JULY 1996

NO MEETING



MINUTES OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING OF THE
CITY OF HERMOSA BEACH HELD ON AUGUST 20, 1996,
AT 7:00 P.M. IN THE CITY HALL COUNCIL CHAMBERS

Meeting called to order at 7:06 p.m. by Chmn. Tucker.

Pledge of Allegiance led by Comm. Merl.

ROLL CALL

Present: Comms. Merl, Perrotti, Pizer, Schwartz, Chmn. Tucker
Absent: None

Also Present: Sol Blumenfeld, Community Development Director

Michael Schubach, Planning Director
Sylvia Root, Recording Secretary

Director Blumenfeld welcomed Comms. Pizer and Schwartz as new Commissioners to the
Planning Commission. After detailing their professional and educational backgrounds, Director
Blumenfeld also thanked past-Commissioners Dettelbach and Di Monda for their service on the
Commission and to the Community.

CONSENT CALENDAR

Staff pulled Resolutions P.C. 96-26 and P.C. 96-27 for separate discussion,

MOTION by Comm. Perrotti, Seconded by Comm. Merl, to APPROVE June 18, 1996

Minutes.
AYES: Comms. Merl, Perrotti, Chmn. Tucker
NOES: None

ABSENT: None
ABSTAIN: Comms. Pizer, Schwartz

4.a

4.b

RESOLUTION P.C. 96-26, APPROVING A CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT,
PRECISE DEVELOPMENT PLAN, AND VESTING TENTATIVE PARCEL MAP
#24521 FOR A TWO-UNIT CONDOMINIUM PROJECT AT 1069 7TH STREET
AND 1048 8TH STREET and

RESOLUTION P.C. 96-27, APPROVING A CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT,
PRECISE DEVELOPMENT PLAN, AND VESTING TENTATIVE PARCEL MAP
#24521 FOR A TWO-UNIT CONDOMINIUM PROJECT AT 1075 7TH STREET
AND 1052 8TH STREET

Director Blumenfeld said these two projects were reviewed and approved by the Commussion,

subject

to Conditions. The City Council reviewed these projects, requesting Staff bring back
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these Resolutions for formal review and approval by the Commission. The required changes were
reflected within the Commissioners' packets.

Chmn. Tucker reopened the Public Hearing at 7:15 p.m.

Vernon Saks, 200 Pier Ave, #22, project architect, said the requested changes had been made.
He requested the approval of a half-bath on the bottom floor be changed to a full or three-quarter
bath, noting bedrooms were located on this floor, with the garage at the middle level.

Jack Shannon, 711 Prospect, objected to the floor plan being flipped and the footprint being
moved five feet closer to his property, feeling this would impact his air space, light and view.

Responding to Commission questions, Director Blumenfeld confirmed the building plans were
flipped, as requested by the Commission and the setback requirements were being met. The
building would be closer than previously planned to Mr. Shannon's property line. Vernon Saks
said the building would be located 13 feet back from the street, with the upper deck projecting
from that.

Elizabeth Srour, 820 Manhattan Ave., applicant's representative, said there would be 27.5 feet
between the buildings, noting this was a generous separation important to the neighbors, Noting
the Commission had approved the revised plans, she requested review and approval of a three-
quarter bath instead of a half-bath on the lowest level.

No one else wished to speak, and Chmn. Tucker closed the Public Hearing at 7:26 p.m.

Comms. Perrotti and Merl, noting the plan modifications already made, felt a three-quarter bath
was reasonable. Comm. Pizer and Chmn. Tucker stated their agreement. Chmn. Tucker felt the
applicant and architect and made sufficient efforts to appease neighboring residents and were
presenting a building to enhance the area. He said saving views was not something the
Commission could consider since no view protection ordinance existed.

MOTION by Comm. Merl, Seconded by Comm. Perrotti, to APPROVE Resolutions P.C. 96-
26 and P.C. 96-27, with an amendment changing the one-half bath requirement to approval of a
three-quarter bath.

AYES: Comms. Merl, Perrotti, Chmn. Tucker
NOES: None

ABSENT: None

ABSTAIN: Comms. Pizer, Schwartz

Chmn. Tucker said this decision could be appealed to City Council within 10 days of this meeting.

ORAL/WRITTEN COMMUNICATIONS None

PUBLIC HEARINGS
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7. PDP 96-4/CUP 96-8 -- PRECISE DEVELOPMENT PLAN AND CONDITIONAL
USE PERMIT FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF A NEW 6,000 SQUARE FOOT
COMMERCIAL BUILDING WITH AUTO REPAIR AND OFFICE USES, AND
ADOPTION OF AN ENVIRONMENTAL NEGATIVE DECLARATION AT 807
21ST STREET (continued from July 16, 1996 meeting).

Staff Recommended Action: To approve said Precise Development Plan and
Conditional Use Permit, and adopt the Environmental Negative Declaration.

Mr. Schubach presented the Staff Report, noting the owner specifically chose this site, which has
ideal use attributes with compatible adjacent uses, although primarily offices. He discussed
factors warranting careful consideration of the proposed use and operation, as well as proposed
hours of operation, on-site operation, building design and proposed interior usage. Typical
conditions relative to this use were proposed by Staff. Mr. Schubach said Staff had an affidavit
stating everyone had been properly noticed. Supplemental material had been received suggesting
several changes and staff was in agreement with the proposed changes.

Chmn. Tucker opened the Public Hearing at 7.35 p.m.

David Maess, Moss & Assoc., 631 Wilshire Blvd. #208, Santa Monica, applicant's representative,
discussed the applicant's goals in operating his business. Mr. Moss discussed Mr. Nota's building
design, which he felt was not intrusive in the neighborhood, with internalized activities. The
suggested changes resulted from meetings with owners of the adjacent building Responding to
Commission questions, Mr. Moss explained all hazardous wastes are stored inside the building
and disposed off as required. Mr. Moss explained how the road testing issues would be addressed
and performed.

Dean Nota, project architect, discussed the sloping site, property frontage, proposed floor plan,
business operation processes and equipment, waste storage, tow truck assess and proposed traffic
flow. He noted the building had a variety of walls and roof heights and would be an asset to the
area. Meetings with the adjacent building owners resulted in several changes which Mr. Nota
detailed, and to which the applicant had agreed. Mr. Nota asked approval of the project, stating
the applicant agreed with the various Conditions, and thanked Staff for their help and
cooperation. Mr. Nota explained the entrance and exit site slopes to Comm. Pizer, who had
expressed concern regarding the safety of children on the sidewalk area. Mr. Nota agreed a sign
could be placed at the exit.

Hakan Wiberg, 4505 Manhattan Beach Blvd., Lawndale, responding to Chmn. Tucker's
concerns regarding the number of cars entering the building per day, said his employees were on
salary and not commission.

Nancy Costello, 826 21st Street, said she was not notified of this meeting. She said many
accidents had occurred at the corner of Pacific Coast Hwy and 21st Street, asking if this business
will increase that problem as well as the residents' street parking problem. Director Blumenfeld
explained the restrictions that are being considered in the Planning Commission resolutions. He
confirmed the hours of business included work on Saturdays. He suggested the Commission
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might consider Staff study a partial street parking restriction during the work week. He detailed
several other street site problems which can be addressed by Staff. He feit the Conditions of
approval would mitigate parking and circulation impacts. Ms. Costello suggested restrictions
allowing no vehicle street testing, discussing this issue with Commissioners and Staff. She said
she wished the street to remain as "residential” as possible.

Ellen Birenbaum, 832 21st St., said she had not received notice, and neither were her neighbors.

She felt 21st Street was used as an alternate to Artesia Blvd., asking the impact of customers
turning left into the proposed building. She said this area was a high impact accident area, asking
if traffic would be increased. Chmn. Tucker responded the applicant could regulate the cars
coming into his shop, with most of his clientele being by appointment only. Director Blumenfeld
said the City Engineer would need to study the question of impacts stated by Ms. Birenbaum
before an accurate answer was obtained. With the only building access being on 21st Street, she
asked if 21st Street would be able to handle the increase in traffic.

Terry Teeple, 22672 Lambert, Lake Forest, representing Charles Dunn Co. and the owner of
2200 Pacific Coast Hwy., said he had met with the applicant and his representatives, who have
been extremely helpful and flexible. He felt this venture will add great value to the City, being a
hallmark establishment. He wished to put on record his correspondence dated August 20, 1996.
Noting copies were in the Commission packets, he gave the original to Staff. He applauded the
efforts expended in designing this site and working with neighboring property owners.

Rebuttal

David Moss said the hazardous wastes would be usually restricted to solvents used in auto
repairs, with storage being regulated. He noted there was nothing unusual about this application
except for the storage of those wastes.

No one else wished to speak, and Chmn. Tucker closed the Public Hearing at 8:24 p.m.

Comm. Pizer, after discussing possible safety issues and solutions with Mr. Nota, stated support
of the project, to which Comms. Schwartz and Perrotti agreed. Comm. Perrotti explained the
criteria for denial for the audience's information. For Staff’s information, he said the Conditions
did not include a requirement of right turn only, suggesting this be included in Condition #4, an
addition requiring the hazardous material be stored in an enclosed area on site, suggested on-
street parking restrictions and a traffic study on the intersection at 21st Street and Pacific Coast
Hwy. be conducted. Chmn. Tucker suggested the hours of operation on Saturdays be limited to
9:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. and the Fed-Ex box be removed.

MOTION by Comm. Schwartz, Seconded by Comm. Perrotti, to ADOPT this Resolution, with
amendment of Conditions #4 to include right turn only, #5 requiring the hazardous waste storage
area shall be enclosed, limiting the hours of operation on Saturdays to 9:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. and
adding a requirement that a stop or yield sign be posted at the exit.

AYES: Comms, Merl, Perrotti, Pizer, Schwartz, Chmn. Tucker
NOES; None
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ABSENT: None
ABSTAIN: None

MOTION by Comm. Merl, Seconded by Comm. Perrotti, to DIRECT Staff to conduct a study
of traffic and parking patterns in the area, returning with suggestions as to how relief might be
applied to area residents and businesses. No objections, so ordered.

Chmn. Tucker stated the Commission's decisions were appealable within 10 days to the City
Council.

3. CUP 96-9/PARK 96-1 -- CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT AND PARKING PLAN
TO ALLOW THE CONVERSION OF AN EXISTING 20-ROOM HOTEL TO A
YOUTH HOSTEL WITH NO ADDITIONAL OFF-STREET PARKING, AND
ADOPTION OF AN ENVIRONMENTAL NEGATIVE DECLARATION AT 26
PIER AVENUE, SURF CITY HOSTEL.

Staff Recommended Action To approve said Conditional Use Permit and Parking Plan,
and adopt the Environmental Negative Declaration.

Director Blumenfeld said the building was subject to a Compliance Order and conditions had
largely been abated. The applicant was now requesting approval of an increase in the occupancy
load from 28 to 57, which requires various code compliance measures including the automatic
sprinklers. Mr. Blumenfeld stated Staff was concerned with the plans showing 81 beds, since it
exceeds the maximum occupancy load, and recommended a limitation on the number of
permanent beds not to exceed the occupancy limit. After detailing the standard Conditions of
Approval, Mr. Blumenfeld said the applicant also requested the 7-day limit be modified to 21
days. Youth hostels do not have an established parking standard, and would require additional
parking if the hotel standards are applied. Staff concurs that the majority of guests will generally
not drive to the hostels and supports the request for no additional required parking.

Chmn. Tucker opened the Public Hearing at 8:41 p.m.

Mike Rossi, 26 Pier Ave, Phillip Boston, 536 Hyman St,, Manhattan Beach, and Mike Lloyd,
1204 Ardmore, Manhattan Beach, applicants, introduced themselves. Mr. Lloyd satd the building
interior had been improved except for the sprinkler system, and the outside would be completed
within the next few months. He said other area businesses approved their activity, crime had
decreased in the area and the hostelry was gaining a good international reputation. Responding to
Comm. Pizer, he explained there would be a smoking room, noting that Europeans and Asians did
smoke. Mr. Boston said they requested a 21-day stay limitatton rather than a 7-day one, although
the average stay was one to ten days. Many people want to leave, visit other areas and return
Mr. Boston said this establishment was intentionally not a member of HI-AYH and should not be
held to the same considerations or conditions as that organization.

No one ¢lse wished to speak, and Chmn. Tucker closed the Public Hearing at 8:50 p.m.
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Director Blumenfeld said if the CUP was approved, the plan would need amendment since it does
not represent the required occupant load.

Comm. Pizer felt parking should be required. Comm. Schwartz's concern was that available beds
be limited to the occupancy load. Comm. Merl confirmed 57 beds were being requested and stated
installation of sprinklers was crucial. Comm. Perrotti discussed specific conditions with Staff,
stating Resolution Conditions #3 should read "3.2" and "3.b". Chmn. Tucker felt approval of a total
of 57 beds could be approved, preferred check-in and lock-out times be specified, with a night-time
curfew of midnight. Comm. Perrotti did not agree with the curfew, noting other businesses were
open later.

MOTION by Comm. Merl, Seconded by Comm. Perrotti, to APPROVE the Conditions of
Approval presented by Staff, changing Items 3 to 3.a and 3.b.

AYES: Comms. Merl, Perrotti, Pizer, Schwartz
NOES: Chmn. Tucker

ABSENT: None

ABSTAIN: None

Chmn. Tucker stated the Commission's decisions were appealable within 10 days to the City
Council.

A short break was taken at 9:13 p.m. Chmn. Tucker reconvened the meeting at 9:22 p.m. with all
Commissioners present.

9. CUP 96-10/PARK 96-2 — CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT AND PARKING PLAN
AMENDMENT TO ALLOW A RESTAURANT WITH ON-SALE BEER AND
WINE AT 1141 AVIATION BOULEVARD, HERMOSA STEAK OUT.

Staff Recommended Action To approve said Conditional Use Permit and Parking Plan.

Mr. Schubach said the applicant asked parking be calculated at one space per 250 square feet which

is generally considered adequate for mixed use parking. The eastem portion of the shopping center

is located within Redondo Beach, with parking being calculated for the entire center shared by this

City and Redondo Beach. Staff had no objections to on-sale alcohol since it would be limited, with
little seating and no bar.

Chmn. Tucker opened the Public Hearing at 9:25 p.m.

Lindsay Webber, 114 B Hermosa Ave., applicant, said this would be a family operated business.
No one else wished to speak, and Chmn. Tucker closed the Public Hearing at 9:26 p.m.
MOTION by Comm. Mer], Seconded by Comm. Pizer, to APPROVE Staff's recommendation.
AYES: Comms. Merl, Perrotti, Pizer, Schwartz, Chmn. Tucker
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NOES: None
ABSENT: None
ABSTAIN: None

Chmn. Tucker stated the Commission's decisions were appealable within 10 days to the City
Council.

10. VAR 96-1/NR 96-2 -- NONCONFORMING REMODEL TO ALLOW A SECOND
STORY ADDITION AND REMODEL TO AN EXISTING NONCONFORMING
SINGLE FAMILY DWELLING RESULTING IN A GREATER THAN 50%
EXPANSION IN VALUE, AND A VARIANCE TO ALLOW A TWO-CAR
GARAGE WITH AN 18.6' BACK-UP DISTANCE RATHER THAN THE
REQUIRED 22" AT 250 30TH STREET (AND GARAGE DEPTH OF 18')

Staff Recommended Action To approve said Nonconforming Remodel and Variance.

Comm. Schwartz ceased participation due to possible conflict of interest.

Mr. Schubach said Staff recommended approval. The retaining wall would be expensive to move,
and adequate back-out area will be provided. Staff suggested the correct set back area be
provided at the property front. Mr. Schubach said the project is Categorically Exempt under
Section 15303 A of the California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines.

Chmn. Tucker opened the Public Hearing at 9:30 p.m.

Robert Hodges, 215 30th Street, apphicant, introduced the project architect. Mr. Hodges said
the current garage was narrow and the remodel would give more room and include guest parking.
The house is being pulled back from the front five feet.

Ron, project architect, 534 Altair, Venice, explained opposite this site was a 15' alley and a brick
wall and on the opposite garage side was a retaining wall. The garage will contain two spaces
with a guest space outside the garage. He explained the site problems, saying this is the best
solution to a difficult situation.

No one else wished to speak, and Chmn. Tucker closed the Public Hearing at 9:34 p.m.
MOTION by Comm. Pizer, Seconded by Comm. Merl, to APPROVE Staff's recommendation.
AYES: Comms. Merl, Perrotti, Pizer, Chmn. Tucker

NOES: None

ABSENT: None

ABSTAIN: Comm. Schwartz

Chmn. Tucker stated the Commission's decisions were appealable within 10 days to the City
Council.
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Comm. Schwartz returned to meeting participation.

