult to mitigate. 

The project will regularly overwhelm the project area's circulation infrastructure. The city is trying 
to pack 1 0 pounds of development into our 5 pound harbor. And the resulting gridlock and 
delays represents a significant access issue and a deterrent from public use of the harbor for 
coastal dependent recreation. 

2.10 PEDESTRIAN BRIDGE IMPACTS COMMERCIAL VESSELS 
AND SAILBOATS IN BASIN 1 

Commercial vessels including Indian, Redondo Special, Highliner, Betty-G, Voyager, Caribe 
Alliance, and Lucy Foss will be forced to move out of Basin 3 because they are too tall to fit 
under the pedestrian bridge that would tie Mole D to the pier as shown in Figure 24. While the 
pedestrian bridge is a draw bridge, CenterCal has stated its operation will take 20 minutes or 
more. The city has stated it plans to move the large commercial vessels out of Basin 3. This 
relocation of large commercial vessels exacerbates the impact of slip loss for the Mole B boat 
ramp. Data provided by the city demonstrates that there is very low vacancy for large 
commercial boats. The city has not provided a plan. Instead they refer to a reconfiguration of 
King Harbor Marina. Obviously the intent is to remove smaller slips and create bigger slips. 
Neither the public nor the Coastal Commission have sufficient data to evaluate the impacts of 
this future reconfiguration. But we have already presented data that the boating industry is 
recovering post-recession and that combined with population growth promises to increase 
demand for slips. If we find that the planned reconfiguration is too impactful at a later date, it will 
be too late ... we won't be able to force the genie back in the bottle. The Coastal Act and 
Redondo's LCP protects commercial coastal dependent activities. The City has not 
demonstrated it can relocate these vessels... Simple saying they will do it, does not mean it can 
be done. 
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Figure 24: The low pedestrian drawbridge will displace current commercial vessels and deter sailors and 
other large vessel owners from accessing Basin 3. 

Likewise, the pedestrian bridge represents a significant access issue for any sailboat in Basin 3. 
The city has not adequately determined how the bridge will be operated. A boater cannot 
always control when they must depart or return. They may have an emergency repair that 
requires getting to the ship yard quickly. Once at sea weather, injury, illness or mechanical 
problems may require a return at any hour. In reality though, it is likely any tall boats will avoid 
Basin 3 in the future due to the inconvenience of the bridge. That in and of itself is an access 
issue that deters boaters- which violates the Coastal Act and the LCP. Basin 3 is a US 
navigable waterway that has been in existence for 50 years. A non-coastal dependent mall 
development should not have such a negative impact on a long existing boat basin. Once 
again, it is clear the mall development has out prioritized using the harbor as an actual harbor. 

2.11 SUMMARY 

What you have read to this point is just the tip of the iceberg. We can provide more examples 
and evidence to demonstrate that the proposed development would severely impact recreational 
use of the harbor as an actual harbor. 
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It is clear the City prioritizes the retail , dining and entertainment commercial development over 
long standing recreational uses. And at a time recreational uses such as SUP'ing are growing. 
The City should be adding recreational capacity not decimating it. Simple things like routing the 
mall access road outside the Seaside Lagoon Park boundary and moving the "concessions" 
outside the park's boundary should have been a simple change without major impact on the 
mall development. 

It is also abundantly clear that City staff have lost their objectivity and are now acting as 
advocates for the commercial mall development. The simple comparison of the 2007 
assessment of Mole 0 as the optimum and safest location for a boat ramp, to the FEIR's 
condemning it as unsafe. Add to that the fact that it took a Public Records Act request to 
discover the Harbor Patrol are strongly and steadfastly opposed to the Mole 8 location because 
it is inherently unsafe and dangerous. Why would the city ignore the strong convictions of their 
harbor professionals? The preponderance of data demonstrates the City's bias. 

We have heard the City's appl ication is very complete. However, that does not mean the 
assessments in the application are accurate. Because the City is so biased for the project, 
the people must depend on the Coastal Commission to enforce an objective balance to 
this project. We hope you will not let us down. 
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SECTION 3: SUMMARY OF COASTAL ACT AND LOCAL 
COASTAL PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS VIOLATED BY 
THE WATERFRONT PROJECT AS APPROVED BY THE 
CITY OF REDONDO BEACH 

The following table summarizes the violations of applicable state and local laws and regulations. 
Specific details related to and supporting the conclusion of violations appear throughout this 
document, though in some cases examples and details are included in the table itself. 

Requirement Summary Inconsistency 

Coastal Act 30001 (c) 

Coastal Act 30001.5 

Coastal Act 30006 

Coastal Act 30006.5 

To promote the public safety and 
welfare .. . , it is necessary to protect 
the ecolog ical balance of the coastal 
zone and prevent its deterioration 
and destruction. 

• Goal of Coastal Act is to assure 
I priority of coastal-dependent and 
coastal-related development over 
other development of the coast. 

Planning and implementation of 
programs should include widest 
opportunity for public participation 

Sound and t imely scientific 
recommendations are necessary. 
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Over building and overcrowding of 
recreational uses and, in particular, 
Commission required boat ramp 
risks public safety and welfare. 
Boat ramp location is deemed 
dangerous by lifeguards and city 
Harbor Patrol staff. Forcing toddlers 
to wade in untreated harbor waters 
exposes toddlers to pathogens. 

Project prioritizes non-coastal 
dependent uses over existing and 
required coastal dependent uses 

Last minute changes to project, 
complicated arrangement of EIR, 
missing data and reports, and slow 
response to public records requests 
artificially limit the ability of the 
public to assess the project and its 
impacts 

EIR analysis relies on outdated data 
such ass Harbor surge data and 
incomplete data such as water 
quality to justify conclusions that 
there are no impacts. 
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Requirement Summary Inconsistency 

Coastal Act 30007.5 

Coastal Act 30105.5 

Coastal Act 30211 and 30212 

Coastal Act 30212.5 

Conflicts between policies to be 
resolved in manner of which is most 
protective of coastal resources 

Definition of cumulative effects 

Development shall not interfere with 
access 

j Public parking area and facilities 
j shall be distributed to mitigate social 

1 
and other impacts of overcrowding 
and overuse 
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Project repeatedly resolves conflicts 
to favor non-coastal dependent 
commercial development 

EIR analysis and project ignore 
probable future project including 
development at the power plant site 
and the impending Hermosa Beach 
General Plan changes 

The traffic generated by the project 
combined with circulation 
infrastructure constraints interferes 
with access to coastal dependent 
activities. 

The lack of adequate and 
convenient parking interferes with 
the public's access to coastal 
dependent activities. 

The creation of hazardous 
recreational solutions deters public's 
access to coastal dependent 
activities and resources. 

The decrease in size and capacity 
of areas dedicated to coastal 
dependent recreational uses 
combined with the collocation of 
those uses in these smaller areas 
interferes with the public's access to 
coastal dependent activities and 
resources . 

The project more than doubles 
commercial development while 
shrinking usable public parkland. 
The project fails to assess or 
provide adequate and convenient 
parking for existing and new coastal 
dependent uses. The parking 
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Requirement Summary Inconsistency 

I 
Coastal Act 30213 

I 
Coastal Act 30214 

1 Coastal Act 30220 

I 
I 

1--

Coastal Act 30221 

Coastal Act 30222 

Coastal Act 30223 

I 

Encouragement of lower cost visitor 
and recreational facilities 

· Legislative intent on implementation 
of public access policies 

Coastal areas suited for water
oriented recreational activities shall 
be protected for such uses. 

Oceanfront land suitable for 
recreational use shall be protected 
for such use 

Use of private lands suitable for 
visitor serving and coastal 
recreational facilities shall have 
priority over general commercial 

-development 

Upland areas necessary to support 
coastal recreational uses shall be 
reserved for such uses 
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1 configuration deters use of lower 
cost coastal recreational assets. 

Project designed to appeal to more 
affluent public. Unique recreational 
resources drawing all income level 
customers are negatively impacted 
by the project. 

The project increases the intensity 
of site utilization to the point where it 
is a deterrent to those who want to 
enjoy coastal dependent uses. The 
project does not balance rights of 
public with that of developer/lessee. 

Project develops Harbor area such 
that water-oriented recreational 
uses are needlessly impacted. 

