BORDER ISSUES STATUS REPORT
Revised June 5, 2012
The following is a listing of the history and most recent status of all of the Border Issues
that are currently being monitored by the City.

SAN PEDRO FACILITY RESTORATION ADVISORY BOARD (DEPARTMENT OF
DEFENSE)
 Last Update: February 7, 2012
On August 19, 2002, the City received public notice for the annual meeting of the San
Pedro Facility Restoration Advisory Board (RAB). The meeting was intended to provide
an open forum for the discussion of the environmental investigations and clean-up
activities at the Defense Fuel Support Point San Pedro Facility and adjacent housing
areas on Western Avenue and Palos Verdes Drive North. Staff attended the August 28,
2002 meeting, at which Navy personnel presented updates on a variety of on-going soil
remediation programs on the site, including:





The repair of ten leaking underground fuel storage tanks;
A phytoremediation test site, which is testing the effectiveness of using plants to
treat groundwater contamination;
The timelines and funding availability for the clean-up of three other
contaminated dump sites on the property; and,
Monitoring of a capped dump site adjacent to the Palos Verdes housing site, a
portion of which is leased to Marymount College.

There was also a presentation by the Peninsula Land Conservancy regarding its efforts
to restore coastal sage scrub habitat and monitor the population of the Palos Verdes
blue butterflies on the site.
There was no new information presented at the RAB meeting regarding the status of the
transfer of the San Pedro and Palos Verdes housing sites to the various agencies
identified by the San Pedro Reuse Committee in 1999. A portion of the housing along
Taper Avenue was transferred to the Archdiocese of Los Angeles in 2001 for the
possible future expansion of Mary Star of the Sea High School.
At the January 7, 2003 City Council meeting, Councilmember McTaggart reported that
he had received a copy of the Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) for an
Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan (INRMP) for the Navy’s Defense Fuel
Support Point (DFSP) San Pedro. The adoption of the INRMP is related to the clean-up
of soil contamination at DFSP San Pedro and the transfer of the former Navy housing
sites.

On October 1, 2003, the RAB held its annual meeting. Staff attended the meeting, at
which Navy personnel presented updates on a variety of on-going soil remediation
programs on the site, including:








The repairing and relining leaking underground fuel storage tanks;
A progress report on the phytoremediation test site, which is testing the
effectiveness of using poplar trees to treat groundwater contamination;
The timelines and funding availability for the clean-up of three other
contaminated dump sites on the property, which is not likely to begin until 2007;
The monitoring of a capped dump site adjacent to the Palos Verdes housing site,
a portion of which is leased to Marymount College;
A presentation by the Palos Verdes Peninsula Land Conservancy regarding its
on-going efforts to restore coastal sage scrub and Palos Verdes blue butterfly
habitat on the site; and,
An update on the environmental clearances for the former Navy housing sites.

With respect to this last issue, Navy personnel stated that the Navy had issued a
Finding of Suitability to Transfer (FOST) for the San Pedro/John Montgomery site,
thereby clearing the way for its sale. However, a FOST had not yet been issued for the
Palos Verdes site.
On August 18, 2004, the RAB held its annual meeting. Staff attended the meeting, at
which Navy personnel presented updates on a variety of on-going soil remediation
programs on the site, including:










A progress report on the remediation of contaminated soils and groundwater
along North Gaffey Street, including the phytoremediation test site which uses
poplar trees to treat groundwater contamination;
The latest timelines and funding availability for the clean-up of three remaining
contaminated dump sites on the Navy property, which is not likely to begin until
2007 and be completed until 2009;
A presentation by the Navy’s natural resources expert regarding its on-going
efforts to restore critical habitat, monitor population and conduct captive breeding
of the Palos Verdes blue butterfly on the site;
The status report of the regular monitoring of a capped dump site within the
former Palos Verdes housing site, portion of which have been transferred to
Marymount College and Rolling Hills Preparatory School; and
An update on the status of the transfer of the remainder of the former Navy
housing sites.

With respect to this last issue, Navy personnel stated that portions of the Palos Verdes
housing site had been quitclaimed to Marymount College and Rolling Hills Preparatory
School in April 2004 and August 2004, respectively. It was also announced that the
seventy-six (76) units of homeless housing on the Palos Verdes site would be granted
to Volunteers of America (VOA) rather than to South Bay Crossings. Navy personnel
also commented briefly upon the upcoming Internet auction of the San Pedro/John

Montgomery housing site.
On October 27, 2005, the Restoration Advisory Board (RAB) held its annual meeting.
Staff attended the meeting, at which Navy personnel presented updates on a variety of
on-going soil remediation programs on the site, including:








The latest timelines and funding availability for the clean-up of the three (3)
remaining contaminated dump sites on the Navy property, which is scheduled to
begin in 2007 and be completed by 2009;
The status report of the regular monitoring of a capped dump sites within the
former Palos Verdes housing site, the remaining portions of which have been
transferred to Marymount College, Rolling Hills Preparatory School and
Volunteers of America in accordance with the approved 1999 reuse plan, and the
status of the disposal of the remaining property containing the Palos Verdes blue
butterfly habitat to an appropriate stewardship group or agency;
A progress report on the remediation of contaminated soils and groundwater
along North Gaffey Street, including the phytoremediation test site which uses
poplar trees to treat groundwater contamination, and the regular repair and
maintenance of the existing underground and aboveground fuel storage tanks;
and,
A presentation by the Barbara Dye of the Palos Verdes Peninsula Land
Conservancy regarding on-going efforts to restore critical habitat, monitor
population and conduct captive breeding of the Palos Verdes blue butterfly on
the site;

At the conclusion of the meeting, the RAB members in attendance agreed to receive
annual updates on these issues from the Navy, but to only meet biannually. As such,
the next RAB meeting was expected to be held in Fall 2007, although Staff received no
notice of any such meeting. However, Staff did recently receive a fact sheet on August
7, 2008.
Based upon the information in this fact sheet, it appears that the Navy is preparing to
“close the books” on some formerly-contaminated portions of the Palos Verdes Navy
Housing site so that they may be transferred to Marymount College, Rolling Hills
Preparatory School and Volunteers of America.
The San Pedro Facility Restoration Advisory Board (RAB) met on December 15, 2009.
Staff was unable to attend the meeting, but based upon the meeting agenda, it appears
that the Navy has “closed the books” on the environmental remediation of the former
San Pedro and Palos Verdes Drive North housing sites. The former San Pedro site is
now the location of the proposed Ponte Vista project, while the former Palos Verdes
Drive North site has been transferred to Marymount College, Rolling Hills Preparatory
School and Volunteers of America. In the future, the RAB will only deal with
environmental remediation at the active Defense Fuel Support Point (DFSP) San Pedro.

On June 30, 2010, the RAB was scheduled to meet for the second time that year. The
agenda for that meeting confirmed that the RAB’s future activities will focus on active,
environmental remediation efforts on the DFSP site, but will no longer include either of
the former Navy housing sites.
The San Pedro Facility Restoration Advisory Board (RAB) met on December 8, 2010.
The RAB is now only dealing with environmental remediation at the active Defense Fuel
Support Point (DFSP), not the former San Pedro and Palos Verdes Drive North housing
sites.
The San Pedro Facility Restoration Advisory Board (RAB) met on June 29, 2011. The
RAB now deals only with environmental remediation at the active Defense Fuel Support
Point (DFSP) San Pedro. Discussion at the most recent meeting centered upon the
status of the remediation plans for so-called “Site 32,” which is located in the
southeasterly portion of the facility near North Gaffey Street. Planning for the
remediation of so-called “Site 31”—which is located in the northwesterly portion of the
facility, closer to Western Avenue and the City’s Peninsula Verde neighborhood and
Green Hills Memorial Park—is expected to begin in 2012. Site 31 has been identified
as having a “low” probable risk to human health, whereas Site 32 has been identified as
a “medium” risk site.
The San Pedro Facility Restoration Advisory Board (RAB) met on December 19, 2011.
Discussion at the most recent meeting again focused primarily on the remediation plans
for so-called “Site 32,” which is located in the southeasterly portion of the facility near
North Gaffey Street. Planning for the remediation of so-called “Site 31”—which is
located in the northwesterly portion of the facility, closer to Western Avenue and the
City’s Peninsula Verde neighborhood and Green Hills Memorial Park—may begin
sometime later this year. Staff will continue to monitor this project in future Border
Issues reports.

PONTE VISTA PROJECT AT FORMER SAN PEDRO NAVY HOUSING SITE (CITY
OF LOS ANGELES/SAN PEDRO)
 Last Update: February 7, 2012
There was no new information presented at the August 28, 2002 San Pedro Facility
Restoration Advisory Board (RAB) meeting regarding the status of the transfer of the
San Pedro and Palos Verdes housing sites to the various agencies identified by the San
Pedro Reuse Committee in 1999. A portion of the housing along Taper Avenue was
transferred to the Archdiocese of Los Angeles in 2001 for the possible future expansion
of Mary Star of the Sea High School.
On September 13, 2002, Staff spoke with Navy personnel regarding the transfer of the
housing sites. According to the Minutes of the August 2001 RAB meeting, the transfer
of these properties was being held up by the issue of Palos Verdes blue butterfly habitat
on and adjacent to the housing sites. Consultations between the Navy and the US Fish

and Wildlife Service (USFWS) over the Navy’s proposed habitat plan reached an
impasse in early 2002, which was only broken when the Navy agreed that it would
retain ownership of a critical habitat area adjacent to the Palos Verdes housing site.
Under this scenario, the various proposed recipients of the properties—including
Marymount College—would be responsible for dealing individually with USFWS if any
critical habitat issues arose on their respective properties as a result of their proposed
reuse and/or redevelopment. However, the City of Los Angeles apparently objects to
this scenario and has asked the Department of Housing and Urban Development
(HUD)—which is the last Federal agency that needs to approve the transfer of the
properties—to withhold any action on the San Pedro Reuse Plan until its concerns are
addressed. Navy personnel indicated that HUD could unilaterally approve the Reuse
Plan over the City of Los Angeles’ objections but has been understandably reluctant to
do so. Nevertheless, the Navy believed that the transfer of the housing sites could be
finalized by early 2003.
On October 28, 2002, the Daily Breeze reported that the impasse regarding the transfer
of the former Navy housing sites had been broken, largely due to the efforts of
Congresswoman Jane Harman and Los Angeles City Councilwoman Janice Hahn. The
transfer of the property to the City of Los Angeles was expected to be complete by the
end of 2002. As a part of the property transfer, the Navy will set aside a 10-acre fenced
preserve for the Palos Verdes blue butterfly, to be maintained and monitored by the a
land conservancy group. The housing sites will ultimately be transferred to Marymount
College, Rolling Hills Preparatory School, South Bay Crossings and the Kenny
Nickelson Memorial Foundation for Homeless Veterans, all of whom were identified in
the 1999 base reuse plan. However, the Harbor-UCLA Research and Education
Institute (REI), which was slated to redevelop approximately 46.5 acres of the Western
Avenue housing site, withdrew its plans for the site. With the withdrawal of REI, its
portion of the San Pedro housing site will be put up for bid sale by the Navy in early
2003. The former REI portion—which is zoned R-1 and contains approximately 190
dwelling units—is expected to generate interest from the residential development
community.
On January 18, 2003, the Los Angeles Times reported that HUD was slated to make a
final decision on the 1999 reuse plan in late January 2003, pending resolution of a
revived dispute between the City of Los Angeles and Volunteers of America (VOA), a
homeless advocacy group. VOA was one of the original applicants for the reuse of the
former Navy housing, but was not one of the final recipients identified in the 1999 plan.
VOA had been trying to increase the number of dwelling units set aside for low-income
families and the homeless, particularly since the units formerly allocated to REI are now
“up for grabs” with the withdrawal of REI’s proposal for the San Pedro housing site. The
South Bay Daily Breeze subsequently reported on February 5, 2003, that the City of Los
Angeles and VOA failed to reach a compromise, and the 1999 reuse plan was
forwarded to HUD as originally approved.
On March 8 and 9, 2003, the Times and the Daily Breeze, respectively, reported that
HUD had rejected the 1999 reuse plan for the former Navy housing sites. In a letter to

the City of Los Angeles, HUD stated that the 1999 reuse plan did not adequately
balance economic development and the needs of the community’s homeless. HUD
further suggested that at least seventy-six (76) additional dwelling units be set aside for
low-income housing, possibly within the San Pedro housing site on Western Avenue.
HUD has given the City of Los Angeles ninety (90) days to develop a revised plan to
address its concerns.
On May 6, 2003, Staff in the office of Los Angeles City Councilwoman Janice Hahn
advised the City that neither Councilwoman Hahn nor Los Angeles Mayor James Hahn
proposed or supported any alteration to the 1999 reuse plan. The Councilwoman’s Staff
indicated that the City of Los Angeles was working on a response to HUD’s concerns,
which was scheduled to be transmitted to HUD. Ultimately, the City of Los Angeles did
not respond to HUD’s concerns by the June 7, 2003 deadline, effectively reiterating its
endorsement of the original 1999 reuse plan.
On June 20, 2003, Staff contacted Navy personnel regarding the next steps in the
property transfer process. Based upon the City of Los Angeles response (or lack
thereof) to HUD’s comments about the 1999 reuse plan, HUD has sixty (60) days to
issue a final determination regarding the disposal of the property. If HUD stands by its
previous position that at least seventy-six (76) additional units be set aside for lowincome housing, then HUD has the authority to decide what agency or entity will receive
those units. Pending HUD’s final determination, the Navy has made no decision
regarding the disposition of the housing sites. However, once a final determination is
issued, the Navy will transfer the property based upon the allocation program outlined in
the 1999 reuse plan (as modified by HUD). Any unallocated portions of the property
(i.e., the former Harbor-UCLA Research and Education Institute portion) will be put up
for public sale to the highest bidder.
HUD rejected the 1999 reuse plan for the former Navy housing sites in San Pedro on
August 13, 2003. According to Los Angeles City Councilwoman Janice Hahn’s office,
the Navy now plans to auction off the Western Avenue portion of the property to the
highest bidder. As mentioned previously, the property is zoned R-1 and would be
expected to be developed with market-rate single-family homes.
On September 8, 2003, a representative of Councilwoman Hahn’s office made a
presentation to the Northwest San Pedro Neighborhood Council regarding the
disposition of the former Navy housing sites in light of HUD’s rejection of the 1999 reuse
plan. Also present at the meeting were representatives of Marymount College, Rolling
Hills Preparatory School and Volunteers of America (VOA).
Councilwoman Hahn’s representative made it clear that HUD’s request for seventy-six
(76) additional units for the homeless was only a recommendation to the Navy, which
has the final authority to determine the allocation of the property. She further stated that
the Navy has indicated that it intends to comply with “spirit” of the 1999 reuse plan and
the “intent” of HUD’s recommendation. To this end, the Navy expects to transfer all of
the property on the Palos Verdes site in general accordance with the 1999 reuse plan.

However, with the exception of one acre and two structures allocated to the Kenny
Nickelson Memorial Foundation for Homeless Veterans, the balance of the San
Pedro/John Montgomery site—containing two hundred forty-five (245) dwelling
units—will be put up for Internet bid auction, and potential bidders will be advised of
their obligation to provide for seventy-six (76) units of homeless housing. This
obligation can be satisfied by 1) buying out the homeless services providers (i.e., VOA
and San Pedro Enterprise Community (SPEC)) for the value of the units; 2) agreeing to
provide the units on-site as a part of a future development project; or 3) some
combination of both of these alternatives. The Navy now hopes to dispose of all of its
former housing by the end of 2003.
At the annual San Pedro Facility RAB meeting on October 1, 2003, Navy personnel
stated that the Navy had issued a Finding of Suitability to Transfer (FOST) for the San
Pedro/John Montgomery housing site, thereby clearing the way for its sale. However, a
FOST had not yet been issued for the Palos Verdes site.
In response to Councilman Clark’s comments at the October 7, 2003 City Council
meeting, Staff contacted Los Angeles City Councilwoman Janice Hahn’s office
regarding any further action by the City regarding the transfer of the housing sites.
According to Staff in the Councilwoman’s office, the transfer of the housing sites is
proceeding and the City of Los Angeles is not taking any further action to delay it or to
re-open the process to another reuse committee. On November 5, 2003, Staff prepared
a draft letter to the Navy expressing the City Council’s position that the reuse plan
should be implemented and the housing sites transferred as approved by the reuse
committee and the Los Angeles City Council in 1999. This letter was finalized and sent
to the Navy on November 6, 2003.
On March 10, 2004, Staff and Councilman Wolowicz attended a meeting with Navy
representatives to discuss the status of the transfer of the former Navy housing site with
25 to 30 concerned residents in the area, including Rancho Palos Verdes residents from
the Rolling Hills Riviera and Palo de Encino neighborhoods. The meeting featured Elise
Swanson of Los Angeles Councilwoman Janice Hahn’s office, John Hill and Kimberly
Kessler with the Navy and Chad Molnar of U.S. Congresswoman Jane Harman’s office.
Mr. Hill briefly recapped the history of the 1999 reuse plan and its rejection by the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) in August 2003. He reported
that the educational conveyances of portions of the Palos Verdes site to Marymount
College and Rolling Hills Preparatory School were moving forward. He noted that the
conveyance of 76 units of the Palos Verdes site to South Bay Crossings for homeless
housing was still held up with HUD, which is assessing South Bay Crossings’ ability
(financial and otherwise) to implement their proposed project. He also reconfirmed that
the San Pedro site would be put up for public bid auction this summer, with the winning
bidder obligated to provide 76 units of homeless housing for Volunteers of America
(VOA). This obligation could be met by providing these units on site, or negotiating to
“buy out” VOA for the value of all or a part of these units. Mr. Hill also stated that, in the
event that HUD does not “sign off” South Bay Crossings’ proposal, the 76 units on the

Palos Verdes site would also be awarded to VOA.
In response to many attendees’ concerns about VOA’s intentions regarding the San
Pedro site, Ms. Swanson stated Councilwoman Hahn has been working actively with
VOA to find an alternative off-site location for these 76 units of homeless housing. She
said that the Councilwoman has met with VOA and representatives of a church in Watts
to discuss such an alternative, and that VOA has expressed interest in other site options
for these units.
Many attendees questioned HUD’s determination rejecting the 1999 reuse plan, and
asked what (if anything) could be done now to change this determination. It was the
consensus of Mr. Hill, Ms. Kessler and Ms. Swanson that there was little or no chance
of changing HUD’s determination. Mr. Hill stated that the Navy would not question or
challenge HUD’s determination regarding the additional 76 homeless units because the
Federal statute regulating the procedures for base closures gave this authority to HUD,
while the Navy has no expertise in homeless housing matters. He also stated that this
was the only case of which he was aware where HUD rejected the reuse plan for former
Navy property, and that there were no provisions in the Federal statute to allow the
community to formally “step back into” the process if a reuse plan is rejected. In
response to questions from attendees, Mr. Molnar stated that he would try to find out
the basis for HUD’s selection of 76 as the number of additional homeless units needed,
which appeared to be an arbitrary number to many people.
Marymount College’s acquisition of an 11.3-acre portion of the former Navy housing site
on Palos Verdes Drive North on May 10, 2004 was reported in the Daily Breeze and
Palos Verdes Peninsula News on May 11th and May 13th, respectively. The 86
townhouse units had been leased from the Navy for student and faculty housing since
1998.
Staff understands that the Navy has been pre-qualifying bidders for the auction of the
San Pedro housing site. One of the potential bidders is the Westgate Group, who is
proposing to construct a 140-unit condominium project on adjacent property in the City
of Los Angeles (see discussion below). The website for the auction of the Navy housing
site (http://www.PonteVista.com) was up and running by the end of July 2004. The
property is being marketed as Ponte Vista to homebuilders through Colliers Seeley, a
major international commercial real estate brokerage. According to the Ponte Vista
website, an Invitation for Bid (IFB) is expected to be released this fall, with the bidding
period to be open for a 30- to 45-day period after release of the IFB.
At the annual San Pedro Facility RAB meeting on August 18, 2004, Navy personnel
stated that portions of the Palos Verdes housing site had been quitclaimed to
Marymount College and Rolling Hills Preparatory School in April 2004 and August 2004,
respectively. It was also announced that the seventy-six (76) units of homeless housing
on the Palos Verdes site would be granted to Volunteers of America (VOA) since South
Bay Crossings failed to demonstrate its ability to fulfill its obligations under the 1999
reuse plan. Navy personnel also discussed the upcoming Internet auction of the San