11. TEXT 94-4 - TEXT AMENDMENT REGARDING HEIGHT/GRADE
DEFINITION (continued from July 16, 1996 meeting)

Staff Recommended Action To recommend approval of said text amendment.

Director Blumenfeld said the Commission was requested to augment the definition and
determination of "grade" where significant variation at corner-point clevations exist. The
definition has been previously amended, and the amendment worked well if retaining walls and
major changes in grade at the property line were not involved. He explained the difficulty in
making building height determinations when there are significant variations at grade at the
property lines and presented Staff's recommendation for the determination of height and grade
under the conditions. He said this recommendation would help resolve this matter by providing
the ability to measure beyond the property line to establish grade at the half-way point between
corner-point elevations and adjacent elevations. Comm. Pizer, using the illustrations provided,
discussed the examples with Director Blumenfeld ~Comm. Schwartz suggestion a sample
calculation should be included in the examples. Director Blumenfeld said Staff would change the
relative measures and provide some verbiage would be provided explaining how to calculate the
height, and these changes included in the diagram. He explained the same formula currently used
would be followed, but Staff would be able to deal with grade changes relative to the retaining
wall issue. Comm. Merl felt this to be a good, concise definition, noting this problem has never
been satisfactorily addressed. He felt this was a fine resolution to the problem.

Chmn. Tucker opened the Public Hearing at 9:48 p.m. No one wished to speak, and Chmn.
Tucker closed the Public Hearing at 9:48 p.m.

MOTION by Comm. Merl, Seconded by Comm. Schwartz, to APPROVE Staff's
recommendation.

AYES: Comms. Merl, Perrotti, Pizer, Schwartz, Chmn. Tucker
NOES: None
ABSENT: None
ABSTAIN: None

12. SS 96-2 -- SPECIAL STUDY AND TEXT AMENDMENT TO ADD LIMITED
DURATION CONDITIONAL USE PERMITS THAT LAPSE AFTER A
BUSINESS HAS BECOME DEFUNCT FOR A GIVEN PERIOD OF TIME
(continued from July 16, 1996 meeting)

Staff Recommended Action To suspend special study until further direction by City
Council.

Director Blumenfeld said Staff wished to withdraw this special study until more direction from
City Council was received. He said currently here is the opportunity to revoke a CUP, which is a
different process, than a CUP lapsing, and that within the CUP, there are conditions stating if
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there is no action taken on the permit during a certain period of time, the CUP will no longer be
effective.

Chmn. Tucker said he personally would like to see the study completed.
Chmn. Tucker opened the Public Hearing at 9:52 p.m.

Jim Lissner 2715 El Oeste, asked the Commission also consider lapsing CUP's that had been
obtained but not used after a certain period of time.

No one else wished to speak, and Chmn. Tucker closed the Public Hearing at 9:54 p.m.

Chmn. Tucker said this study would be forwarded to Staff for direction from City Council. Ne
objections, so ordered.

13. GP 95-2 -- DOWNTOWN IMPLEMENTATION PLAN - AMENDMENT TO
GENERAL PLAN CIRCULATION ELEMENT FOR PIER AVENUE, AND
ADOPTION OF AN ENVIRONMENTAL NEGATIVE DECLARATION
(continued from July 16, 1996 meeting).

Staff Recommended Action To recommend approval of said General Plan amendment
and adoptton of an Environmental Negative Declaration.

Director Blumenfeld said the request was the Commission consider recommending to Council the
amendment to reclassify Pier Avenue from Arterial to a Collector Street. He explained one of the
Downtown Improvement Project's recommendations on Upper Pier Avenue is to create one
traveling lane in each direction and two parking lanes. Also recommended for lower Pier Avenue
is reconfiguration of directional traffic flow, commensurate with a Collector street. He discussed
traffic volume and proposed downtown levels of service in the traffic horizon. He said 28 parking
spaces would be lost with the implementation of the Plan on lower Pier Avenue, but restriping
would offset the lost parking. Staff recommended adoption of the General Plan Amendment.

Comm. Perrotti asked if there was a Code restriction of vehicle length parked in 45 degree angle
parking. Director Blumenfeld said parking was provided for standard vehicles. Common loading
areas and provision for taxt stand and high occupancy vehicles will be provided. Comm. Perrotti
asked if a study to make Hermosa Ave. between 10th and 15th Streets two lanes instead of four,
with diagonal parking. Director Blumenfeld said this idea was dismissed because of the street
width and size of the right-of-way and the role Hermosa Ave. plays in downtown circulation. He
said at this point the plan is focused upon lower Pier Avenue, Other phases following completion
of lower Pier Avenue.

Chmn. Tucker felt the sidewalks did not need to be widened on upper Pier and, expressed concern
regarding a signal and left turns going north and south on Ardmore and Valley, and the possibility
of traffic back-up. Director Blumenfeld said one recommendation was to provide a signal,
discussing the issues of this location.

9 PC 8-20-96 Minutes



Chmn. Tucker opened the Public Hearing at 10:06 p.m.

Jim Lissner, 2715 El QOeste, said this project had a major environmental negative effect, starting
with the signal at Valley/Ardmore. He detailed the impacts he felt would be experienced. He
opposed the loss of downtown parking and recreation of parking in other areas. He felt this
major change in the downtown area would push traffic into quiet neighborhood areas and increase
pollution.

No one else wished to speak, and Chmn, Tucker closed the Public Hearing at 10:10 p.m.

Comm. Pizer said he had reservations regarding the traffic signal. Director Blumenfeld said
according to the Downtown Circulation and Parking Study, there are no environmental impacts
requiring mitigation at a consequence of the downtown improvements. He said a significant delay
would occur at Valley/Ardmore, with traffic increases over a five year planning horizon identified
in the study. The Traffic Engineer suggested a signal to alleviate the condition, which could be
implemented as a recommendation of the Downtown Parking Study. Comm. Perrotti felt this
intersection a disaster, supporting either a traffic signal or improved signage. Comm. Merl stated
his agreement, although he had reservations about a traffic light and preferred improved signage,
supporting a Collector street designation. The consensus of the Commission was the request
Staff include the Commission's concerns regarding the Valley/Ardmore intersection to the City
Council.

MOTION by Comm. Merl, Seconded by Comm. Schwartz, to APPROVE Staff’s
recommendation.

AYES: Comms. Merl, Perrotti, Pizer, Schwartz, Chmn. Tucker
NOES: None
ABSENT: None
ABSTAIN: Nomne

STAFF ITEMS

14.a Election of Chairman and Vice Chairman (service term from September 1996
through May 1997)

The consensus of the Commission was to extend the term of office for the Chairman and
Vice-Chairman for three months. No objections, so ordered.

MOTION by Chmn. Tucker, Seconded by Comm. Perrotti to nominate Comm. Merl as
Vice-Chairman. By unanimous vote (5-0), Comm. Merl was elected Vice-Chairman for
the duration of this current term.

14.b Community Development Department activity report of May and June, 1996

RECEIVE AND FILE
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14.c  Tentative future Planning Commission agenda.
Director Blumenfeld said a special meeting to review status of the draft EIR for the hotel
and parking structure would be scheduled during the latter portion of September, 1996,
possibly September 25.
RECEIVE AND FILE

I4.d  City Council minutes of July 11, 25, July 9 and 23, 1996.
RECEIVE AND FILE

COMMISSIONER ITEMS None

ADJOURNMENT

MOTION by the Commission to adjourn at 10:25 p.m. Neo objections; so ordered.

CERTIFICATION

I hereby certify that the foregoing minutes are a true and complete record of the action taken by
the Planning Commission of Hermosa Beach at the regularly scheduled meeting of August 20,
1996,

J;?Z{w ‘L tywerntof

Peter Tucker, CHairman §0T'§1umenferd, Sr'ecretary

9--24

Date
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MINUTES OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING OF THE
CITY OF HERMOSA BEACH HELD ON SEPTEMBER 17, 1996

AT 7:00 PM. IN THE CITY HALL COUNCIL CHAMBERS

Meeting called to order at 7:10 p.m. by Chmn. Tucker.

Pledge of Allegiance led by Comm. Schwartz.

ROLL CALL

Present:
Absent:
Also Present:

Comms. Merl, Perrotti, Pizer, Schwartz, Chmn. Tucker
None

Sol Blumenfeld, Community Development Director
Michael Schubach, Planning Director

Sylvia Root, Recording Secretary

CONSENT CALENDAR

MOTION by Comm. Merli, Seconded by Comm. Schwartz, to APPROVE the following Consent
Calendar items:

1)

2)

3)

4)

3)

6)

7

August 20, 1996 Minutes,

Resolution P.C. 96-28 approving a Precise Development Plan for the construction
of a two-story commercial building and a Conditional Use Permit to allow
automobile repair, and adoption of a Negative Declaration at 807 21st Street,
Resolution P.C. 96-29 approving a Conditional Use Permit and Parking Plan to
allow the conversion of an existing 20-room hotel to an international youth hostel
with no additional parking, and adoption of a Negative Declaration at 26 Pier
Avenue,

Resolution P.C. 96-30 approving Master Conditional Use Permit for on-sale
alcohol beer and wine and a Parking Plan, thereby allowing a fifth restaurant
("Hermosa Steak Out") at 1141 Aviation Boulevard in the shopping center at the
northeast corner of Prospect Avenue and Aviation Boulevard,

Resolution P.C. 96-31 approving a greater than 50% expansion and remodel to an
existing single-family dwelling while maintaining a nonconforming sideyard setback
and a Variance to allow a garage expansion to an existing garage with an 18.6'
back-up rather than the required 22-feet and with an interior depth of 18 feet at
250 30th Street,

Resolution P.C. 96-32 to recommend amending the zoning ordinance, Section
208, in regards to definitions and methods for determining building height and
grade, and

Resolution P.C. 96-33 to recommend amending the circulation Element of the
General Plan to change the functional classification of Pier Avenue west of
Ardmore Avenue from arterial to collectors street, and to recommend adoption on
an Environmental Negative Declaration for said General Plan amendment and for
the downtown improvement project.

1 P.C. Minutes 9-17-96



AYES: Comms. Merl, Perrotti, Pizer, Schwartz, Chmn. Tucker
NOES: None
ABSENT: None
ABSTAIN: None

ORAL/WRITTEN COMMUNICATIONS None

PUBLIC HEARINGS

7. CUP 96-11 -- CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT AMENDMENT TO ALLOW ON-
SALE BEER AND WINE IN CONJUNCTION WITH AN EXISTING
RESTAURANT AT 517 PIER AVENUE, RENDEZVOUS CAFE. :

Staff Recommended Action: To approve said Conditional Use Permit amendment.

Mr. Schubach presented the Staff Report, noting Staff's addition of a condition establishing the
hours of operation from 7:00 a.m. to 2:00 2.m., consistent with other establishments, along with
standard conditions for alcohol serving restaurants. Chmn. Tucker requested a condition
requiring 2 mop sirk be added, noting he wished this condition to be in all similar resolutions.

Chmn. Tucker opened the Public Hearing at 7:17 p.m.

Jim Hot, 20144 Pacific Coast Hwy,, said the additional condition was not necessary since he
already had a mop sink in one of the three bathrooms. FHe had operated his business as a coffee
shop for three years and wished to serve beer and wine with the food.

No one else wished to speak, and Chmn. Tucker closed the Public Hearing at 7:19 p.m.

Comm. Merl, noting the location as being far from the downtown area, saw no problem with the
request.

MOTION by Comm. Schwartz, Seconded by Comm. Merl, to APPROVE Staff's
recommendation to approve the request subject to the conditions contained in the resolution.

AYES: Comms. Merl, Perrotti, Pizer, Schwartz, Chmn. Tucker
NOES: None
ABSENT: None
ABSTAIN: None

Chmn. Tucker stated the Commission's decisions were appealable within 10 days to the City
Council.
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8. PARK 96-4 -- PARKING PLAN TO ALLOW A COFFEE HOUSE/BOOKSTORE
WITH LESS THAN REQUIRED PARKING AT 528 PACIFIC COAST
HIGHWAY, JAVA CONNECTION

Staff Recommended Action To approve said Parking Plan.

Mr. Schubach said the zoning ordinance was amended specifically for these types of proposed
uses, allowing flexibility. He said parking would not be a problem, noting the shared parking with
other establishments having different peak business hours. Chmn. Tucker expressed concern
about parking and shared parking with other businesses, as well as egress out of the parking lot
during rush hour.

Chmn. Tucker opened the Public Hearing at 7:24 p.m

Marty May, 220 Marina Way, Redondo Beach, said parking was shared with a lock and key
shop and Karate studio; both of which had few customers using the parking area. He said he
provided parking equal to that provided by two nearby restaurants, together, Mr. May said he has
a limited-public use bathroom equipped for handicapped people and would install a mop sink.

No one else wished to speak, and Chmn. Tucker closed the Public Hearing at 7:26 p.m.

MOTION by Comm. Schwartz, Seconded by Comm Merl, to APPROVE Staffs
recommendation to approve the Parking Plan.

AYES: Comms. Merl, Perrotti, Pizer, Schwartz, Chmn. Tucker
NOES: None
ABSENT: None
ABSTAIN: None

Chmn. Tucker stated the Commission's decisions were appealable within 10 days to the City
Council.

9. TEXT 96-3 -- TEXT AMENDMENT REGARDING FENCE HEIGHT.

Staff Recommended Action To recommend approval of said text amendment.

Mr. Schubach said the City Council had amended the encroachment ordinance allowing fences on
the public right-of-way to be 42" high. It was felt fair that private property owners should also be
allowed to have fences the same height. Chmn Tucker asked if the City required liability
insurance coverage for use of the public right-of-way areas. Director Blumenfeld said this has
been an issue because the maintenance of the insurance has not been consistent

Chmn. Tucker opened the Public Hearing at 7:30 p-m. No one wished to speak, and Chmn.
Tucker closed the Public Hearing at 7:30 p.m.
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MOTION by Comm. Pizer, Seconded by Comm. Perrotti, to ACCEPT this Text Amendment.

AYES: Comms. Merl, Perrotti, Pizer, Schwartz, Chmn, Tucker
NOES: None
ABSENT: None
ABSTAIN. None

10, TEXT 95-8 -- TEXT AMENDMENT TO OPEN SPACE REQUIREMENTS IN
THE R-1 ZONE TO ALLOW UP TO A 10% MARGIN FOR ADMINISTRATIVE
DECISION IN CERTAIN JUSTIFIABLE CASES ON LOTS OF 2100 SQUARE
FEET OR LESS, AND STUDY THE POLICIES OF OTHER CITIES TO
DETERMINE THE EFFECT OF A 10% OPEN SPACE REQUIREMENT FOR
ALL R-1 LOTS.

taff Recommended Action To recommend approval of said text amendment.

—

Director Blumenfeld said Staff requested a continuation to allow Staff to receive clarification
from City Council. The Council's direction would be brought back to the Commission for
consideration.

Chmn. Tucker opened the Public Hearing at 7:32 p.m. No one wished to speak, and Chmn.
Tucker closed the Public Hearing at 7.32 p.m.

The consensus of the Commission was to comply with Staff's request, although not continuing the
item. Renoticing will be required.

HEARINGS

11. NR 96-3 -- NONCONFORMING REMODEL TO ALLOW A REMODEL AND
ADDITION TO AN EXISTING SINGLE FAMILY DWELLING WITH A
NONCONFORMING SIDE YARD SETBACK, RESULTING IN A GREATER
THAN 50% EXPANSION AND EXTENSION OF THE NONCONFORMING
SETBACK AT 325 GENTRY STREET.

Staff Recommended Action To approve said Nonconforming Remodel.

Mr. Schubach said this was a typical request for remodel, with the nonconformities not being
severe or unusual.  Staff recommended approval, with conditions. Director Blumenfeld said the
plan and survey did not include enough information for Staff to determine if the height limit is
exceeded. This will be determined during plan check. Comm. Perrotti said the percentage was
incorrect on Page 1 of the Resolution, Paragraph A, Line 2. He confirmed the number should be
w78 6" Mr. Schubach said Staff will include a statement requiring an additional portion to
Finding E finding the project is in an area with available services, and not in an environmentally
sensitive area. The Commission agreed to this addition.
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Chmn. Tucker opened the Hearing at 7:39 p.m.