Project redevelops oceanfront 
property in a manner that negatively 
impacts long established 
recreational uses 

The project prioritizes private retail , 
dining and entertainment uses over 
coastal recreational facilities. 

I Uplands parking and vehicular 
access for coastal recreational uses 
are inadequate and negatively 
impacted by the project. 

--~----' 
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Requirement Summary Inconsistency 

Coastal Act 30224 

Coastal Act 20234 
I 

Increased recreational boating use 
shall be encouraged 

; Facilities serving commercial fishing 
· and recreational boating industries 
shall be protected and upgraded. 
Existing facilities shall not be 

I reduced. 

Project reduces slips and provides 
insufficient space for adequate boat 
ramp. Project eliminates sufficient 
boater parking. Project forces 
recreational boating uses in small 
area that reduces overall capacity 
and efficacy of long standing 
recreational boating uses. Parking 
to support existing recreational 
boating uses are insufficient and 
inconvenient to the point of acting 
as a deterrent. Limited hours of 
pedestrian bridge discourages 
recreational boaters. Project does 
not accommodate future growth of 
demand of recreational boating 
infrastructure and opportunities. 

Project forces tall commercial and 
recreational vessels out of Basin 3 
due to pedestrian bridge. Project 
eliminates slips for commercial and 
recreational vessels. Reberthing of 
displaced boats has not been 

I I _ , I 
Coastal Act 30234.5 The economic, commercial, and 

recreational importance of fishing 
shall be protected. 

defined. Replacement of eliminated 
Mole 8 slips has not been defined. I 

The project provides insufficient 
parking for pier, commercial and 
charter boat fishermen. The project 
reduces usable commercial and 
recreational boat slips. 

I 
Coastal Act 30240 1 Protection of sensitive habitat areas 

1 i I 
! 
i Coastal Act 30251 

I 
Development shall be designed to 
project views 
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The harbor area is known roosting 
, place for multiple protected marine 
birds. Intensity of development will 
be a deterrent to future 
nesting/roosting. 

Project blocks most public views 
from harbor drive. 
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Requirement Summary Inconsistency 

Coastal Act 30252 

Coastal Act 30255 

I 

1 Maintenance and enhancement of 

1 
public access 

I 

Coastal dependent development 
shall have priority over other 
development on or near the 
shoreline. 

Project prioritizes parking and 
access to retail, dining and 
entertainment uses over coastal 
dependent and coastal related uses. 
Inadequate parking to support 
current level or harbor recreation or 
for future growth in demand. Project 
decreases usable public parkland at 
Moonstone Park and Seaside l 
Lagoon. 

Coastal dependent uses. particularly 
the Seaside Lagoon and public boat 
ramp are negatively impacted by the 
prioritization of other non-coastal 
dependent uses. 

f..-.-- -

Redondo Beach. Coastal Land 1 Cumulative development shall not I Project excludes new parking 
Use Plan Section VI, Subsection • exceed a net increase of 400,000 sq I structure from analysis. Project and 
c • ft of floor area. cumulative development exceeds 

j cap. City interpretation does not 
I f reflect information presented to the ) 

voter when voters enacted this cap. 

Redondo Beach. Coastal Land Protection of views from Czuleger EIR does not adequately assess 
Use Plan Section VI, Subsection Park view impacts. Substantial impact on 
c views from mid and lower sections 

of park by hotel/retail development 
in pier area and Market Hall in 
harbor area. 

Redondo Beach. Coastal Land New development shall include view Development blocks vast majority 
Use Plan Section VI, Subsection corridors from N Harbor Drive and most impactful public views 
c from visitor serving hotels, Harbor 

I 
I Drive of harbor, ocean, coast of PV 

i l and Catalina Island. The 
I I development only affords narrow 
I j 
I I slivers of views and these are 
• I impacted by landscaping. I 
' ~-~-~--~ - ---~~-
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Requirement Summary Inconsistency 

Redondo Beach Local Coastal 
Plan Subsection VI, Subsection D 
Land Use Policies Subparagraph 
3. 

Redondo Beach, Coastal Land 
Use Plan, Section VI, Subsection 
D, Land Use Policy 1 

Redondo Beach, Coastal Land 
Use Plan, Section VI, Subsection 
D, Land Use Policy 2 a) 

Redondo Beach, Coastal Land 
Use Plan, Section VI, Subsection 
D, Land Use Policy 2 c) 

Redondo Beach, Coastal Land 
Use Plan, Section VI, Subsection 
D, Land Use Policy 17 and 18 

Allow for the operation and 
maintenance of the Pier and Harbor 
area as a commercial/recreational 
asset of the City and region. 
ensuring maximum public access .. .. 
adequate safety, ... 

Coastal dependent land uses 
encouraged. Existing facilities 
preserved, enhanced and expanded 
where feasible. Public boat launch 
shall be built. Removal of existing 
uses shall be strongly discouraged 
unless determined uses are no 
longer necessary. 

Public access to recreational uses is 
impaired by the traffic generated by 
the new project. The project does 
not provide sufficient parking for 
recreational uses. And the bike 
path design, the boat ramp location, 
and forcing toddlers to swim in 
untreated harbor waters all 
represent significant public safety 
hazards. 

The project cuts slips without any 
analysis or projection of future 
needs. The city shrank usable land 
and water area of Seaside Lagoon 
and configured it to discourage use. 
The project reduces parking for 
commercial uses and makes it 
inconvenient further discouraging 
and artificially limiting use. Public 
boat ramp is sub optimized due to 
non-coastal dependent use 
prioritization. 

New development shall be designed I Project blocks vast majority of public 
to preserve and enhance public views from Harbor Drive. 
views from Harbor Drive 

New development shall be designed 
to be consistent and harmonious 
with scale of existing development 

Development shall not impact 
environmentally sensitive habitat 
areas 

Massing and scale are inconsistent 
with rest of harbor and surrounding 
area. Parking structure combined 
with commercial development 
increases development by 1000% in 
the harbor portion. Model shows 
massing is inconsistent and not 
harmonious with surrounding 
development. Lack of setbacks and 
buffers between massive structures 
exacerbates scale and massing 
inconsistencies. 

Protected marine birds are known to ~ 
nest in Palm trees throughout I 
project. Size, scale, and intensity of 
project will impact nesting/roosting 
areas. 
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Requirement Summary Inconsistency 

Redondo Beach Harbor Civic 
Center Specific Plan 
Transportation/Circulation 
Policies 

Redondo Beach Harbor Civic 
Center Specific Plan 
Transportation/Circulation 
Policies 

Redondo Beach Harbor Civic 
Center Specif ic Plan 5.5.1 

Redondo Beach Harbor Civic 
Center Specific Plan 5.5.1 

L 
I 
I 
I 

I 

I 

Redondo Beach Harbor Civic 
Center Specific Plan Zone 1 

Improve bike path safety, 
appearance and functionality 

' Requires adequate parking supply 
to support expected activity 

Requires protection of public v1ews 
to. through and across the harbor 
area easUwest and north/south. 
Ensure design and placement of 
structures improves and enhances 
visual and bicycle access to the 
waterfront and shoreline. 

Requires preservation, protection, 
and expansion of public open 
space, recreational land, and water 
areas and uses and recognize their 

I importance as a limited and 
valuable resource of the community 
and many users of and visitors to 
harbor area. 

Rerouting of bike path to improve 
use, visibility, and safety 
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Project bike path is dangerous and 
routed through an urban canyon 
with no pier/ocean views. 
Development blocks most of the 
views from the new bike track on 
Harbor Drive. 

l Parking insufficient for development 
and long established recreational 
uses 

Development creates virtual wall 
along Harbor Drive blocking the best 
views of the harbor, ocean, cliffs of 
PV, boats, and Catalina. Bike path 
through project is impeded by 
dangerous routing and crossings 
and by creating a virtual urban 
canyon through the project and 
along the bike track on Harbor 
Drive. 

I Seaside Lagoon Park open space 
paved over and built upon reducing 
usable size. Packing boat ramp 
onto Mole B impacts all recreational 
uses on the Mole and results in an 
undersized dangerous boat ramp. 

Project creates three dangerous I 
street crossings and multiple 
parking driveway crossings, visibility 
is eliminated as bike path is in an 
urban canyon between a retaining I 
wall and the hotel. 