Pedro/John Montgomery housing site.
As of late-October 2004, the Navy had not yet issued the IFB to begin the on-line
auction of the Ponte Vista property. However, the auction website had been updated to
include additional, detailed information about the portions of the property to be
conveyed to VOA and the Kenny Nickelson Memorial Foundation (KNMF) for homeless
housing and related services. At the end of the auction and prior to close of escrow, the
winning bidder will have the opportunity to negotiate an alternative agreement with VOA
and/or KNMF to “buy out” their interests, which total approximately twenty (20) acres of
the 62-acre site and include seventy-six (76) existing residences and two (2) nonresidential buildings. The Navy shall have final authority to approve any alternative
agreement reached by winning bidder and the homeless services providers. In the
event that an alternative agreement is not approved and/or executed, the Navy shall
quitclaim the designated portions of the site to VOA and/or KNMF.
On November 1, 2004, the Navy issued the IFB to begin the on-line auction process for
the Ponte Vista property. The auction itself was scheduled to begin on December 1,
2004, with a minimum opening bid of twenty-five million dollars ($25,000,000) for the
61.53-acre site. Prospective bidders were required to post a registration deposit of one
million two hundred fifty thousand dollars ($1,250,000). The IFB also advised bidders of
the obligation to provide for the designated homeless service providers (HSPs), either
through an alternative agreement between the HSPs and the high bidder or through
direct conveyance of nearly twenty (20) acres of the site to the HSPs. The auction is
expected to continue until at least mid- to late-December 2004.
The on-line auction for the Ponte Vista property began on December 1, 2004, but got off
to a slow start, with only one bid submitted after nearly three weeks. On December 16,
2004, the Navy issued an amendment to the Invitation for Bids (IFB) for a revised
easement description related to the homeless services providers’ (HSPs’) parcels. Due
to the amended IFB, the auction is not expected to end until early January 2005. Once
the auction ends and during the 60-day escrow period, the final high bidder will have the
opportunity to negotiate alternate agreements with the designated HSPs to possibly
acquire their respective interests in the Ponte Vista site, which encompass seventy-six
(76) units and two (2) non-residential buildings on a 19.58-acre portion of the site. The
Navy retains the authority to approve or disapprove any alternate agreement(s)
between the high bidder and the HSPs.
The 72-hour “Call for Final Bids” in the on-line auction for the Ponte Vista property was
issued on January 3, 2005. The number of bidders then increased to at least four (4),
and the pace of bidding suddenly picked up at this point. The Navy issued an
amendment to the IFB on February 17, 2005, to increase the minimum bid increment to
$500,000, presumably to speed up the conclusion of the auction. The Navy issued
another IFB amendment on February 25, 2005, to increase the minimum bid increment
to $1,000,000. Shortly thereafter, the on-line auction ended on March 7, 2005. The
high bid of $88,000,000—which equates to nearly $2,100,000 per acre—was submitted
by “guildmortge” and the second highest bidder was “richmar.” The high bidder is only

guaranteed to receive a 41.95-acre portion of the 61.53-acre property, with the
remaining balance of the property to be conveyed to the designated HSPs unless
alternate agreements are reached between the high bidder and the HSPs. The actual
identities of the two highest bidders had not been revealed by the time this report was
completed. Also, in a Daily Breeze article on March 9, 2005, Los Angeles City
Councilwoman Janice Hahn—in whose district the Ponte Vista property is located—was
quoted as supporting the inclusion of Little League fields in the future residential
development project. Staff continued to monitor the progress of the sale through the
end of the auction and the 60-day escrow period, including the status of any alternate
agreements that may be reached between the final high bidder and the HSPs.
In a Daily Breeze article on April 6, 2005, the high bidder in the Ponte Vista auction
(“guildmortge”) identified himself as Bob Bisno of Century City-based Bisno
Development Company. Based upon comments attributed to Mr. Bisno, it appears that
he intends to develop the site with high-density multi-family units, and to construct
substantially more units than the two hundred forty-five (245) homes that currently exist
on the site. The property is currently zoned R-1 by the City of Los Angeles, so it is
expected that a change in zoning will be required to implement the developer’s
proposal. However, Mr. Bisno has expressed confidence that he will reach agreements
with the designated HSPs to buy out their interests in a 19.58-acre portion of the 61.53acre site.
A Daily Breeze article on July 13, 2005, reported that Bisno Development was preparing
to submit an application to develop the former Navy housing site with 2,300 townhouses
and condominiums. As part of the project, a portion of the development would be
dedicated for senior housing and a senior recreation center. Additionally, it was
reported that the developer proposed to set aside forty percent (40%) of the project site
as open space, and to construct four (4) baseball diamonds for San Pedro’s Eastview
Little League. Plans were expected to be submitted to the City of Los Angeles during
the week of July 18th. The Daily Breeze article noted the concerns of neighboring
homeowners’ associations and Councilwoman Janice Hahn’s office regarding the scale
of the project and the potential impacts it would have on the environment and
surrounding neighborhoods.
On August 22, 2005, City Staff met with the developer’s representatives on the project
site. At that meeting, City Staff was informed that project plans had been submitted to
the City of Los Angeles and were being reviewed for completeness. The developer’s
representatives confirmed that the project proposed 1,725 multi-family housing units
and 575 senior housing units for a total of 2,300 housing units on a site that previously
accommodated 245 housing units. City Staff was also informed that the 76-unit
transitional homeless housing facility was no longer a part of the project.
After hearing the developer’s presentation, City Staff raised brief concerns regarding
impacts to Western Avenue, specifically regarding traffic volumes related to the high
density of the project and the design of the street entry points to the project site. The
developer’s representatives informed City Staff that an advisory board, consisting of the

project team and community members, would be formed to address public concerns.
When asked if a community representative from the City was on the advisory board, the
developer’s representatives said that there was but they could not recall the individual’s
name. To date, it is still unknown who (if anyone) has been asked to serve on the
advisory board on the City’s behalf. It should also be noted that the developer’s
representatives intend to participate in the Western Avenue Task Force process.
On September 15, 2005, the City received a Notice of Preparation (NOP) from the City
of Los Angeles notifying interested parties that an EIR would be prepared for the Ponte
Vista project and that a public scoping meeting would be held on October 6, 2005. The
public comment period was scheduled to end on October 14, 2005. Staff intended to
attend the scoping meeting and report back to the Council.
At the October 6th scoping meeting, many Rancho Palos Verdes, San Pedro and Harbor
City residents expressed their concerns about the project. These concerns included
(but were not limited to): traffic impacts related to existing and proposed development
surrounding the project site; proposed residential density that is nearly ten (10) times
the number of existing units on the project site; impacts upon local schools and other
public services and infrastructure; the gating of the community and limiting public
access to the project’s recreational amenities; the close proximity of the proposed Little
League fields to the adjoining condominiums and other issues related to the design of
the site; air quality impacts to surrounding residences during and after project
construction; and hazardous materials issues and the close proximity of the site to the
adjoining Navy fuel depot. The City of Los Angeles also announced that the public
comment period for the Notice of Preparation (NOP) would be extended to November
30, 2005 (it was originally scheduled to end on October 14, 2005). Staff prepared draft
comments on the NOP for the City Council’s review at the November 1, 2005, meeting,
prior to their submittal to Los Angeles City Planning staff.
On November 9, 2005, a second community meeting was held for the Ponte Vista
project. No new project information was presented at this meeting, which served
primarily to give the developer’s project team an opportunity to present information to
the public about the project. It was also interesting to note that the developer was
actively soliciting public opposition (in the form a petition) to the selection of the Ponte
Vista site as the preferred site for a new public high school, and that the Ponte Vista
Community Advisory Board was characterized to Staff by the community outreach
coordinator as “friends of Ponte Vista.” Staff asked to be provided with the names of
the Rancho Palos Verdes representatives to the Advisory Board, but the developer had
not done so by the date that this report was completed. Therefore, in response to the
City Council’s direction on November 1, 2005, the final comments on the scope of the
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Ponte Vista project were forwarded to the
City of Los Angeles on November 14, 2005. The public comment period on the scope
of the EIR ended on November 30, 2005. Staff expects that a draft EIR for the project
may be available for public review and comment by the second quarter of 2006.

Based upon direction from the City Council at the December 6, 2005, meeting, a letter
from the Mayor to Los Angeles City Councilwoman Janice Hahn was prepared on
December 22, 2005. Staff continues to monitor this project, and awaits the release of
the draft EIR.
On February 13, 2006, the Northwest San Pedro Neighborhood Council (NWSPNC)
agendized a motion opposing a proposal by Los Angeles City Councilwoman Janice
Hahn for a specific plan for the Ponte Vista project. The NWSPNC agreed that the
entire site should be master planned, but was concerned that the NWSPNC needed a
role in the process and that the Los Angeles Unified School District (LAUSD) should be
included as a project stakeholder. In last-minute discussions with Councilwoman Hahn,
however, she agreed to a 3-phase Neighborhood Assessment Process for the project.
The phases would include an assessment of existing conditions in the northwest San
Pedro area, including a proposed subdivision and new Target store at Capitol Drive and
Gaffey Street; a series of focus groups in the community; and the preparation of a
specific plan for the Ponte Vista site. Based upon these changes in Councilwoman
Hahn’s proposal, the NWSPNC withdrew its opposition. Staff continues to monitor this
project, and awaits the release of the draft EIR.
As of late March 2006, the City had yet to receive a formal response to the December
2005 letter from Mayor Wolowicz to Los Angeles City Councilwoman Janice Hahn
expressing concern about the role and function of the developer’s Ponte Vista Advisory
Board. In the meantime, on March 22, 2006, the City received a newsletter from the
Ponte Vista developer, announcing (among other things) the formation of the Ponte
Vista Advisory Board.
The Board members were characterized as “goodwill
ambassadors to the community” who “assist in selecting recipients of the Ponte Vista
community contribution grants.”
In addition to the Ponte Vista project, Staff has been recently made aware of two other
projects in the northwest San Pedro area that may have impacts upon congestion in the
Western Avenue corridor. On March 13, 2006, the Northwest San Pedro Neighborhood
Council (NWSPNC) received a preliminary presentation regarding the proposed Target
store on the former DiCarlo Bakery site at the northwest corner of Capitol Drive and
North Gaffey Street. In addition, on March 17, 2006, the City received a public hearing
notice for a proposed 134-unit condominium project on the former Kinder-Morgan tank
farm site near the southwest corner of Capitol Drive and North Gaffey Street. Staff will
continue to monitor these projects in the future.
In April 2006, received another community newsletter from the developer of the Ponte
Vista project, this one focusing on the senior housing component of the project. Staff
also learned that Elise Swanson, the former Director of Community Development in Los
Angeles City Councilwoman Janice Hahn’s office, had left the Councilwoman’s office
and been hired by Bisno Development, the Ponte Vista developer. Mr. Bisno also
recently addressed the Northwest San Pedro Neighborhood Council (NWSPNC),
although Staff was unable to attend this meeting.

On May 8, 2006, the Northwest San Pedro Neighborhood Council (NWSPNC) received
a brief presentation from Councilwoman Janice Hahn’s Staff’s regarding the task force
that she is assembling. The 15-member task force will advise the Los Angeles city
planner assigned to the Ponte Vista project. The task force is expected to begin
meeting in June 2006. The Rancho Palos Verdes City Council recently appointed
representatives from the Rolling Hills Riviera, Peninsula Verde and Mira Vista
neighborhoods to the Ponte Vista task force. Also, at the May 8th NWSPNC meeting, a
representative of Bisno Development stated that the Draft EIR for the project was
expected to be released for public review by the end of June 2006.
The City recently received a newsletter regarding the active adult (i.e., senior) housing
component of the proposed Ponte Vista project.
On August 10, 2006, the Los Angeles Councilwoman Janice Hahn’s Ponte Vista
Advisory Board convened its first meeting.
The 13-member Board includes
representatives of the Peninsula Verde, Rolling Hills Riviera and Mira Verde
homeowners’ associations in the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.
In opening remarks by Councilwoman Janice Hahn, she reiterated her position that
2,300 units were too much for the 62-acre site. In response, developer Bob Bisno
expressed confidence that, through the specific plan process, he would demonstrate
that this density was appropriate for the site. Los Angeles Principal City Planner Betsy
Weisman briefly discussed the specific plan process, and its relationship to the city’s
General Plan and zoning regulations. She also noted that, as reported in the Daily
Breeze and Peninsula News on August 10, 2006, the City of Los Angeles will be hiring a
city planner who would be assigned specifically to the processing of the Ponte Vista
project.
On September 14 and 21, 2006, the Ponte Vista Community Advisory Committee
(PVCAC) held its second and third meetings, respectively. Staff was not able to attend
the September 14th meeting, but from the agenda, we understand that it was primarily a
“team building” meeting for PVCAC and its facilitator to identify general goals and
objectives and work out how future meetings would be conducted.
The September 21st PVCAC meeting began with the distribution of a meeting schedule
for the PVCAC that was prepared by the developer and the PVCAC chairman and
facilitator. The schedule was immediately criticized as too aggressive, calling upon
PVCAC to complete its review of the project’s specific plan by March 2007. The
developer distributed a binder of information submitted to the City of Los Angeles for its
proposed general plan amendment, community plan amendment and zone change.
Staff obtained one of these binders, and it is available for review during regular Planning
Division public counter hours. The developer also stated that this information will be
posted on the Ponte Vista website (http://www.pontevista.com). Los Angeles City
Planning Staff also provided a brief overview of the specific plan process, although no
specific plan documents have yet been provided to PVCAC. There was also discussion
about the availability of the project’s traffic study for public review. The developer stated

that he was awaiting authorization from the City of Los Angeles Planning Department
and Department of Transportation (LADOT) before releasing the study.
The draft environmental impact report (DEIR) for the Ponte Vista project was released
on November 2, 2006, for a 90-day public comment period. Staff distributed a copy of
the executive summary from the DEIR as late correspondence at the November 7,
2006, City Council meeting. The public comment period for the DEIR ends on January
30, 2007. Staff intends to prepare comments for the City Council’s review on January
19, 2007. The DEIR is available for review on-line at:
http://www.pontevista.com/deir/ and http://cityplanning.lacity.org/
The Ponte Vista Community Advisory Committee (PVCAC) met on November 9, 2006,
and November 30, 2006, and began reviewing the DEIR. Much of the discussion
focused on the traffic study and project alternatives. PVCAC met again on January 11,
2006, and conducted a public forum to accept input on the project’s DEIR on January
18, 2006. Hundreds of people—both in support of and in opposition to the proposed
project—were allowed to express their concerns directly to PVCAC. Both Staff and
Councilman Wolowicz addressed PVCAC expressing the City’s concerns about the
project. Los Angeles City Councilwoman Janice Hahn addressed PVCAC and forum
attendees, stating that traffic was clearly the number one issue on everyone’s list of
concerns about the project, and pledging to continue to pressure the Navy to gain
access from the project site directly to Gaffey Street. She also stated that she opposed
LAUSD’s proposal for a 2,025-seat high school on the site, suggesting that the District’s
needs could be better met with several smaller campuses on property that the District
already owns and/or occupies in the Wilmington, Harbor City and San Pedro areas.
The public comment period on the DEIR ended on January 30, 2007.
The Ponte Vista Community Advisory Committee (PVCAC) met on February 8 and 27,
2007. At the February 8th meeting, Chairman John Greenwood a statement regarding
PVCAC’s concerns about the project’s environmental impact analysis. However, the
bulk of the meeting was devoted to a presentation by Los Angeles City Planning Staff
regarding a proposed schedule of meetings to formulate the specific plan for the project.
This process was set to begin at the February 27th meeting with a “Planning 101”-type
overview of the specific plan process and basic urban design principles.
The PVCAC met on March 8 and 22, 2007. At the March 8th meeting, Los Angeles City
Planning Staff facilitated the first part of a “visioning” workshop to identify the desired
mix of residential, commercial, open space and linkages for the Ponte Vista project.
PVCAC members broke into three (3) roundtable groups with Los Angeles Urban
Planning Staff members. The vision plans bore some similarities to one another in
terms of the mix of uses desired for the site, and all of them envisioned that some
significant portion of the proposed residential units would be at a higher density than the
current R-1 zoning would otherwise permit. At the March 22nd meeting, Los Angeles
City Planning Staff further refined the site plans developed by the PVCAC members.
The Committee reviewed and commented on the refined plans and also received a

presentation from Los Angeles City Planning Staff regarding the demographics (i.e.,
population, housing, income, etc.) of the San Pedro Community Plan Area. During
public comments, representatives of San Pedro Homeowners United and the San Pedro
Peninsula Homeowners’ Coalition expressed support for retaining the existing R-1
zoning of the Ponte Vista site. Rancho Palos Verdes Committee member Mark Wells
also announced his resignation from PVCAC due to his appointment to the City’s Traffic
Safety Commission.
The Ponte Vista Community Advisory Committee (PVCAC) met on April 12 and 26,
2007. At the April 12th meeting, Los Angeles City Planning Staff presented a composite
site plan based upon the three (3) conceptual site plans and input provided by the
Committee at the PVCAC meetings in March 2007. The composite site plan depicted
higher density development around the perimeter of the project site, but with open
space and ball fields along the southerly side. Small-scale mixed-used development
was designated for the central portion of the site. The use of small groupings of
attached single-family row houses along Western Avenue would preserve view corridors
over the site. Accommodation was also made for the possible future site of a school.
Members of the Committee were concerned that the composite plans still did not
identify specific densities for the site or the location of the seniors-only portion of the
project. Several members of the public spoke in favor and in opposition to both the
original project proposal and the composite site plan presented at the meeting. On the
whole, almost no one was satisfied that the composite site plan was reflective of the
direction that the Committee saw for the Ponte Vista site. At the April 26th meeting,
PVCAC was scheduled to discuss traffic issues with Staff from the Los Angeles
Department of Transportation (LADOT).
The Ponte Vista Community Advisory Committee (PVCAC) met on April 26, May 10 and
May 22, 2007. At the April 26th meeting, Los Angeles Department of Transportation
(LADOT) presented a summary of its additional analysis of the project’s traffic study.
Since the traffic study from the DEIR used existing traffic counts taken when Western
Avenue was impacted by construction related to the sinkholes, new traffic counts were
taken in March 2007. LADOT Staff stated that the new counts—which were higher at
some locations and lower at others—did not change the basic conclusions of the
developer’s traffic study. However, LADOT Staff stated that the developer’s use of a
trip generation rate for a high-rise condominium resulted in much lower trip generation
than would the use of a townhouse/condominium rate (such as was used for the Playa
Vista project in West Los Angeles). The Committee asked LADOT to recalculate the trip
generation for the project using more conservative assumptions, and determine if the
proposed traffic mitigation would still be adequate to address the project’s impacts. The
Committee also began to discuss reaching consensus on certain key provisions of the
project for its ultimate recommendations to Councilwoman Hahn. The majority of the
Committee agreed that the project should include an access road for Mary Star-of-theSea High School, and a separate seniors-only component with transportation service for
residents. However, several other key issues remained to be addressed.