Harvey Johnson, 325 Gentry Street, responding to Comm. Schwartz' questions regarding
conformance with surrounding properties, said the second house to the west was built "out", the
houses on the east side were all built "out" and one remodel on the south side of the street has
been remodeled similar to what he was requesting. He detailed the actual property
nonconformities, stating the setbacks are greater, on the average.

No one else wished to speak, and Chmn. Tucker closed the Hearing at 7.40 p m.

MOTION by Comm. Merl, Seconded by Chmn. Tucker, to APPROVE NR 96-3, with Staff's
recommended conditions.

AYES: Comms. Merl, Perrotti, Pizer, Schwartz, Chmn. Tucker
NOES: None
ABSENT: None
ABSTAIN: None

Chmn. Tucker stated the Commission's decisions were appealable within 10 days to the City
Council.

12, LLA 96-1 -- LOT LINE ADJUSTMENT BETWEEN 2515 HERMOSA AND 2530
THE STRAND.

Staff Recommended Action To approve said Lot Line Adjustment.

Mr. Schubach said this was a request to move the lot line between two parcels. Both lots would
be equal or exceed surrounding lot sizes. Staff recommended a condition that the dwelling
overhanging the new lot be modified or demolished. Director Blumenfeld said staff received a
request to review the nonconformity on lot A on a future agenda. He said it was logical to
establish the lot limits prior to considering any nonconformity. Therefore, the items were being
presented sequentially on different agendas and the lot line adjustment will not become effective
until the house is modified or demolished. Chmn. Tucker discussed the difference in addresses
with Mr. Schubach.

Chmn. Tucker opened the Hearing at 7:50 p.m.
Gerald Compton, 1200 Artesia Blvd., #300, said the house will be demolished and a new one
built. The lot line adjustment is being done prior to demolition of the one house and additions to

the other He said if all the current setbacks were totalled, the result is much more than total
requirements,

Mike Kaplan, applicant, 2515 Hermosa Ave., said the remodel is to "open up" his house, and he
wished to build a new house next door to his to provide a home for his mother.
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No one else wished to speak, and Chmn. Tucker closed the Hearing at 7:55 p.m.

MOTION by Comm. Perrotti, Seconded by Comm. Merl, to APPROVE this lot line adjustment
between 2515 Hermosa and 2530 The Strand.

AYES: Comms. Merl, Perrotti, Pizer, Schwartz, Chmn. Tucker
NOES: None
ABSENT:  None
ABSTAIN: None

Chmn. Tucker stated the Commission's decisions were appealable within 10 days to the City
Council.

13. S-4(1) -- REQUEST FOR APPROVAL TO ALLOW A MURAL TO EXCEED
SIGN AREA REQUIREMENTS AT 518 PIER AVENUE, KAREN'S CLEANERS.

Staff Recommended Action To approve said request.

Mr. Schubach said this was a request to approve an existing mural which did not depict any part
of the business, itself. Staff recommended approval by Minute Order. Chmn. Tucker, noting this
was another after-the-fact request, suggested new businesses be notified that mural must have

prior approval. Director Blumenfeld said Staff has originated a signage handbook for businesses,
which will soon be published and issued with business license requests.

Chmn. Tucker opened the Hearing at 7:57p.m. No one wished to speak, and Chmn. Tucker
closed the Hearing at 7:57 p.m.

Chmn. Tucker felt the new signage handbook would probably circumvent many future reviews of
"after the fact" murals.

MOTION by Chmn, Tucker, Seconded by Comm. Merl, to APPROVE Staff's recommendation.

AYES: Comms. Metl, Perrotti, Pizer, Schwartz, Chmn. Tucker
NOES: None
ABSENT: None
ABSTAIN: None

STAFF ITEMS

j4.a Community Development Department activity report of July, 1996.

Director Blumenfeld said the Commission is scheduled to conduct a special meeting was
being held next week to collect public input on the draft E.LR. for the Hermosa Inn Hotel
and parking structure. The meeting has been noticed and posted. This is the beginning of
the Hearing and Circulation process. He said building activity had doubled since last year.
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14.b  Tentative future Planning Commission agenda.
RECEIVE AND FILE

14.c  City Council minutes of August 13, 1996.
RECEIVE AND FILE

COMMISSIONER ITEMS None

ADJOURNMENT

MOTION by the Commission to adjourn at 8:05 p.m. No objections; so ordered.

CERTIFICATION

I hereby certify that the foregoing minutes are a true and complete record of the action taken by
the Planning Commission of Hermosa Beach at the regularly scheduled meeting of September 17,
1996

P!

Péter Tucker, C}{airman So'l_Blumenfild, !‘;ecretary

10 - 29- 9¢

Date
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MINUTES OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION SPECIAL MEETING
CITY OF HERMOSA BEACH
HELD ON SEPTEMBER 25, 1996, AT 7:00 P.M.
IN THE CITY HALL COUNCIL CHAMBERS

Meeting called to order at 7:00 p.m. by Chmn. Tucker.

Pledge of Allegiance led by Comm. Schwartz.

ROLL CALL
Present: Comms. Mexl, Perrotti, Pizer, Schwartz, Chmn. Tucker
Absent: None
Also Present: Sol Blumenfeld, Community Development Director
Michael Schubach, Planning Director
Ken Robertson, Associate Planner
DISCUSSION

Chmn. Tucker announced the purpose of the meeting purpose is to obtain comments and input on
the Environmental Impact Report for the Hermosa Inn and parking structure proposed to be built in
the downtown area. Noting this was an interim draft, he said the final draft would be brought back
to the Commission after this meeting. He turned the mecting over to Staff.

Director Blumenfeld emphasized this was the beginning of the 45-day circulation period for the
draft ELR. The Commission's project decision date is scheduled on November 19, 1996, when the
project application and environmental document will be reviewed and a project determination will
be made. The purpose of this meeting is to collect public and Commission comments relating to
the draft document being circulated at this point. The discretionary approvals coming before the
Commission in November include a Conditional Use Permit and Precise Development Plan for the
condominium subdivision, a vesting tentative map and lot merger for the subdivision, approval of a
parking agreement relative to conformance to the General Plan, air space easement relative to a
bridge-spanning beach drive, review of the project relative to the height exception and sctting
datum for height measurement per recent changes in the Zoning Ordinance, project conformity to
Congestion Management Program Plan, and review of the E.I.R.

He explained the project was comprised of two parts, detailing the proposed hotel project and
parking structure development, including area surrounding site. He introduced the project
developer, Chop Keenan, to briefly review hotel project design.

Chop Keenan, Keenan [.and Company, explained the professional background, experience and
current projects of the partnership of Seaview Development Company. A 96-room, all suite,
traditional, full-service hotel was being proposed in Hermosa Beach, to include conference facilities
and amenities. No restaurant will be located in the building, but a full kitchen for catered events
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will be on site. He explained there would be an organization marketing to the business conference
group sales to bring business to this location. Mr. Keenan introduced the design team, explaining
the project was two phased with the first being on the beach front property. A temporary parking
lot will be created while the City parking structure is under construction. Seaview Development
would be contnibuting the fair market value costs for the City parking structure in the amount of
$1,100,000, which is payment of future parking and operational costs.

Mr. Keenan said the public would be buying a commercial suite within the hotel, resulting in 96
different suite owners, with a Homeowners Association. Beachhouse Hotels will contract with the
owners to manage their rooms, including marketing, front desk operation, maid service; all hote}
management. All units are deed restricted to a total of 90 days occupancy by the commercial owner
per year, 29 days may be consecutive. The remaining days are mandated to be available to the
public at commercial rates. Mr. Keenan described other similar hotel operations currently open or
under construction at this time.

Tommy Landau, 628 East Channel Road, Santa Monica, introduced Tedd Pilgreen, project
architect. He detailed the experience provided by this company. He referenced the City model
constructed for presentation. [t showed how the hotel fitted into the City's context and the parking
structure, and a building model and detail model. Additional exhibits included a rendering looking
across the Strand at the building. He explained how the project design fit into the City context
which he felt fit nicely, discussed the plan and design. He discussed in detail the building plans,
color, height and design, as well as parking and street improvements.

Director Blumenfeld said the Commission would consider the following issues at the hearing in
November including conformance to the General Plan, Coastal Land Use Plan and downtown
revitalization program. He noted that the project approval included the parking structure. Noting
the design is not fully developed, he previewed the project, including provision of pedestrian
access, a 7,000 square feet retail area in the muitilevel structure to screen it from the street, possible
incorporation of a Police substation and parking structure height. Parking attendant and card key
operation is being considered for the structure. The hotel project's two phases will take
approximately 11 months to complete. The parking structure will likely begin with the second
phase of the hotel and take 12 to 18 months to complete. He explained the parking displacement
which will need to be accommodated, presenting the proposals being considered. He stated
building height needed to be addressed, which included base point corner elevation, establishment
of parapet height, confirmation of allowable exceptions and street elevations as the standard for
setting corner point elevations. The height ordinance is being amended, which will affect this
project.

Jay Ziff, EIP Associates, presented an overview of the draft E.LLR. document, including slides of
the project and surrounding areas. He explained there were two hotel buildings, with 54 parking
spaces provided on the sccond hotel site. Some valet parking will be required. Phase 11 will
include a hotel, parking structure, retail offices and some City use within the retail space. The
parking structure will not be viewed from Hermosa Avenue. The draft E.LR. is a requirement of
C.E.Q.A. Mr. Ziff explained the C.E.Q.A.'s goal and purpose, including the requirement to respond
to all comments on the EL.LR. Comments will be received until November 3, 1996. He explained
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the E.LR.'s purpese is to identify impacts, mitigations and alternatives available. He detailed the
content each of the E.LR. chapters, noting the summary and introduction chapter had been provided
and were available. The ELR. identifies impacts that are termed "significant” and "less than
significant”. He explained the purpose of mitigation measures, including the possibility of some
significant impact. Project development will obstruct some ocean and coast views, with air quality
also being impacted. Some temporary and periodic construction noise and land use impacts will be
experienced; with a potential for nuisance noise which cannot be mitigated. Project approval
requires a Statement of Overriding Considerations for the unavoidable impacts. The E.1R. contains

five alternatives which are compared to the proposed project and analyzed within the E.IR., each of
which Mr. Ziff detailed for the audience and Commissioners.

Mr. Ziff said E.LR.'s are evaluated by "the rule of reason" standard, used in Judicial review which
does not expand the conclusion cotrectness, but insures the decision-makers have what they need to
provide informed decisions. E.LR.s allow for expert disagreement, as long as the disagreement
source is aired in the environmental document. The E.LR. is going through a circulation period,
with the "final EIR."” presenting the comments received during the circulation period, providing
lead agency responses and revisions to the draft E.LR. Comments will be received until November
3, 1996. Public comment can be made on the final project hearings on November 19 and 26, 1996.
It is important to make a distinction between the content and adequacy of the E.LR. and analysis.

The E.LR. does not address whether the project is good or bad, providing only an objective look at
potcntial impacts on the environment and mitigation measures to reduce such impacts. He asked
comments be specific to the E.LR. analysis, noting other hearings will address the project. Chmn.
Tucker opened the Hearing for public comments, asking comments should address the E.LR. report
for the hotel and parking structure.

Jim Lissner, 2715 El Oeste, said the draft E.LLR. had been received five days ago, asking how the
Commissioners had found the time to review the thick document in time for this meeting. Noting
there were a total of seven written comments, said the main way comments got into the record was
orally. Noting there was one copy in the library, said he had seen no written comments by the
Commissions and expressing concern regarding the meeting timing, feeling comment quantity and
quality was being reduced. Chmn. Tucker responded the Commission had until November 3, 1996,
which is approximately 45 days, to submit comments; this meeting will not close the comment

period. The public and Commissioners have ample time to submit comment and input on this
report.

Shirley Cassell, Hermosa Beach, said she voiced concerns regarding height at a previous meeting,
The contractors had said they wished to install 8-foot trellis' above the 30-foot height limit.
Homeowners have been forced to drop homes down to 30 feet. If private property owners are not
allowed to exceed the height limit, this group should not be either. Two other hotels were told they
must provide ample parking on their property. This company wishes to buy 100 spaces in the
parking structure, meaning they will always have 100 spaces. The parking structure is for the
public; not the hotel. She asked how the City will collect the bed tax. She said before giving away
the height and parking, real consideration should be given, since the other hotels had not been
allowed these exceptions.
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Jerry Newton, 2041 Circle Drive, said one E.LR. issuc was if the project was compatible with the
downtown implementation plan. Noting his involvement with the Chamber of Commerce, D.E.C.
and R/JUDAT. He said the hotel and parking structure were two key components of the R/UDAT
plan, stating this project was consistent with the downtown itmplementation plan. He felt the most
significant impact was construction, noting the E.LR. suggestion that a shuttle system be
implemented during Phase II. He felt the shuttle system should be implemented during Phase 1.

The draft E.LR. proposes using Pier Avenue as a construction route during Phase II, which he felt
was not an appropnate route. He asked consideration of 11th, 13th and 14th Streets as sufficient.

Lot B will be a staging area during Phase II construction. Staging during Phase I will not disrupt
parking lot use. Consideration as to whether or not there will be an auditorium should be given at
Phase II. If the Bijou Theater is abated, that site might provide sufficient staging with Lot B to stop
closure of 13th Street. Referencing Page 3-26 of the report, Mr. Newton suggested the hours of
operation be changed to an earlier hour for people going to work. He approved construction crew
parking available away from the downtown site. Crews could also use the shuttle. Regarding
height and trellis', if a roof deck is provided for events, he felt the trellis was a "nice thing”. Noting
the downzoning to 30 feet and the neighborhood character, he said this hotel would be smaller in
scale than the condominiums to the north. Some R-2s and R-3s were built when the height limit
was 35 feet, so this hotel and trellis will be in scale and consistent with the neighborhood. He was
critical of the proposed meeting rooms, suggesting a change to the three vertically stacked, 500-foot
rooms. He suggested onc larger room as a utility and benefit to the community. He suggested the
conftguration be changed to provide a larger space for community and private groups. He

supported the project, noting it was consistent with the General Plan everything previously
discussed.

Don Falkenstein, Palm Drive, said Mr. Newton's comments about running the construction up 14th
Street was consistent with how "they" feel about the residents. He said this would be a serious
problem for him and other 14th Street residents, suggesting the businesses suffer. He opposed not
having a single on-site parking space. He felt parking spaces would be lost, with parking spaces
being needed. He felt the retail will be another bar and restaurant, which will require additional
space. Noting the 65% parking space discount being given, he felt the retail and hotel will require
235 spaces, with little parking space being planned. He suggested the hotel be forced to provide
on-stte parking. He opposed height being over 30 feet and blocking views for the profit of a few.

Patricia Spiritus, 1610 The Strand, said shc has a business on 11th Street and has participated in
the revitalization effort for the past 4-5 years. She said the current site "breaks your heart”, being
fine commercial real estate. The project will fill out and round out the downtown for businesscs
and residents. She discussed the willingness of the Staff, Council and Commission to work through
the situation, noting this was a win-win situation. She applauded the developers for coming into the
town, noting the open forum and meetings was a wonderful informational environment. She stated
project support, noting this project was compatible and of benefit, noting it would profit everyone;
not just a few.

Bill Cohen, 37 14th Street, said the impact report discussed alternatives. The alternative he

supported was limiting the project to just the Phase I sitc along The Strand and parking should be
where Phase I 1s proposed. 1f more space is needed, they could purchase the nonconforming house
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to the east, along 14th Street. The project size would be reduced, but would still be profitable. He
felt the construction phase would encompass a three-year period, which was a significant time to
disrupt businesses, resulting in loss of revenue. He requested elimination of all construction on
Saturday and Sunday, resulting in increased business.

Al Burnett, 1405 Manhattan Avenue, made the following statements for consideration: 1) asked if
the model was scaled to the surrounding buildings, 2) said he was confused as to the actual height
measurement method, noting the method had just been changed, 3) said the trellis structure was
actually trellis and chimneys, asking how chimneys are going to keep smoke off the deck, 4) asked
if the buildings would overhang on The Strand or compliance to construction requirements on 14th
Street were required, 5) what public spaces are available and how will they be accessed, 6) can
residents use the public spaces, 7) although the structure, absent the trellis height, is a good design,
he felt the height was out of place relative to the surrounding structures, 7) would the rooms be
suites and would the owners be discouraged from staying beyond the 90 days, 8) 72% non-owner
occupancy ratc and allowance of owners to live there three months each year represented a 25%
occupancy tax reduction or a 97% occupancy rate when the owners are not staying there, 9) the
design does not provide a hotel with restaurant and retail, 10) would a City tax be available for
independently catered on-site events, 11) how would the City enforcement of the 90 day owner-
occupancy, 12) are there limitation to stop this becoming a time-share operation, which he opposed,
12) suggested audited financial statements on the SeaScape project be provided to verify the
occupancy rate, taxes received and units sold, 13) property owners are allowed to build to 30 feet
and the hotel should be required to the same, or made to pay compensation for property owners'
property devaluation, and 14) who determines the impacts stated in the E.LR. report.