-------
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Redondo Beach Municipal Code 
10-5.800 (b) 

I 

LJ 
Redondo Beach Municipal Code 
10-5.814 (b)(1) 

Redondo Beach Municipal Code 
10-5.1110 

Redondo Beach Municipal 
Code1 0-5.1706 

Redondo Beach Municipal Code 
10-2.2502 (a) 

Provide development designed to 
enhance public opportunities for 
coastal recreation, including 
commercial retail and service 
facilities supporting recreational 
botany and fishing which primarily 
oriented toward meeting needs of 
visitors, boaters and residents 
seeking recreation; have balanced 
diversity of uses; provides regional 
serving recreation for all income 
groups, and protect coastal 
resources. 

No wall like development on second 
story in front of Czuleger Park 

Permitted and conditional uses of 
land zoned P-PRO 

Parking regulations and Shared 
parking analysis 

Planning Commission design review 
shall serve to protect the overall 
health, safety and welfare 
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Development is designed to 
increase non-coastal dependent 
retail , dining and entertainment at 
the expense of recreational uses 
serving all income groups and 

1 businesses and facilities supporting 
1 those uses. 

I 

Second floor of Market Hall includes 
a T shaped structure outline. This 
creates a wall like view blockage. 
New hotel development creates 
wall-like development blocking 
views from Czuleger Park. 

1 Permitted uses do not include public 
1 roads primarily serving private 
commercial development. 

Shared parking analysis did not 
account for peak uses of proposed 
uses and for peak uses of 
recreational uses of harbor. Shared 
parking analysis does not account 
for attraction of waterfront location 
and its impact on concurrent peak 
uses. Assessment did not consider 
impact of exclusionary valet parking. 

Seaside Lagoon reconfiguration 
exposes toddlers to pathogens in 

I untreated harbor waters and break 
water rocks. The Harbor Patrol 
opposes the Mole B boat ramp 
location because it is dangerous. 
And the new bike path increases 
exposure to vehicle to bicycle 
collisions. 
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Redondo Beach Municipal Code 
10-2.2502 (b) 

General Plan Parks and 
Recreation Element. Objectives 
8.2a 

General Plan Parks and 
Recreation Element. Policies 
8.2a.2 

General Plan Parks and 
Recreation Element. Policies 
8.2a.8 r -

1 ~:neral Plan Parks and 
Recreation Element. Policies 
8.2a.10 

I 

General Plan Parks and 
Recreation Element. Policy 8.2a.4 

General Plan Parks and 
Recreation Element. Policy 8.2b.5 

i General Plan Parks and 
Recreation Element. Policy 8.2b.6 

, Defines the criteria the Commission 
is to perform their design review. 

Provide view corridors to marina 
and ocean from surrounding area 

Increase recreational boating 
. opportunities for residents and 
visitors 

Preserve and enhance unique and 
valuable resources 

Enhance parking and circulation 

Charges city to explore expanding 
Seaside Lagoon park. 

Minimize parking conflicts at parks. 

Provide safe bicycle access and 
linkage 
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Although Commissioners 
commented on scale, parking. 
compatibility, Integration with current 
uses and traffic. the Commission 
ignored these inconsistencies in 
their final approvals. The design 
review did not define the controls of 
traffic ingress and egress 
throughout the project. 

Proposed project eliminates 85% of 
the views from Harbor Drive and 
impacts views from Czuleger Park 

Project eliminates slips. Required 
boat ramp is not sized for demand 
and future growth in demand. 
Parking not assessed and not 
conveniently located for human 
powered vessel activities. 

Unique attributes that make Seaside 
Lagoon attractive to families are 
eliminated 

Parking is not assessed for 
recreational uses and it is 
inconvenient. Traffic gridlock will 
serve as a deterrent to recreational 
uses. 

Proposed project effectively shrinks 
Seaside Lagoon. 

No convenient parking for Seaside 
Lagoon. No parking demand 
assessed for Seaside Lagoon. 

Bike path design increases danger 
by requiring three street crossings at 
90 degree angles. Reduces today's 
linkage of pier bike path to Harbor 
Drive Bike Path. 



Redondo Beach Waterfront Project Approval Appeal- 3 November 2016 

General Plan Parks and · Evaluate needs of various Project eliminates Seaside Lagoon's 
desirable attributes for families with 
toddlers. Eliminates 
accommodation of Seaside Lagoon 
users who arrive in buses. 

Recreation Element. Policy 8.2d.3 demographics for facility planning 

. General Plan Parks and 
I Recreation Element. 
Implementation Programs 

General Plan Parks and 
Recreation Element. 
Implementation Programs 

I 
, General Plan Parks and 
Recreation Element. 
Implementation Programs 

I General Plan Parks and 
Recreation Element. 
Implementation Programs 

Calls for creating view corridor to 
Seaside Lagoon from Harbor Drive 
and for expanding Seaside Lagoon 
park. 

Determine 1f following sites can be 
used for new parkland/recreation: 
Octagonal building, Triton Oil site 

Expand land area of Seaside 
Lagoon 

Waterfront project blocks views of 
Seaside Lagoon and shrinks the 
parkland and usable water area. 

Triton oil site allocated for parking. 
Octagonal building will be 
commercial development. 

Project effectively reduces size of 
Seaside Lagoon 

Conduct parking analysis to mitigate Recreational parking demand not 
problems of peak use of parks. assessed in project. Parking is not 

convenient for recreational uses. 

67. Waterfront Project Appeal- 12 Aug 16 



I SWAP E I Technical Consultation, Data Analysis and 
litigation Support for the Environment 

L...-------1 

October 14, 2016 

Redondo Beach City Council 
Civic Center 415 Diamond Street 
Redondo Beach, CA 90277 

2656 29th Street, Suite 201 
Santa Monica, CA 90405 

Matt Hagemann, P .G, C.Hg. 
(949) 887-9013 

mhagemann@swape.com 

Subject: Comments on the Waterfront Project, Redondo Beach, California 

Honorable Mayor Aspel and Members of the City Council: 

At the request of Building a Better Redondo and Jim Light, we have reviewed the Final Environmental 

Impact Report (FEIR), including the responses to comments ("Responses") for the Waterfront Project 

("Project"). We have found the impacts of the Project on water quality and public health to have been 

inadequately evaluated and mitigated. In our professional opinion, the Project poses significant public 

health impacts that warrant either preserving Seaside Lagoon as an enclosed, chlorinated-water 

swimming facility or recirculation of an EIR that assesses and mitigates health impacts that are likely to 

result from Project operation. A recirculated EIR should also explore alternative means of supplying 

water to the enclosed Seaside Lagoon facility (e.g., West Basin Municipal Water District water vs. AES 

cooling water) consistent with California Clean Pool Water regulatory standards. 

Public Health Threats Are Posed by Project Implementation 

The Project proposes to replace Seaside Lagoon --currently an enclosed, chlorinated-water swimming 

facility-- with a swimming facility utilizing untreated King Harbor waters. This puts the public at risk to 

disease from water in the harbor that may contain bacteria, viruses and protozoa, resulting in failing 

Heal the Bay "F" grades for the past two summers (at the nearest location to the proposed swim spot, 

adjacent to Redondo Beach Pier). Potential illnesses include stomach flu, eye and ear infections, upper 

respiratory infection and full body skin rashes. Young children are especially susceptible to these 

illnesses. 

The FEIR includes no mitigation to address the adverse water quality impacts of eliminating the Seaside 

Lagoon chlorinated-water swimming facility. Instead, the FEIR relies only upon wet-weather stormwater 

measures that include a slight reduction in impervious surfaces and the capture of the first 0. 75 inches 

of rain during a 24-hour period. These Project conditions are inadequate in addressing wet-weather 

conditions in the harbor and do nothing to address the loss of chlorination or summer conditions when 
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swimming is most popular, and when swimmers would be exposed to King Harbor water conditions that 

are likely to be contaminated based on water quality monitoring data compiled by Heal the Bay. 

The FEIR should not be approved until the public health threats potentially posed by water-borne 

bacteria and viruses in a re-vamped Seaside Lagoon (that is, the proposed new beach with use of harbor 

waters for swimming and wading) have been adequately assessed through a study to comport with 

recent US EPA recommendations1 and mitigated. Trading the use of a chlorinated swimming facility for 

unchlorinated harbor waters, on balance, will have substantially adverse public health effects due to the 

changes in water quality to which tens of thousands of annual contact recreation users will be exposed. 