At the May 10th meeting, the Committee received a follow-up report from LADOT.
Based upon more conservative trip generation assumptions, LADOT concluded that the
number of market-rate condominiums proposed would need to be reduced by more than
one-quarter in order for the developer’s currently-proposed mitigation measures to fully
address the project’s traffic impacts. The Committee also received a presentation from
Los Angeles Unified School District (LAUSD) Staff regarding the proposed revisions to
South Region High School No. 14 on the Ponte Vista site, which has now been scaled
back from 2,025 seats to 810 seats. Finally, the Committee received a presentation
from PVCAC member Jerry Gaines, based upon traffic data gleaned and studies from
his experience with the Western Avenue Task Force.
At the outset of the May 22nd meeting, developer Bob Bisno announced that a revised
project proposal would be announced publicly at the June 18, 2007, PVCAC meeting.
PVCAC member Jerry Gaines then elaborated on his previous presentation regarding
various development scenarios for the site, based upon their traffic impacts. These
scenarios compared the average daily trips generated by various combinations of unit
types and numbers as compared to the “by right” R-1 zoning that would permit four
hundred twenty-nine (429) single-family homes. The scenarios also factored in
LAUSD’s proposed 810-seat high school. The Committee also discussed further
refinement of and public input on the issues of traffic mitigation measures and density.
Upcoming PVCAC meetings are scheduled for June 7 and 18, 2007. The June 7th
meeting is scheduled to focus on density and open space, while the June 18th meeting
is scheduled to focus on the developer’s revised proposal.
The Ponte Vista Community Advisory Committee (PVCAC) met on June 7, June 18 and
June 28, 2007. At the June 7th meeting, Committee Member Gerry Gaines discussed a
recent meeting between the developer and a subcommittee of PVCAC to discuss
additional traffic-related improvement that could be made. In addition to the mitigation
measures identified in the draft EIR, these included the recommended intersection
improvements from the Western Avenue Task Force, as well as the establishment of a
transportation mitigation trust fund and a mitigation monitoring program.
The
Committee also began to discuss possible recommendations for the density and mix of
housing types for the project, but tabled the matter until the developer announces his
revised project propose on June 18, 2007.
At the June 18th meeting, Bob Bisno presented his revised project proposal. The table
below summarizes the major project components in the original and revised proposals.
Component
Senior Housing
Multi-family condos
and townhomes
Single-family
townhomes
Total Dwelling Units

Original Project

Revised Project

575 units

850 units

1,725 units

1,000 units

N/A

100 units

2,300 units

1,950 units

Notes
Senior units will
remain gated
Non-senior units no
longer gated
15% reduction

Commercial
Parks/Open Space
Access Road

10,000 SF (private)
6 acres (public) and
6 acres (private)
Connecting to Mary
Star-of-the-Sea
High School

10,000 SF (public)
12 acres (public)
Connecting to Mary
Star-of-the-Sea
High School

No change, but now
all accessible to the
public
Possible connection
to condos on
Fitness Drive

Mr. Bisno stated that the revised project will include a “San Pedro First” program, which
will give purchase priority and 5-percent price discounts to local residents and other
“preferred buyers” (i.e., seniors, teachers, nurses, firefighters, police officers, port
workers, etc.). The senior and non-senior condominium and townhouse units with
shared garages are expected to range from 600 square feet to 2,200 square feet in
size, with prices from $330,000 to $1,100,000. The single-family townhouse units with
private garages are expected to range from 2,000 to 2,400 square feet in size, with
prices from $900,000 to $1,100,000. As noted above, all of the parks and open space
would now be open to the public. In addition, Mr. Bisno is exploring the possibility of
providing access to the Fitness Drive condominiums from the Mary Star-of-the-Sea High
School road. With respect to traffic impacts, Mr. Bisno will fund a $1,000,000 trust fund
for intersection improvement projects on Western Avenue that were identified as
priorities by the Western Avenue Task Force. A traffic signal will be added at Western
Avenue and Peninsula Verde Drive, and computerized signal controls on Western
Avenue will be extended further south from Weymouth Avenue to 25th Street. Mr. Bisno
also agreed to pay an additional $1,000,000 in traffic mitigation fees if the actual trip
generation rates of the project exceed the projections of the project’s traffic study.
The project’s traffic consultant now estimates that the PM peak-hour trip generation for
the revised project will result in fewer trips than a detached single-family project under
the current R-1 zoning. However, the Committee and Los Angeles City Planning Staff
were skeptical of Mr. Bisno’s assumptions of the maximum number of detached singlefamily homes possible from the property under R-1 zoning. The Draft EIR for the
project estimated that 430 homes could be built, based upon 5,000 square feet of lot
area per unit per net acre. However, Mr. Bisno now asserts that 724 homes could be
built, based upon 5,000 square feet of lot area per unit per gross acre, plus a 35-percent
State-mandated density bonus for providing affordable housing units.
Los Angeles City Councilwoman Janice Hahn attended the meeting. She stated that
she was “very disappointed” with the revised proposal, noting that after two (2) years of
review and public comment, a 15-percent reduction in the number of units did not seem
like much of a compromise on Mr. Bisno’s part.
Following the presentation of the revised proposal, the Committee continued its
discussion of recommendations for the project’s specific plan. At this point, the
Committee seems divided between a majority who appear to support a project of
roughly 1,200 or fewer units, and a minority who support limiting the number of homes
to the maximum number permitted under the current R-1 zoning (whatever that number
ends up actually being). The division appears to be falling largely along jurisdictional

lines, with Rancho Palos Verdes Committee members supporting the R-1 concept.
At the June 28th meeting, the Committee met in closed session to discuss the process
to develop its recommendations for the specific plan. The next public PVCAC meeting
is scheduled for July 24, 2007. Staff will continue to attend and report upon these
meetings.
The Ponte Vista Community Advisory Committee (PVCAC) met on July 24, 2007. At
that meeting, Chairman John Greenwood announced that the Northwest San Pedro
Neighborhood Council (NWSPNC) has adopted a resolution supporting the current R-1
zoning of the Ponte Vista site. Subsequently, the Committee adopted two (2)
resolutions. The first resolution rejected the developer’s revised 1,950-unit project,
which had been presented to the Committee and the public on June 18, 2007. The
second resolution supported limiting the number of dwelling units to the maximum
density permitted under the current R-1 zoning (roughly 429 to 535 units), and also
recommended that the Ponte Vista site be “transferred” from the jurisdiction of the
Wilmington-Harbor City Community Plan Area to the San Pedro Community Plan Area.
The Committee also briefly reviewed its draft findings and recommendations to Los
Angeles City Councilwoman Janice Hahn on the specific plan for the site. The final
PVCAC report is scheduled to be presented for the Committee’s consideration and
approval on August 20, 2007, which will be its final meeting.
As the City Council directed on August 7, 2007, a letter was sent to Los Angeles City
Councilwoman Janice Hahn, support the resolutions adopted by the Committee. The
Ponte Vista Community Advisory Committee (PVCAC) met for the final time on August
20, 2007. At that meeting, the Committee presented its draft final report. There were
some minor modifications discussed by the Committee at the meeting that will be
incorporated into the final version of the report. It should also be noted that the report
included a “minority opinion” signed by five (5) of the thirteen (13) Committee members.
On the whole, the Committee expressed dissatisfaction with the support provided by the
City of Los Angeles over the year that the Committee deliberated, particularly the
Department of Transportation.
The City of Los Angeles Planning Department continues to process Bisno
Development’s revised 1,950-unit proposal, including the completion of the project EIR.
Staff will continue to monitor this project and report on it in future Border Issues reports.
At the invitation of its chairman, Staff attended the monthly meeting of the Planning and
Land Use Committee of the Northwest San Pedro Neighborhood Council (NWSPNC) on
November 29, 2007. Among the topics discussed—focusing mainly on development
projects along the Western Avenue corridor in Rancho Palos Verdes—was a request for
the City to formally ask for the Draft EIR for the Ponte Vista project to be recirculated.
On December 12, 2007, Staff received a similar request from Mark Wells, former
member of the Ponte Vista Community Advisory Committee and current Rancho Palos
Verdes Traffic Safety Commissioner. Although Staff believes that the Draft EIR should
probably be recirculated, rather than allowing the developer to simply address these

issues in the “Response to Comments” in the Final EIR, at this time the City of Los
Angeles (i.e. the lead agency) has not determined whether or not the document will be
recirculated. If the City of Los Angeles decides not to recirculate the Draft EIR, Staff will
bring this matter back to the City Council for possible action in the form of a letter to the
City of Los Angeles.
On June 2, 2008, the City received notice that a public hearing would be held on the
proposed Ponte Vista project in the City of Los Angeles. The public hearing was held
on June 26, 2008, and was conducted by the City of Los Angeles’ local Advisory
Agency and Hearing Officer for the purpose of accepting public testimony only. This
hearing was a precursor to future public hearings before the Los Angeles City Planning
Commission and the Los Angeles City Council. In the past, 15th District Los Angeles
City Councilmember Janice Hahn has gone on record as opposing the project as
currently proposed.
On June 13, 2008, the City received notice for the Final Environmental Impact Report
(FEIR) for the Ponte Vista project. The FEIR must be certified by the Los Angeles City
Council before any final decision is made on the project.
Councilman Wolowicz and Staff attended the Ponte Vista public hearing on June 26,
2008, and presented our concerns to the Hearing Officer.
Los Angeles City
Councilwoman Janice Hahn was also in attendance and reiterated her support of the
recommendations of her Ponte Vista Community Advisory Committee, rejecting the
1,950-unit project and supporting the current R-1 density on the site. The deadline to
submit comments to the Hearing Officer was extended to Friday, July 11, 2008. A letter
from the Mayor was sent to the City of Los Angeles. The Ponte Vista project is not
expected to be heard by the Los Angeles City Planning Commission until October 2008.
On August 18, 2008, Staff received a copy of an e-mail exchange between Rancho
Palos Verdes resident April Sandell and Los Angeles City Planner David Olivo
regarding our City’s authority over Ponte Vista traffic mitigation measures within our
jurisdiction. In his reply, Mr. Olivo stated that “any mitigation measures that occur within
[Rancho Palos Verdes’] boundaries need to be approved by [Rancho Palos Verdes].”
However, Staff and the City Attorney have reviewed this issue and believe that the
matter is not free from doubt.
As discussed in the Draft EIR, the proposed traffic mitigation measures within the
Rancho Palos Verdes segment of Western Avenue are limited to synchronization of all
signalized intersections and the addition of (one) 1 northbound lane along the project
frontage. There are also modifications proposed to Traffic Study Intersection Nos. 18
(Western Avenue and Avenida Aprenda) and 19 (Western Avenue and Delasonde
Drive). These modifications propose restriping on Avenida Aprenda and Delasonde
Drive within our City limits to add left-turn lanes. Furthermore, the proposed
modifications on Delasonde Drive are expected to result in the loss of three (3) on-street
parking spaces on each side of the street. In our comments on the Draft EIR, we
expressed concern about the loss of these six (6) on-street parking spaces on

Delasonde Drive and its impact upon the Rolling Hills Riviera neighborhood. These are
the only mitigation measures within our City limits that were identified in the Draft EIR as
being necessary to reduce the project’s traffic impacts to less-than-significant levels.
In response to great public skepticism about the project’s traffic study, as well as
discussion by Councilwoman Hahn’s Ponte Vista Community Advisory Committee, the
developer eventually volunteered to fund the right-of-way improvements that were
identified in the report prepared by the Western Avenue Task Force (WATF). This was
offered as appeasement to the community, but the WATF-recommended “mitigation” is
not necessary to reduce the traffic impacts of the project to less-than-significant levels
(based upon the developer’s traffic study and the Draft EIR). The developer has also
volunteered to install a traffic signal at Western Avenue and Peninsula Verde Drive,
which was also not a mitigation measure identified as necessary in the Draft EIR.
Western Avenue is a state highway (State Route 213) and its right-of-way is under the
jurisdiction of CalTrans. As such, the City does not have the authority to approve or
deny any of the proposed traffic mitigation measures within the Western Avenue right-of
-way. CalTrans reviewed and commented upon the Draft EIR, but its comments give no
indication that CalTrans would not approve the proposed mitigation measures within its
jurisdiction. It should also be noted that, although some of the WATF recommendations
include modifying private driveway access points along Western Avenue within the
City—over which we would retain jurisdiction—the developer’s offer to make these
improvements is completely voluntary because they are not proposed as mitigation
measures. As such it appears that the only required traffic mitigation measures over
which the City has any direct authority are the proposed re-striping projects to create left
-turn lanes on Avenida Aprenda and Delasonde Drive. Our City’s refusal to allow these
modifications to be made could force the developer to find other ways to mitigate traffic
impacts to less-than-significant levels, or could force the Los Angeles City Council to
consider adopting a “Statement of Overriding Considerations” with respect to traffic
impacts for the Final EIR. Given these circumstances, our City’s refusal to allow these
mitigation measures to be implemented might not be sufficient to prevent the City of Los
Angeles’ approval of the Ponte Vista project. Accordingly, if the City of Los Angeles
were to certify the EIR and approve the project, litigation challenging those decisions is
an option that the City Council would need to consider in order to prevent the project
from proceeding.
The work plan for the Traffic Safety Commission, which the City Council approved at the
August 19th meeting, included having the Commission conduct a “public forum”
regarding the traffic impacts of this project. The City Council could direct the City's
Traffic Engineer to review and evaluate the traffic studies that were prepared in
connection with the EIR and prepare a report for the Commission to review. If the
Traffic Engineer finds that the traffic analysis and proposed mitigation set forth in the
EIR are inadequate, that report could be presented to the City of Los Angeles. Although
the public comment period on the EIR has been closed (so that the City of Los Angeles
could assert that it is too late for the report to be submitted), the report could provide
further support for the positions that the City of Rancho Palos Verdes already has
asserted, and could be used by the City to buttress its position in a lawsuit challenging

the certification of the EIR and approval of the project, if that were to occur.
As a part of the recently-approved work plan for the Traffic Safety Commission, the
Commission conducted a “public forum” regarding the potential traffic impacts of the
proposed Ponte Vista project at its regular meeting on September 22, 2008. The
meeting was attended by roughly a dozen concerned citizens, including the
representatives of the “R Neighborhoods Are 1” group, the Northwest San Pedro
Neighborhood Council and the former Ponte Vista Community Advisory Committee.
Public comments focused upon the perceived inadequacies of the traffic impact analysis
and proposed mitigation measures identified in the Ponte Vista EIR. The City’s Traffic
Engineer was in attendance at the meeting, but she had not yet completed her review of
the traffic impact analysis and proposed mitigation. However, she will be preparing a
summary report of her review of the project EIR and the public comments that were
received at the Traffic Safety Commission meeting. In addition, there will be minutes of
the meeting to memorialize the comments of the public and members of the Traffic
Safety Commission.
On a related note, Staff was informed that the City of Los Angeles’ Citywide Planning
Commission (CPC) is tentatively scheduled to hold a public hearing on the Ponte Vista
project on December 11, 2008. A public hearing before the Harbor Area Planning
Commission will be held sometime just before the CPC hearing, but the exact date has
not yet been set by early October 2008.
The City’s Traffic Engineer completed her review of the traffic impact analysis and
proposed mitigation for the Ponte Vista project on October 22, 2008. The major
conclusions of this review were that:





The traffic impact analysis is technically adequate and contains “no obvious
errors in…methodology or conclusions….”;
The reduced 1,950-unit project will have less impact on Rancho Palos Verdes
residents than the original 2,300-unit proposal, but these impacts will still be
significant; and,
The proposed parking for the Little League baseball fields will not be adequate
without additional mitigation measures.

On a related note, Staff received confirmation of two (2) upcoming public hearings on
the Ponte Vista project. A public hearing before the Harbor Area Planning Commission
(HAPC) will be held on Tuesday, November 18, 2008, at 4:30 PM at the Port of Los
Angeles administrative offices, 425 S. Palos Verdes St., San Pedro, CA 90731. A
public hearing before the City of Los Angeles’ Citywide Planning Commission (CPC) will
be held on Thursday, December 11, 2008, at 8:30 AM at Los Angeles City Hall, 200 N.
Spring St., Los Angeles, CA 90012. It should be noted that, on October 21, 2008, the
Coastal San Pedro Neighborhood Council asked the Los Angeles City Attorney to opine
on potential conflicts of interest for three (3) HAPC members. If these Commissioners
all recuse themselves, there may not be a quorum present to consider the Ponte Vista
project at the November 18, 2008 public hearing. Staff planned to attend both public

hearings.
On November 6, 2008, the City received notice that the vesting tentative tract map
(VTTM 63399) associated with the Ponte Vista development entitlements had been
denied by the City of Los Angeles Advisory Agency. In denying VTTM 63399, the
Hearing Officer for the Advisory Agency found that:







The proposed subdivision map was inconsistent with the Wilmington-Harbor City
Community Plan with respect to the proposed density of the development relative
to surrounding neighborhoods;
The design of the proposed subdivision was inconsistent with the WilmingtonHarbor City Community Plan with respect to its lack of access to major
commercial centers and transit routes;
The project site was not suitable for the type of development proposed,
particularly with respect to certain designated open-space lots; and,
The project site was not suitable for the proposed density of development when
compared to surrounding neighborhoods.

The Advisory Agency’s decision was appealable to the City of Los Angeles Citywide
Planning Commission (CPC). Staff has been advised that the project developer has
filed an appeal of the denial of VTTM 63399.
On November 12, 2008, the City was advised that the venue for the upcoming public
hearing before the Harbor Area Planning Commission (HAPC) on November 18, 2008,
had been changed from the Port of Los Angeles headquarters to the Warner Grand
Theatre in San Pedro. However, on November 14, 2008, the City received notice that
the HAPC meeting was canceled without explanation. Los Angeles City Planning Staff
indicated that the hearing might be rescheduled or might not be held at all, since the
function of the hearing is solely to accept testimony and forward comments (but not
recommendations) to the CPC. On November 20, 2008, Staff learned that the HAPC
hearing has apparently been rescheduled for Tuesday, December 2, 2008, at 4:30 PM
at the Boys’ and Girls’ Club, 100 W. 5th St., San Pedro, CA 90731.
On November 21, 2008, the Los Angeles City Planning Department released the draft
Staff report for the December 11, 2008, public hearing before the Los Angeles City
Planning Commission (CPC). The draft Staff report recommends denial of the Ponte
Vista project as proposed, on the basis of inconsistency with the Los Angeles General
Plan Framework and the Wilmington-Harbor City and San Pedro community plans, as
well as the latest and best trends and practices in urban in-fill development. The draft
report also recommends denying the developer’s appeal of the recent denial of the
vesting tentative tract map associated with the project, and recommends not certifying
the project’s EIR. The report goes on to offer constructive guidelines to revise the Ponte
Vista project so as to achieve a design that would be more compatible with the
surrounding communities in both San Pedro and Rancho Palos Verdes. These
guidelines include limiting the density of the project so as to allow between 775 and 886
dwelling units on the site.