Jay Ziff, EIP Associates, responded, stating each of the issue sections in Chapter 4 contains a
subheading, "Standards of Significance”. Not all issues have official standards, most have
standards. Traffic, air quality, noise have identified standards. The E.LR., as much as possible,
looks to the established standards in determining the impact levels. There are a variety of technical
professionals who worked on the different sections in the document, using available standards.
Director Blumenfeld said the final E.LR. determination comes through a certification process which
happens through public hearings at the Planning Commission and the City Council.

Al Burnett asked if just allowing Phase I was a feasible alternative. He agreed the construction
trucks should be kept aware from residents as much as possible.

No one else wished to speak, and Chairman Tucker closed the public testimony, bringing
discusston back to the Commission for comments.

Discussion
Comm. Perrotti, addressing on-site parking, said problems had been identified when
considering subterranean parking and felt on-site subterranean parking might not be feasible.

Referencing the scoping meeting and appendix, he asked if the issue of removal of ground
contamination was covered in the document.
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SPEAKER responded a couple studies were conducted at the time of the scoping meeting, which
addressed the potential of encountering hazardous materials at the sites, E.LR. page 1-4. Both
studies indicated lead contamination was remediated, with no potential on site. Documents are
available for review at the City.

Comm. Perrotti asked if the units would use a common chimney. Director Blumenfeld respondec
each chimney has several stacks. Comm. Perrotti noted the chimney height was based on proper
draft, to which Director Blumenfeld said the chimney manufacturer recommended an eight to ten

foot stack for proper draft. Comm. Perrotti discussed the suite room layout, doors and furniture
location with Director Blumenfeld.

SPEAKER said the suite was all one room, with a 42 inch wall.

Comm. Perrotti, refercncing Page 2-7, noted the reference to a future C.U.P. for live entertainment
and dancing, asked what the current intended use would be. Director Blumenfeld said it was to he
an observation deck, with outdoor seating. There is an opportunity to use it for other purposes.

One mitigation measure discussed provides that if the roof deck use proved to crcate a noise
problem, the use could be subject to a special use permit to prevent a problem.

Director Blumenfeld said if the Commission determines that historically the gradc was set six
inches higher than existing grade, based on evidence submitted, it would need to make these
findings on the grade/building height issues.

Comm. Perrotti stated support for starting the shuttle service at Phase |, recommending it be started
at 9:00 a.m. He supported an independent verification of revenue at the other hotel site mentioned
in testimony,

Comm. Merl said his concerns were related to the construction phase which would have a
tremendous impact upon the area. He suggested work on Saturday year around be examined, the
theater site should be looked at if it does come down, and felt the shuttle be provided in early
morning hours, being crucial to transporting both business and construction workers. He felt the
parking structure should also be reviewed in terms of lighting, security, potential air quality issues
and how the 100 parking spaces related to the hotel will be demarcated and its effects on traffic. He
felt the issue of routing of constructien, vehicles and supplies, and noise could be a problem. He
felt there needed to be coordination with the improvements on Pier Avenue.

Comm. Schwartz requested better understanding of how the anticipated project construction
schedule will tie in with the downtown improvement plans, noting the impacts to traffic flow.

Comm. Pizer expressed concern about the construction phase, requesting to see a lime line or
events scheduled for that area, noting construction will impact both residents and businesses on
lower Pier Avenue. He expressed concemn regarding the hydrology of the storm drainage. He
requested input for crime control within the parking structure, noting the increasing burden on the
Police force.
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Chmn. Tucker said the Code handles construction start times and limits work on week ends,
mechanisms are in place for violations of the Code. He felt it essential the shuttle program start
immediately concurrent with Phase I, the downtown merchants and employees need to use the
shuttle instead of parking downtown, and suggested the shuttle start at 7:00 a.m. Referencing the
required suspension of construction during summer-time special events in the downtown area, he
felt this should be reviewed, noting the tremendous construction stow down that would occur. He
felt the faster construction was completed, the better for everyone. He suggested volleyball and
other similar events look to the south side of the pier, noting the lack of space for unloading during
the construction period. Interstructure should be carefully looked at, since flooding is easy in that
area. He said both the hotel and parking structure will probably need sprinklers. He expressed
concemn regarding construction wastes reaching the storm drains and polluting the bay,
recommending waste water entrapment. He said there is a method to get construction vehicles to
the area, avoiding the downtown and north 14th Street residents. There was nothing in the report
about parking structure lighting. It needs to be brightly painted and illuminated very well at night,
with an attendant, perhaps. He saw no provision for future electric cars; plugs are needed. Noting
the parking lot will be four feet below grade, he asked for provision for flooding in the lower
portion, including emergency provision for a sump pump, gas generator. Between the hotel and
parking structure, relating to public improvements, the costs should be shared on a ratio of who
benefits the most.  Will CalTrans approve changing the intersection at Pier and Pacific Coast
Highway, or is that necessary. He said 8th Strcet was a major City entrance, and was not so noted.
The turn pocket at 13th Street will need to be enlarged when the structure is complete. He hoped
the planning and improvements dovelail together as in a master plan.

Addressing the hotel, Chmn. Tucker commented and expressed concern relating to: 1) the trellis
would prevent emergency vehicles going down 13th or 14th Streets, 2) the bridge will need some
type of air rights over the top, 3) in the hotel front, he hoped a log or barrier would be placed to
prevent the hotel from flooding, suggesting the developers take this into consideration, 3) the
railing in front of the hotel needs to be constructed in a manner to allow people to leave the rooms
and hop over to the Strand, 4) that people cannot sit on the rails, suggesting the rails be made
uncomfortable to sit on, 5) hours of operation for the roof top deck should be limited to 10:00 p.m.
to keep the noise down, 6) guests should be warned of the volleyball tournaments and associated
noise, 7) he preferred microwaves rather than stoves in the kitchen, 8) the trellis, with combustible
material, so close to the chimneys could be a fire safety hazard, suggesting the contractor review the
Code of required distance, and 8) the 12-inch steps might be made 6-inch steps. He said 14th Court
residents previously had buildings in front of them and will again. During construction, the view
wiltl not be pretty, but will not be as bad as the "green wall” during the volleyball tournaments. He
felt the contractor would put in dual glazed windows without being requested, noting the chimneys
are high because of manufacturer's requirements for proper draft. He questioned the loading zone
being in front of the main door, suggesting the loading zone be made larger in front of the hotel.

Director Blumenfeld emphasized the circulation period will continue for about 40 more days, with
the Public Hearing scheduled on November 19, 1996, which is the Commission's decision date for

the property application and the EILLR. The City Council meeting will be held on November 26,
1996.
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Chmn. Tucker invited further public comment.

John Hales, 624 8th Place, said he had not heard anything about the number of employees for hotel
services, noting parking would be necessary for them, also. Director Blumenfeld responded the
project is parked by room, there is no City requirement for employee parking, which is the policy of
many cities. Mr. Hales said this would impact the neighborhood. Service trucks would also impact
the area, since Beach Drive is really an alley in its gencral usage. He foresaw "plugging” of Beach
Drive with trucks, noting he saw no provision for on-site parking of service vehicles. Chmn.
Tucker responded the loading zone was one lane wider than Beach Drive, so provision was being
made.

No one else wished to make further comment.

MOTION by Chmn. Tucker, seconded by Comm. Pizer, to RECEIVE and FILE No objections,
so ordered.

ADJOURNMENT

MOTION by the Commission to adjourn the meeting. No objections; so ordered.
CERTIFICATION

[ hereby certify that the foregoing minutes are a true and complete record of the action taken by the
Planning Commission of Hermosa Beach at this special meeting of September 25, 1996.

e 7l

Peter Tucker, Chairmaﬁ Sol Blumenfild,'hecretary

(0 - 25 ¢

Date
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OCTOBER 15, 1996

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING

CANCELED

" DUE TO LACK OF PUBLIC NOTICE

ON THE AGENDA POSTING



MINUTES OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING OF THE,
CITY OF HERMOSA BEACH HELD ON OCTOBER 29, 1996
AT 7:00 P.M. IN THE CITY HALL COUNCIL CHAMBERS

Meeting called to order at 7:10 p.m. by Chmn. Tucker.

Pledge of Allegiance led by Comm. Merl.

ROLL CALL

Present:
Absent:
Also Present:

Comms. Merl, Perrotti, Pizer, Chmn. Tucker
Comm. Schwartz (arrived at 7:20 p.m.)

Sol Blumenfeld, Community Development Director
Michael Schubach, Planning Director

Sylvia Root, Recording Secretary

CONSENT CALENDAR

MOTION by Comm. Merl, Seconded by Comm. Perrotti, to APPROVE the following Consent
Calendar items:

1)
2)

3)

4)

3)

6)
AYES:
NOES:

ABSENT:
ABSTAIN:

September 17, 1996 Minutes,

Resolution P.C, 96-34 approving a Conditional Use Permit amendment for on-
sale alcohol, beer and wine, at 517 Pier Avenue,

Resolution P.C, 96-35 approving a Parking Plan, to allow the conversion of an
existing retail space to include snack shop (coffee house) with no additional
parking at 528 Pacific Coast Highway,

Resolution P.C. 96-36 recommending amending the zoning ordinance to allow
fences a maximum of 42 inches high in the required front yard setback,

Resolution P.C. 96-37 approving a greater than 50% expansion and remodel to an
existing nonconforming single-family dwelling at 325 Gentry Street, and
Resolution P.C. 96-38 approving a Certificate of Compliance for a lot line
adjustment at 2530 The Strand and 2515 Hermosa Avenue.

Comms. Merl, Perrotti, Pizer, Chmn. Tucker
None

Comm. Schwartz

None

At the request of Staff’ and agreement of the Planning Commission, the September 25, 1996
Minutes were pulled. The revised Minutes will be submitted at the next scheduled meeting.

ORAL/WRITTEN COMMUNICATIONS None
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PUBLIC HEARINGS

7. CUP 96-12 -- CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT AMENDMENT TQO ALLOW
MOTORCYCLE SERVICE AND REPAIR, AND ADOPTION OF AN
ENVIRONMENTAL NEGATIVE DECLARATION AT 424 PACIFIC COAST
HIGHWAY

Staff Recommended Action: To approve said Conditional Use Permit.

Mr. Schubach presented the Staff Report, stating Staff suggested the conditions be adopted as
recommended since two other motorcycles shops are within the vicinity, and have essentially the
same conditions. Commenting conditions would need modification if full repair is approved, Mr.
Schubach discussed the conditions, parking, water treatment and ventilation requirements with
Commissioners. Director Blumenfeld said interior building changes would be required if full
repair is to be allowed.

Chmn. Tucker opened the Public Hearing at 7:13 p.m.

David Ferris, applicant, said he had contacted most of neighboring properties and residences and
had received positive responses to his proposed application. He was concerned with the
restrictions on test driving, noting Pacific Coast Highway would be used when testing. He asked
what he should do when major repairs are required if he is only allowed to perform minor repair.
He felt he would have three to four customers per day, average. He said the storm drain was
actually a simple barrier to keep rain water out of the building. He explained the shop will be for
general repair, with advertising stating maintenance and service would be provided,

No one else wished to speak, and Chmn. Tucker closed the Public Hearing at 7:18 p.m.

Comms. Merl and Perrotti stated support, with Staff's recommendations. Comm. Pizer said the
business was consistent with the area. Comm. Schwartz discussed employee parking with Mr
Schubach. Chmn. Tucker felt conformity with the other motorcycle shops was needed, noting full
repairs is another usage and might cause problems for nearby residents.

MOTION by Comm. Merl, Seconded by Comm. Perrotti, to APPROVE Staffs
recommendation,

AYES: Comms. Merl, Perrotti, Pizer, Schwartz, Chmn. Tucker
NOES: None
ABSENT: None
ABSTAIN: None

Chmn. Tucker stated the Commission's decisions were appealable within 10 days to the City
Council.
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8. CON 96-5/PDP 96-6 - CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT, PRECISE
DEVELOPMENT PLAN AND VESTING TENTATIVE PARCEL MAP #24249
FOR A TWO-UNIT CONDOMINIUM CONVERSION AT 1723 AND 1725
GOLDEN AVENUE.

Staff Recommended Action To approve said Conditional Use Permit, Precise
Development Plan, and Vesting Tentative Parcel Map.

Mr. Schubach said the proposal met all requirements. A condition requiring 2 mutual easement to
be in place due to the driveway being partially on neighboring property. The driveway entrance is
seven feet wide. If this is a problem, plan revision displaying a full-width driveway should be
conditioned,

Chmn. Tucker opened the Public Hearing at 7:30 p.m.

Elizabeth Srour, 820 Manhattan Ave., applicant's representative, said the applicant agreed with
the conditions of approval. She said this was the first she had heard about any concern about
driveway width, noting the adjacent property owner's agreement would be required if a condition
were imposed. The applicant was willing to do whatever necessary to obtain application
approval.

Jerry Compton, project architect, said one unit had a root-top deck with an operable skylight,
which was not included in the open space calculations. He discussed current driveway plans with
Chmn. Tucker, noting the curb cut was not wide either. Mr. Compton said the garage was
21'10"; deep enough for storage of trash containers. Trash containment is planned on the right
side of the garage. Noting the neighbor's garage was almost to the property line, the long gate
and lock are the applicant's. Chmn. Tucker suggested roll-up doors on the garages, which Mr.
Schubach confirmed as a requirement for one of the garages. Director Blumenfeld said Staff
wished to submit the requested easement agreement to the City Attorney for review as to
conformity.

No one else wished to speak, and Chmn. Tucker closed the Public Hearing at 7:45 p.m.

MOTION by Comm. Merl, Seconded by Comm. Perrotti, to APPROVE Staff's recommendation
to approve the Conditional Use Permit, Precise Development Plan and Vesting Tentative Parcel
Map #24249 for a two-unit condominium conversion at 1723 and 1725 Golden Avenue, with the
addition of a requirement for documentation of an easement agreement to maintain a nine-foot
drive, requiring submittal of the easement agreement to the City Attorney for review of
conformity, roll-up doors, and inclusion on the plans of common storage in the garage.

AYES: Comms. Merl, Perrotti, Pizer, Schwartz, Chmn. Tucker
NOES: None
ABSENT:; None
ABSTAIN: None
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Chmn. Tucker stated the Commission's decisions were appealable within 10 days to the City
Council.

9. ZON 96-2 -- ZONE CHANGE FROM M-1, LIGHT MANUFACTURING, TO R-2,
TWO-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL, OR TO SUCH OTHER ZONE AS DEEMED
APPROPRIATE BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION, AND ADOPTION OF AN
ENVIRONMENTAL NEGATIVE DECLARATION AT 322 ARDMORE
AVENUE, 603 AND 623 3RD STREET.

Staff Recommended Action To recommend approval of said zone change from M-1 to
R-2 and adoption of the Environmental Negative Declaration.

Mr. Schubach said the City Council had directed Staff to bring this item to the Planning
Commission. Adjacent properties have been rezoned with the exception of these three lots. He
said the lots were small and would not accommodate manufacturing uses Two of the lots are
currently being used for residential, one lot is used for automotive purposes, which is
nonconforming to manufacturing usage.

Chmn. Tucker opened the Public Hearing at 7:50 pm. No one wished to speak, and Chmn,
Tucker closed the Public Hearing at 7:50 p.m.

AYES: Comms. Merl, Perrotti, Pizer, Schwartz, Chmn. Tucker
NOES: None
ABSENT: None
ABSTAIN: None

Chmn. Tucker stated the Commission's decisions were appealable within 10 days to the City
Council.

HEARINGS

10. NR 96-4 -- EXPANSION TO AN EXISTING SINGLE FAMILY DWELLING
NONCONFORMING TO FRONT AND SIDE YARDS RESULTING IN A
GREATER THAN 50% INCREASE IN VALUATION AT 2515 HERMOSA
AVENUE.

Staff Recommended Action To approve said Nonconforming Remode!.

Planning Director Schubach said the proposal conformed to zoning requirements, and noted the
expansion increase from 4303 to 4659 square feet. A lot line adjustment has just been approved
for this property. Lot coverage will be 56%, with improvements intended to enhance the
northerly elevation and orienting the house towards the pool.