Restricted Swimming Beaches Are Among the Worst for Water Quality 
Under the Project, the re-vamped Seaside Lagoon will be located in a restricted circulation area within 

King Harbor. Reduced circulation and the crowded nature of enclosed swimming beaches result in the 

frequent placement of "baby beaches" and "mother's beaches" on water quality report cards. In 

California, four of the top ten "beach bummers" on the Heal the Bay 2015/2106 report card were 

enclosed beaches.2 Unlike current conditions where swimmers swim in chlorinated water, 

unchlorinated harbor water will be used for Seaside Lagoon under the Project. Monitoring results 

reported by Heal the Bay over the past two years show three failing "F" grades for a monitoring location 

100 yards south of the Redondo Pier, approximately 2000 feet south of Seaside Lagoon, water quality 

that at best may be considered representative of Harbor conditions, if not worse. 

Under Project conditions, Seaside Lagoon will be exposed to King Harbor where circulation will be 
restricted. A beach similar in its circulation pattern, Cabrillo Beach Inner Harbor in San Pedro, was 

raised in comments as an example for the deteriorated water quality conditions proposed by the 

Project. The Responses dismiss this comment without any substantive analysis, vaguely citing eelgrass 

growth as the culprit and citing the drought and bird control measures as the reasons for improvement. 

In fact, the cause of the contamination at Cabrillo Beach is unknown and is under active investigation 

using a methodology recently advocated by the US EPA.3 

Lack of Chlorination Exposes Public to Bacteria and Viruses 
According to the EIR, the conversion of the Seaside Lagoon f rom chlorinated, non-tidal saltwater to 

unchlorinated, tidal saltwater from King Harbor is considered to be a beneficial water quality impact of 

the Project (DEIR, p. 3.8-60, 3.8-61). However, the water quality in the vicinity of King Harbor waters is 

poor. According to Heal the Bay's 2015-16 Beach Report Card, the water quality 100 yards south of the 

Redondo Municipal Pier has declined substantially in recent years.4 Heal the Bay states that one reason 

1 http:/lsccwrp.org/homepage/news/16-05-
31/SCCWRP testing new EPA health risk model at Inner Cabrillo Beach .aspx 
2 http://www.healthebay.org/sites/default/files/BRC 2016 f inal. pdf, p. 15 
3 http:ljsccwrp.org/homepage/news/16-05-
31/SCCWRP testing new EPA health risk model at Inner Cabrillo Beach.aspx 
4 http:ljwww.healthebay.org/sites/default/files/BRC 2016 final. pdf, p. 12-13 
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why the water quality at this location has recently decreased may be due to the Hyperion Treatment 

Plant's plans to repair the S-mile discharge pipe.5 The Beach Report Card states, 

"Summer (April through October) exceedances at this location did not begin to occur until the 

Hyperion Treatment Plant began its planned diversion on September 21st. The planned 

diversion involved discharging effluent out the one-mile pipe located off Dockweiler Beach 
instead of the regularly used S-mile discharge pipe, so that work to repair an essential pump 

header on the S-mile pipe could take place." 

However, based on data provided by Heal the Bay, dry weather exceedances occurred even after repairs 

to the Hyperion Treatment Plant's S-mile discharge pipe were completed in early November of 201S.6 As 

you can see in the figure below, the water 100 yards south of the Redondo Municipal Pier had an F dry 

weather grade in mid-August of 2016, and had aD dry weather grade in February of 2016.7 
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The decrease in water quality at this location may not be due to temporary repair activities, and may in 

fact represent a longer term trend in water quality. The poor grades documented in 2016 by Heal the 

Bay were not mentioned in the Responses, which only cited the 201S Hyperion diversion and attempted 

to link that spill to the "F" grade in 201S (Responses, p. 2-41). 

Recreating in waters with increased bacteria concentrations is known to increase risks to human health.8 

According to the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, a wide variety of infections can result, 

including diarrheal illness, rashes, and ear lnfections.9 Diarrheal illnesses are caused by germs such as 

Cryptosporidium, Giardia, Shigella, norovirus and E. coli 01S7:H7. These germs can live from minutes to 

5 http://www.healthebay.org/sites/default/files/BRC 2016 final.pdf, p. 12-13 
6 http://www.healthebay.org/blogs-news/advisory-hyperion-moves-sewage-outfall-1-mile-shore 
7 http://brc.healthebay.org/default.aspx?tabid=2 
8 http://www.healthebay.org/sites/default/ files/BRC 2016 final. pdf, p. 46 
9 http://www .cdc.gov /he a lthywa te r I swimming/swimmers/ rwi. htm I 
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days in water bodies.10 If contaminated water comes in contact with a person's skin for a long period of 
time, it can cause dermatitis. Dermatitis is often caused by infection with the germ Pseudomonas 
aeruginosa. This germ is common in the environment (for example, in the water and soil). Ear infections 
can be caused by contaminated water that remains in the ear after swimming. This infection, known as 
"swimmer's ear" or otitis externa occurs in the outer ear canal and can cause pain and discomfort. The 
los Angeles County Department of Public Health has linked diseases to pathogens in stormwater as 
follow11

: 

ORGANISM DISEASE SYMPTOMS 

BACTERIA 

E. coli Gastroenteritis diarrhea, stomach cramps, fever 

Salmonella Salmonellosis diarrhea, stomach cramps, 
species abdominal pain , nausea, fever, 

anorexia 

Shigella Shigellosis diarrhea, fever, stomach cramps, 
nausea 

VIRUS 

Rotavirus Gastroente ritis diarrhea, stomach cramps, nausea 

Norwalk virus Gastroente ritis diarrhea, stomach cramps, nausea 

Coxsackieviru s Respiratory illnesses, sore throat, cough, s inus infection, 
meningitis, feve r, earache 
myocarditis 

Adenovirus Gastroente ritis and diarrhea, stomach cramps, 
respiratory iltn ess ear/nose/throat infe ctions 

Echovirus Respiratory illnesses, sore throat, cough, s inus infection, 
meningitis, fever, earache 
myocarditis 

Hepatitis A Infectious hepatitis fever, anorexia, nausea, jaundice 

PROfOZOA 

Giardia Iambiia Giardiasis diarrhea, cramps, weight loss, 
fatigue 

Cryptosporidium Cryptospord iasis d iarrhea, stomach cramps, nausea, 
weight loss 

Amebiasis Ame biasis bloody diarrhea, feve r, chills 

10 http://www.cdc.gov/ healthywater/swimming/swimmers/ rwi/diarrheal-illness.html 
11 http://www.publichealth.lacounty.gov/eh/ EP/ rw/rw oc fag .htm 
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Swimming in contaminated beach waters causes over 120 million cases of gastrointestinal disease and 

50 million cases of acute respiratory diseases world-wideY 

The higher the grade a beach receives (A or B), the better the water quality at that beach. The lower the 

grade (D or F), the greater the risks of contracting illnesses from water-borne germs. Coastal Health 

Departments throughout California recommend swimmers stay out of the water where beaches receive 
D or F grades.13 

Replacing the Seaside Lagoon's chlorinated water with unchlorinated harbor waters does not result in 

water quality benefits for Seaside Lagoon's recreational water users. Rather, water quality during the 

past two summers at the nearest location has received an "F" grade, and, as we note above, this trend 

in water quality may not be a temporary issue attributable to the Hyperion Treatment Plant. Therefore, 

it can reasonably be assumed that wading and swimming in the untreated harbor waters would expose 

the public to water that contains high levels of contaminants, which would result in adverse health 

impacts that have not been assessed or mitigated by the EIR. Until sampling using science-based 

protocols has been conducted within the harbor waters at the proposed Seaside Lagoon beach (testing 

for pathogens, total suspended solids, metals and other constituents that contribute to the impairment 

of the harbor waters), and the water quality impacts of the Project, including, in particular, the 

replacement of the chlorinated Seaside Lagoon swimming facility, have been adequately disclosed, 

assessed and mitigated, the FEIR should not be certified. When the environmental effects of a project 

"will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly" these effects must 

be studied and accounted for in an EIR. (CEQA Section 21083 (b)(3).) 