Shortly after the release of the draft Staff report recommending denial of the project, the
developer asked for the continuance of the December 11, 2008, CPC public hearing.
On December 1, 2008, the Los Angeles City Planning Department agreed to reschedule
the CPC hearing for February 12, 2009. In the meantime, however, the project was still
set for HAPC review on December 2, 2008.
As reported previously, project opponents had challenged the HAPC’s authority to
conduct a public hearing on the Ponte Vista project on the basis that three (3) of the five
(5) Commissioners had conflicts of interest. The matter was referred to the Los Angeles
City Attorney’s office. Ultimately, two (2) Commissioners recused themselves from
discussion of the project. In addition, one Commissioner resigned from the HAPC
(reportedly for reasons not related to the Ponte Vista project) and another was unable to
attend the December 2, 2008, meeting. Therefore, the only Commissioner available
and eligible was HAPC President Michael Ponce.
On December 2, 2008, HAPC President Ponce conducted a “special meeting,”
accompanied by HAPC Staff and representatives of the Los Angeles City Planning
Department. Planning Staff presented an overview of the draft Staff report and
recommendation. The developer’s legal counsel appeared briefly but made no
presentation. Among the crowd of roughly a hundred (100) people, there appeared to
be no project supporters or members of the developer’s public outreach team. Of the
twenty (20) or so public speakers, only the developer’s attorney spoke in favor of the
project. The other speakers—including representatives of the Northwest and Coastal
San Pedro neighborhood councils, the cities of Rancho Palos Verdes and Lomita, and
several homeowners’ associations—all voiced support for the draft Staff report. Los
Angeles City Councilwoman Janice Hahn was also in attendance, and she encouraged
the developer to carefully consider Planning Staff’s recommendations and to revise the
project accordingly. At the conclusion of public testimony, HAPC President Ponce
“discussed” the matter and made a “recommendation” in support of Councilwoman
Hahn’s comment, although he noted that he believed that the maximum permitted
density of the project should be allowed to exceed the current R-1 zoning.
On December 12, 2008, the Daily Breeze reported that developer Bob Bisno had been
“ousted” by the project’s major investor, Credit Suisse. Shortly after the first of the year,
the Ponte Vista website stated that the developer intended to ask for a continuance of
the February 12, 2009 CPC hearing. On January 12, 2009, Staff confirmed that the
CPC hearing on Ponte Vista had been rescheduled for Thursday, April 9, 2009, at 8:30
AM at Los Angeles City Hall, 200 N. Spring St., Los Angeles, CA 90012. The CPC will
consider both the development applications and the appeal of the vesting tentative tract
map denial.
On February 3, 2009, Staff was contacted by the head of the developer’s public
outreach team, Elise Swanson, to set up stakeholder interviews regarding the revised
Ponte Vista project. Staff and Mayor Pro Tem Wolowicz were scheduled to meet with
the interview facilitator on February 25, 2009. As of the date that this report was

completed, Mayor Clark was also attempting to schedule a meeting with the facilitator.
An open house to solicit input on the revised project from the general public was
scheduled for Thursday, March 12, 2009 from 4:00 PM to 8:00 PM at Peck Park
Community Center, 560 N. Western Ave., San Pedro, CA 90732. In addition, as of the
date of this report the Los Angeles Citywide Planning Commission (CPC) is still
scheduled to consider the Ponte Vista project on Thursday, April 9, 2009.
On February 25, 2009, Staff and Mayor Pro Tem Wolowicz met with the developer’s
interview facilitator, Jim Oswald. We expressed our continued concerns about the
traffic impacts and proposed density of the project. We again suggested that the
project’s Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was flawed and needed to be revised and
recirculated by the City of Los Angeles. We recommended that the developer make a
more concerted effort to obtain alternate access to the project site from Gaffey Street so
as to relieve the traffic burden on Western Avenue. We noted that the previous
developer’s “threat” of invoking State density bonus law had only served to antagonize
the community and introduce greater uncertainty into the project. We expressed
skepticism at the developer’s ability to respond to stakeholders’ comments and revise
the project accordingly in time to have the matter heard by the Los Angeles Citywide
Planning Commission (CPC) on April 9, 2009. We also expressed our disappointment
at the previous developer’s disingenuous “public outreach” efforts, and our hope that the
new development team would truly take the community’s concerns about the project to
heart.
An open house to solicit input on the revised project from the general public was held on
March 12, 2009, at Peck Park in San Pedro. Staff attended the open house for about
an hour. There was no formal presentation; instead the developer set up “stations”
around the room to solicit public input on specific topics and issues. The developer did
not present a detailed revised plan or project description. However, the developer did
state that that the revised “land-use plan” would include the following:







A total unit count of 1,375 to 1,475 units, consisting of:
625 to 700 townhomes

300 to 450 age-restricted (i.e., senior) condominiums

350 to 425 non-age-restricted condominiums

A set-aside of twenty percent (20%) of all units as “workforce housing,” but no
statutorily affordable units or density bonus request
8,000 to 10,000 square feet of commercial space available to residents and the
general public
Elimination of youth baseball fields
Building heights, residential density and number of access points on Western
Avenue in excess of the Los Angeles Planning Department’s recommendations

A second community open house was scheduled for Saturday, March 28, 2009, at the
Boys’ and Girls’ Club in San Pedro. As of the date that this report was completed, the
developer still intended to present the revised project to the Los Angeles Citywide

Planning Commission (CPC) on April 9, 2009.
On March 28, 2009, Staff attended the developer’s second open house for the revised
Ponte Vista project. At the developer’s previous open house on March 12, 2009, the
developer only provided a possible range of units, indicating the project would be
reduced from 1,950 units to between 1,375 and 1,475 units. At the March 28th open
house, the developer confirmed that the revised project now proposes 1,395 units,
consisting of 630 townhomes, 385 condominiums and 380 age-restricted (i.e., senior)
condominiums.
On April 9, 2009, Staff and Mayor Pro Tem Wolowicz attended the Los Angeles City
Planning Commission (CPC) meeting on downtown Los Angeles. Los Angeles City
planning Staff presented their recommendation to deny the 1,950-unit proposal and the
related appeal of the tentative tract map. The developer presented an overview of the
new 1,395-unit proposal to the CPC, asking for “approval in concept” of this revised
proposal in spite of the fact that it had not yet been reviewed by Planning Staff. The
developer also stated that he was willing to waive his right to request a density bonus
pursuant to SB 1818.
Los Angeles City Councilwoman Janice Hahn addressed the CPC, stating that she
supports the Planning Staff’s recommendation of 775 to 886 units on the Ponte Vista
property. She acknowledged that the developer’s revised proposal was a step in the
right direction, but stated that the size of the project had still not been reduced enough.
She stated that the traffic study for the project must be re-done. She asked for an
opinion from the City Attorney regarding the enforceability of the developer’s offer to
waive his rights under SB 1818. She also questioned if the ATSAC improvements for
Western Avenue were already funded, and if so, could the monies that the developer
proposed to expend to implement ATSAC be spent on other traffic mitigation.
Mayor Pro Tem Wolowicz addressed the CPC, providing an overview of our city’s past
comments and concerns about the Ponte Vista project. He stated that the developer’s
proposal to reduce the size of the project was still not adequate to address the adverse
impacts that the project would have upon residents and businesses in both San Pedro
and Rancho Palos Verdes. He observed that Western Avenue has no excess capacity
to absorb the traffic from the Ponte Vista project as currently proposed, and stated that
our city supported the Planning Staff’s recommendations. A representative of the City
of Lomita also addressed the CPC and expressed similar concerns to our own. The
CPC then received roughly one-half hour each of public comments from project
proponents and opponents.
After closing the public hearing, the CPC questioned Planning Staff and deliberated for
another half-hour or so. At the conclusion of its deliberations, the CPC unanimously
accepted the Planning Staff recommendation to reject the 1,950-unit proposal and the
related appeal of the tentative tract map. Included in the motion, however, was direction
for Planning Staff to continue to work with the developer on the revision of the project to
implement Planning Staff’s recommendations. A status report is expected to be

presented to the CPC at its regular meeting on Thursday, August 13, 2009.
intends to attend this meeting.

Staff

On June 3, 2009, the Daily Breeze reported that the new development team for the
Ponte Vista project was launching another round of community interviews to solicit
public input on the revised 1,395-unit proposal. Staff has not been contacted for
additional input, nor is Staff aware that any City officials have been approached by the
Ponte Vista development team. At this time, the Los Angeles Citywide Planning
Commission (CPC) is still scheduled to receive a status report on the revised project on
August 13, 2009.
On August 4, 2009, Planning Staff and the City Manager met with the developer’s
interview facilitator, Jim Oswald. We expressed our continued concerns about the
traffic impacts and proposed density of the revised 1,395-unit project. Mr. Oswald
indicated that the developer was in discussions with the Department of City Planning on
a proposal with fewer units, although no firm number had yet been reached. He also
indicated that the project’s Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was going to be revised
and recirculated by the City of Los Angeles. Mr. Oswald said that the developer hoped
to have a revised proposal to present to the public by Fall 2009.
On August 13, 2009, the Los Angeles City Planning Commission (CPC) received a
status update on the project from the Department of City Planning. Since there was no
formal revised project to be discussed by the CPC, Staff did not attend the meeting.
However, we understand that the project planner, David Olivo, told the CPC that
Planning Staff has met several times with the developer to go over development
concepts in light of the Planning Staff-recommended guidelines and parameters that
were presented to the CPC at the previous public hearing in April 2009. Mr. Olivo said
that he expects another couple of months of dialogue with the developer before the
revised project is finalized and the revised EIR is re-circulated.
On September 8, 2009, the Daily Breeze reported that former Ponte Vista developer
Bob Bisno had filed for bankruptcy.
On April 2, 2010, the Ponte Vista development team announced that the ownership of
the property had been assumed by iStar Financial, Inc., which has been the primary
lender for the project since 2005. The iStar subsidiary “SFI Bridgeview, LLC” will continue
to pursue entitlements to redevelop the 62-acre former Navy housing site located at
26900 South Western Avenue in San Pedro. According to a report in the Daily Breeze
on April 6, 2010, a revised project proposal for the site may be announced by the new
developer by this summer.
On September 24, 2010, the Daily Breeze reported that iStar Financial, the latest
owners of the Ponte Vista project, were announcing that the revised project to be
presented to the City of Los Angeles would now encompass 1,135 units. Most recently,
the previous project owners had stated in June 2009 that the project would include
1,395 units, reduced from previous proposals for 1,950 units in June 2007 and 2,300

units in July 2005. Reportedly, Los Angeles City Councilwoman Janice Hahn received
word of the reduced project proposal favorably, stating that it was “much closer to what
makes sense in this part of San Pedro." The developer indicated that a new EIR will be
prepared and circulated for this revised proposal. However, only a few days after
announcing the revised project, the Daily Breeze and other media outlets reported that
iStar Financial was considering a bankruptcy filing.
On October 19, 2010, legal counsel for the new owners of the Ponte Vista project
contacted Staff about meeting with the Mayor to present the revised proposal to him
and to Planning Staff. Apparently, there is also a “scoping meeting” scheduled for the
new project EIR on November 10, 2010 at Peck Park in San Pedro. As of the date that
this report was completed, the City had received no formal notice of this upcoming
meeting or any details about the revised project.
Subsequent to the completion of the November 2010 Border Issues Status Report, Staff
received the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for
the revised Ponte Vista project, which has now been reduced to 1,135 units. Staff also
received a copy of the Initial Study (IS) for the revised proposal on November 10, 2010.
A public meeting to receive input on the scope of the project EIR was scheduled for
November 10, 2010, at Peck Park, with written comments on the scope of the revised
project EIR due to the City of Los Angeles by November 29, 2010.
The table below briefly summarizes the differences between the current 1,135-unit
proposal by iStar Financial; the previous 1,395-unit proposal by Credit Suisse from
2008; and the original 2,300-unit proposal by Bisno Development from 2005.
Project
Component
Senior housing
Multi-family condos
and townhomes
Single-family homes
Apartments
Total dwelling units
Residential density
Commercial
Parks/open space
Access road

2003 Proposal

2008 Proposal

Current Proposal

575 units

380 units

N/A

1,725 units

1,015 units

600 units

N/A
N/A
143 units
N/A
N/A
392 units
2,300 units
1,395 units
1,135 units
37.4 DU/acre
22.7 DU/acre
18.5 DU/acre
10,000 SF
8,000 SF
N/A
6 acres (public) &
2.8 acres (public) &
12 acres (public)
6 acres (private)
2.0 acres (private)
Access road to be provided connecting Western Avenue to Mary
Star-of-the-Sea High School

On November 10, 2010, the scoping meeting for the revised 1,135-unit Ponte Vista
project was held at Peck Park in San Pedro. The “scoping meeting” was conducted as
an open house hosted by the developer’s public relations/community outreach team.
Key points regarding the revised proposal that Staff noted at this meeting included:













The developer will be asking the City of Los Angeles for the approval of aGeneral
Plan Amendment, a Zone Change, a Specific Plan, a Vesting Tentative Tract
Map and a Development Agreement, the environmental effects of which will be
analyzed in the revised EIR.
The developer no longer proposes to voluntarily implement the various
recommendations (i.e., turn lanes, acceleration/deceleration lanes, driveway
modifications, etc.) of the Western Avenue Task Force as traffic impact mitigation
for the project, unless such mitigation measures are identified as necessary in
the revised traffic impact analysis.
As with the previous proposals, no site access from Gaffey Street—vehicular or
otherwise—is contemplated.
The 143 single-family units proposed will probably be detached condominium
units rather than “traditional” detached single-family residences.
For the revised traffic impact analysis, the 392 apartment units proposed will be
analyzed assuming higher trip-generation rates than the other 743 for-sale units,
even though the apartment units will be identical to condominium units elsewhere
in the project.
Although there are no age-restricted or statutorily affordable housing units
proposed in the revised project, the developer is still maintaining that some units
will be “accessible” to senior citizens and/or “affordable” as “workforce housing.”
Based upon current and anticipated future real estate market conditions, the
developer expects build-out of the revised project to take seven (7) years.

On November 17, 2010, Staff forwarded comments on the NOP for the revised project
to the City of Los Angeles, prior to the close of the public comment period on November
29, 2010. Many of these comments echoed those from 2005 on the NOP for the original
2,300-unit proposal. Based upon conversations with the developer’s representatives at
the scoping meeting, Staff does not expect to see the revised Draft EIR for the project
released for public review and comment until Spring 2011.
On January 11, 2011, Elise Swanson, most recently a member of the Ponte Vista
development team, advised Staff that she was returning to Los Angeles City
Councilwoman Janice Hahn’s staff as Deputy Chief of Staff. Ms. Swanson was
previously on Councilwoman Hahn’s Staff in the early- to mid- 2000s, but left to join the
Bisno Development team in about 2005.
On February 24, 2011, the Planning and Land Use Committee of the Northwest San
Pedro Neighborhood Council (NWSPNC) received a presentation on the preparation of
the new traffic study for the revised, 1,135-unit Ponte Vista project. The developer’s
traffic consultant reviewed the methodology to be employed in the preparation of the
report, including the gathering of new traffic count data in Fall 2010; the new tripgeneration assumptions to be used for the project; and the addition of several more
study intersections (based upon public comments on the traffic study for the previous
proposal), including Western Avenue and Peninsula Verde Drive. A follow-up session
to present preliminary traffic study results to the Planning and Land Use Committee was
tentatively scheduled for March 24, 2011.

The City’s Public Works Staff was contacted by the Ponte Vista developer’s engineer to
inquire about connecting that development’s sewage outfall to Rancho Palos Verdes’
sewage collection system as a means to access the Los Angeles County Sanitation
Districts’ (LACSD) trunk line, pumping station and (ultimately) treatment facility. Doing
so would subject Rancho Palos Verdes to liability and responsibility for the
consequences of overflows in those lines, including potential clean up costs, system
improvements and regulatory fines. Public Works Staff did not believe it would be
appropriate for a development outside of Rancho Palos Verdes to use the City’s
sewage collection system to transmit sewage to LACSD facilities. Community
Development Staff concurred with this assessment.
Public Works Staff subsequently contacted the Los Angeles County Department of
Public Works (LADPW), who maintains our City’s sewer system, as well as LACSD, and
has advised them both of the City’s position in this matter. LADPW Staff opined that the
development’s collection system leading to the trunk line should become the
responsibility of the City of Los Angeles, in which the development is actually located.
As such, Public Works Staff advised the developer’s engineer to contact LACSD to
pursue a direct connection to the LACSD trunk line in Western Avenue.
On November 17, 2011, the developer’s traffic consultant presented preliminary findings
from the traffic study for the Ponte Vista project to the Planning and Land Use
Committee of the Northwest San Pedro Neighborhood Council (NWSPNC). At this
time, the City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT) has not yet
approved the traffic study’s assumptions and the Draft Environmental Impact Report
(DEIR) is not expected to be released for public review and comment until the first
quarter of 2012. Nevertheless, the preliminary findings of the traffic study have
identified significant impacts at four (4) Western Avenue intersections that are located
(at least partially) within Rancho Palos Verdes: Peninsula Verde Drive, Avenida
Aprenda, Delasonde Drive/Westmont Drive and Trudie Drive/Capitol Drive. In order to
mitigate these impacts to less-than-significant levels, it is likely that right-of-way
modifications (i.e., restriping, narrowing the median, adding/modifying traffic signals,
etc.) will be required, some of which could occur within Rancho Palos Verdes’
jurisdiction and would require our concurrence prior to implementation. Staff will
continue to monitor this project in future Border Issues reports.
On December 13, 2011, Staff was alerted by the Northwest San Pedro Neighborhood
Council (NWSPNC) that the release of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR)
for the 1,135-unit Ponte Vista project is anticipated for March 2012. If so, Staff expected
to have a more detailed report on the DEIR as a part of the April 2012 Border Issues
report.