Chmn. Tucker opened the Public Hearing at 7:53 p.m.
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Jerry Compton, 1200 Artesia Blvd., #300, project architect, displayed exhibits and a project
model, described the proposed project, including setback, open space, site elevations and
proposed adjustments. Noting the plans being incorrect, he said the current lot coverage of 55%
would be reduced to 52% The pool will be accessible to both properties, but not encroach onto
the southerly property. He asked approval of the project.

No one else wished to speak, and Chmn. Tucker closed the Public Hearing at 8:00 p.m.

MOTION by Comm. Merl, Seconded by Comm. Perrotti to APPROVE Staff's
recommendation.

AYES: Comms. Merl, Perrotti, Pizer, Schwartz, Chmn. Tucker
NOES: None
ABSENT: None
ABSTAIN: None

Chmn. Tucker stated the Commission's decisions were appealable within 10 days to the City
Council,

STAFF ITEMS

1L.a  Community Development Department activity report of August, 1996.
Receive and File.

11.b  Tentative future Planning Commission agenda.
Receive and File

1t.c City Council minutes of September 10, 12, 18 and 24, 1996,
Receive and File

1t.d Compliance of Precise Development Plan No. 95-26 Condition No. 4 regarding
posting of parking signs at Greenwood Park in connection with Starbuck's Coffee at
1109 Pacific Coast Highway.

Director Blumenfeld said this item was connected with PDP 95-26, approved by the
Commission. Several items, including sign posting, was required. All items have been
completed with the exception of sign posting, which was to be posted by the property
owner or request a modification of the PDP approval. The owner objected to this
condition.  Staff agreed it would be difficult to enforce.  Staff recommended
reconsideration of this requirement, which would require PDP modification.  Staff
requested direction from the Commission.
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The Commuission discussed with Director Blumenfeld condition requirements, parking
patterns, peak parking periods, and enforcement difficulties. Chmn. Tucker, noting the
concesstons previously made for this applicant, supported posting of the signs to assure a
mechanism of sign enforcement and availability of parking spaces. The Commissioners
discussed enforcement difficulties on the City-owned property with Staff.

The consensus of the Commission was to DIRECT Staff to review the lease agreement
for the City property to determine available provisions for parking and right-of-way,
presenting this report at the next scheduled Commission meeting.

COMMISSIONER ITEMS

Comm. Perrotti, asked about final submission date for the draft EIR. Director Blumenfeld
satd submittals would be accepted until November 3, 1996, Comm. Perrotti said the first
two chapters contained the background and summary, suggesting people read these two
chapters.

ADJOURNMENT

MOTION by the Commuission to adjourn at 8:15 p.m. No objections; so ordered.

CERTIFICATION

I hereby certify that the foregoing minutes are a true and complete record of the action taken by
the Planning Commission of Hermosa Beach at the regularly scheduled meeting of October 29,

1996.

/_.

iy

f‘e/er Tucker, Chéfrman Sol Blumenfl;ld,' Secretary

=15~ 74

Date
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MINUTES OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING OF THE
CITY OF HERMOSA BEACH HELD ON NOVEMBER 19, 1996
AT 7:00 P.M. IN THE CITY HALL COUNCIL CHAMBERS

Meeting called to order at 7:.05 p.m. by Chairman Tucker.

Pledge of Allegiance led by Comm. Pizer.

ROLL CALL
Present: Comms. Merl, Perrotti, Pizer, Schwartz, Chmn. Tucker
Absent: None
Also Present: Sol Blumenfeld, Community Development Director
Michael Schubach, Planning Director
Sylvia Root, Recording Secretary
CONSENT CALENDAR

MOTION by Comm. Merl, Seconded by Comm. Pizer, to APPROVE with no change:

3 October 29, 1995 Minutes,

4a) Resolution P.C. 96-39 approving a Conditional Use Permit and Vesting Tentative
Parcel Map #24249 for a 2-unit condominium conversion project at 1723 and 1725
Golden Avenue, .

4b) Resolution P.C. 96-40 approving a Conditional Use Permit to allow retail sales of
motorcycles, accessories, and motorcycle repair at 424 Pacific Coast Highway and
adoption of a Mitigated Environmental Negative Declaration.

4.¢)  Resolution P.C. 96-41 recommending approval of a zone change from M-1 (Light
Manufacturing) to R-2 (Two-Family Residential) and adoption of an Environmental
Negative Declaration for the property located at 603 and 623 3rd Street and 322
Ardmore Avenue.

AYES: Comms. Merl, Perrotti, Pizer, Schwartz, Chmn. Tucker
NOES: None
ABSENT: None
ABSTAIN: None

5. Items for consideration None

ORAL/WRITTEN COMMUNICATIONS: None

PUBLIC HEARINGS
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7. CON 96-8/PDP 96-9 -- CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT, PRECISE DEVELOPMENT
PLAN AND VESTING TENTATIVE PARCEL MAP #24603 FOR A TWO-UNIT
CONDOMINIUM AT 603 30TH STREET

Staff Recommended Action: To continue to a date certain in order for the applicant
to submit revised plans.

Planning Director Schubach new plans had been submitted . The plans made a major change to the
access driveway. Staff would support approval of these plans with conditions, recommending
adoption of the Resolution.  Director Blumenfeld said Staff had received no calls regarding
continuation of this item.

Chmn. Tucker opened the Public Hearing at 7:11 p.m.

Elizabeth Srour, 820 Manhattan Avenue, applicant's and property owner's representative, explained
the reasons for submittal of the revised plans, including the City Attorney's determination this item
could go forward as a condominium project. She said the design presentation, with the exception of
the driveway, was the same as before. The proposal exceeds all requirements for condeminium use.
She said Staff's recommended conditions are acceptable and asked for project approval. She said the
trash areas are in the individual garages, which Director Blumenfeld confirmed.

Gene Fay, 2920 Hermosa View Dr., said he was concerned with the safety factor at 30th Street, the
increased traffic with the additional garage, and felt the building could be an "eye-sore" from his
property. He discussed the allowed building height, setbacks and plan changes with Commissioners
and Stafl. He stated this building would impair his line of sight.

No one else wished to speak, and Chmn. Tucker closed the Public Hearing at 7:24 p.m.
Discussion

Comm. Pizer said he was impressed with the modifications. Comm. Mer] commented the driveway
on Ardmore would have been unsafe, noting the requested changes were essential. He felt the
project now met all requirements. Comm. Perrotti confirmed with Staff the open space requirements
would be met.

MOTION by Comm. Pizer, Seconded by Comm. Merl, to APPROVE CON 96-8/PDP 96-9 as
presented.

AYES: Comms. Merl, Perrotti, Pizer, Schwartz, Chmn. Tucker
NOES: None
ABSENT: None
ABSTAIN: None

Chmn. Tucker stated this decision may be appealed to the City Clerk within 10 days from this date.
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8. CON 96-6/PDP 96-7 -- CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT, PRECISE DEVELOPMENTY
PLAN AND VESTING TENTATIVE PARCEL MAP #24632 FOR A TWO-UNIT
CONDOMINIUM AT 928 17TH STREET.

Staff Recommended Action: To approve said Conditional Use Permit, Precise
Development Plan, and Vesting Tentative Parcel Map.

Mr. Schubach noted supplemental information submitted by a neighbor. He said Staff concern
related to the rear unit not meeting the minimum open space requirement, requiring a change to
increase the open space. The bottom floor has a full bath and large wet bar. However, it has an
open stair case, which is not conducive to an illegal unit conversion. Staff recommended no full bath
and a smaller wet bar with a minimum size sink. Mr. Schubach explained an additional 20 to 40
square feet was necessary to comply with open space requirements.

Chmn. Tucker opened the Public Hearing at 7:33 p.m.

Elizabeth Srour, 820 Manhattan Ave., applicant's representative, displayed a site rendering, noting
the articulation and attention to interior design. She felt the project would be an attractive addition,
noting the project complied with zoning and condominium standards. She explained the lack of open
space was due to a misunderstanding with the architect and could be corrected by expansion of the
balcony. She requested Condition 1.a be changed to allow a 3/4 bath. The applicant accepted Staff's
recommendation relating to the wet bar. The design offers versatility and will accommodate a
growing or grown family. she asked for approval. Chmn. Tucker noted concern with the rear
elevations, wall height relating to the adjacent southern property line. Ms. Srour said this concern
could be addressed by the architect. Chmn. Tucker also discussed with Ms. Srour the height
elevations, noting the rear building might be too high.

Sandy Thomas, 929 16th Street, said she had submitted letters from herself and neighbors, a map
and pictures. She was extremely concerned with the loss of privacy in her backyard and bedroom
resulting from the placement of the deck. She requested mature landscaping and movement of the
deck area.

Ren Thomas, 929 16th Street, reiterated his wife's concerns regarding the loss of privacy and
possible loss of property value. He discussed the photographs provided with the Commissioners.

Glenn Rule, 950 17th Street, said he lives east of this project. He felt the buildings would obstruct
his ocean view, additional traffic will result on this narrow street, and asked if an environmental
review had been conducted. Director Blumenfeld explained this project was exempt from that
requirement. Mr. Rule said he opposed the project.

Virginia Cook, 15103 Greystone, Norwalk, property owner of 920 17th Street, noted the changes
on the street made since 1916, and objected to the possibility of continued replacement of single-
units with multiple units on this street, feeling the street and area was becoming over populated. She
stated her opposition to further development, asking the application be denied.
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REBUTTAL

Elizabeth Srour discussed the area zoning, property rights that go with the land and the right of
every property owner to enjoy those benefits. She felt the City had addressed the parking problems
through new development standards, noting older homes do not have sufficient parking, while ths
new conmstruction provides adequate parking. She acknowledged this property would have a
beautiful view, noting that other properties lost view as each house was built. She said the applicant
was prepared to work with Staff and neighbors regarding landscaping to create a buffer. The natural
property use included living space use of the upper level. She asked for at least conceptual approval.
Chmn. Tucker suggested the balcony be moved to the south-west corner with a 45 degree angle to
preserve some privacy for the neighbors. Ms. Srour agreed this could be possible.

No one wished to speak, and Chmn. Tucker closed the Public Hearing at 8:06 p.m.
Discussion

Comm. Pizer said the beach cities are crowded and the concerns discussed sometimes cannot be
mitigated. He felt the relocation of the rear deck to be a very good suggestion. Comm. Schwartz
said residents had the ability to request area rezoning if they felt the density was getting too intense.
She noted this property had certain rights which must be honored. Comm. Merl commented that if
the area were rezoned, many units would become nonconforming, so this action is not to be taken
lightly. He supported relocation of the deck, provision of mature landscaping and review of the wall
situation. Chmn. Tucker stated agreement with Commissioner statements, noting the City did not
have a view ordinance. He felt moving the balcony, providing a landscaping screen, reducing the wet
bar area and prohibiting a full bath downstairs could alleviate many concerns.

MOTION by Comm. Perrotti, Seconded by Comm. Merl, to APPROVE CON 96-6/PDP 96-7 with
modification to Condition 1.a to allow a maximum of a 3/4 bath room, additional of a Condition 1.¢
to address the wall at the west and south boundary not to exceed six feet in height from the adjoining
property, with an open wall thereafter, expansion of language in Condition 4.b to require mature
landscaping at the southerly property line to increase resident privacy and screening purposes, and
relocation of the deck from the dining area to the living room area diagonal at the south-west corner.

AYES: Comms. Merl, Perrotti, Pizer, Schwartz, Chmn. Tucker
NOES: None
ABSENT: None
ABSTAIN: None

Chmn. Tucker stated this decision may be appealed to the City Council within 10 days from this date.

9, VAR 96-2 -- VARIANCE TO ALLOW A 3' REAR YARD SETBACK RATHER
THAN THE REQUIRED 5' FOR A NEW SINGLE FAMILY DWELLING AT 2650
HERMOSA AVENUE.

Staff Recommended Action: To approve said Variance.
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Mr. Schubach said Staff recommended approval of this Variance request, noting the lot size made
this lot unique.  Staff also recommended approval of the requested garage depth to allow adequate
garage space on this tiny lot. The property meets the Variance criteria.

Chmn. Tucker opened the Public Hearing at 8:28 p.m.

Pete Hindle, 2418 Sebald, Redondo Beach, said four parking spots would be gained, neighbors
would experience no adverse impacts. After discussion with Commissioners, he agreed the shrink
the bedroom and mezzanine in order to increase the setback. He said if the Variance were granted,
the corrections could be made and approved through plan check.

No one else wished to speak, and Chmn. Tucker closed the Public Hearing at 8:28 p.m.
Discussion

Comm. Merl felt this request a major improvement to the property. Comm. Pizer felt the design and
additional parking spaces were a definite asset, to which Comm. Perrotti and Chmn. Tucker agreed.

MOTION by Comm. Merl, Seconded by Comm Perrotti, to APPROVE VAR 96-2, with
recommended conditions.

AYES: Comms. Merl, Perrotti, Pizer, Schwartz, Chmn. Tucker
NOES: None
ABSENT: None
ABSTAIN: None

Chmn. Tucker stated this decision may be appealed to the City Council within 10 days from this date.
HEARINGS

10. VAR 96-6 -- ADDITION TO AN EXISTING TWO-STORY DUPLEX WITH A
NONCONFORMING FRONT YARD RESULTING IN A GREATER THAN 50%
INCREASE IN VALUATION AT 157 MONTEREY BOULEVARD,

Staff Recommended Action: To approve said Nonconforming Remodel.

Mr. Schubach, at the request of the City Attorney, added Finding E stating this project is
categorically exempt under Section 15303, Class 3b of the California Environmental Quality Act.
Staff's concern with project design was an elongated room connected by only a 3 1/2' opening,
making it easy to split into two units. The large wet bar could be converted to a kitchen. There are
three exterior access points.  Staff requested approval, but with a condition that it be brought back
to the Director and Staff for redesign of the proposed expansion. Chmn. Tucker suggested a wall be
put in to divide the garage, and the laundry area should be accessible to both units.
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Chmn. Tucker opened the Hearing at 8:32 p.m.

Vickie Nobel, 6 N. 1st Ave, Arcadia, applicant's representative, said the applicants were moving
into unit B and would be renting the upstairs unit. She said the applicants were willing to work with
Staff and accept plan redesign.

No one else wished to speak on this subject, and Chmn. Tucker closed the Hearing at 8:35 p.m.
Discussion

Comm. Merl supported Staff's recommendation, noting the stated concerns needed to be addressed.
Chmn. Tucker suggested one bath be made 3/4, the wet bar area be reduced, and the garage be
divided for use by both units.

MOTION by Comm. Merl, Seconded by Comm Schwartz, to APPROVE Staff's recommendation,
with the addition of the "categorically exempt clause" statement and a statement that Staff be
specifically authorized to review the plans and make such modifications as necessary to insure that
there is no boot legging and there 1s equitable distribution of parking.

AYES: Comms. Merl, Perrotti, Pizer, Schwartz, Chmn. Tucker
NOES: None
ABSENT: None
ABSTAIN: None

Chmn. Tucker stated this decision may be appealed to the City Council within 10 days from this date.

STAFF ITEMS:

1f.a Memorandum regarding election of the Chairman and Vice Chairman.
Director Blumenfeld said it was time for the Commission to deal with the Chair rotation,

noting the Commission had the ability to elect new officers, retain current officers or establish
a rotation procedure. The term would be from December 1996 to December 1997,

MOTION by Comm. Pizer, Seconded by Comm. Schwartz, to RETAIN Chairman Tucker
as Chairman and Commussioner Merl as Vice-Chairman for the next 12 month period.

AYES: Comms. Merl, Perrotti, Pizer, Schwartz, Chmn. Tucker
NOES: None
ABSENT: None
ABSTAIN: None
11.b  Community Development Department activity report of September 1996,

Recerve and file.
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11.c  Tentative future Planning Commission agenda.
Receive and File

COMMISSIONER ITEMS None

ADJOURNMENT

MOTION by the Commission to adjourn at 8:47 p.m. No objections; so ordered.

CERTIFICATION

I hereby certify that the foregoing minutes are a true and complete record of the action taken by the
Planning Commission of Hermosa Beach at the regularly scheduled meeting of November 19, 1996.

204
0 w
ol Blumemtfeld, Secretary

Peter Tucker, (hairman

12-3-9¢

Date
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RECEIVED
NOV 2 b 1995

PLANMN%\%%' Longacre, NSNS Hormosa Beach, Ca 90254

23 November, 1998

Mr. Sol Blumenfeld, Director VIEVED
Community Development Department ‘ 20

City Attorney NOV 19%
The Hermosa Beach Planning Commission oo G DEPT,

Hermosa Beach City Hall
Hermosa Beach, Ca 90254

This is a written submittal to be included in the planning
commission agenda-packet for the following noted item.