Storm Drains Discharge Contaminated Water to Harbor 

According to Heal the Bay, wet weather grades continue to be extremely poor at enclosed beaches this 

past year, with only 15% (9 of 64) A or B grades. Storm drain runoff is the greatest source of pollution to 

local beaches, flowing untreated to the coast and often contaminated with motor oil, animal waste, 

pesticides, yard waste and trash. Bacteria and other pathogens are also carried by storm drains to the 

ocean.14 

The water quality at Seaside Lagoon, under the Project, will be reflective of the water quality at the 

point where storm drains enter the ocean. According to Heal the Bay, the location 100 yards south of 

the Redondo Pier earned "F" grades in 2014 and 2012, and "D" grades in 2013 and 2011.15 

12 https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4515689 
13 http://www.healthebay.org/sites/default/files/BRC 2016 final. pdf, p. 41 
14 http://www.publichealth.lacounty.gov/eh/EP/rw/rw oc faq.htm 
15 http://brc.healthebay.org/?st=CA&f=1&tabid=2 
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As a result, children and families swimming in the re-vamped Seaside Lagoon would be exposed to 

highly contaminated storm drain water during and following storm events. 

The 31.2 acres of the Project on land drain to inlets which in turn drain via the 75- and 84-inch storm 

drains to King Harbor (DEIR, p. 3.8-7). The 75- and 84-inch drains also carry stormwater from outside 

the Project area, so planned improvements to limit the perviousness of the pavement and the LID 

measures outlined in the DEIR are only potentially effective for that acreage within the Project 

boundary. Within the Project area, the 84-inch pipeline drains restaurants and the main parking lot 

(DEIR, p. 3.8-8). 

Water from outside the Project boundary that enters the storm drains upstream of the Project will not 

be affected by Project measures and remains a source of contaminants from urban runoff that leads 

directly to King Harbor. The FEIR should not be certified until it maps the watershed that is drained by 

the 75- and 84-inch drains leading to King Harbor and characterizes the water quality in the drains and 

King Harbor at the location of discharge. 
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Conclusions 

Replacing a chlorinated swimming facility with one that does not chlorinate and uses water in a local 

coastal zone area that has recently received numerous "D" and " F" water quality grades, both during dry 

weather and wet weather, puts the public at risk for contracting water-borne diseases. During the 

winter, the "D" and 'T' water quality will be present in harbor waters during rain events that exceed 

0. 75 inches, at which point the planned storm water capture capacity will be exceeded. The "D" and "F" 

water quality documented just south of the Redondo Pier has yet to be explained and so the occurrence 

and the timing of poor water quality is not understood. 

The lack of testing technology that would allow for more timely results means people will likely be 

unknowingly exposed to water-borne bacterial and viral contaminants in the summer and winter months. 

Currently, the lag time between testing and knowing the results and posting beach closure signs is a 

matter of at least 24-hours. The EPA presents the issue with the lag time for testing for fecal indicator 

bacteria {FIB) as follows16
: 

...... , ...... ..... 
tMII!IIdUJ 

,. .... ...llllld.., 

In the interim between collecting the sample and taking action to close a beach, the public may be 

unknowingly exposed to disease-causing pathogens. The public may also be exposed to toxins during 

that t ime, including metals, petroleum hydrocarbons, and pesticides, especially during the winter 

months. 

The FEIR should not be certified until a quantitative microbial risk assessment (QMRA) is completed to 

determine health risks associated with swimming in fecal indicator bacteria contaminated harbor waters 

at the proposed Seaside Lagoon beach. A QMRA is a tool to quantify the risk of gastrointestinal illness 

from waterborne contamination recently endorsed by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 

QMRAs estimate health risks on a site-specific basis using a dose-response model that factors in the 

concentration of the pathogens in the water, the volumes of water being ingested, and the pathogens' 

infectivity to humans. Such studies have been undertaken at three of Southern California's most 

notoriously contaminated beaches: Baby Beach in Dana Point Harbor, Orange County; Tecolote Creek in 

Mission Bay, San Diego County; and Inner Cabrillo Beach in San Pedro Bay.17 Additionally, the bacterial 

and viral content of the beach sand in Seaside Lagoon should be tested. 

Recent studies have demonstrated that sand can harbor various pathogenic viruses, bacteria, and 

protozoa which may pose direct health risk and impact adjacent water quality.18 1n Florida, studies of 

16 https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2016-03/documents/six-key-steps-guidance-report.pdf, p. 2 
17 http://sccwrp.org/homepage/news/16-05-
31/SCCWRP testing new EPA health risk model at Inner Cabrillo Beach.aspx 
18 https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4515689 
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beach sand have demonstrated that concentrations of indicator bacteria in sand can be used to 

characterize beach sites as being susceptible or not susceptible to chronic contamination sources.19 

Such studies of the sand at Seaside Lagoon should be conducted for the Project. 

Only with the conduct of these studies can the adverse effects on human beings caused by the changes 

in recreational water use proposed by the Project be fully disclosed, assessed and mitigated. The FEIR 

should be supplemented with these studies to show protection of the public health can be assured and 

that exposure to poor water quality conditions under the Project can reliably be prevented. 

Sincerely, 

/ /;t{ /Jve~c---
Matt Hagemann, P.G., C.Hg. 

19 https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4515689/ 
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Matthew F. Hagemann, P.G., C.Hg., QSD, QSP 

Education: 

2503 Eastbluff Dr., Suite 206 
Newport Beach, California 92660 

Tel: (949) 887-9013 
Fax: (949) 717-0069 

Email: mhagemann@swape.com 

Geologic and Hydrogeologic Characterization 

Industrial Storm water Compliance 

Investigation and Remediation Strategies 

Litigation Support and Testifying Expert 

CEQAReview 

M.S. Degree, Geology, California State University Los Angeles, Los Angeles, CA, 1984. 

B.A. Degree, Geology, Humboldt State University, Arcata, CA, 1982. 

Professional Certification: 

California Professional Geologist 

California Certified Hydrogeologist 

Qualified SSWPP Developer and Practitioner 

Professional Experience: 

Matt has 25 years of experience in environmental policy, assessment and remediation. He spent nine 

years with the U.S. EPA in the RCRA and Superfund programs and served as EPA's Senior Science 

Policy Advisor in the Western Regional Office where he identified emerging threats to groundwater from 

perchlorate and MTBE. While with EPA, Matt also served as a Senior Hydrogeologist in the oversight of 

the assessment of seven major military facilities undergoing base closure. He led numerous enforcement 

actions under provisions of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) while also working 

with permit holders to improve hydrogeologic characterization and water quality monitoring. 

Matt has worked closely with U.S. EPA legal counsel and the technical staff of several states in the 

application and enforcement of RCRA, Safe Drinking Water Act and Clean Water Act regulations. Matt 

has trained the technical staff in the States of California, Hawaii, Nevada, Arizona and the Territory of 

Guam in the conduct of investigations, groundwater fundamentals, and sampling techniques. 

Positions Matt has held include: 

• Founding Partner, Soil/Water/Air Protection Enterprise (SWAPE) (2003- present); 
• Geology Instructor, Golden West College, 2010 - present; 
• Senior Environmental Analyst, Komex H20 Science, Inc (2000 -- 2003); 



• Executive Director, Orange Coast Watch (2001- 2004); 
• Senior Science Policy Advisor and Hydrogeologist, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (1989-

1998); 
• Hydrogeologist, National Park Service, Water Resources Division (1998- 2000); 
• Adjunct Faculty Member, San Francisco State University, Department of Geosciences (1993-

1998); 
• Instructor, College of Marin, Department of Science (1990 -1995); 
• Geologist, U.S. Forest Service (1986 - 1998); and 
• Geologist, Dames & Moore (1984 -1986). 

Senior Regulatory and Litigation Support Analyst: 

With SWAPE, Matt's responsibilities have included: 

• Lead analyst and testifying expert in the review of numerous environmental impact reports 
under CEQA that identify significant issues with regard to hazardous waste, water resources, 
water quality, air quality, greenhouse gas emissions and geologic hazards. 

• Lead analyst and testifying expert in the review of environmental issues in license applications 
for large solar power plants before the California Energy Commission. 

• Stormwater analysis, sampling and best management practice evaluation at industrial facilities. 
• Manager of a project to provide technical assistance to a comunity adjacent to a former Naval 

shipyard under a grant from the U.S. EPA. 
• Technical assistance and litigation support for vapor intrusion concerns. 
• Manager of a project to evaluate numerous formerly used military sites in the western U.S. 
• Manager of a comprehensive evaluation of potential sources of perchlorate contamination in 

Southern California drinking water wells. 
• Manager and designated expert for litigation support under provisions of Proposition 65 in the 

review of releases of gasoline to sources drinking water at major refineries and hundreds of gas 
stations throughout California. 