LOS ANGELES COUNTY GENERAL PLAN UPDATE (COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES)
 Last Update: October 2, 2007

On November 22, 2002, the City received a copy of the Notice of Preparation (NOP)
and Initial Study for a comprehensive update and amendment to the Los Angeles
County General Plan. The project generally proposes to revise County growth policies
by updating population and housing projections; revise and expand the boundaries of
Significant Ecological Areas (SEA’s) to reflect recent biological surveys; revise the land
use policy maps and other related general plan maps, plans and exhibits, and convert
them to a digital computer format; revise the transportation policy maps to reflect recent
updates and revisions to the County’s transportation network; revise the Conservation
and Open Space element to incorporate the requirements of the National Pollutant
Discharge and Elimination System (NPDES); and revise the boundaries of several
County “islands” to reflect recent incorporations.
The Initial Study identifies a number of potentially significant environmental impacts in
the general areas of hazards, resources, services and other categories. Revisions to
the County’s general plan would potentially affect the use and development of property
on the Peninsula within the Academy Hills, Westfield and The Estates communities, as
well as the South Coast Botanic Garden. In addition, Crenshaw Boulevard between
Palos Verdes Drive North and Silver Spur Road is located in unincorporated territory,
while Hawthorne Boulevard from Pacific Coast Highway to Palos Verdes Drive West is
a designated County highway (Route N7). It should also be noted that the SEA’s
depicted in the project description appear to include the landslide moratorium area and
other large portions of the City, as well as the entire coastline of the Peninsula.
The County conducted a series of public scoping meetings between December 2, 2002
and December 10, 2002 to solicit input on the preparation of the draft Environmental
Impact Report (EIR) for this project. The deadline for public comments on the NOP was
originally December 23, 2002, but has been extended to February 23, 2003.
Based upon the City Council’s input at the January 7, 2003 City Council meeting, Staff
forwarded comments on the NOP to the County on January 14, 2003. Staff anticipated
that a draft Environmental Impact Report and a draft County General Plan would be
available for review and comment in late Spring 2003, although this was not the case.
On January 20, 2004, the City received notice of the release of a Draft Preliminary
General Plan from the County. The deadline for comments on the document is June 1,
2004, and a community workshop was held in the unincorporated Rosewood community
(near El Segundo Boulevard and the Harbor (110) Freeway) on March 9, 2004. The
workshop was very lightly attended. County Staff presented an overview of the general
plan update process, and distributed copies of the County’s Shaping the Future 2025,
which presents County Staff’s draft language for the general plan goals and policies.
Several more workshops were held during March 2004, and two more will be held
during April 2004.
County Staff expects to have a draft of the General Plan and EIR prepared by the end
of this year, with hearings before the Regional Planning Commission and the Board of
Supervisors in 2005. On April 6, 2004 and May 4, 2004, Staff presented draft

comments on the County General Plan update for the City Council’s review.
finalized these comments and submitted them to the County on May 6, 2004.

Staff

The City previously commented on the County’s General Plan update on May 6, 2004,
raising many issues of concern with respect to the unincorporated areas of the
Peninsula. On July 6, 2007, Staff was advised of the availability of the Draft Preliminary
General Plan. Public comments on the document are due by August 30, 2007. Staff will
review the preliminary draft to see if our previous comments have been adequately
addressed, and will forward comments to the County by the end of the comment period.
The document is available for review on-line at:
http://planning.lacounty.gov/spGPMain.htm
On September 18, 2007, the City received acknowledgement from the County of our
comments on the Preliminary Draft General Plan. Our comments of August 30, 2007,
raised many of the same issues of concern with respect to the unincorporated areas of
the Peninsula that we had originally raised in 2004. These included the potential 50percent increase in residential density in the Westfield and Academy Hills
neighborhoods; corrections to the County’s Highway Plan maps; inaccurate depictions
of sensitive habitat areas on the Peninsula; noise impacts associated with major
roadway traffic and aircraft over-flights; the future use of the former Palos Verdes
Landfill site; and the anticipated number of new housing units to be allocated to the
unincorporated area of the Peninsula by SCAG. Staff now awaits the release of the
draft EIR associated with the General Plan update, and will report back to the City
Council on this matter in a future Border Issues report.

CHANDLER RANCH/ROLLING HILLS COUNTRY CLUB PROJECT (CITIES OF
ROLLING HILLS ESTATES AND TORRANCE)
 Last Update: December 6, 2011
On March 24, 2003, the Daily Breeze reported that the Chandler Quarry Reuse
Committee had begun to review a conceptual plan for the reuse of the Chandler Quarry
site in Rolling Hills Estates. According to the City of Rolling Hills Estates website, the
City of Rolling Hills Estates established the Committee “to determine the opportunities,
problems and potential benefits which may result from the undertaking of a program to
convert the Chandler Landfill and the Rolling Hills Country Club into a new and
productive use that is consistent with the General Plan, the property owners and the
surrounding community.” The Committee includes representatives of the cities of
Rolling Hills Estates, Torrance and Lomita, the property owners (i.e., Chandler’s, Inc.
and the Rolling Hills Country Club), and the surrounding residential neighborhoods.
The 220-acre site is located mostly in Rolling Hills Estates, with small portions
encroaching upon the cities of Torrance and Lomita. This area has been designated in
the Rolling Hills Estates General Plan for Commercial Recreation and Very Low Density
Residential (i.e., one dwelling unit per acre) land uses. Additional information is
available on the Rolling Hills Estates website at:

http://www.ci.rolling-hills-estates.ca.us/comm-issues/chandler/index.htm
The conceptual plan described in the Daily Breeze includes expanding the current 6,112
-yard Rolling Hills Country Club golf course to 7,000 yards; relocating and enlarging the
existing, 30,000-square-foot clubhouse by 10,000 to 15,000 square feet; and
constructing 160 to 200 new homes. Apparently, a similar but larger project (i.e., 600
homes) was proposed in the mid 1980’s, but never moved forward in the face of strong
community opposition. The Daily Breeze article notes that geology and hydrology
studies for the project have been underway for more than a year. Staff expects that an
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) will be prepared for the project at some point.
On September 7, 2004, the Rolling Hills Estates City Council and Planning Commission
held a joint workshop on the reuse of the Chandler landfill site. Representatives of the
Rolling Hills Country Club presented a conceptual site plan and scale model of the
project to decision makers and residents of Rolling Hills Estates and Torrance (portions
of the Chandler property are located in Torrance). The current plans call for 129 singlefamily homes, the expansion and relocation of the existing Rolling Hills Country Club
clubhouse to 45,000 square feet and the lengthening of the course to 7,000 yards. As
reported in the Peninsula News and Daily Breeze on September 9, 2004, many
attendees were concerned about the design of the proposed subdivision and the safety
of the project with respect to its potential to trigger landslides on downslope properties,
such as occurred on Carolwood Lane in Torrance. Staff will continue to monitor this
project in future Border Issues reports.
On November 25, 2004, the Palos Verdes Peninsula News reported that the Chandler
landfill had refused two truckloads of debris from a controversial, illegal disposal site in
the City of Huntington Park. The material in question was debris from the 1994
Northridge earthquake that had been stockpiled on a property in Huntington Park for the
past decade. Cleanup of that site was ordered in 2001. Residents in the vicinity of the
stockpile had characterized the debris as toxic, although the California Integrated Waste
Management Board tested the material and found no toxins. However, once Rolling
Hills Estates residents heard of the proposed importation of this material to Chandler’s
and expressed their concerns, Chandler’s decided not to accept the material.
On April 28, 2005, the Daily Breeze reported that the City of Torrance has expressed
willingness to consider swapping jurisdiction with the City of Rolling Hills Estates over
approximately forty-eight (48) acres of the Chandler quarry. Such a swap would result
in any future development of the quarry falling entirely within Rolling Hills Estates.
According to the Daily Breeze, Torrance expects to receive cash and equivalent
acreage elsewhere as compensation for the land swap.
On June 26, 2007, the Rolling Hills Estates City Council and Planning Commission held
a joint workshop to receive a presentation of the latest proposal for the reuse of the
Chandler Quarry site on Palos Verdes Drive East. The revised plans call for one
hundred twelve (112) single-family homes, the expansion and relocation of the existing

Rolling Hills Country Club clubhouse to 53,000 square feet, and the lengthening of the
course to 7,000 yards. The selection of the consultant to prepare the project’s
environmental impact report (EIR) is expected in the near future. Staff will continue to
monitor this project and report on it in future Border Issues reports.
On August 14, 2007, the Rolling Hills Estates City Council awarded a contract for the
preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the reuse of the Chandler
Quarry site on Palos Verdes Drive East. Staff will continue to monitor this project and
report on it in future Border Issues reports.
On January 10, 2008, the City received the Notice of Preparation and Initial Study
(NOP/IS) for the Draft EIR for the Chandler Ranch/Rolling Hills Country Club project
(formerly the Chandler Quarry Reuse Plan). The proposed project would redevelop the
225.5-acre Chandler’s Palos Verdes Sand and Gravel facility and the adjacent Rolling
Hills Country Club properties. The project would reconfigure/relocate the existing golf
course and construct a new clubhouse complex for the Rolling Hills Country Club. The
new golf course facility would primarily be located on the land that currently comprises
the Chandler’s Palos Verdes Sand and Gravel facility. Reconfiguring/relocating the
Rolling Hills Country Club would allow the current golf course land to be redeveloped
with a residential community consisting of one hundred twelve (112) single-family
residences. The project also includes dedicating a 4½- to 5-acre portion of the site to
the City of Torrance to be preserved as permanent open space as part of the adjacent
Alta Loma Park.
A public scoping meeting on the Draft EIR for the Chandler Ranch/Rolling Hills Country
Club project was held on January 31, 2008. Although many potential issues of concern
were discussed by residents of Rolling Hills Estates, Torrance and Lomita—including
geology, hydrology and traffic—a recurrent issue was that the proposed project involves
eliminating the current equestrian overlay zoning and makes no provisions for
horsekeeping or equestrian trails.
On February 6, 2008, Staff forwarded comments on the scope of the Draft EIR to the
City of Rolling Hills Estates. Our comments focused on the impacts of the removal of
the Horse Overlay on the semi-rural quality of life on the Peninsula; and traffic impacts
on Palos Verdes Drive East. The 45-day public comment period for the NOP/IS ended
on February 25, 2008.
On May 4, 2009, Staff received the Notice of Completion/Notice of Availability
(NOC/NOA) for the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Chandler
Ranch/Rolling Hills Country Club project in the cities of Rolling Hills Estates and
Torrance. Since most of the project site is in Rolling Hills Estates, it is acting as the
lead agency for the DEIR. The project now proposes the construction of one hundred
fourteen (114) single-family homes; the reconfiguration of the existing golf course; the
construction of a new 61,411-square-foot clubhouse structure; and setting aside 3.9
acres of the project site as natural open space. In our previous scoping comments for
the DEIR, Staff noted our concerns regarding the impacts of the removal of the Horse

Overlay on the semi-rural quality of life on the Peninsula, and the project’s traffic
impacts on Palos Verdes Drive East.
The 60-day public comment period for the DEIR will end on June 30, 2009. At this time,
no hearings have yet been scheduled for the Rolling Hills Planning Commission or City
Council to consider this project. Staff submitted comments on the DEIR on June 22,
2009.
On June 17, 2010, the City received notification that portions of the Draft Environmental
Impact Report (DEIR) for the Chandler Ranch/Rolling Hills Country Club project were
being recirculated. This was due to the incorporation of notable new information in the
DEIR regarding the project’s environmental impacts with respect to air quality, biological
resources, cultural resources, and hydrology and water quality. The City’s previous
DEIR comments of June 22, 2009, focused upon the impacts of the proposed removal
of the Horse Overlay on the semi-rural quality of life on the Peninsula, and the project’s
traffic impacts upon Palos Verdes Drive East. These aspects of the proposed project
have not changed in the recirculated portions of the DEIR. As such, Staff did not intend
to offer additional comments on this project. However, it should be noted that
comments on the recirculated portions of the DEIR were accepted by the City of Rolling
Hills Estates until August 4, 2010.
On October 4, 2010, the Rolling Hills Estates Planning Commission held its first public
hearing on the Chandler Ranch/Rolling Hills Country Club project, including the Final
Environmental Impact Report (FEIR). The FEIR included a response to our previous
comments of June 22, 2009. At the public hearing, major issues of concern to the
Planning Commission included the proposed removal of the Horse Overlay from most of
the project site; the adequacy of the analysis of the project’s impacts upon cultural
resources; and the treatment and handling of site runoff. The public hearing was
continued to November 1, 2010.
On November 1, 2010, the Rolling Hills Estates Planning Commission continued its
deliberations on the Chandler Ranch/Rolling Hills Country Club project. As noted in a
Daily Breeze article of November 4, 2010, the developer now agrees to conduct more
robust investigation and documentation of cultural resources than had been previously
proposed, including the use of ground-penetrating radar. At the public hearing,
however, the major issue of concern to the Planning Commission continued to be the
proposed removal of the Horse Overlay from most of the project site. The public
hearing was continued again to January 31, 2011.
On January 31, 2011, the Rolling Hills Estates Planning Commission was scheduled to
continue its deliberations on the Chandler Ranch/Rolling Hills Country Club project.
However, the project applicant requested a continuance to allow additional time to
resolve issues with the equestrian community. The public hearing was continued again
to April 4, 2011.

On March 8, 2011, the Rolling Hills Estates City Council met in a special joint session
with the Park and Activities Commission and the Equestrian Committee to discuss
possible means to offset the loss of the horse overlay and a proposed equestrian trail
on the project site. The project developer is proposing to guarantee $2 million in
equestrian-related improvements elsewhere in the City of Rolling Hills Estates if it is
relieved of the obligation to comply with the horse overlay and construct an equestrian
trail. Overall, the developer’s proposal has received a favorable response so far.
On April 4, 2011, the Rolling Hills Estates Planning Commission continued its
deliberations on the Chandler Ranch/Rolling Hills Country Club project. At the
conclusion of the public hearing, a majority of the Planning Commissioner’s voted to
recommend approval of the project to the Rolling Hills Estates City Council. The
Planning Commission subsequently held another public hearing on May 2, 2011, to
consider the proposed development agreement associated with the project. At that
meeting, the Planning Commission agreed to recommend approval of the development
agreement to the Rolling Hills Estates City Council.
On May 10, 2011, the Rolling Hills Estates City Council met to conduct a public hearing
on the entire Chandler Ranch/Rolling Hills Country Club project, including the
reorganization of territory with the City of Torrance and the proposed development
agreement. The City Council received a presentation regarding the project and raised a
number of issues of concern, including the design of the proposed clubhouse and
homes; the proposed removal of the horse overlay zone; and school district boundary
issues. The City Council did not accept public comment at the May 10th meeting, but
continued the matter to June 14, 2011 for further discussion.
On June 14, 2011, the Rolling Hills Estates City Council continued its deliberations on
the Chandler Ranch/Rolling Hills Country Club project. Issues discussed included
supple mental traffic impact analysis, neighborhood compatibility and school district
attendance boundary issues. Public testimony on the project was received, and the
matter was continued to July 26, 2011. The Rolling Hills Estates City Council was
expected to take action on the project entitlements, development agreement and Final
EIR at that meeting.
On July 26, 2011, the Rolling Hills Estates City Council unanimously certified the project
EIR and approved the 114-home Chandler Ranch/Rolling Hills Country Club project.
The three (3) ordinances related to these entitlements subsequently passed second
reading and were adopted on August 9, 2011. The project still requires final approval
by the City of Torrance (for portions of the project currently located within that city) and
by the Los Angeles County Local Agency Formation Commission (for an eventual 32acre “land swap” between the cities of Rolling Hills Estates and Torrance).
On August 26, 2011, the Daily Breeze reported that a planning advocacy group had filed
suit to block the Chandler Ranch/Rolling Hills Country Club project. According to the
Daily Breeze, Good Local Planning, Inc. and “Residents Against Chandler Ranch” are
challenging the environmental analysis for the project, particularly with respect to traffic

impacts, greenhouse gas emissions and jurisdictional issues related to school district
boundaries. The lawsuit also apparently challenges the development agreement for the
project, which proposes to fund $1 million in future equestrian projects in Rolling Hills
Estates (purportedly in return for the removal of the property from the horse overlay
zone as a part of the project entitlements).
As “Late Correspondence” for the October 4, 2011, City Council meeting, Staff
distributed a copy of the “Notice to Public Agencies” regarding the lawsuit challenging
the Chandler Ranch/Rolling Hills Country Club project. Staff will continue to monitor this
project in future Border Issues reports.

CALWATER PALOS VERDES PIPELINE PROJECT IN PALOS VERDES DRIVE
NORTH (CITIES OF ROLLING HILLS ESTATES AND RANCHO PALOS VERDES
AND UNINCORPORATED LOS ANGELES COUNTY)
 Last Update: February 7, 2012
California Water Service Company (CWSC) made a presentation to the City Council
regarding its master plan for the Palos Verdes District on February 17, 2004. Part of
this plan envisioned placing two (2) new water mains under Palos Verdes Drive North to
replace an existing line serving the westerly Peninsula (the so-called “D-500 System”);
and to supplement existing supply lines to the existing reservoirs at the top of the
Peninsula (the so-called “Ridge System”). Another previous Border Issue upon which
the City commented in 2003 was the Harbor-South Bay Water Recycling Project,
proposed jointly by the Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) and the West Basin Municipal
Water District (WBMWD) to provide reclaimed water for irrigation purposes. One of the
proposed lines for this project (Lateral 6B) would be placed under Palos Verdes Drive
North to serve existing and proposed golf courses and parks in Rolling Hills Estates,
Palos Verdes Estates and County territory, as well as Green Hills Memorial Park in
Rancho Palos Verdes. Adding to these water line projects is a plan by Southern
California Edison (SCE) to underground existing utility lines along Palos Verdes Drive
North between Rolling Hills Road and Montecillo Drive. All of these projects would
require construction within the public right-of-way of Palos Verdes Drive North, which is
already severely impacted by traffic during peak-hour periods.
On February 22, 2005, the Rolling Hills Estates City Council heard a joint presentation
by CWSC, WBMWD and SCE representatives of plans to coordinate these three
infrastructure projects as a single, large project. The traffic control measures proposed
to accomplish these combined projects would involve phased closures of segments of
Palos Verdes Drive North over a period of at least fifteen (15) months, assuming 2-shift,
16-hour workdays. Although controlled local access to residences, businesses and
schools along Palos Verdes Drive North would be maintained throughout the project,
both local and through traffic would be detoured at various times onto Hawthorne
Boulevard, Crenshaw Boulevard, Rolling Hills Road, Palos Verdes Drive East/Narbonne
Avenue and Pacific Coast Highway.

Both the RHE City Council and members of the public had significant concerns about
the proposed project. Of primary concern were the justification for elements of the
project; and the number and scope of possible alternatives considered. At the
conclusion of the workshop, it was the City Council’s consensus that additional public
workshops were necessary, as was the preparation of a formal Initial Study (IS) to
identify all of the environmental effects of the proposed project. Staff intended to
continue to monitor this project, and to review and comment upon the IS once it is
completed.
Previously, Staff has monitored and reported on this project under the title “Joint
CalWater-West Basin MWD-Edison Infrastructure Project.” However, it came to Staff’s
attention in late 2011 that the scope of the project has changed in that it has reduced
the amount of construction activity within Palos Verdes Drive North, and no longer
involves reclaimed water or electrical lines.
The primary purposes of the CalWater Palos Verdes Pipeline Project are to “increase
water system reliability, improve fire-fighting capability, and reduce the risk of property
loss or damage on the Palos Verdes Peninsula.” The two-phase project proposes to
replace an existing pipeline that currently traverses multiple private properties within the
City of Rolling Hills Estates with two (2) new pipelines to be located primarily within
street and bridle trail rights-of-way.
One of the new pipelines (the so-called
“Crenshaw/Ridge Supply Project”) would extend southward along Crenshaw Boulevard
(mainly through unincorporated County territory) to a new reservoir and pump station to
be constructed at the northwest corner of Crenshaw Boulevard and Silver Spur Road in
the City of Rolling Hills Estates. This pipeline would then continue southward along
Crenshaw Boulevard through the City of Rancho Palos Verdes to tie into an existing
pipeline in Crest Road that supplies CalWater’s reservoir near the intersection of Crest
and Highridge roads.
CalWater is currently conducting engineering and technical studies to identify the
environmental impacts of the proposed project, as required pursuant to CEQA. Public
Works Staff is aware of this proposal and will be working with CalWater on those
portions of the project that are located within our jurisdiction. Staff will also continue to
monitor this project in future Border Issues reports.