Re: Public Hearing 12/3/98, advertised in the Easyreader Newspaper legal
section 11/21/96, for the proposed hote! at 1300 Strand, public parking
structure, and assoclated public land, and other items pertaining to same.

Honorable Members of the Planning Commission:

POINT-OF-ORDERS:

First | note to your body as a point-of-order that this public hearing is much too
all encompassing for the lay public to absorb in one sitting and to be given just
three or even 20 minutes in the chamber to address. | personally believe the city
can be challenged for expecting its citizens to deal so quickly with so much
material at one time and in just one public hearing.

Careful, considered discussion after having city planning staff answer your
questions, your taking of public testimony, having more discussion and motions,
followed by the chance for further testimony when the public knows what your
motions entail, is an imperative in this complex matter. You must make sure that
the public is able to respond to new ideas and concepts that may come up during
the hearing which are not spelled out in the available information to which they
give testimony.

Attempting to do all of this in one night, | suspect would be impractical and
imprudent. As a further point-of-order | note that the planning commission
packet is scheduled to be completed for distribution to you on the night before
Thanksgiving and that this public hearing was scheduled to be directly after the
Thanksgiving weekend when most people spend time with family, friends, and
brief vacation activities. Such inappropriate scheduling of such an important
matter, and further with such short time for thorough public review of all materials
in the packet may be legal, but as such is highly suspect to this city resident.
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H. Longacre to Planning Commission, 23 November 1996
LT & (v,

This packet would better have been completed and made available for a
minimum of two weeks for review as this matter concerns the use, dedication,
and/or encumbrance of city land to a developer, and/or to the county, and
furthermore will fundamentally result in a whole new direction for this city with
respect to intensification of the downtown area. If this matter be driven through
city processes in a hasty manner, then unquestionably aid will be given to any
court challenge of decisions made by your body or those of the council. It will
clearly appear that public processes may have been manipulated to a certain
objective.

It would be best to be sure all concerned, including the public and the press, fully
understand what this public hearing entails, what the consequences are to the
city's future finances, quality of life, and future direction, and that everyone is
given every opportunity to participate fully in this decision making process. This
concludes the point-of-orders of this submittal.

INTRODUCTION:

| have chosen to place my concerns regarding this smorgasbord of a public
hearing, in this letter such that it may be included in your packet and so that you
will have the opportunity to review it fully, and make notes prior to the meeting.
You on the commission may take all reasonable time required on this matter, and
if you are not fully prepared at the meeting due to the holiday, | would hope you
will so note that and contir}ue the hearing after taking testimony from those
present. | believe our residents are extremely concemed as to what is taking
place in our small downtown with regard to intensification, especially at night, and
as such our city can ill-afford to handie the matters of this public hearing in any
slam-dunk fashion.

As a graduate in civil engineering and a resident of Hermosa Beach and
Marhattan Beach for some twenty-nine years, and having come to Hermosa
Beach as a teenager in the late 1850’s, | have observed first-hand the transition
of our city and the entire southern-California area. | have owned residential
property in Newport Beach on the ocean front, and Manhattan Beach and
Hermosa Beach just one block from the ocean front. 1 am familiar with alfl three
cities and how they view the importance of residential. Our present city ‘
administration does not seem to any longer place the highest importance on the
residential quality of life as does Manhattan Beach, and especially Newport
Beach. And that is most unfortunate. As residential goes, so will go everything
else in this beach town. That is a certainty, in my view,

Today we find the city desiring to survive as a residential friendly town and a town
willing to welcome those from outside the city limits. We see controversy over
such things as volleyball tournaments and the commercialization of the beach
which is owned by the people of Hermosa Beach. With times such as they are,
while it would be good to be ail things to alf people, we can not be much good to
anyone if our city's residential quality of life is pushed past a thin line, where that
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H. Longacre to Planning Commission, 23 November 1996

which is Hermosa Beach and which attracts so many who want to either live here,
visit here, or do both, is diminished and destroyed.

Our town’s quality of life must be placed paramount to all else, otherwise you
might as well write the city off, for if that quality deteriorates to a point where
families will not want to raise their children here, then overnight the town will
surely slip away to something else. Perhaps some desire this to happen. Many
wonder.

With this in mind, we all have observed the extraordinary, unwarranted emphasis
being placed on our smali downtown area which apparently is doing quite well on
its own, simply because times and the economy have entered a new cycle, and
there is little concern placed by our council on alcoho! serving business anymore.
We all know alcohol business flourishes where ever there is little control
regulating 1.

You on the commission should be aware that our downtown does cost the city the
expenditure of much more revenue than it brings in, and has for many years, and
that such situation will probably continue indefinitely. it is my understanding that
such is true of the Manhattan Beach downtown also. Unfortunately this
phenomena is never raised by our city council. Instead we hear rantings by many
downtown proponents that “we have to generate more sales tax revenue in the
downtown”. That is a tota!jy empty, absurd, and meaningless statement. The
downtown contributes minimal sales tax revenue, minimal property tax revenue,
minimal business taxes, and some superficial transient occupancy tax and will
continue on ke this same track, notwithstanding all that is being done to make
the business operations themselves quite profitable. One single family home that
sells for $500,000 will result in more total revenue to the city annually than most
individual businesses in the town will. City costs for the home are practically nil.

A large amount of city-revenue received from our downtown comes from parking
fines. The city receives more from parking fines on customers than from sales
tax on customer purchases. A person buys three drinks or something else,
spends ten dollars, the city gets perhaps 5 to 10 cents. But an occasional
customer gets a parking ticket and the city gets $$, well you see the difference.
Each time police officers respond to an event downtown, there goes all the sales
tax revenue of perhaps several days. Add up the police time for one significant
incident, especially if there are reports made, and several officers required, and
court actions to follow.

It takes about ten-thousand dollars of taxable sales for the city to receive a mere
100 doilars. Does that cover one police-person-hour with all support costs. Not
likely. Take the police costs per day for the downtown, and multiply by 100. That
is the amount of taxable sales to just pay for the police requirements for the
downtown. If policing costs 1000 dollars per day, that means it takes 100,000
dollars of reported-taxable sales to pay for the police for that day. | believe it can
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be shown that our police costs easity are 1000 dollars per day more, than they
would be if there were no downtown at all. 1000 dollars per day does not buy
much eguipment and personnel as required for modern policing of a city. 365,000
dollars a year is most likely much less than what the downtown costs for policing.
Look at the total police budget and ask what percentage of that is downtown
related. That our downtown will continue to drain our city of revenue and possibly
at an even greater rate, means we are always going to have problems paying our
police and other staff the wages sufficient to insure we are able to retain the best
people. The downtown is an especially negative factor for our city employees
who see a budget constantly short of money. They should understand why it is
short of money and will stay that way. its the continued subsidizing of the
downtown. All these factors are important regarding the matters of this public
hearing.

Your commission must try to understand the city’s financial position as applicable
in your planning decisions on the matter of this, and all of your public hearings
regarding the downtown. About a year ago the city council had a public hearing
with no public input given, and the 6% utility tax was massively increased for
everyone under 63 years of age through adding long distance telephone to the
tax. How many residents even know this happened? How many? Would it have
passed with a vote of the people? Its hard to see it on your phone bill, but its
there. Just think, 6% of most all long distance billings in the whole city now goes
into the sewer fund, a fund that is systematically being used for many more things
than it was originally intended. Our downtown is not responsible for any true
revenue increases given inflation and everything else. City payrolls will go up
faster than downtown revenue on a percentage basis.

I remind you on the commission as | have previous commissions, that the city
receives just 1 penny for each reported dollar of taxable sales. That translates to
just $80.00 of revenue to the city for three-thousand drinks sold at three dollars
each. | am sure you all understand what the impact that the sale of three-
thousand drinks brings to a city in terms of the number of people in town to buy
those drinks, the cars they come in, and the general effects of noise, crime, and
requirements on the city infrastructure, and support personnel, be they fire,
police, or general government staff.

Thus while it may be nice to have a downtown, it has clearly become a place that
is attractive mostly to a Wednesday through Saturday night 21 to 35 year old
group. There is little feft there that makes an average resident want to go there
but rarely or never. In recent years virfually all of the non-alcohol daytime
businesses that have left, have been replaced with alcohol serving night-time
businesses.

THE ISSUE OF PARKING STRUCTURE:
There is really not a parking problem in the daytime with respect to the
downtown. As a customer in the downtown § have never had a problem finding a
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daytime parking space and in fact there is more parking in the downtown today
than there has been in the previous forty years. When you talk about hot beach
days, well you could never add enough parking. Discussing beach days is an
absurdity. You could pave the entire city over with double deck parking and
every space would be filled on hot beach days. For on beach days, the more
parking there is the more overflow there will be. It is jug.t that way.

We all have visited Venice Beach. Have you noticed there is virtually no parking
at Venice Beach? Where do those throngs of people park? Why to they go there
if there is no parking? The fact is that people will walk a mile to go to the beach
to be with the moving masses of activity that takes place there. The idea of
building this first of 2 minimum of two 480 space 4 level concrete parking garage
behemoths is one that sickens me to think of, for as educated in engineering and
computer science | understand how the providing of more parking, and the
building of more roads and freeways does not reduce traffic, or parking impact on
neighborhoods, it increases it. Building a parking garage will not free up parking
in the neighborhood, it will create a bigger more intensive activity to take place in
our small downtown at night and that will attract an even targer mass of people to
spill out into the neighborhoods.

| request that your commission carefully consider what it is that the residents
desire, in the way of quality-of-life for their town? Is it more cars, cabs, limos,
busses? Five years ago we had daytime businesses in downtown. Now we have
nighttime businesses. Thé Cily is not a penny richer as a result. But the
residential streets have cars and cabs cruising around until 2:30 am. That is all
new. Have you gone out and looked? It will only get worse if you make it
possible to have even more peopie in the downtown at night.

And while crime may or may not be level now, with more night time downtown
intensity and activity, it will eventually escalate from where it would be, were the
downtown to become less of a night-time, and more of a day-time center. Of
course that can not happen when prospective day-time businesses look around
and say, “I do not desire to locate where they shut off my customer access for so
many events geared to get masses of people in the daytime, and where the night-
time can present security problems for my investment”. ‘

Good daytime businesses don't require a lot of parking. When a car dealer on
the highway sells one 35,000 dollar vehicle the city receives three-hundred-fifty
dollars from the penny on the dollar of sales tax it gets. How many visitors did
that take. Compare this to the impact for the City to receive the same 350 dollars
of revenue by selling over eleven-thousand drinks at three dollars each (11,000
drinks x $3), or more drinks if they cost less. This massive impact with so little
revenue returned, with buildings that are also on such low long-term property
assessments, now maintained low by Prop-13, is why the city loses downtown at
the expense of the residents and will continue to.
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Parking garages are the road map to Hermosa’s quality of life going down down
down for your retirement, for your children, for your grandchildren. While at the
same time raising the city’s costs by encouraging more of this loose-loose
situation. The only winners with parking garages, are operators of businesses
that sell to the masses. And that is why their lobby in this city is so big, and so
well organized. The residents have no lobby, are all but tumed off, completely
unorganized, often intimidated, and otherwise confused, or so propagandized on
how great thy downtown wili be. It won't be from a city quality of life point of view,
or from the city’s financial point of view.

Business that is oriented only toward masses of people, bring extreme-negative
impact on the residential quality of life, and high costs for the city which ultimately
are born by the residents through hidden taxes, moneys diverted from residential
improvement, and reduced value of their homes. Why is the same home in
Hermosa on an equivalent lot and location worth 20 to 35 % less than in
Manhattan Beach? Is it that the Realtors know that there is a poor anti-residential
direction being taken in our city, and advise people of the differences in the
current leadership Hermosa Beach has when it comes to putting the residents
first?

There is no logic in doing everything possible to intensify the downtown. The
planning commission has not been directed by the council in any significant
manner 1o insure that the downtown becomes a place where a non-alcohol
serving business can feel there is a stable day-time environment. Ask yourself if
you would want a Venice Beach style environment based on masses of people if
you were going to open a daytime business in our downtown or have a
professional office. There is a logical limit to the number of coffee shops, cafes
and entertainment and alcohol venues. They are nice but they place a heavy
impact on the city and produce significant revenue only to the operators. There is
also a logical limit on street events that disrupt business activity. We are over
that limit right now.

The city residents are picking up the overwheiming cost of businesses being able
to be thers. The city residents right now are paying for virtually all of the
downtown improvements via subtle and very creative ways of using the people's
money, and even adding new taxes to existing taxes as implemented by the
current city administration in such things as increasing the utility tax on our
telephone bills, and the increased lighting district assessments, while the
pavement in front of the resident’s own home deteriorates (except perhaps where
the city may finally have had to replace a badly deteriorated sewer).

As evidence that there is no more parking problem in the daytime than would be
expected in a beach-front town, recently a former councilman was permitted to
max out his downtown property without adding anything in parking to the existing
5 or 6 spaces he has. His building is an office building and low impact. The type
of business desired. It was made clear on his approval that there was no parking
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problem for his type of improvement. What type of business does your body
desire to promote? Those requiring masses of people in their cars and cabs that
bring the city high impact and penny revenue, or the type that is office, and
daytime retail, and helps maintain the quality of life in our city? Untit there is a
clear specification on the type of business or a plan, other than the current
lais'sez-faire approach, which will only result in mostly alcohol and entertainment
businesses, you would best not approve the building of the very vehicle that just
such businesses thrive on. Massive parking. This is very simple to understand.
Those with vested interests obviously believe differently.

| want to emphasize that | do not support changing parking lot A or C now or ever
to increase parking in the downtown through city action. What owners do on their
land is their business within the context of the established zoning code. It is not
desirable for our city to do what has been done in downtown urban areas such as
Santa Monica, Los Angeles, or Hollywood. That is not smart for an area so small,
and which is little like the very urban downtown commercial area of Santa
Monica, which is monumentally bigger than our entire city and more. The third
street promenade is in the middle of a highly impacted commercial area, and not
surrounded by homes. Have you all been there in the evening and seen those
hoards of people? Is that what is being attempted here? That would be very sad
for our small town. That would be tragic.

THE PARKING GARAGE AND THE COUNTY:

| further want to emphasize that | consider it extremely unwise for the city to even
be involved with the county in discussions that take money that the voters placed
in the trust of the Los Angeles county board of supervisors, with the clear intent
that this money was for new park acquisition and associated new development,
and not as a scam to launder the people’s money through a parking garage for
nighttime business use, and to then re-charge the taxpayers for the privilege of
parking there, then with any retumed revenue to be placed in the general funds of
the respective agencies. This is improper in my view, pure and simple, and most
likely will lead to a court challenge. Do not permit our city to get involved in such
undertakings. Do not encumber city owned land to the county’s or a developer's
dictates.

4

This proposed action using money that the county dept. of beaches and harbors
finds so hard to use properly, and for two years now has evidently been
discussed as a quid-pro-quo for the life guard payment situation, is so wrong it
also sickens me to believe our govemment or any government would contemplate
such action. If a statement of the facts of how prop-A-parks money was being
used was put to the voters, they would turn it down forthwith. This is clearly not
what the voters intended when they taxed themselves.

Our city attomey, serving as legal counsel contractually at our city council's

discretion, and pleasure, shouid advise you all that this could be highly improper,
notwithstanding any previous such schemes gone unchalienged or even

Page 7 of 11



H. Longacre to Planning Commission, 23 November 1996

successfully challenged. You must fully understand and investigate alt
discussions, transactions, and so forth that has led to such a plan. Our city can
not afford more lawsuits over things that should be clear from the outset.

THE PROPOSED CONDOMINIUM/HOTEL:
With respect to the hotel proposal for the strand. This hotel as presented | am
totally unsatisfied with and must reject entirely.

The first problem is that this hotel is being built to be sold as individual
condominium units where-by all such unit owners will have a say in the on-going
renting of their units via a front desk operation.

| personally can not accept such a plan when our city has rightfully done, after
dozens of detailed public hearings and a voter initiative, so much to reduce the
number of condominium units per acre of development within the city. This would
be an unbelievable gift to this developer to approve such massive density. The
reasons for such reduction of units per acre in our city has been wise. Small
tightly packed condominium units tend to become run-down due to the
unwillingness for consensus among the parties owning same to support fees to
raintain first class ownership unlike single owner apartment buildings. A first
time owner pays a premium price and then after a few years the unit deteriorates
and it becomes a rental. This particular operation proposal even as managed will
eventuaily result in one or a few owners owning most of the units. Those owning
individual units will eventually sell at deflated prices as a result of perhaps a spirit
that is aimed at reducing ownership to but a few.