• Expert witness on two cases involving MTBE litigation. 
• Expert witness and litigation support on the impact of air toxins and hazards at a school. 
• Expert witness in litigation at a former plywood plant. 

With Komex H20 Science Inc., Matt's duties included the following: 

• Senior author of a report on the extent of perchlorate contamination that was used in testimony 
by the former U.S. EPA Administrator and General Counsel. 

• Senior researcher in the development of a comprehensive, electronically interactive chronology 
of MTBE use, research, and regulation. 

• Senior researcher in the development of a comprehensive, electronically interactive chronology 
of perchlorate use, research, and regulation. 

• Senior researcher in a study that estimates nationwide costs for MTBE remediation and drinking 
water treatment, results of which were published in newspapers nationwide and in testimony 
against provisions of an energy bill that would limit liability for oil companies. 

• Research to support litigation to restore drinking water supplies that have been contaminated by 
MTBE in California and New York. 

• Expert witness testimony in a case of oil production-related contamination in Mississippi. 
• Lead author for a multi-volume remedial investigation report for an operating school in Los 

Angeles that met strict regulatory requirements and rigorous deadlines. 
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• Development of strategic approaches for cleanup of contaminated sites in consultation with 
clients and regulators. 

Executive Director: 

As Executive Director with Orange Coast Watch, Matt led efforts to restore water quality at Orange 

County beaches from multiple sources of contamination including urban runoff and the discharge of 

wastewater. In reporting to a Board of Directors that included representatives from leading Orange 

County universities and businesses, Matt prepared issue papers in the areas of treatment and disinfection 

of wastewater and control of the dischrge of grease to sewer systems. Matt actively participated in the 

development of countywide water quality permits for the control of urban runoff and permits for the 

discharge of wastewater. Matt worked with other nonprofits to protect and restore water quality, 

including Surfrider, Natural Resources Defense Council and Orange County CoastKeeper as well as with 

business institutions including the Orange County Business Council. 

Hydrogeology: 

As a Senior Hydrogeologist with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Matt led investigations to 

characterize and cleanup closing military bases, including Mare Island Naval Shipyard, Hunters Point 

Naval Shipyard, Treasure Island Naval Station, Alameda Naval Station, Moffett Field, Mather Army 

Airfield, and Sacramento Army Depot. Specific activities were as follows: 

• Led efforts to model groundwater flow and contaminant transport, ensured adequacy of 
monitoring networks, and assessed cleanup alternatives for contaminated sediment, soil, and 
groundwater. 

• Initiated a regional program for evaluation of groundwater sampling practices and laboratory 
analysis at military bases. 

• Identified emerging issues, wrote technical guidance, and assisted in policy and regulation 
development through work on four national U.S. EPA workgroups, including the Superfund 
Groundwater Technical Forum and the Federal Facilities Forum. 

At the request of the State of Hawaii, Matt developed a methodology to determine the vulnerability of 

groundwater to contamination on the islands of Maui and Oahu. He used analytical models and a GIS to 

show zones of vulnerability, and the results were adopted and published by the State of Hawaii and 

County of Maui. 

As a hydrogeologist with the EPA Groundwater Protection Section, Matt worked with provisions of the 

Safe Drinking Water Act and NEPA to prevent drinking water contamination. Specific activities 

included the following: 

• Received an EPA Bronze Medal for his contribution to the development of national guidance for 
the protection of drinking water. 

• Managed the Sole Source Aquifer Program and protected the drinking water of two communities 
through designation under the Safe Drinking Water Act. He prepared geologic reports, 
conducted public hearings, and responded to public comments from residents who were very 
concerned about the impact of designation. 
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• Reviewed a number of Environmental Impact Statements for planned major developments, 
including large hazardous and solid waste disposal facilities, mine reclamation, and water 
transfer. 

Matt served as a hydrogeologist with the RCRA Hazardous Waste program. Duties were as follows: 

• Supervised the hydrogeologic investigation of hazardous waste sites to determine compliance 
with Subtitle C requirements. 

• Reviewed and wrote "part B" permits for the disposal of hazardous waste. 
• Conducted RCRA Corrective Action investigations of waste sites and led inspections that formed 

the basis for significant enforcement actions that were developed in close coordination with U.S. 
EPA legal counsel. 

• Wrote contract specifications and supervised contractor's investigations of waste sites. 

With the National Park Service, Matt directed service-wide investigations of contaminant sources to 

prevent degradation of water quality, including the following tasks: 

• Applied pertinent laws and regulations including CERCLA, RCRA, NEP A, NRDA, and the 
Clean Water Act to control military, mining, and landfill contaminants. 

• Conducted watershed-scale investigations of contaminants at parks, including Yellowstone and 
Olympic National Park. 

• Identified high-levels of perchlorate in soil adjacent to a national park in New Mexico 
and advised park superintendent on appropriate response actions under CERCLA. 

• Served as a Park Service representative on the Interagency Perchlorate Steering Committee, a 
national workgroup. 

• Developed a program to conduct environmental compliance audits of all National Parks while 
serving on a national workgroup. 

• Co-authored two papers on the potential for water contamination from the operation of personal 
watercraft and snowmobiles, these papers serving as the basis for the development of nation
wide policy on the use of these vehicles in National Parks. 

• Contributed to the Federal Multi-Agency Source Water Agreement under the Clean Water 
Action Plan. 

Policy: 

Served senior management as the Senior Science Policy Advisor with the U.S. Environmental Protection 

Agency, Region 9. Activities included the following: 

• Advised the Regional Administrator and senior management on emerging issues such as the 
potential for the gasoline additive MTBE and ammonium perchlorate to contaminate drinking 
water supplies. 

• Shaped EPA's national response to these threats by serving on workgroups and by contributing 
to guidance, including the Office of Research and Development publication, Oxygenates in 
Water: Critical Information and Research Needs. 

• Improved the technical training of EPA's scientific and engineering staff. 
• Earned an EPA Bronze Medal for representing the region's 300 scientists and engineers in 

negotiations with the Administrator and senior management to better integrate scientific 
principles into the policy-making process. 

• Established national protocol for the peer review of scientific documents. 
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Geology: 

With the C.S. Forest Service, Matt led investigations to determine hillslope stability of areas proposed for 

timber harvest in the central Oregon Coast Range. Specific activities were as follows: 

• Mapped geology in the field, and used aerial photographic interpretation and mathematical 
models to determine slope stability. 

• Coordinated his research with community members who were concerned with natural resource 
protection. 

• Characterized the geology of an aquifer that serves as the sole source of drinking water for the 
city of Medford, Oregon. 

As a consultant with Dames and Moore, Matt led geologic investigations of two contaminated sites (later 

listed on the Superfund NPL) in the Portland, Oregon, area and a large hazardous waste site in eastern 

Oregon. Duties included the following: 

• Supervised year-long effort for soil and groundwater sampling. 
• Conducted aquifer tests. 
• Investigated active faults beneath sites proposed for hazardous waste disposal. 

Teaching: 

From 1990 to 1998, Matt taught at least one course per semester at the community college and university 

levels: 

• At San Francisco State University, held an adjunct faculty position and taught courses in 
environmental geology, oceanography (lab and lecture), hydrogeology, and groundwater 
contamination. 

• Served as a committee member for graduate and undergraduate students. 
• Taught courses in environmental geology and oceanography at the College of Marin. 

Matt currently teaches Physical Geology (lecture and lab) to students at Golden West College in 

Huntington Beach, California. 

Invited Testimony, Reports, Papers and Presentations: 

Hagemann, M.F., 2008. Disclosure of Hazardous Waste Issues under CEQA. Presentation to the Public 
Environmental Law Conference, Eugene, Oregon. 

Hagemann, M.F., 2008. Disclosure of Hazardous Waste Issues under CEQA. Invited presentation to U.S. 
EPA Region 9, San Francisco, California. 

Hagemann, M.F., 2005. Use of Electronic Databases in Environmental Regulation, Policy Making and 
Public Participation. Brownfields 2005, Denver, Coloradao. 