BRICKWALK, LLC CONDOMINIUMS (CITY OF ROLLING HILLS ESTATES)
 Last Update: July 17, 2007
On January 31, 2007, the City received a Notice of Preparation and Initial Study
(NOP/IS) for a draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for a proposed mixed-use
project consisting of one hundred sixty-three (163) units, 14,200 square feet of
commercial space and associated off-street parking. The project proponent, Laing
Urban, is also the developer of the proposed Crestridge senior housing project in
Rancho Palos Verdes, which is located immediately upslope across Indian Peak Road.
The proposed project would replace existing office buildings at 655-683 Deep Valley

Drive and 924-950 Indian Peak Road, and would also involve stabilization of and
construction on the failed slope behind the “Brickwalk” project. This project falls within
the boundaries of Rolling Hills Estates’ proposed Peninsula Village Overlay Zone
(PVOZ), for which a Final EIR has not yet been prepared. A variance has been
requested for building height, setbacks and lot coverage since the project proposes to
comply with the proposed PVOZ standards, not with the existing Mixed-Use Overlay
District (MUOD) standards.
The Initial Study identifies several potentially significant environmental impacts that will
need to be addressed in the draft EIR. Staff attended the scoping meeting for the
project on February 21, 2007, at which many issues of concern were discussed. These
included geotechnical issues regarding construction on the recent landslide area; the
adequacy of the proposed off-street parking; traffic impacts; and the relationship to the
PVOZ project and DPEIR. On February 28, 2007, Staff forwarded comments on the
scope of the DEIR for this 163-unit mixed-use project to the City of Rolling Hills Estates.
The public comment period ended on March 2, 2007. Once a DEIR is released for
public review and comment, Staff will bring this matter back to the City Council. In the
meantime, Staff will continue to monitor this and other development projects in the
Peninsula Village area.
On May 8, 2007, the Rolling Hills Estates City Council and Planning Commission
conducted a public “first look” workshop on the Laing Urban mixed-use project. The
developer provided an overview of the project, pointing out that in most respects it
complied with the City’s existing Mixed-Use Overlay District (MUOD) standards. The
developer also noted that the project would stabilize the failed slope that destroyed
office buildings on the site several years ago. On June 23, 2007, the Palos Verdes
Peninsula News reported that Laing Urban has offered to pay half the projected $16$18 million cost to repair the landslide on the site of its proposed 169-unit mixed-use
project.

SAN PEDRO COMMUNITY PLAN UPDATE (CITY OF LOS ANGELES)
 Last Update: June 5, 2012
On February 4, 2008, the City received the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Draft
EIR for the San Pedro Community Plan update. The proposed project would guide
development in the San Pedro area through 2030; amend the Mobility (Transportation)
Element of the General Plan with respect to policies pertinent to San Pedro; and
implement Plan Amendments, Zone Changes and Overlay Districts as needed to
accomplish the goals and objectives of the Community Plan. A public scoping meeting
on the Draft EIR was held on February 20, 2008, and the 30-day public comment period
for the NOP was set to end on March 3, 2008. Staff submitted comments to the City of
Los Angeles on February 12, 2008, which included a request to extend the public
comment period to forty-five (45) days. We will also continue to monitor this project as
the Draft EIR is prepared and circulated for additional public review and comment.

On December 8, 2011, Staff of the City of Los Angeles Planning Department met jointly
with the Planning and Land Use committees of the Northwest, Central and Costal San
Pedro neighborhood councils to present a status report on the San Pedro Community
Plan Update. We had previously commented upon this project in February 2008,
requesting that:





The community plan update should include focused attention on the Western
Avenue commercial corridor shared by Rancho Palos Verdes and Los Angeles;
The community plan update should include the “annexation” of the Ponte Vista
site and three (3) adjacent condominium projects from the Wilmington/Harbor
City Community Plan Area; and,
The community plan update could provide an opportunity to correct certain
“anomalies” in the city boundary between Rancho Palos Verdes and Los
Angeles.

As presented at the December 8, 2011, meeting, the City of Los Angeles is proposing
changes to a variety of existing zoning and land use regulations throughout San Pedro.
In the areas that immediately abut Rancho Palos Verdes, most of these are proposed
nomenclature changes, meaning that the names of the zones and land use areas would
change, but the existing development standards and permitted uses would not change.
At a couple of locations along Western Avenue (i.e., the Garden Village shopping center
and the condominiums next to the Harbor Cove shopping center), existing
inconsistencies between the actual land use and the designated zoning would be
resolved by making the zoning consistent with the existing development at each
location. Staff does not anticipate that these nomenclature changes or the resolution of
land use/zoning inconsistencies will have an adverse effect upon Rancho Palos Verdes
and its residents.
Some of the proposed changes to the community plan include the designation of socalled “opportunity areas,” which are generally seen as “under-utilized” areas of the San
Pedro community that may deserve special, focused attention. One of these
opportunity areas is identified as the commercial district surrounding the intersection of
Western Avenue and West 25th Street, which is located along a major path of travel for
residents and visitors entering and leaving Rancho Palos Verdes. As currently
envisioned, the development standards in this area would be revised to increase both
the density/intensity of development and the maximum height of buildings to create a
sub-regional commercial and residential center for the southwesterly portion of San
Pedro. Staff has some initial concerns about this proposal and will continue to monitor it
in future iterations of the community plan update. We also note that the City of Los
Angeles does not intend to “shift” the Ponte Vista site into the San Pedro Community
Plan Area, even though most people seem to associate that property much more with
San Pedro than with Wilmington or Harbor City.
On April 26, 2012, Staff of the City of Los Angeles Planning Department met again
jointly with the Planning and Land Use committees of the Northwest, Central and
Coastal San Pedro neighborhood councils to present a status report on the San Pedro

Community Plan Update. City Planning Staff presented an updated version of the draft
community plan that included more detail about the proposed revisions to the existing
plan. An issue of concern to many meeting attendees with the revised plan was revised
policy language regarding the Ponte Vista project that seemed to support a higher
density of development than had been discussed at the previous meeting in December
2011. Attendees also had many questions about the reclassification of roadways in the
proposed “Mobility” chapter of the revised plan.
City Planning Staff indicated that the “Implementation” chapter of the revised plan was
still forthcoming, as was the associated draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). The
complete draft community plan and DEIR are expected to be released for public review
and comment by late spring/early summer of this year, with the goal of presenting the
updated community plan to the Los Angeles City Council for adoption by the end of
2012.
On April 30, 2012, Staff forwarded comments on the draft community plan to the City of
Los Angeles. Staff awaits the release of the DEIR, and will continue to monitor this
project in future Border Issues reports.

PROMENADE ON THE PENINSULA MIXED-USE PROJECT (CITY OF ROLLING
HILLS ESTATES)
 Last Update: February 3, 2009
On December 15, 2008, the Rolling Hills Estates City Council and Planning Commission
met jointly for a “first look” at the Promenade on the Peninsula mixed-use project at 520,
550 and 580 Deep Valley Drive. The project proposes sixty-six (66) residential
condominiums and 16,620 square feet of additional retail space at the existing
Promenade on the Peninsula mall. Six (6) of the proposed residences would be
designated as affordable to low-income families. The project is located within Rolling
Hills Estates’ Mixed-Use Overlay District (MUOD), which permits residential densities of
up to twenty-two (22) dwelling units per acre. This equates to a base density of fifty-five
(55) units. However, the project applicant has requested a 20-percent density bonus
under State law, along with a requested development concession to substantially
exceed the 44-foot building height with up to five (5) stories of condominium units above
the existing commercial buildings. The additional retail space would be constructed
within the mall proper and in the existing surface parking lot at the northeast corner of
Crossfield Drive and Deep Valley Drive.
The Staff report noted that, given the height and number of stories proposed, Staff was
concerned that the project appeared too massive. Staff recommended that the
residential units be located in a less stacked and more dispersed manner. Staff further
recommended that no residential component be more than two (2) stories above
existing commercial uses if the units remain where currently proposed. If the residential
uses were proposed in other portions of the project site, Staff recommended that they
be integrated into the existing shopping center such that the overall height of the

affected commercial area is no higher or more massive than the existing condition.
Staff also expressed concern about the adequacy of off-street parking for the shopping
center and residential uses, especially since the new commercial building would reduce
the number of available parking spaces.
In discussions with Staff, project
representatives indicated a willingness to consider integrating a small “boutique” hotel
within the project.
At the joint meeting, the project proponents presented a revised project that reduced the
height of the residential components of the project; increased the anticipated number of
dwelling units to sixty-eight (68); and increased the size and height of the proposedretail
building in the surface parking lot near Crossfield Drive and Deep Valley Drive. The
Rolling Hills Estates City Council and Planning Commission questioned the potential to
“re-purpose” the former Saks Fifth Avenue space as a small hotel; the adequacy of the
existing parking structure to meet the needs of the proposed project; the staging and
phasing of construction so as to minimize disruption to existing businesses in the mall;
the validity of the developer’s assumptions about the positive effects of residential units
on the mall, in light of the City’s recent economic analysis of the Peninsula Center
district; the design and orientation of some of the proposed dwelling units with respect
to the availability of natural light and ventilation; and shade effects upon the existing
open areas of the mall. There was general support of project components that would
provide more street-level retail space along the perimeter of the mall, especially along
Drybank Drive. However, several Councilmembers and Commissioners appeared
skeptical about the project as a whole.
Staff expects that an Initial Study (IS) will be prepared for the project in the future. Staff
intends to comment on the IS once it is released for public review, and will continue to
monitor this project in future Border Issues reports.

INTERMODAL CONTAINER TERMINAL FACILITY MODERNIZATION (PORTS OF
LOS ANGELES & LONG BEACH)
 Last Update: March 3, 2009
On January 12, 2009, Staff received the Notice of Preparation/Initial Study (NOP/IS) for
the proposed modernization of the Intermodal Container Transfer Facility (ICTF) serving
the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach. The ICTF currently serves as a transfer
point to interstate rail lines for containerized freight entering the ports. The project
proposes to upgrade and modernize the existing facility with the goals of:





Reducing emissions at the ICTF by replacing diesel-powered equipment with
electric-powered equipment;
Providing additional near-dock rail capacity and container throughput by
increasing operation efficiencies consistent with the Ports’ Rail Master Plan Study
and minimizing surface transportation congestion and/or delays;
Providing enhanced cargo security through new technologies, including
biometrics; and,



Continuing to promote the direct transfer of cargo from port to rail with minimal
surface transportation congestion and/or delays.

The NOP/IS will be circulated for a 48-day public review period, which will end on
February 25, 2009. A public scoping meeting will be held on February 11, 2009, at 6:00
PM at Stephens Middle School, 1830 W. Columbia St., Long Beach, CA 90810. Staff
intended to comment on the NOP.
On February 12, 2009, Staff forwarded comments on the Notice of Preparation (NOP)
for the proposed modernization of the Intermodal Container Transfer Facility (ICTF) to
the ICTF Joint Powers Authority. Staff will continue to monitor this project in future
Border Issues reports.

PENINSULA HIGH SCHOOL STADIUM LIGHTING (PALOS VERDES PENINSULA
UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT)
 Last Update: June 5, 2012
On June 28, 2010, the City Managers of Rancho Palos Verdes and Rolling Hills Estates
were notified by the Superintendent of PVPUSD that the Board of Education had
received a presentation from the Peninsula Stadium Lights Steering Committee on June
24, 2010. The Board was scheduled to consider this matter again at its regular meeting
on July 22, 2010.
The 41.55-acre campus of Palos Verdes Peninsula High School (PVPHS) is a triangular
parcel located at the northeasterly corner of Silver Spur Road and Hawthorne Boulevard
in the City of Rolling Hills Estates. It is almost entirely surrounded by single-family
neighborhoods in the City of Rancho Palos Verdes to the north, west (across Silver
Spur Road) and southeast (across Hawthorne Boulevard). There is also a small
neighborhood of eight (8) single-family homes (Via de la Vista) in the City of Rolling Hills
Estates that is located immediately to the north of the campus. The Peninsula Center
shopping center is located diagonally across from the campus at the southwesterly
corner of Silver Spur Road and Hawthorne Boulevard in the City of Rolling Hills Estates.
The existing stadium is located in the north central portion of the campus, and includes
“home” and “visitor” grandstands, a football field and a track. Pursuant to the Rolling
Hills Estates General Plan and Zoning Map, the land use and zoning designations for
the PVPHS campus are “Institutional” and “I” (Institutional), respectively.
Pursuant to Section 3290.1 of the PVPUSD Administrative Regulations (AR), the Board
of Education (Board) must review and approve any proposal to initiate a capital
campaign to build or modify facilities at a school site. The Peninsula Stadium Lights
Steering Committee (Committee) requested permission to initiate a fundraising
campaign to install lights at the existing stadium at PVPHS on June 24, 2010, in
accordance with AR 3290.1. At that meeting, the Board heard this proposal as an
“information only” item. On July 22, 2010, the Board was scheduled to formally decide
whether or not to authorize the Committee to proceed with its fundraising efforts. The

authorization to proceed with the capital campaign would amount to tacit approval of the
proposal by the Board.
According to the information presented to the Board by the Committee on June 24,
2010, the football program is one of only two revenue-generating sports programs at
PVPHS (the other being basketball). As such, the Committee’s purposes in pursuing
the installation of stadium lights at PVPHS to allow evening scheduling of football
games are manifold, including increasing:
(a)

(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)

greatly needed revenue to support the athletic and other school
programs, as severe budget cuts are threatening the availability of
money for these programs from the [District];
the attendance at games by allowing more students, parents and
other community members to attend;
athletic opportunities for students who play soccer and lacrosse by
increasing scheduling flexibility;
the community spirit that comes from having parents and others in
the neighborhood attend high school football games; and
the ability for CIF games to be played at [PVPHS].

It was the Committee’s intent to raise the necessary funds, receive final approval from
the Board and complete this project in time for the 2010-2011 academic year. However,
it is not clear to Staff if this aggressive time line is realistic or feasible.
The materials presented to the Board included a preliminary design for the proposed
stadium lighting. The preliminary plans call for the installation of four (4) 80-foot-tall light
poles around the perimeter of the stadium, located on both sides of the football field at
roughly the 15-yard line. There would be twelve (12) lumieres (i.e., light fixtures)
mounted on each pole, for a total of forty-eight (48) lumieres. Preliminary photometric
studies indicate that the proposed project would provide average illumination of the
football field at fifty footcandles (50 fc), and of the track at twenty footcandles (20 fc).
These studies also demonstrate that illumination levels would drop to an average of one
-and-one-half footcandles (1.5 fc) at a distance of one hundred feet (100’) from the
track. The nearest homes to the stadium are located roughly three hundred sixty feet
(360’) from the track, across Hawthorne Boulevard to the southeast.
As mentioned above, the PVPHS campus is zoned “I” (Institutional) by the City of
Rolling Hills Estates. Within the “I” district, public educational institutions and related
recreational facilities are conditionally-permitted uses. Furthermore, outdoor lighting
must comply with the requirements of Section 17.42.030 of the Rolling Hills Estates
Municipal Code (RHEMC), to wit:
A.

Lighting shall be directly only onto the property where the light
source is located. No lighting shall be permitted which results in
the direct illumination of other properties.

B.

C.
D.

Individual light fixtures shall be permitted only if the power/light
intensity of the individual fixtures does not exceed one hundred fifty
watts or two thousand lumens, whichever is most restrictive. The
total intensity of all such fixtures shall not exceed one thousand
watts or thirteen thousand three hundred thirty-three lumens plus
one hundred fifty watts or two thousand lumens for each one
thousand five hundred square feet of lot area beyond fifteen
thousand square feet, up to an aggregate maximum of one
thousand five hundred watts or twenty thousand lumens, whichever
is less intense.
No outdoor lighting shall be permitted where the light source or
fixture is more than twelve feet above grade.
Any indirect illumination of neighboring properties shall not exceed
four-tenths footcandle at the property line.

Outdoor lighting that proposes to deviate from these standards may be permitted with
the approval of a Special Use Permit by the Rolling Hills Estates Planning Commission.
However, Section 53094(b) of the California Government Code allows school districts to
exempt themselves from local zoning regulations by a two-thirds (⅔) vote of the Board.
As such, it is not clear at this time if this proposal would go through the “normal” City of
Rolling Hills Estates’ planning process or if PVPUSD would avail itself of the local
zoning exemption provided for by the Government Code. The Committee has indicated
that it intends for the proposed stadium lighting to comply with the City of Rolling Hills
Estates’ standard not to exceed four-tenths footcandle (0.4 fc) at the property line. In
any case, Staff believes that the lead agency for the project (i.e., the City of Rolling Hills
Estates or PVPUSD) would be responsible for compliance with the provisions of the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
As a result of a courtesy notice sent to property owners within a 500-foot radius of the
campus, many nearby residents have expressed their concerns about this proposal
(see attachments). In addition to aesthetic concerns regarding the addition of lighting to
the stadium, residents have also expressed concerns about parking, traffic control,
noise and public health and safety impacts related to nighttime use of the stadium by
the high school and/or other non-school entities.
On July 20, 2010, Staff presented a special Border Issues report to the City Council
regarding the proposal to add stadium lights at PVPHS. Public speakers at the meeting
were very evenly divided between proponents and opponents of the proposed stadium
lights. The City Council expressed both appreciation of the potential value of nighttime
football games to PVPHS and the community, and acknowledgement of the validity of
the nearby residents’ concerns that such games raise. At the conclusion of public
testimony and City Council discussion, the City Council took no position on the
proposal, but directed Staff to prepare a letter to the Palos Verdes Peninsula Unified
School District (PVPUSD), for presentation to the Board of Education before it
considered initiating the capital campaign for this project at its regular meeting on July
22, 2010. In this letter, the City of Rancho Palos Verdes asked the Board of Education

to consider several issues in its deliberations before initiating this capital campaign
and/or taking final action on this proposal, including:







Mitigating all environmental impacts related to stadium lighting and nighttime use to
less-than-significant levels;
Submitting this proposal for full zoning and environmental review through the City
of Rolling Hills E
discretionary
s
permit
t
process,
a
and abiding
t
by the
e final
outcome of that process;
Coordinating any proposed traffic control and parking measures involving public
streets with the City of Rancho Palos Verdes and its Public Works Department;
and,
Conducting site visits to surrounding homes to directly observe light, noise, view
and other project impacts as a part of the final review of this proposal.