This is not a country club location where an individual owner might want to return
often for a few days. These condominiums with 1 parking space per unit will be
very unfriendly for visitors to same. Visitors will have to pay for parking. If they
are allowed to buy cheap resident parking passes then the whole scheme
collapses. Occupants will be forced to carry everything from a separate parking
structure to their unit. The whole project is ridiculous.

Would you want to live in this type of situation or even visit such knowing that the
nighttime activity in the area is quite noisy. A daytime office type building with
good views and retail mix makes much more sense and should be encouraged
instead. So, why would the city want to stretch or change the zoning options to
encourage such a poorly conceived idea, notwithstanding that such project may
have been successful elsewhere. One must understand this will be two very
large biock-house buildings built property line to property line and all the way to
the height fimit. Maxed out without a single parking space on site. This is greatly
to a developer’s agenda if he can buy cheap parking on non-property-taxed land
at a fixed cost into the future. This is a gravy train and he will build out, cash out,
and be gone while our city will have the impact of all these units which may be
destined to become such as many of our large apartment buildings have become.
This makes little sense.
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We have a voter mandated understanding in this town with a 30 feet height limit
in the entire beach area except for a few places where projects can ask for
variances near homes presently built to 35 feet. And a specific voted height of 30
feet in the downtown. The 30 feet height limit is an absolute height limit as our
voters understood and voted for same. The idea that this developer on his own
or through city encouragement would submit a design that clearly implies, roof top
activity and structures for ten feet above the height limit, after a certificate of
occupancy, leads one to wonder what kind of insult is presented to the 18,000
residents of our city by this proposal. It is insulting to our people.

A forth level to a building which has no parking on site, and which clearly
indicates something to be expanded with time, through roof gardens, vertical
screens, permanent awnings, roofs, eventuat walls, etc. is absurd. | would hope
this rooftop extra stuff is not simply an item, as often included by developer’s, to
permit the commission to remove it and say we have done a good job in reducing
the impact of this proposal. Nothing above the height limit is permitted. And
nothing that would lead to visual, noise, or other blight to be viewed by the
residents should be permitted.

| remind the commission that about 15 years ago the city of Manhattan Beach
voted a height limit in their downtown to be just 26 feet. It did not effect their
development and | also note to you that their people have been very wise to
reject all hote! proposals that have come before them for their downtown plus a
year of so ago they soundly rejected even a very small parking structure being
added to their downtown. They understand that adding parking to the type of
business that presents the potential for future trouble is unwise.

One continues to wonder why there is such a focus on a large hotel in cur small
downtown. Those days are long gone for big hotels here at the beach. A hotel
brings a muititude of problems to a city. The bed taxes will be eaten up by
expenses and degradation to the city. The place for this type of hotel is on the
highway. A hotel in our downtown should be more along the lines of that which is
the Sea Sprite. Something where families go for the beach in the daytime. Not
people seeking night-life. ¢

This developer has presented a poor design, geared to a fast profit. This design
as a condominium-hotel would better have been designed with the parking on the
developer's rear parcel, and, or with parking on the first level of each structure
with two levels of living above the parking. The first level of both of these
structures is going to be highly susceptible to any ocean flooding as are virtually
all the properties west of Hermosa Avenue. West of Hermosa Avenue as we all
know was originally the natural beach in Hermosa Beach. The deveioper should
understand that our city, unlike Manhattan or Redondo Beach, was laid out
originally with streets on the natural beach. We have seen the ocean water on
our strand walkway, and homes behind the strand walkway are actually at a
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slightly lower elevation than the strand itself. This project is larger and more
intense than anything in the downtown and must be rejected in its entirety as
presented.

REGARDING STRUCTURES ABOVE THE HEIGHT LIMIT:

The previous hotel proposal which could not have been built due to its absurd
design in an area of such ground water problems, (and'| hope this developer fuily
understands the ground water problems at this site), had in its design the
inclusion of so called (but unnecessary} mechanical structures running the length
of both buildings for 10 feet above the height limit. Ctlearly they could have been
remodeled with terraces placed in front of them for additiocnatl intensification.
Those structures resuited in planning commission decisions limiting room top
structures to approximately 5% of the roof top area and also only to to those code
required mechanical items to be kept to the absolute minimum. This was
suppose to be in our code. | spoke at those hearings as did a prominent
Hermosa architect. | have referred to this subject in previous memos to our city
over the prior years. What happened to that decision?. If it is not being
implemented, Why not? Former building director Bill Grove was quite aware of
the decision. But notwithstanding even that specification, the voters have set the
height to thirty feet. This project is being maxed out to sell basis every square
foot that can be squeezed into the building envelope with no on-site parking and
without any consideration as to the effect on the city.

REGARDING EIR CERTIFICATION:

Regarding certification of the Environmental impact Report, it should not be
certified until every aspect of it is fully, and clearly understood by your
commission. Your commission must insure that it fully complies with the state
CEQA to again avoid a lawsuit our city can not afford. CEQA must be followed to
the letter and all must recognize that what is permitted in this matter will apply to
more such projects in our downtown. The level of density to be started is
unquestionably incredible, and will have a most significant negative
environmental impact on our city.

The commission must ask, what is it that our residents want and need for their
city. Is it night-life and intensity, or quality of life? Why bend all the rules to
promote the former when there are absolutely no benefits whatever, to be gained
by the city. What logic is there in that?

IN CONCLUSION:

Lastly again, it is most unfortunate that this hearing is right after a Thanksgiving
weekend when most everyone will not have had adequate free time to review all
the materials, and as mentioned previously in my point-of-order, as presented for
this so all encompassing public hearing, and that any review by the councit which
most certainly will take place, will be just before this holiday season when the
residents are extremely busy with family and friends and have little interest in
things such as this, should you make your decision in one night. Again the timing
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and combining of so much material into this one public hearing is highly suspect
in my view.,

The planning commission is made up of residents. It must not be just a puppet
body of the city council. It is our city's most important workshop commission and
forum. You should review these issues and put your stamp on them. Let the
council then put theirs on after you have put yours on. 'Don*t just do what you
believe they want you to do, and | am sure you won't. | have found our planning
commissions to have done most of the good in our city by setting things in the
right direction. You have the ability to change direction as you desire and believe
right and that is your duty.

| would hope that you carefully review your decisions and as you are covering so
much ground, literally, in this one public hearing, you may find that questions you
have of staff or the city attorney, will require this hearing to be continued into
January. And if such hearing is continued ! would hope that you request the city
manager and city clerk to have any continued hearings also advertised as do
other cities on such important matters. Let our residents know that they are
welcome and encouraged to participate in this process. The residents wil! be
here, most likely, long after the developer is gone.

Lastly, please remember aiso that what you approve, you may also view 30 years
from now. Ask yourself how you will remember any approval you make as you
will view it from as it will be 30 years from now. Renderings and promises have a
way of becoming quite shabby with the real test of time. Every project has a
beautiful rendering, many promises, and accolades given before it becomes
forever set in concrete. One need only look at the dinosaur-disaster Pavilion on
the highway coming now on ten years of failure {o even rent out its space once,
and which is now a concept considered for the parking garage proposal.

Thank you for your time and city service on this important commission, and for
taking the time to read my submittal, which is long, and which | expended much
time to prepare, but which concerns an important matter for our city. | hope it has
given you some insights which you may not have considered, as that is the roll of
citizen participation.

To all concerned have a happy holiday season and new year.

"—-*a-/

Howard Longacre
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MINUTES OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING OF THE
CITY OF HERMOSA BEACH HELD ON DECEMBER 3, 1996

AT 7:00 P.M. IN THE CITY HALL COUNCIL CHAMBERS

Meeting called to order at 7:14 p.m. by Chmn. Tucker.

Pledge of Allegiance led by Comm. Perrotti.

ROLL CALL

Present:
Absent:
Also Present:

Comms. Merl, Perrotti, Pizer, Schwartz, Chmn. Tucker
None

Sol Blumenfeld, Community Development Director
Michael Schubach, Planning Director

Craig Steele, City Attorney

Sylvia Root, Recording Secretary

CONSENT CALENDAR

MOTION by Comm. Merl, Seconded by Comm. Schwartz, to APPROVE the following Consent
Calendar items:

1)
2)

3)

4)

AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:
ABSTAIN:

November 19, 1996 Minutes,

Resolution P.C. 96-43 approving a Conditional Use Permit, Precise Development
Plan and Vesting Tentative Parcel Map #24603 for a two-unit condominium at 603
30th Street,

Resolution P.C. 96-44 approving a Conditional Use Permit, Precise Development
Plan and Vesting Tentative Parcel Map #24632 for a two-unit condominium at 928
17th Street,

Resolution P.C. 96-45 approving a Variance to allow a 3' rear yard setback rather
than the required 5' for a new single family dwelling at 2650 Hermosa Avenue,
Resolution P.C. 96-46 approving an Addition to an existing two-story duplex
with a nonconforming front yard resulting in a greater than 50% increase in
valuation at 157 Monterey Boulevard.

Comms. Merl, Perrotti, Pizer, Schwartz, Chmn. Tucker
None
None
None

ORAL/WRITTEN COMMUNICATIONS None
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PUBLIC HEARINGS

7. CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT; PRECISE DEVELOPMENT PLAN; PARKING
PLAN; PARKING LEASE AGREEMENT AND EASEMENT AGREEMENTS
FOR CITY OWNED PROPERTY; AIR SPACE ENCROACHMENT PERMIT;
VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP #52158; AND CERTIFICATION OF THF
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT WITH STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING
CONSIDERATION FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF A THREE-STORY, 96-
ROOM HOTEL AT 1300 THE STRAND, AND DEVELOPMENT OF A PUBLIC
PARKING STRUCTURE WITH UP TO 480 SPACES ON AN ADJACENT CITY
OWNED PARKING LOT (LOT "C").

Staff Recommended Action;
1. To certify the EIR with a Statement of Overriding Consideration
2. Approve the project, as described above, subject to Conditions of Approval

Since EIR final review would occur during this meeting, Director Blumenfeld reviewed meeting
protocol.

Chop Keenan, project developer, 700 Emerson St., Palo Alto, Seaview Development Co.,
presented a brief overview of a proposal to build a hotel to be built in two phases, the purchase of
right to park 100 cars in the new parking structure adjacent to the property, meeting parking
requirements. He described the proposed building, rooms and furnishings, kitchen for catering
purposes and lack of a restaurant facility, stating the suites were not apartments. The plans met
all requirements and would be an asset to the community. He explained the "flag" was
Beachhouse in Hermosa Beach; ownership would be investors of a commercial investment. MTr.
Keenan said the project had been modified by eliminating the rooftop deck and bringing the
project within the height limit. He explained proposed construction of the two-phase project,
parking and issues enumerated previously by Staff, Commissioners and residents. Mr. Keenan said
this project was in full compliance with the Staff Report with the exception of Item 31, to which
the developers took exception.

Tommy Landau, project architect, 628 E. Channel Rd., Santa Monica, provided a model and
described the proposed building, stating the buildings complied with requirements, had a warm
cxterior, five meeting rooms to accommodate 100 people, with rooms controlled through a
central desk. He felt the project was in scale with residential properties and Pier Avenue
commercial district. Mr. Landau described the units, facilities and building materials.

Director Blumenfeld said the project also included a parking structure proposed for Lot C, which
he described. He displayed a plan depicting the lay-out structure. Retail uses were also proposed
within the structure, subject to approval. He said Staff recommended displaced parking be offset
with an employee shuttle program, which he detailed. He reviewed the development permits and
encroachment under consideration. He said the project and parking structure conformed to the
General Plan, Coastal Land Use Plan and City goals and objectives. The applicant was requesting
a parking plan, which should be considered during this meeting. Director Blumenfeld detailed the
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parking plan and requirements for Phase I and Phase 11, including Staff's support of the proposed
plan. Staff recommended approval of the requested permits and Vesting Tentative Tract Map
stnce they were in conformance with City and Coastal requirements. Staff recommended the
Commission find the General Plan consistency for interim parking plan in conformance with
Government Code and the General Plan. He discussed building height requirements, commenting
on the base point elevation and other information submitted by the applicant and Staff which
needed to be considered by the Commission. The applicant is requesting that the base datum for
the project be set approximately six inches higher than the survey grade. Staff recommended the
Commission find the historic record submitted by the applicant be considered as the base datum
for establishing the project grade corner point elevations. The project site is subject to flooding
and poor drainage and street improvements will be required to bring the street up to current
drainage design standards which will set the finished elevation approximately six inches higher
than the current elevation to help mitigate the drainage problems. The proposed design grade for
street improvements is consistent with the applicants request. The applicant submitted historical
information showing the grade at 6" higher than current erade. Tn addition, Staff has found based
on the Phase I Environmental Study for the site that a significant amount of soil was removed in
1991 as a result of site remediation measures. Staff recommended consideration of the applicant’s
request, as shown in the Staff Report. Relative to operation of the hotel, Mr. Blumenfeld
discussed the proposed Conditions of Approval, noting Staff believed they would insure transient
occupancy rather than permanent residentiat use of the hotel project.

Based upon the foregoing, Staff recommended approval of the project Conditional Use Permit,
Precise Development Plan, Parking Plan, Air Space Encroachment, and Vesting Tentative Parcel
Map for the project, and General Plan conformance with conveyance of City owned property and
parking easements.

Jay Ziff, EIP Associates, reviewed EIR discussions during previous meetings. His presentation
focused on the final EIR, discussing comments received during the review period. The final EIR
included Chapter 9, consisting of final comments received during the public circulation period,
Chapter 10, mitigation monitoring program, and changes to text to the draft EIR. He said a large
number of comments received focused on merits of the project, opinions regarding the project,
rather that EIR content and analysis. He explained the roof top deck had been eliminated,
responding to comments received. The EIR has 19 mitigation measures addressing construction-
related impacts. There will be short-term significant unavoidable impacts relating to construction
of the hotel and parking structure. He discussed in detail the changes made to the EIR text,
summarizing these changes did not alter the conclusions made in the draft EIR and some minor
changes had been made for accuracy purposes. He detailed the four unavoidable construction
impacts, two of which were short term.

Clair Yaegar, Linscott, Law & Greenspan, traffic consultants, 106 S. Mentor Ave., Pasadena,
said her firm had prepared the impact study included as part of the EIR. She presented a brief
overview of the assumptions in the analysis and resultant improvement recommendations,
proposals. improvements and modifications,
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Craig Steele, City Attorney, presented an overview of the legal requirements and ramifications of
the decisions before the Commission to provide a full view of the options available. He said
CEQA required the Commission as the final decision-makers for the project also review and make
a determination regarding the legal adequacy regarding the Environmental Impact Report. He
provided guidance as to what an adequate EIR was and what it meant, discussing and detailing
the procedural elements of the four basic and separate decisions the Commission must make. The
impacts must be balanced with project benefits. If the project is to be approved, the Commission
must first adopt a written statement of overriding considerations, provided to the Commission.
After that point, the land use considerations must be reviewed and approved.

Chmn. Tucker opened the Public Hearing at 8:26 p.m.

Gene Parrish, 1431 Monterey Blvd,, said the project was wonderful and could be a major
improvement , but in a different neighborhood. He said he had a wonderful white water view
which would be destroyed, having an adverse impact upon his quality of life and property value.
He recommended veto of the project.

Rick Hankus, 157 Pier Ave., President, Chamber of Commerce, thought the project was "great",
noting it was needed by the downtown area. He stated his support of the project, noting it was a
"win-win" situation.

Paul Hennessey, owner of Hennessey's, stated his support of this major anchor, noting people
must be willing to live through the negative impacts in order to see the project through to
completion.

Steve Goddard, 57 14th Court, said he did not receive notice. He felt the project was good for
the City and downtown area, but was concerned regarding the parking structure. He said his
property faces the parking lot and will experience a shadow effect. He asked the Commission to
wait before approving the parking structure until clear plans were presented. He said there were
four residents on 14th Court, noting they all would be affected by loss of light and view.

Hal Berger, 68 14th Street, presented photographs, said he had unsuccessfully requested a
meeting with City Staff to discuss mitigation methods, commented he would need to enter the
parking structure to get to rear parking on his property. He said the parking structure was
located on the property line and would leave him with no access to his property, noting the EIR
made no mention of this  He said 14th Court had been closed for the past five years, easement
issues and negative impacts will exist. He said he was concerned regarding safety, noting there
was no parking structure plan and the beach market are was still contaminated. Mr. Berger said
the RU/DAT plan called for on-site parking at the hotel, commenting the EIR is not addressing
the full scope of the hotel.