Hagemann, M.F., 2004. Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River and Impacts to Drinking Water 
in Nevada and the Southwestern U.S. Presentation to a meeting of the American Groundwater Trust, Las 
Vegas, NV (served on conference organizing committee). 

Hagemann, M.F., 2004. Invited testimony to a California Senate committee hearing on air toxins at 
schools in Southern California, Los Angeles. 
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Brown, A., Farrow, J., Gray, A. and Hagemann, M., 2004. An Estimate of Costs to Address MTBE 
Releases from Underground Storage Tanks and the Resulting Impact to Drinking Water Wells. 
Presentation to the Ground Water and Environmental Law Conference, National Groundwater 
Association. 

Hagemann, M.F., 2004. Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River and Impacts to Drinking Water 
in Arizona and the Southwestern U.S. Presentation to a meeting of the American Groundwater Trust, 
Phoenix, AZ (served on conference organizing committee). 

Hagemann, M.F., 2003. Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River and Impacts to Drinking Water 
in the Southwestern U.S. Invited presentation to a special committee meeting of the National Academy 
of Sciences, Irvine, CA. 

Hagemann, M.F., 2003. Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River. Invited presentation to a 
tribal EPA meeting, Pechanga, CA. 

Hagemann, M.F., 2003. Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River. Invited presentation to a 
meeting of tribal repesentatives, Parker, AZ. 

Hagemann, M.F., 2003. Impact of Perchlorate on the Colorado River and Associated Drinking Water 
Supplies. Invited presentation to the Inter-Tribal Meeting, Torres Martinez Tribe. 

Hagemann, M.F., 2003. The Emergence of Perchlorate as a Widespread Drinking Water Contaminant. 
Invited presentation to the U.S. EPA Region 9. 

Hagemann, M.F., 2003. A Deductive Approach to the Assessment of Perchlorate Contamination. Invited 
presentation to the California Assembly Natural Resources Committee. 

Hagemann, M.F., 2003. Perchlorate: A Cold War Legacy in Drinking Water. Presentation to a meeting of 
the National Groundwater Association. 

Hagemann, M.F., 2002. From Tank to Tap: A Chronology of MTBE in Groundwater. Presentation to a 
meeting of the National Groundwater Association. 

Hagemann, M.F., 2002. A Chronology of MTBE in Groundwater and an Estimate of Costs to Address 
Impacts to Groundwater. Presentation to the annual meeting of the Society of Environmental 
Journalists. 

Hagemann, M.F., 2002. An Estimate of the Cost to Address MTBE Contamination in Groundwater 
(and Who Will Pay). Presentation to a meeting of the National Groundwater Association. 

Hagemann, M.F., 2002. An Estimate of Costs to Address MTBE Releases from Underground Storage 
Tanks and the Resulting Impact to Drinking Water Wells. Presentation to a meeting of the U.S. EPA and 
State Underground Storage Tank Program managers. 

Hagemann, M.F., 2001. From Tank to Tap: A Chronology of MTBE in Groundwater. Unpublished 

report. 
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Hagemann, M.F., 2001. Estimated Cleanup Cost for MTBE in Groundwater Used as Drinking Water. 

Unpublished report. 

Hagemann, M.F., 2001. Estimated Costs to Address MTBE Releases from Leaking Underground Storage 

Tanks. Unpublished report. 

Hagemann, M.F., and VanMouwerik, M., 1999. Potential Water Quality Concerns Related to 

Snowmobile Usage. Water Resources Division, National Park Service, Technical Report. 

VanMouwerik, M. and Hagemann, M.F. 1999, Water Quality Concerns Related to Personal Watercraft 

Usage. Water Resources Division, National Park Service, Technical Report. 

Hagemann, M.F., 1999, Is Dilution the Solution to Pollution in National Parks? The George Wright 

Society Biannual Meeting, Asheville, North Carolina. 

Hagemann, M.F., 1997, The Potential for MTBE to Contaminate Groundwater. U.S. EPA Superfund 

Groundwater Technical Forum Annual Meeting, Las Vegas, Nevada. 

Hagemann, M.F., and Gill, M., 1996, Impediments to Intrinsic Remediation, Moffett Field Naval Air 

Station, Conference on Intrinsic Remediation of Chlorinated Hydrocarbons, Salt Lake City. 

Hagemann, M.F., Fukunaga, G.L., 1996, The Vulnerability of Groundwater to Anthropogenic 

Contaminants on the Island of Maui, Hawaii. Hawaii Water Works Association Annual Meeting, Maui, 

October 1996. 

Hagemann, M. F., Fukanaga, G. L., 1996, Ranking Groundwater Vulnerability in Central Oahu, 

Hawaii. Proceedings, Geographic Information Systems in Environmental Resources Management, Air 

and Waste Management Association Publication VIP-61. 

Hagemann, M.F., 1994. Groundwater Characterization and Cleanup at Closing Military Bases in 

California. Proceedings, California Groundwater Resources Association Meeting. 

Hagemann, M.F. and Sabol, M.A., 1993. Role of the U.S. EPA in the High Plains States Groundwater 

Recharge Demonstration Program. Proceedings, Sixth Biennial Symposium on the Artificial Recharge of 

Groundwater. 

Hagemann, M.F., 1993. U.S. EPA Policy on the Technical Impracticability of the Cleanup of DNAPL

contaminated Groundwater. California Groundwater Resources Association Meeting. 
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Hagemann, M.F., 1992. Dense Nonaqueous Phase Liquid Contamination of Groundwater: An Ounce of 

Prevention ... Proceedings, Association of Engineering Geologists Annual Meeting, v. 35. 

Other Experience: 

Selected as subject matter expert for the California Professional Geologist licensing examination, 2009-

2011. 
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GOLDEN SAND. 

SHIMMERING SUNSETS. 

THE WATERFRONT: A MIXED USE COASTAL VILLAGE 

the 
W?ATJE R F R())NfT 

- red.on.d.9 ~each, -









Public Market 

_ _ _ Street Retai l I Restaurants 

C:: Park related Retail I Restaurants 

.. Existing Pier Buildings 



AUTHENTICITY 
A reinvigorated Redondo Beach Pier 
reclaims its historical significance 
in the South Bay 

REDONDO BEACH'S 

WARM, INVITING SAND, 

THE IRRIDESCENT SUNSETS OF 

THE PACIFIC OCEAN, 

AND THE SITES OWN 

ICONIC PIER PRESENT 

THE IDYLLIC BACKDROP. 

CenterCal's transformational project, The Waterfront, will 
be the premier shopping, dining, and lifestyle destination 
in the South Bay. Nestled in the heart of the Los Angeles 
Metro area are some of the nation's most compelling 
beach communities that inc lude Manhattan Beach and 
Palos Verdes. 

Graced with exhilarating natural beauty and unique 
historic foundations, this 36-acre seaside project will 
attract throngs of locals, office workers, and tourists 
seeking its myriad of enriching offerings set in a 
breathtaking and authentic beach-town environment. 





···········································-

A NEW LIFESTYLE 
EXPERIENCE 
In a time when consumers and brands alike crave impactful 
alternatives to interactions online or in contrived, cookie
cutter settings, the experience at The Waterfront will tap 
into the potential of the South Bay by answering many of 
the long-unmet lifesty le needs and wants of its community. 

The project investment is estimated at $300M and will 
create a next-generat ion lifestyle environment: a modern 
waterfront experience that meets the evolving desires 

of today's consumers, while preserving the charm and 
authenticity of the historic pier and waterfront. 



•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
ENGAGE 
Convenient and comfortable. The Waterfront offers a distinctive collection of unique and 
essentia I goods, services, and I ifestyle amenities. 

12 ACRES OF RECREATION 
parks and open space featuring open-air 
concerts, art exhibits, chi ldren's play areas, 
and pedestrian/bike paths 

PUBLIC LAGOON 
with multi-generat ional water sports and 
beach activities 

MARKET HALL 
featuring local purveyors of the freshest 
Southern California fare 

BEST-IN-CLASS 
health, beauty, and lifestyle amenities 
tailored to the South Bay I ifestyle 

RETAIL/ RESTAURANT 
hand-picked to resonate with the 
sophisticated, yet laid-back culture of the 
South Bay 

HISTORIC PIER 
restored and positioned with fam ily
friendly offerings 

BOUTIQUE HOTEL 
120-room oceanfront hotel with spa and 
beauty services 

CREATIVE OFFICE SPACE 
with approximately of 50,000 sf of state-of
the-art innovative space 
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•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
SHOP 
With its central-coastal location, The Waterfront offers a more relevant, convenient, and 
compelling environment for distinctive brands to reach the exceptional consumers who have 

chosen to live/work/play just steps from the beach. 