On July 22, 2010, Staff attended the PVPUSD Board of Education meeting, at which the
Board formally considered the request of the Peninsula Stadium Lights Steering
Committee to initiate a capital campaign to raise private funding for the proposed lights.
The Board received a presentation from the Committee and nearly two (2) hours of
additional public comment in support of and in opposition to the proposal. At the
conclusion of public testimony, the District’s legal counsel reiterated that the action
before the Board was only the authorization of the capital campaign, and that additional
public review and input would be sought before any final action on the proposal was
taken by the Board. The Board then unanimously agreed to authorize the Committee to
begin limited fundraising, without further discussion.
On August 10, 2010, Rolling Hills Estates’ Planning Staff briefed its City Council on this
proposal. Rolling Hills Estates’ Planning Staff expressed its support for the preparation
of an appropriate environmental document for the project under CEQA, whether or not
the District chooses to exempt itself from Rolling Hills Estates’ Special Use Permit
(SUP) process. Their Staff also sought direction from the Rolling Hills Estates City
Council as to whether or not the City should specifically ask the District to apply for an
SUP. Although the City Council did not accept public testimony from stadium lighting
supporters and opponents in attendance, it discussed the proposal at length and
directed its Staff to prepare a letter to the District, echoing many of the issues raised in
our letter of July 21, 2010. It was also noted that the District had prepared a response
to our letter of July 21, 2010 (dated August 9, 2010), which was distributed to the
Rolling Hills Estates City Council as late correspondence.
On December 13, 2010, a letter was sent to School Board President De La Rosa by
Mayor Long. In his letter, Mayor Long reiterated the City Council’s previously-stated
desire for the School Board to submit this proposal for review through the City of Rolling
Hills Estates’ planning entitlement and environmental review process. It should be
noted that, as of February 1, 2011, the District had nothing new to report regarding the
status of this proposal.

s

At its regular meeting of January 27, 2011, the School Board received an informational
item regarding the stadium lights proposal for Peninsula High School. As discussed in
that evening’s Staff report, the purpose of agendizing this matter was to “re-state and
clarify action taken at the July 22, 2010, Board of Education meeting that authorized the
Palos Verdes Peninsula High School Stadium Lights Steering Committee to raise
limited funds in order to develop necessary plans, documentation, and estimated costs
for the installation of stadium lights at Palos Verdes Peninsula High School.” At the
meeting, several residents surrounding the campus expressed their continued
objections to this proposal. Based upon comments attributed to project proponents in a
PV News article, an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) will be prepared once
fundraising has reached $250,000.
As of late May 2011, there was nothing new to report regarding the proposal for stadium
lights at Palos Verdes Peninsula High School.
An e-mail from nearby residents on June 17, 2011, suggested that the Board of
Education might be taking some action on this proposal at its meeting on July 14, 2011.
According to the published agenda for that meeting, the Board of Education was
scheduled to receive a report on the status of the project.
At the meeting on July 14, 2011, Superintendent Walker Williams and the District’s legal
counsel presented an update on the status of the fundraising efforts for the proposed
stadium lights. The District’s legal counsel raised a number of issues of concern,
including the steering committee’s ability to raise all of the necessary funds for the
project; environmental impacts that were not likely to be fully mitigated; the possible
expiration of the EIR if project construction funding was delayed; the District’s lack of
experience with preparing EIRs for this type of community-funded project; and the likely
exposure of the District to litigation. At the conclusion of the District counsel’s
comments, Superintendent Williams recommended that the Board withdraw its support
for further fundraising for the project.
Prior to acting on this recommendation, the Board of Education received public
testimony from twenty-eight (28) speakers. Project proponents, including members of
the Peninsula Stadium Lights Steering Committee, noted that they had proceeded in
“good faith” to raise the required funds to begin the EIR process, and urged the Board to
allow this process and additional fundraising to continue. Project opponents, including
residents from several Peninsula cities, reiterated the concerns that they had been
raising since last summer about noise and light; traffic and parking; safety and security;
diminished property values; and the wisdom of expending District resources on a nonacademic project in the current economic and fiscal climate. Mayor Long also briefly
addressed the Board, clarifying earlier comments made by both proponents and
opponents, to state that the City of Rancho Palos Verdes had taken no position for or
against the proposal.
At the conclusion of public testimony, the Board of Education deliberated briefly. The
Board acknowledged the fundraising efforts of the steering committee over the past

year, and noted that project proponents and opponents had each raised valid
arguments. Board members expressed regret that a project that had been intended to
unite the community had instead appeared to divide it. Basically, the Board found that
the benefits of the project would not outweigh its costs, and they then voted
unanimously to accept Superintendent Walker’s recommendation to withdraw Board
support for it.
On September 6, 2011, attorneys representing the Peninsula Stadium Lights Steering
Committee filed a claim against the District related to the rejection of the proposed
project on July 14, 2011. The Board of Education considered and rejected this claim at
a special meeting held on September 12, 2011. Legal counsel for the Steering
Committee have made it clear that they intend to sue the District unless a satisfactory
settlement is negotiated within thirty (30) days of the filing of the claim. Superintendent
Walker Williams issued a press release in defense of the Board’s action on September
12, 2011.
On October 7, 2011, the Daily Breeze reported that supporters of the proposed stadium
lights at Peninsula High School had filed suit against the Palos Verdes Peninsula
Unified School District. The plaintiffs, Friends of Friday Night Football, are reportedly
not directly affiliated with the Peninsula Stadium Lights Steering Committee, which was
ordered to cease fundraising activity for the project by the Board of Education this past
July. Friends of Friday Night Football alleges that the Board of Education violated the
Brown Act by not adequately notifying interested parties of the possibility that the Board
might act to terminate the project at the July meeting. On November 13, 2011, the Daily
Breeze reported that the Board would discuss this matter again at a special meeting to
be held on November 15, 2011.
At its meeting on November 15, 2011, the Board first rescinded its action of July 14,
2011, thereby rendering moot the alleged Brown Act violation cited in the lawsuit. The
Board then conducted a public hearing on the merits of allowing fundraising for the
stadium lights project to resume and continue. The Board received testimony from
more than fifty (50) speakers, the majority of whom were supporters of the stadium
lights project. Comments on both sides of the argument largely mirrored those raised
during previous meetings with the Board and with the city councils of Rancho Palos
Verdes and Rolling Hills Estates. At the conclusion of public comments, the Board
deliberated and again voted unanimously to terminate its approval of the capital
campaign for the stadium lights project. In so doing, the Board cited the divisive nature
of the project within the surrounding community, and the belief that project proponents
and opponents would be unable to achieve a mutually-acceptable solution at this time.
However, the Board largely expressed support for the concept of stadium lights at some
point in the future. Stadium lights supporters also suggested the possibility of pursuing
the use of temporary, portable stadium lighting.
On February 9, 2012, the Peninsula News reported that the Peninsula Stadium Lights
Steering Committee had filed suit against the Palos Verdes Peninsula Unified School
District, seeking to recover roughly $200,000 in damages due to the District’s decision

to terminate its authorization to raise funds for the stadium lighting project last
November.
On April 15, 2012, the Daily Breeze reported on threatened litigation against the City of
Rancho Palos Verdes related to the proposed stadium lights project. On April 24, 2012,
and April 26, 2012, respectively, the Daily Breeze and Palos Verdes Peninsula News
also reported on court action regarding the lawsuit filed against the Palos Verdes
Peninsula Unified School District by the Peninsula Stadium Lights Steering Committee
earlier this year.
In a related matter, on May 10, 2012, the Palos Verdes Peninsula News reported that
the District and the Palos Verdes Homes Association had reached a complicated, 4-way
settlement regarding their litigation over the proposed sale of two (2) District-owned lots
near Palos Verdes High School (PVHS) in Palos Verdes Estates. The article noted that,
as a part of the settlement with the Association, the District agreed to maintain “dark
skies” over the PVHS athletic fields.
Staff will continue to monitor this project in future Border Issues reports.

RANCHO LPG BUTANE STORAGE FACILITY (CITY OF LOS ANGELES)
 Last Update: June 5, 2012
For many years, residents in San Pedro and the Eastview area of Rancho Palos Verdes
have been concerned about the existing Rancho LPG (formerly AmeriGas) butane
storage facility at 2110 North Gaffey Street. The Rancho LPG facility is a 20-acre site
located at the northeast corner of Gaffey Street and Westmont Drive, across the street
from Home Depot and roughly three-quarters of a mile from the nearest homes in
Rancho Palos Verdes. The site’s most visually-prominent features are two (2) large
refrigerated butane storage tanks with a combined capacity of over twenty-five (25)
million gallons. Nearby residents have actively sought the relocation of the former
Amerigas facility to another site, most recently to Pier 400 in the Port of Los Angeles
(POLA).
The Rancho LPG facility handles and stores butane—a by-product of petroleum
refining—from the nearby Valero and BP refineries in Wilmington and Carson,
respectively. In the past, the transportation of butane from the site utilized an
underground pipeline to nearby Berth 120 in Los Angeles Harbor. In 2004, POLA
declined to renew AmeriGas’ lease for Berth 120. Currently, butane is transported from
the facility via rail car and tanker truck. However, Staff understands that Rancho LPG
may be pursuing a new lease with POLA to resume the use of the existing underground
pipeline.
The explosion of an underground natural gas transmission line in a residential
neighborhood in San Bruno, CA, on September 9, 2010, has renewed concerns about
the Rancho LPG facility among nearby residents. On September 15, 2010, the Daily

Breeze reported on a closed-door meeting held by the new owners of the facility, Plains
LPG. Another Daily Breeze article on October 18, 2010, reported that the City of Los
Angeles’ Northwest San Pedro Neighborhood Council (NWSPNC) had commissioned
an independent risk assessment of the Rancho LPG facility. The September 2010
Quantitative Risk Assessment (QRA) has identified a variety of possible accident
scenarios for the facility. These range from a relatively small, on-site mishap with
impacts mainly contained to the site, to a sudden, catastrophic failure of the butane
storage tanks with impacts extending within a 5- to 7-mile radius from the facility.
The NWSPNC Planning and Land Use Committee was scheduled to meet to discuss
the Rancho LPG facility and the QRA on October 28, 2010. Staff planned to attend this
meeting.
The Planning and Land Use Committee of the Northwest San Pedro Neighborhood
Council (NWSPNC) met on October 28, 2010 to discuss the September 2010
quantitative risk assessment of the Rancho LPG butane storage facility that it
commissioned earlier that year. The meeting was attended by roughly two (2) dozen
residents and interested parties. NWSPNC’s consultant, Cornerstone Technologies, did
not attend the meeting to answer questions about its report. Rancho LPG did send
representatives to refute the findings and conclusions of the Cornerstone report.
Rancho LPG asserts that the Cornerstone report is inaccurate, not credible and not a
“true” risk assessment. Of the eight (8) scenarios analyzed in the Cornerstone report,
Rancho LPG claims that four (4) were incorrectly modeled and the other four
(4)—including the most catastrophic scenarios—are “impossible.”
Rancho LPG indicated that it is preparing its own risk assessment for the facility, which
it planned to release to the public in January 2011. Staff sent a letter to Rancho LPG on
November 5, 2010, asking to be invited to the meeting at which the risk assessment w
ould be presented. In telephone conversations on November 10, 2010, and November
29, 2010, Rancho LPG representatives confirmed that the City would be invited to
attend this meeting, which was tentatively set for January 11, 2011.
At the November 30, 2010, City Council meeting, several San Pedro and Rancho Palos
Verdes residents addressed the City Council (under “Audience Comments”) expressing
their concerns about the Rancho LPG facility. Language for a draft resolution was
presented to the City Council by members of the San Pedro and Peninsula
Homeowners’ Coalition.
Rather than adopting a resolution, however, Staff
recommended sending a letter from the Mayor to Los Angeles City Councilwoman
Janice Hahn, relaying our residents’ concerns about this facility. A draft letter for this
purpose was prepared for the City Council’s review and consideration on December 21,
2010.
On December 17, 2010, Staff received an invitation from Rancho LPG Holdings, LLC to
attend a January 11, 2011, community meeting regarding the risk analysis for the
Rancho LPG facility on North Gaffey Street in San Pedro. The invitation to attend this
meeting was extended to elected and appointed community representatives, mostly

from San Pedro and its neighborhood councils (Northwest, Central and Coastal).
On December 21, 2010, the City Council considered a letter from Mayor Long to Los
Angeles City Councilwoman Hahn regarding the Rancho LPG facility. The letter was
approved with modifications that evening, and sent to Councilwoman Hahn on January
6, 2011. Staff has provided a copy of this letter to Rancho LPG.
The January 11, 2011, meeting hosted by Rancho LPG was held at the Crowne Plaza
Hotel in San Pedro. It was the first opportunity for Rancho LPG to present its own risk
analysis for the butane storage facility. At the outset, Rancho LPG representatives restated their position that the type of catastrophic explosion that occurred in 2010 in San
Bruno, CA could not occur at its San Pedro facility; and that the report prepared in 2010
on behalf of the Northwest San Pedro Neighborhood Council (NWSPNC) by
Cornerstone Technologies was flawed and could not be relied upon as a “true”
quantitative risk analysis for the facility.
Rancho LPG’s consultant, Quest Consultants, presented an extremely detailed 2½-hour
oral presentation about the preparation of quantitative risk analyses (in general) and the
risks associated with the Rancho LPG facility (specifically). The analysis concluded that
the area potentially affected by the most catastrophic events that could realistically
occur at the Rancho LPG facility would be several orders of magnitude less than the
nearly 7-mile radius affected under the most-catastrophic scenario identified in the
Cornerstone report. As modeled by Quest, the nearest residents to the Rancho LPG
facility would experience a risk of fatality that is consistent with international standards
of “acceptable risk” for similar facilities. It should be noted that seismic risk was not
addressed in Quest’s analysis of the Rancho LPG facility. The explanation provided
was that there is insufficient data available on the frequency of seismic events for
Quest’s risk analysis models to generate meaningful results. However, it was noted that
the refrigerated butane storage tanks have passed recent inspections and that they
comply with the current International Building Code (IBC).
Finally, the Quest
representative touched briefly upon the risk of intentional/terrorist attacks upon the
facility. Rancho LPG expected to conduct another similar meeting with elected and
appointed community representatives in May 2011.
At the April 5, 2011, City Council meeting, a representative of the San Pedro and
Peninsula Homeowners’ Coalition addressed the Council and asked it to direct Staff to
prepare a letter to U.S. Senators Dianne Feinstein and Barbara Boxer regarding the
Rancho LPG facility. A draft letter and other materials were submitted as “Late
Correspondence” at that meeting. The City Council received these materials and the
comments of the speaker, but did not provide direction to Staff regarding the request for
letters to be sent to our U.S. Senators regarding this matter.
On May 11, 2011, Staff attended Rancho LPG’s community relations meeting in San
Pedro. At that meeting, a representative of Rancho LPG provided updates on a number
of topics related to the facility for the 2010 calendar year, including:











Incident (i.e., accident) rates for the Rancho LPG facility—which has never had a
“significant release event”—were roughly one-third (⅓) of the industry standard
for similar facilities;
Facility security has been enhanced with upgraded fencing, video surveillance
and security personnel;
The facility operators have worked with the Department of Homeland Security
(DHS) and the Los Angeles Police Department (LAPD) on counter-terrorism
issues and training;
Facility operations have been upgraded by the addition of personnel and the
implementation of system automation;
Under the auspices of the California Accidental Release Prevention (CalARP)
program, facility infrastructure has been inspected and (where needed) brought
into compliance with the most recent building codes; and,
A geotechnical seismic evaluation found negligible risks of surface rupture, slope
failure or liquefaction at the facility.

Rancho LPG planned to hold another community relations meeting in September 2011.
At the June 7, 2011, City Council meeting, the City Council discussed the previous
request to send letters to U.S. Senators Dianne Feinstein and Barbara Boxer regarding
the Rancho LPG facility. Staff subsequently prepared these letters for the Mayor’s
signature, which were sent to Senator Feinstein and Senator Boxer on June 21, 2011.
On August 26, 2011, a member of San Pedro and Peninsula Homeowners United emailed Staff, asking for the City Council to support a letter being written to Los Angeles
City Attorney Carmen Trutanich. Staff responded that we believed that previous letters
from the Mayor that were sent to then-Councilwoman (now-Congresswoman) Janice
Hahn, Senator Dianne Feinstein and Senator Barbara Boxer expressed the City
Council’s concerns and position regarding the Rancho LPG facility. We understood
from a report published in the Daily Breeze on September 2, 2011, that a similar request
was made by this group to the Los Angeles Board of Harbor Commissioners on
September 1, 2011.
On September 14, 2011, Staff attended Rancho LPG’s latest community relations
meeting in San Pedro. At that meeting, a representative of Rancho LPG provided
updates on a number of topics related to the facility for the 2011 calendar year. He also
distributed copies of a 3rd-party independent assessment of the Fall 2010 Cornerstone
Technologies and Quest Consultants risk assessment reports for the facility, which was
prepared at the request of the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) by Dr. Daniel
Crowl with the Department of Chemical Engineering at Michigan Technical University.
Dr. Crowl’s assessment concluded (in general) that the Cornerstone report was flawed
in its analysis of the risk of catastrophic upset at the Rancho LPG facility, while the
Quest report defined more realistic scenarios that were indicative of the actual risk
posed by the facility upon the surrounding community. Unfortunately, the meeting
deteriorated into a rather heated discussion about the credibility of the analysis on each
side of the argument, and the perceived lack of transparency about the operation of the

facility.
On September 21, 2011, Staff received a follow-up letter from Rancho LPG. Staff
believes that Rancho LPG plans to continue holding community relations meetings in
the future.
As “Late Correspondence” for the October 4, 2011, City Council meeting, Staff
distributed a copy of a letter from Rancho LPG to the Central San Pedro Neighborhood
Council, which included as an attachment a letter from Los Angeles City Attorney
Carmen Trutanich to the attorney representing San Pedro and Peninsula Homeowners
United. In essence, the letter concluded that the Los Angeles City Attorney’s office did
not have sufficient evidence or grounds upon which to revoke Rancho LPG’s right to
use a railroad line in Los Angeles city right-of-way or to compel the preparation of a new
environmental impact report for the Rancho LPG butane storage facility.
Related to this issue, additional developments and information include the following:
















On October 4, 2011, “Late Correspondence” for that evening’s City Council
meeting included an e-mail chain from Jeanne Lacombe.
On October 7, 2011, Staff was copied on an e-mail from Janet Gunter to the City
and Port of Los Angeles regarding the discussion of the Rancho LPG facility at
the Board of Harbor Commissioner’s meeting on September 1, 2011.
On October 10, 2011, the Los Angeles Times published an article regarding the
Rancho LPG facility.
On October 13, 2011, Janet Gunter forwarded to Staff a copy of the revocable
permit granted to rancho LPG by the Port of Los Angeles for the use of a portion
of the rail spur line serving the property.
On October 17, 2011, Staff received a flyer announcing a community protest to
be staged near the Rancho LPG facility on October 29, 2011 (the Daily Breeze
subsequently reported on this protest on October 30, 2011).
On October 21, 2011, Staff received a letter from Rancho LPG, which included a
letter from the State Attorney General’s office concluding that the State had no
grounds to issue an injunction to shut down the facility.
On October 29, 2011, the Los Angeles Times reported that Los Angeles City
Councilwoman Jan Perry was calling for an investigation of the Rancho LPG
facility.
On November 14, 2011, Jeanne Lacombe forwarded to Staff a copy of a
proposed motion by the Northwest San Pedro Neighborhood Council regarding
the insurance requirements for Rancho LPG (which was subsequently adopted).
On November 20, 2011, Jody James forwarded to Staff a copy of the November
15, 2011, motion by the Port Community Advisory Committee (PCAC)
demanding that the Port of Los Angeles revoke the permit allowing Rancho LPG
to use the rail spur line serving the property.

On January 9, 2012, Staff received an invitation from Rancho LPG Holdings, LLC to
attend the latest regular community relations meeting regarding the Rancho LPG

facility. The invitation to attend this meeting was extended to elected and appointed
community representatives, mostly from San Pedro and its neighborhood councils
(Northwest, Central and Coastal).
On January 25, 2012, Staff attended Rancho LPG’s community relations meeting in San
Pedro. At that meeting, representatives of Rancho LPG provided updates on a number
of topics related to the facility for the 2011 calendar year, including:







Facility security continues to be enhanced with upgraded fencing, anti-vehicle
measures and security personnel;
The facility operators continue to work with the Department of Homeland Security
(DHS) and the Los Angeles Police Department (LAPD) on counter-terrorism
issues and training;
Facility operations continue to be upgraded by the addition of personnel, the
implementation of system automation and upgrades to the on-site rail spurs;
Facility personnel completed a total of two hundred one (201) hours of safety
training; and,
The facility passed fourteen (14) audits by various oversight agencies, with no
“Notices of Violation” issued.

It was noted that, during 2011, the facility received third-party validation of its regulatory
and CEQA compliance from the Los Angeles City Attorney and the State Attorney
General, as well as third-party validation of the Quest risk analysis by Michigan Tech
under the direction of the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). Also, the facility
operator recently launched a new website (http://www.RanchoLPG.com) to provide
information about the facility to the general public. During the question-and-answer
session at the end of the presentation, however, it was clear that concerned members
of the nearby community remain opposed to the presence of the facility on the site due
to its proximity to homes, schools and businesses, regardless of how safely it may be
operated by Rancho LPG.
Rancho LPG has not yet scheduled its next community relations meeting.
The following events have transpired since the last Border Issues update on this facility
in early February 2012:






On February 28, 2012, the Daily Breeze reported that LAUSD Board Vice
President Richard Vladovic had sent a letter to Governor Brown asking for further
investigations into the Rancho LPG facility;
On March 8, 2012, Staff received an e-mail and photographs from Jody James
after a collision between a truck and a train just outside the Rancho LPG facility
at Gaffey Street and Westmont Drive;
On March 12, 2012, Staff received another e-mail from Jody James announcing
that the Board of Harbor Commissioners would be discussing the Rancho LPG
facility at its meeting on March 15, 2012; and,



On March 13, 2012, Staff received an e-mail from Jeanne Lacombe regarding
the Los Angeles City Attorney’s review of the Rancho LPG facility.

On May 1, 2012, Los Angeles 15th District City Councilman Joe Buscaino announced
that he was asking the City Council’s Public Safety Committee to hold a special meeting
in San Pedro to consider issues related to liquid bulk storage facilities in the harbor
area. Councilman Buscaino posted a brief video of this announcement on the 15th
District website (http://www.la15th.com/), which can also be viewed on YouTube at the
following link:
http://www.youtube.com/watch?feature=player_embedded&v=ptadTRmTQ3U
Staff will continue to monitor this project in future Border Issues reports.

MARYMOUNT COLLEGE SAN PEDRO CAMPUS (CITY OF LOS ANGELES)
 Last Update: February 7, 2012
Since 1998, Marymount College has utilized eighty-six (86) units of former Navy
housing on Palos Verdes Drive North in San Pedro as student housing. The 11-acre
site was leased by and then conveyed in fee to Marymount College under the provisions
of the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) process after the Long Beach Naval
Shipyard closed in the late 1990s. An adjoining 19-acre site was similarly transferred to
Rolling Hills Preparatory School (RHP), which has been operating from temporary,
modular buildings approved pursuant to a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) issued by the
City of Los Angeles.
On May 26, 2011, Staff attended a meeting of the Planning and Land Use Committee of
the Northwest San Pedro Neighborhood Council (NWSPNC), at which Marymount
College representatives presented the first detailed look at the College’s long-term
plans for the San Pedro campus on Palos Verdes Drive North. The College intended to
propose a 50-year master plan for the development of the site, which would require the
approval of a CUP (and related CEQA review) by the City of Los Angeles. At build-out,
major components of the project were expected to include housing for nine hundred
(900) students; a complete range of structures typically associated with a 4-year college
campus, including classrooms, library, bookstore, campus center and dining hall; and
an athletic complex to be shared with RHP. One hundred (100) faculty and staff are
expected to be employed on the San Pedro campus. The development of the campus
would be phased over the life of the master plan, with the existing structures on the site
being converted and/or replaced by new structures, as dictated by demand and funding
availability. A preliminary construction timeline for the project is as follows:
Calendar Year
2011

Master Plan Component(s)
Construct 129-space surface parking lot along Palos Verdes Drive
North and a campus maintenance facility in the southerly portion of
the site; also begin modifying existing townhouse units to increase

Calendar Year

2016
2020
2035
2055

Master Plan Component(s)
residential capacity, including conversion of the existing garages into
living area.
Construct the 3-story campus “signature” building (“The Old Main”).
Construct 2½-story classroom buildings with subterranean parking.
Construct residence halls with a total capacity of nine hundred (900)
beds; demolish portions of the existing townhouse units in phases.
Construct dining hall and student union (“The New Old Main”) with
subterranean parking; demolish the remainder of the existing
townhouse units; renovate “The Old Main” for other campus uses.

Marymount College intended to proceed in 2011 with the above-mentioned
improvements that are permitted “by right” (i.e., without the approval of a CUP). The
College expected to submit its CUP application to the City of Los Angeles in Summer
2011, and had already begun the preparation of the traffic study for the project.
On June 19, 2011, and June 23, 2011, the Daily Breeze and PV News, respectively,
reported on Marymount College’s plans for its property on Palos Verdes Drive North in
San Pedro.
On July 28, 2011, Marymount College representatives met again with the Land Use and
Planning Committee of the Northwest San Pedro Neighborhood Council (NWSPNC).
Dr. Michael Brophy noted that the scope of the project had been reduced; that the
College was initiating a new “Waterfront Campus” in two (2) buildings in downtown San
Pedro; and that a Memorandum of Agreement was being executed with Rolling Hills
Preparatory School to develop shared athletic fields and facilities. The changes to the
scope of the project on the Palos Verdes Drive North campus would be as follows:





Duration of master plan reduced from 50 years to 20 years;
Number of student beds reduced from 900 to 800;
Only four (4) new buildings proposed; and
Many more of the existing buildings to be renovated and retained.

The College’s traffic consultant distributed copies of a preliminary draft related project
list, as well as a list of seventeen (17) proposed study intersections. Of these proposed
study intersections, six (6) would be located wholly or partially in Rancho Palos Verdes,
including:







Palos Verdes Dr. E. & Miraleste Dr.
Western Ave. & Trudie Dr./Capitol Dr.
Miraleste Dr. & Via Colinita
Western Ave. & Crestwood St.
Miraleste Dr. & First St.
Palos Verdes Dr. E. & Crest Rd./Marymount College driveway

The traffic consultant also noted they would propose to use actual traffic counts as the
basis of the trip generation analysis, rather that the standard Institute of Traffic
Engineers (ITE) trip-generation rates. Although the consultant was still awaiting
acceptance of the traffic study assumptions by the Los Angeles Department of
Transportation (LADOT), preliminary estimates of the trip generation for the San Pedro
Campus were as follows:

Proposed Project
Existing Conditions
Net Increase in
Trips

Average Daily Trips
2,408
536
1,872

AM Peak-Hour Trips PM Peak-Hour Trips
66
248
43
48
23

200

At the conclusion of the College’s presentation, the majority of the Committee members
present agreed to support the concept of the revised proposal for the San Pedro
Campus. The College expected to submit its Conditional Use Permit (CUP) application
to the City of Los Angeles by early Fall 2011. Staff was later advised that the NWSPNC
Planning and Land Use Committee expected to review the CUP application at its
meeting on October 27, 2011.
Marymount College submitted its Conditional Use Permit (CUP) application to the City
of Los Angeles in late September 2011. The application discusses the following
phasing of the project over a 20-year period:
Phase I:

Phase II:

Phase III:

Phase IV:
Phase V:

Construct 123-space surface parking lot along Palos Verdes Drive North;
“densify” thirty-four (34) existing housing units to create an additional
bedroom; modify community building and laundry facility; construct site
water treatment facilities.
Add an additional bedroom in eighty-two (82) existing units; construct
parking for forty-one (41) additional vehicles; convert private driveway
(USS Antietam Drive) into a fire lane and pedestrian way.
Construct 27,000-square-foot student services building with dining hall,
forty-four (44) faculty offices, thirty-five (35) administrative offices and nine
(9) academic classrooms; construct 2-level parking structure; demolish six
(6) existing housing units for construction of a 5,500-square-foot
maintenance facility.
Construct seventy-six (76) additional bedrooms in existing buildings.
Construct 16-classroom academic building with studios, laboratories and
thirty-two (32) faculty offices; construct one hundred twelve (112)
additional parking spaces.

On October 27, 2011, Marymount College representatives met again with the Land Use
and Planning Committee of the Northwest San Pedro Neighborhood Council
(NWSPNC) to present the draft traffic impact study for the project. With the traffic study
assumptions now approved by the Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT),
estimates of the trip generation for the San Pedro Campus were as follows:

Proposed Project
Existing Conditions
Net Increase in
Trips

Average Daily Trips
2,750
536
2,214

AM Peak-Hour Trips PM Peak-Hour Trips
126
279
43
48
83

231

It should be noted that the numbers of net additional trips were all higher that the
preliminary estimates presented by Marymount College in July 2011, particularly those
for average daily trips and AM peak-hour trips (342 more trips and 60 more trips,
respectively). The draft study included six (6) study intersections located partially or
wholly in Rancho Palos Verdes, but omitted several Western Avenue intersections
between Palos Verde Drive North and Trudie Drive/Capitol Drive. As a result of
discussion at the meeting on October 27, 2011, the College agreed to include additional
analysis at the following intersections in Rancho Palos Verdes:
Western Ave. & Peninsula Verde Dr.
Western Ave. & Green Hills Memorial Park entry
Western Ave. & Avenida Aprenda
Western Ave. & Delasonde Dr./Westmont Dr.
Western Ave. & Toscanini Dr.
Western Ave. & Caddington Dr.








Two (2) of these intersections coincide with the entries for the proposed Ponte Vista
project (i.e., Green Hills Memorial Park entry and Avenida Aprenda). The College’s
traffic consultant also agreed to look at extending the “normal” afternoon/evening peakhour impact analysis to account for the large number of public and private schools
within the general vicinity of the Western Avenue corridor. Based upon the current draft
study, significant traffic impacts were expected at Palos Verdes Drive East and
Miraleste Drive, which will require the installation of a traffic signal.
Marymount College expected to report back to the NWSPNC Planning and Land Use
Committee on the status of its application with the City of Los Angeles after the first of
the year in 2012.
On January 12, 2012, the Daily Breeze reported on the grand opening of Marymount
College’s new downtown San Pedro “Waterfront Campus”. The Waterfront Campus is
located in space on West 6th Street that was formerly occupied by Northrop Grumman.
On January 26, 2012, Marymount College representatives met again with the Planning
and Land Use Committee of the Northwest San Pedro Neighborhood Council
(NWSPNC) to present the draft supplemental traffic impact study for the project. This
supplemental analysis included five (5) signalized Western Avenue intersections that
were not included in the previous study:


Green Hills Memorial Park entry






Avenida Aprenda
Delasonde Drive/Westmont Drive
Toscanini Drive
Caddington Drive

The supplemental analysis also included the assessment of mid-afternoon PM peakhour impacts (2:00 PM to 4:00 PM) and late-afternoon PM peak-hour impacts (4:00 PM
to 6:00 PM) in order to account for the large number of public and private schools within
the general vicinity of the Western Avenue corridor. The supplemental analysis
concluded that, based upon our City’s significance thresholds, there would be no
significant project-related traffic impacts at any of these additional intersections in
Rancho Palos Verdes.
The NWSPNC Planning and Land Use Committee made a motion for forward a
recommendation of support for the proposed project to the full Neighborhood Council at
its next general stakeholders’ meeting on February 13, 2012. At this time, Staff awaits
the release of the environmental analysis of the San Pedro Campus Master Plan by the
City of Los Angeles. Marymount College President Dr. Michael Brophy stated that he is
hopeful that the City of Los Angeles will issue a “negative declaration” for the project.
Staff will continue to monitor this project in future Border Issues reports.

LOS ANGELES COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICTS’ CLEARWATER PROGRAM
(CITIES OF RANCHO PALOS VERDES AND LOS ANGELES)
 Last Update: June 5, 2012
Staff has been aware of (and informally monitoring) the Los Angeles County Sanitation
Districts' (LACSD) “Clearwater Program” since about 2006. Currently, effluent from the
LACSD treatment plant in Carson passes through a pair of 6-mile-long tunnels under
the Eastview area of the City. An access shaft for the tunnels is located in the City's
Eastview Park (which is actually leased from LACSD). The tunnels were constructed in
1937 and 1958, but have not been inspected since being put into service more than fifty
(50) years ago. The tunnels cannot be inspected or repaired because they provide the
only ocean outfall for the LACSD treatment plant.
In order to increase facility capacity and allow maintenance and repair of the existing
tunnels, LACSD is proposing the Clearwater Program to construct an additional tunnel
and ocean outfall. One of the four (4) alternative alignments for the new tunnel
("Alignment 4") would pass along the southeasterly edge of the City's Eastview area,
several hundred feet below Western Avenue. This project is expected to be completed
by 2022.
On February 10, 2012, LACSD released the Draft Environmental Impact
State ment/Environmental lmpact Report (DEIS/EIR) for the Clearwater Program (see
attached Notices of Availability and Executive Summary). Alignment 4 is the preferred
alternative for the project. Although there would be no surface excavation within the

City under this alternative, there would be an access shaft constructed at Royal Palms
Beach in San Pedro near the foot of Western Avenue. An article about the project was
published in the Daily Breeze on February 16, 2012. The 60-day public comment
period for the DEIS/EIR is scheduled to end on April 10, 2012, and three (3) public
meetings were held in March 2012 to receive public comments.
On February 28, 2012, the Port Committee and Planning and Land Use Committee of
the Northwest San Pedro Neighborhood Council met jointly to discuss this project. The
Committee members in attendance discussed the project and expressed some
concerns about the selection of Alternative 4 as the preferred project alternative,
primarily due to localized construction-related impacts surrounding the proposed shaft
site at Royal Palms Beach.
On March 8, 2012, LACSD hosted the third (and final) in a series of public hearings to
solicit comments on the DEIS/EIR at the Crowne Plaza Hotel in San Pedro. LACSD
and Army Corps of Engineers staff members presented an overview of the project and
the assessment of its environmental impacts. It was noted that most of the project’s
impacts would be temporary and construction-related (i.e., air quality, aesthetics and
greenhouse gas emissions). Roughly fifty (50) people attended the hearing, and ten
(10) provided oral comments. Speakers raised a variety of issues, including:








The stability of the bluff at the proposed shaft site at Royal Palms Beach;
The location of alternate access shaft sites in the Port of Los Angeles;
Errors in the traffic impact analysis;
Impacts (i.e., settling, vibration, etc.) upon homes near the tunnel alignment;
Potential conflicts of the proposed tunneling with dredging activity in Machado
Lake in Harbor City
Proximity of the proposed tunnel to the Rancho LPG butane storage facility; and,
Tunneling across the Palos Verdes fault zone.

Additional information and electronic copies of relevant documents are available for
public review at the project website, http://www.ClearwaterProgram.org. Staff intends to
submit comments on the DEIS/EIR prior to the 60-day comment deadline.
On April 9, 2012, Staff submitted comments on the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement/Environmental Impact Report (DEIS/EIR) for the Clearwater Program to the
Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. Our
comments focused on the following issues:





City of Rancho Palos Verdes’ jurisdiction over a portion of the proposed tunnel
alignment within the Western Avenue right-of-way;
Impacts of exit shaft excavation at Royal Palms County Beach upon localized soil
stability;
Diversion of construction-related traffic for the exit shaft site to 25th Street due to
the closure of Paseo del Mar;
Impact of tunneling under Western Avenue upon storm drain infrastructure;





Impact of tunneling under Gaffey Street upon the Rancho LPG butane storage
facility;
Groundborne vibration impacts upon residential and similar uses in the 29600block of Western Avenue; and,
Future impacts resulting from the inspection and repair of the existing LACSD
tunnels under Eastview neighborhoods.

The Final EIS/EIR for the Clearwater Program is expected to be released later this year.
Staff will continue to monitor this project in future Border Issues reports.

CHASE BANK PROJECT (CITY OF ROLLING HILLS ESTATES)
 Last Update: June 5, 2012
In 2009, the City of Rolling Hills Estates approved the Silverdes project on the site of a
demolished former ARCO service station at 828 Silver Spur Road. These approvals
included the certification of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for this 29,642square-foot, 3-story 16-unit medical office condominium project. The project involved
extensive grading for a subterranean parking garage and requested a variance for
building height. At that time, nearby Rancho Palos Verdes residents expressed many
concerns about the proposed project, including geologic impacts of site grading;
aesthetic impacts of the height and size of the building; and traffic impacts related to a
proposed access driveway on Beechgate Drive. The approved project and final EIR
included mitigation measures to address the geologic and aesthetic issues, and the
project was re-designed by the applicant to eliminate the access driveway from
Beechgate Drive. Although it was entitled nearly three (3) years ago, the Silverdes
project has not been constructed.
On March 30, 2012, the City received a Notice of Intent (NOI) to adopt a Mitigated
Negative Declaration (MND) related to the construction of a Chase Bank branch on this
site. This new project proposes a 4,404-square-foot, 1-story bank building with a
detached drive-up ATM canopy, surface parking lot and related site and building
signage. Since this new proposal is much smaller than the Silverdes project, impacts
upon nearby Rancho Palos Verdes residents are expected to be much less significant.
However, in comments on the NOI submitted to the City of Rolling Hills Estates on April
10, 2012, Staff noted that we had some concerns about the aesthetics of roof-mounted
equipment, and about the proposal for an access driveway from Beechgate Drive.
On April 30, 2012, the Rolling Hills Estates Planning Commission considered the Chase
Bank project. The Staff report recommended conditional approval of the project. It also
noted, in response to our comments of April 10, 2012, that roof-mounted equipment
would be adequately screened from the view of Rancho Palos Verdes residents living
upslope from the site; and that Rolling Hills Estates’ traffic engineer had determined that
the proposed “access driveway on Beechgate Drive [was] appropriate and would
facilitate traffic flow with optimum overall traffic safety.” During public comments at the
public meeting, a Rancho Palos Verdes resident on Golden Arrow Drive expressed

concerns about the proposed Beechgate Drive driveway. However, the Rolling Hills
Estates Planning Commission ultimately approved the project.