STREET RETAIL 
Unique retai lers placed in a 
sophisticated yet laid-back 
environment 

EXCLUSIVE 
Local and regiona l 
merchants including 
Waterfront legacy tenants 



Shops, and established 
best -in-class brands 



•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
EAT 
The Waterfront will draw local residents, office workers, and travelers to experience innovative 
dining in beautiful settings: cozy cafes, elevated-yet-relaxed restaurants, and open-air decks 
with views of sun, sea, and sky. 

Options that consistently 
provide exceptional food 
and quick service 

FRESH, SEASONAL, AND 
LOCALLY-SOURCED 
Ingredients prepared by talented chefs 
who pursue a farm-to-table ethic 

Ful l service restaurants with a diverse 
co llection of cuisine and dining 
experiences to create a vibrant and 
sophisticated nightlife scene 



···············-···························-
MARKET 
The Public Market will attract locals on a daily basis, and draw regional visitors as well as 
tourists from far and wide. Blending historic charm with modern urban energy, the Public 
Market will celebrate the abundance of California. 

Local purveyors of the 
finest fresh seafood, meats 
and organic produce 
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Ongoing activities native to 
the surroundings such as 
art studios and marine life 
research 

Outdoor cafes and a Public Market 
offering local artisans, wineries, craft 
beers, and the local catch-of-the-day 

BEACH-SIDE 
Regularly scheduled activities including 
yoga , kayaking and stand up paddling 

.. - -
--

-..; .... ~ 



······································-····· 
PLAY 
Sun, fresh air and the natural beauty of the site create a perfect backdrop for recreation with 

acres of parks, water features and open space. 

12 acres of recreation, parks 
and open space for outdoor 
concerts, art festivals and 
water activities w ., 



••••••••••• 

EXPANDED 
Huge, 20-foot wide boardwalk 
enhances the Pacific Ocean 
experience and views 

MULTI-GENERATIONAL 
Parks and water amenities 
designed for the entire family 
to experience together 

STAR TREATMENT 
New to the South Bay, a Specialty 
Theatre with reserved seating 
and in-theatre dining in an 
intimate atmosphere 



······································~····· 
STAY 
The perfect southern California escape, guests can enjoy breezy ocean-view rooms overlooking 
the sparkling waters of the Pacific Ocean. 

The four-star boutique 
oceanfront hotel experience 
with 120 guest rooms 



Destination for international 
travelers, office workers and even 
local "staycationers" 



•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
CREATE 
Creative industries have become an economic force throughout the South Bay, commonly 
referred to as the new Silicon Beach. Offices are designed to attract cutting-edge companies 

in the fie lds of design, technology, media and new media, advertising, e-commerce and 

entertainment. 
151 

Love what you do in 50,000 sf 
of state-of-the-art creative 
office space 



Beautiful natural surroundings and 
a host of shops, restaurants and 
recreational amenities offer tenants 
a stimulating and healthy workplace 
like no other 



•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
POINTS OF INTEREST 
WITHIN A 15 MINUTE DRIVE TIME 
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IUI1'IIIII1III .. SHOPPING 
0 Manhattan Village 
6 South Bay Galleria 
9 Del Amo Fash ion Center 
0 Riviera Village 

0 The Point/Plaza El Segundo 

HOTELS # ROOMS 
0 Crowne Plaza Redondo Beach And Marina 354 
6 Portofino Hotel & Marina -A Noble House Hotel 166 
9 The Redondo Beach Hotel 112 
0 Shade Hotel (Opens Fall 2015) 54 
0 Beach House Hotel Hermosa Beach 96 

EMPLOYERS 
0 City of Redondo Beach 
6 Boeing 
9 Raytheon 
0 North rop Grumman (2 sites) 
0 Exxon Mobi le Corp 

TRADE AREA KEY 

r::1 Redondo Beach City Boundary 
D 20 Minute Drive Ti me Boundary 

#EMPLOYEES 
450 

4.735 
7,302 
5,827 
617 



•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE 
PRIMARY AND SECONDARY TRADE AREAS 

AVERAGE HH INCOME 
BY BLOCK GRO UPS 

• $100,000 or more 

• $75,000 to $100,000 

• $50,000 to $75,000 

$30,000 to $50,000 

Less than $30,000 

PRIMARY 
TRADE AREA 

Population 566,803 
Households 223,11 5 
Median Age (Years) 40.1 

Average Household Income $117,190 
Median Household Income $88,934 

Any College + 48.5% 

Total Employees 329,067 
White Collar 73.9% 

TRADE AREA KEY 

c::l Primary Trade Area Boundary 
c::::l Secondary Trade Area Boundary 

SECONDARY 
TRADE AREA 

1,488,452 
471,720 

32.8 

$64 ,215 
$53,427 

21.9% 

498,534 
55.0% 
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•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

THE FABRIC OF 
OUR TAPESTRY 

DESCRIPTION POPULATION MEDIAN AGE HOUSEHOLDS 

• UrbanChic 73,913 42 29,726 

Connoisseurs 54,382 49 20,853 

Top Rung 42,012 48 15,109 
~ 

• l aptops & Lattes 36,460 40 19,372 

[J Trendsetters 25,417 37 10,822 

• Paci fic Heights 22,717 42 8,582 

Wealthy Seaboard Suburbs 19,898 46 7,061 -
• Silver & Gold 2,213 57 1,026 
.~~ 

All Others 23,541 41 9,608 
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MEDIAN HH INC 

$100,763 

$127,156 

$161,882 

$88,721 

$71,273 

$72,692 

$102,000 

$76,585 

$72,876 

%OF POPULATION 

25% 

18% 

14% 

12% 

8% 

8% 

7% 

1% 

8% 
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•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
COMMUNITY PSYCHOGRAPHICS 
Convenient and comfortable. The Waterfront offers a distinctive co llect ion 
of unique and essential goods, services, and lifestyle amenities. 

URBAN CHIC (25%) 
UPSCALE AVENUES 
Prosperous, married-couple homeowners 
in different housing. 

TOP RUNG (14%) 
HIGH SOCIETY 
Affluent, well -educated, married-couple 
homeowners 

TREND SETTERS (8%) 
SOLO ACTS 
Urban young singles on the move. 

WEALTHY SEABOARD 
SUBURBS (7%) 
HIGH SOCIETY 
Affluent, well -educated, married-cou ple 
homeowners. 

CONNOISSEURS (8%) 
HIGH SOCIETY 
Affluent, well-educated, married-couple 
homeowners. 

LAPTOPS & LATTES (12%) 
SOLO ACTS 
Urban young singles on the move. 

PACIFIC HEIGHTS (8%) 
UPSCALE AVENUES 
Prosperous, married-couple homeowners 
in different housing. 

PACIFIC HEIGHTS (8%) 
SENIOR STYLES 
Senior lifestyles by income, 
age and housing type. 
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A FRESH 
PERSPECTIVE 
In 2004, Fred Bruning and Jean Paul Wardy 

announced the formation of 

CenterCal Properties, LLC. 

A key factor in successfully creating value is to 

understand the product to be marketed. In the retail 

real estate industry, this means having the ability 

to thoroughly understand the requirements of the 

tenants and to effectively communicate the vision of 
the project to the tenants, government officials and 

lenders, all of whom share an integral role in the 
successful comp letion of any retail project. 

Our company's mission is to find opportunities 

that will provide a secure return to its investors by 

creating solid and sustainable cash flow growth. 

"CREATING VALUE FOR RETAILERS 
AND COMMUNITIES" 

1600 EAST FRANKLIN AVENUE 

EL SEG UNDO, CA 90245 

310.563.6900 

CENTERCAL.COM 

NOW LEASING 

CHRIS KUKLINSKI 
The McDevitt Company 

ckuklinski@mcdevittco.com 

310.458.2354 
CA DR E License 

#01859265 

KIRA MEERS 
The McDevitt Company 

kmeers@mcdevittco.com 

310.458.2353 
CA DR E License 

#01934520 
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