Dean Nota 2467 Myrtle, stated his support of the proposed project. Stating the hotel is a
superior project, he spoke to the precise development plan process and purpose. He requested
tolerance of the impacts, noting the project complied with or exceeded City requirements and was
consistent with Coastal plan objectives.
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Missie Sheldon, 1800 The Strand, felt the project will enhance the economic development of
Hermosa Beach, noting the additional parking will benefit downtown businesses. Noting the
cooperative efforts of residents and businesses, she said other development could occur on this
site with more impacts than those proposed by the applicant. She felt the project would increase

property values, noting the houses adjacent to the proposed project were located in a C-2
commercial zone.

Donley Falkenstien, 1412 Palm Drive, said traffic will create a serious problem, felt the hotel
would not be for the betterment of the City, and requested a greater set back be required. He felt
the project should be required to provide on-site parking, noting the projects were not separate
and would result in large impacts, requesting the projects all be considered at the same time.

Elizabeth Brunette, 1405 Manhattan Ave, supported Mr. Falkenstien's statements and
questioned the safety of the parking structure. She requested the safety issues be considered.

Jerry Newton, 2041 Circle Dr., support this project, commenting the developer also had rights.
The project is within Code requirements. He said the site had been an eye sore for years and
would be improved with a first class hotel. He said there would be no residential parking program
until the parking structure has been completed.

Peter Hale, 15 15th Street, felt the hotel was outsized for this area and the parking garage would
only service the hotel.

Patricia Spiritus, 1610 Strand, said the site was an eye sore and supported this proposed project,
noting the hotel will fill a void and pull the community together. She felt the parking structure
would work well and be a great expansion, suggesting the structure include open air construction
so that it is not a block of cement.

Gary Wayland, 1097 Aviation, discussed RU/DAT decisions, commenting this project fit within
the RU/DAT recommendations. He felt the hotel could be a good residential neighbor and
business core, recommending project approval.

Craig Wacase, 1401 Manhattan Ave., stated concern regarding the project size and scope, as
well as the impacts to the downtown area. He felt the project was a time share, noting it would
be the largest structure in the downtown area. He saw no benefits for the residents, suggested the
parking structure be limited to three levels and a setback be required. He felt transients coming to
this City was not a benefit, asking if there was a better way to get a better balance of day and
evening use.

Dallas Yost, 65 Pier Ave, supported the project, noting 11 years ago, residents did not have a
view and questioned their comments regarding view loss. He felt this project would help
everyone and have no negative impacts. He felt people should look at the whole picture and not
concentrate on individual, little problems.
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Alice Villalobos, 1947 Manhattan Ave., supported the project and site beautification. Noting
past conflicts, she said agreement and support of this project was needed. She said she was
looking forward to holding professional meetings at this hotel.

Rick Icaza, 65 14th Street, said he lived next to the proposed parking structure and it would have
an adverse effect on his property by taking ingress and egress away from him. He felt the EIR did
not consider these adverse effects, requested the Commission review this problem and work out a
solution.

Chris Bennett, 1405 Manhattan Ave., stated his support of this very good project, commenting
this project was needed.

Chuck Sheldon, 1800 The Strand, said during the week, a gun could be shot off in any direction.
The hotel guests will alleviate this problem, bringing business to the downtown area. He stated
support of the project.

Hillary Kaye, 1231 Hermosa Ave., said view 1s important, this project would affect the way and
feeling of this town. She said she would be leaving because the garage structure will put her in
darkness. She felt the hotel did not have sufficient parking and the parking structure will bring
riff-raff and problems to the community.

Dennis Darlington, 1523 Golden Ave,, said the increased tax base will benefit the community.
He felt this project quite unique, noting the high quality of this project.

Harold Cohen, 957 2nd Street, said he supported the hotel but opposed the parking structure,
commenting the hotel was being given special consideration by having off-site parking. He asked
how many more people did the City want to funnel into the downtown area at night.

Shirley Castle, 611 Monterey Blvd., wanted a written guarantee that an encroachment permit for
an upstairs deck would not be issued in the future and stated opposition to the parking structure.
She asked why the City was giving away the parking spaces and money for parking.

John Burt, 1152 7th Street, said this was a good hotel and very positive for the City. He also
stated support of the parking structure. He said he was tired of what has been happening to this
town, noting it needed to be upgraded.

Al Burnett, 1405 Manhattan Ave., said he was not opposed to the hotel but it needed to include
a restaurant. He said he had not seen a cash flow analysis. Mr. Burnett, commenting the EIR did
not address this, expressed concerned that the contamination problem has not been resolved and
could affect this hotel property.

Eric Scharff, 1313 Sunset, said businesses will gain but property owners will not gain in the near

term, commenting property values will be affected. Many residents will lose their views and
increases in traffic and crimes are to be expected. He was opposed to a parking structure,
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commenting it will draw additional crime to the area. He said residents' opinions should have
greater wetght than businesses.

Jim Lissner, 2715 El Oeste, showed a copy of tonight's meeting from the front table, saying a 17
page document of proposed findings and overriding considerations was missing. He said the
Commission was being asked to adopt a document that had not been put out for the meeting,
which is a requirement. He said the final EIR and response to comments was not available to
meeting attendees. He expressed concern about parking, noting the hotel will enjoy a parking
discount. Mr. Lissner said the aerial survey is faulty, the EIR did not address parking overflow
impacts and expressed concern for use of beach funds for the parking structure construction and
use of the shuttle as a mitigation. He has seen no details of CalTrans improvements on Pacific
Coast Hwy, feeling this project is being "rushed". Mr. Lissner felt more review of the mitigations
was necessary, suggesting the Commission make sure the documents are available to the public
prior to approval.

Steve Grippi, Manhattan Beach, Hermosa Beach property owner, agreed with Mr. Berger's
statements regarding impacts to the residential properties adjacent to the parking structure, stating
residents will be directly impacted and should have input.

Barry Bruski, 44 4th Street, said this project was a good one. He felt after project approval, the
scheduled be adhered to, particularly during the summer months.

Jim Dewey, 711 Manhattan Ave., said crime has been higher than it is now. This project will be
good for the community. He noted that many people speaking during this meeting have not
opposed the hotel, noting this is private property. He felt the project was a good one and would
benefit downtown businesses. He said the parking structure is a problem because people
complain when there is no parking and complain when additional parking is being planned. He
said a number of other structures will be higher than this hotel.

Mike Hanlan, 1272 Strand, said we will have further opportunities to discuss the parking
structure and people will be able to provide input. This evening is not the time for a final decision
on the parking structure, which is the key to the hotel project and downtown revitalization. He
stated strong project support.

Rebuttal

Chop Keenan discussed other parking structures being built and how vital they were to those
cities, businesses and residents. He said the key to revitalization is parking, noting parking is pro-
residential. He said in other towns, the property owners paid for the parking structures. This
project is not taking 100 spaces from the parking structure; rather it is adding 100 spaces. He felt
this an important distinction.

Director Blumenfeld responding to questions about the availability of the project report and EIR

said Staff had posted the agenda pursuant to the Brown Act, but that extra Resolutions would be
made available in the Council Chambers lobby for public review.
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A short break was taken at 9:55 p.m. Chmn. Tucker reconvened the meeting at 10:10 p.m_, with
all Commissioners present.

No one else wished to speak, and Chmn. Tucker closed the Public Hearing at 10:13 p.m.
Discussion

Director Blumenfeld said Staff requested nine changes in the Project Approval Resolution be
considered. He detailed the changes for the Commission: 1) page 4, Condition #6, 2) page 5,
Condition #10, 3) Condition #11, 4) Condition #12, 5) page 6, Condition #14, 6) page 7,
Condition #23, 7) page 10, Condition #39, 8) page 11, Condition #45, and 9) page 15, Condition
#72. There are additional changes on the CEQA Resolution.

Changes on the EIR Resolution were detailed as follows: 1) Section 17 of older version has been
deleted, 2) exhibit page 22, finding J from the old Resolution was deleted, 3) Finding K was
changed and made Finding J, 4) various typos and cross references have been corrected.

Comm. Perrotti requested correction on page 4, Paragraph D, 2nd line, noting a word is missing
in "the projects will provide", page 13, Section F, 2nd line add "events” and "special", page 19, ii,
4th line down should read, "...the hotel project.”. Mr. Ziff noted on Section 6, page 2 the date of
filing should be September 19, 1996, Comm. Perrotti said the Commission had previously
discussed moving the equipment for special events from 13th to 11th Street. Director Blumenfeld
sard the words, "if required” had been added to that condition to allow flexibility and addition of
special provisions, tf required. Chmn. Tucker felt this needed to be addressed, noting the
developer needed to be able to work to a schedule. He felt a recommendation that the
tournaments be on the south side of the pier during the two-year construction period. Comm.
Merl agreed any way the construction period could be shortened would be crucial.

Comm. Perrotti discussed the schedule for restriping of Lot C with Director Blumenfeld.
Director Blumenfeld said the intent was to reopen 14th Court as a public right of way. Comm.
Perrotti responding to the statements there was a potential for the parking structure to add to the
problems, said it would only become a problem if allowed to be one. Proper design with
sufficient lighting should alleviate most problems. He discussed the possibility of private security
being provided. Referencing view impacts, he said looking at the City as a whole, residents will
benefit from the revenue produced. He reiterated this project will not and cannot become a "time
share”.

Comm. Pizer felt the height issue should be reviewed. Referencing the parking structure issue, he
asked where the Police Dept.'s comments were. Director Blumenfeld said the Police Dept. would
have involvement as the development plans progressed. He said the present plan gives an envelop
to review at this point. He said 1ssues were addressed and recommendations given in the
Summary Mitigation. Comm. Pizer discussed the issue of contamination with Mr. Ziff, including
the responses provided to people who had commented on this issue. Noting the residents located
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in the C-2 zone, felt the impacts could not be mitigated, commenting property owners should be
aware when they buy in C-2 zones.

Comm. Schwartz noted the garage must be completed or sufficient alternative parking provided
before a certificate of occupancy is given to Phase II.  She suggested the condition apply to the
project start rather than the end. Director Blumenfeld said this requirement was prior to issuance
of a building permit, Condition #42. He discussed the condition intent with Comm. Schwartz.
Comm. Schwartz, noting that some articulation has been lost, requested it be returned in the
plans. Director Blumenfeld acknowledged the changes, asking for comment by the project
architect. She suggested extension of construction hours. Director Blumenfeld said the hours
were based upon City requirements, with one mitigation measure being no exterior construction
on Saturdays and holidays, which can be changed by the Commission. He and Commissioners
discussed construction specifics, including intertor and exterior construction allowances. Chmm.
Tucker felt it important to emphasize to the Council that in order to facilitate construction, the
contractor not be shut down during the regularly scheduled working times.

The applicant (unidentified) said he would address the issues, confirming the articulation had been
changed, the appearance of a box had been softened, working with the setbacks and elimination of
the rooftop deck. He suggested the elevation appearance be changed, not the footprint.

Responding to Comm. Schwartz, Director Blumenfeld said the parking structure plan would be
reviewed by the City Council, recommending the Commission's input be obtain now. Comm.
Schwartz wanted to assure articulation. The Commission direction was to include articulation of
the parking structure in the EIR conditions.

MOTION by Comm. Schwartz, Seconded by Comm. Merl, that mitigation measure 4.3-3 3A be
AMENDED to include articulation of the building mass with offsets, stepped terraces, changes in
plane and other such devices in order to reduce the visual obtrusiveness of the structure as seen
from surrounding arecas. No objections, so ordered.

Chmn. Tucker said the report stated a count on 10th street, which he said was a dead-end street.
He asked why 8th and 2nd Streets were not used as access, which was not on the traffic report.
He said signage on 14th Street was needed to direct people to the passenger loading zone.
Referencing the parking structure, he suggested parking enforcement be assigned and during the
design phase, neighbors' input be obtained. He suggested the design also include plugs for
electrical cars and be included in the construction documents. He discussed the proposed shuttle
service and employee parking enforcement with Director Blumenfeld.

Comm. Merl agreed it was difficult because the Commission did not have enough detail on the
parking structure, expressing the hope that safety will continue to be addressed through design
and on-going monitoring.

Director Blumenfeld reviewed the items to be considered as 1) to include the original wording on

the design of the parking structure, 2} deal with the 1ssue of relecating the special events as part
of the construction management plan, to examine this issue, 3} to incorporate a signage program
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relative to the hotel and parking structure access, 4) incorporate the abutting neighbors in the
design process to the extent feasible, 5) articulate through finish the hotel design in Phases I and
II, and 6) incorporate parking structure private security to the extent possible, funding by some
source within the Government. He said most of the changes discussed were not part of the
Resolution.  These changes will be picked up on the project Conditions of Approval, with the
exception of the initial item already voted upon.

MOTION by Comm, Perrotti, Seconded by Comm. Pizer, to APPROVE the Resolution before
the Commission concerning certifying the final Environmental Impact Report for the Hermosa
hotel project and the City parking structure, and ADOPTING the mitigation monitoring program,
ADOPTING the findings and facts in support of the Findings as required by CEQA,
ADOPTING the statement of overriding considerations.

AYES: Comms. Merl, Perrotti, Pizer, Schwartz, Chmn. Tucker
NOES: None
ABSENT: None
ABSTAIN: None

Chmn. Tucker said the Commisston would now discuss the hotel project.

Director Blumenfeld said the C-2 zone permitted a 30" height limit. The plans show a base datum
of 12.70, which the applicant requested the Commission consider as the point for setting corner
point elevations. A survey and photograph was submitted for review. He explained the two
issues requiring Commission interpretation involved resolution of the base point (datum) for the
corner point, elevation and confirmation of the base point (datum) set at the proposed street
elevation improvement. Resolution of these issues would be necessary if the Commission agreed
to set the project elevation 6” higher at elevation 12.70 (6” higher than the lowest survey grade).
The Public Works Dept. agreed with the suggested grades as future design grades for street
improvements.  Staff recommended approval of the historical information submitted and
acceptance of the public improvement grades. Comm. Pizer said the reasons for approval
included improved drainage and the inaccuracy of current data, based upon the amount of
materials removed from this site. Director Blumenfeld defined the survey grades. Chmn. Tucker
said chimneys are permitted to exceed the height limit. Stairs and elevator towers would
penetrate the height limit. He wanted to prohibit the unit owners from obtaining parking stickers,
requesting this prohibit be put in the document. He asked that a mechanism be put in plan check
to guarantee that the roof structure not be established at a later time. Director Blumenfeld said
the roof does not have a guard rail, and other elements in the current building design will preclude
use of a roof deck without major modification to the building. Chmn. Tucker agreed this would
be a deterrent to future modification of the building for a roof deck.

Comm. Merl discussed the storm drain agreement and issue with Director Blumenfeld Comm.
Merl suggested the meeting rooms be joined to allow larger group meetings, discussing this
concept with Director Blumenfeld, who said the two rooms are not combined in the plan. He said
the plans would need to be reconfigured.
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Chop Keenan responded, commenting it was important to remember this is a boutique hotel, not 2
large hotel. The average meeting will consist of 20-25 people. The meeting room can be
combined through use of the court yard. The purpose of the meeting rooms are to fill the hotel
during the week and during off-season. The rooms will also be available for community groups,
as with other hotels.

Comm. Perrotti said he agreed with the 12.70 grade, using the historical data and evidence
submitted.

MOTION by Comm. Perrotti, Seconded by Comm. Schwartz, to ADOPT the 12.70 grade.

AYES: Comms. Merl, Perrotti, Pizer, Schwartz, Chmn. Tucker
NOES: None
ABSENT: None
ABSTAIN:  None

Comm. Schwartz discussed the projected cash flow and reasons for purchasing the units with the
applicant (unidentified) partner. She expressed concern that the project would not be completed
due to lack of funding. The applicant responded that this was a commercial project. Although
the applicants have the option of renting out hotel rooms, they have not chosen to do so on any of
their projects. Comm. Pizer discussed with Director Blumenfeld maximum occupancy limitations
and allowances. Director Blumenfeld said a limitation could be added to the CC&R's. The
Commission agreed a maximum of four people per unit should be added.

Director Blumenfeld summarized the items the Commission wanted picked up that are not EIR
related are: 1) additional building articulation for Phase I and 1II of the hotel project, 2) add
relocation of the special events potentially under consideration under the construction
management plan for the project, 3) provide signage program to deal with both the hotel and the
parking structure, 4) incorporate neighbors in the design phase relative to the parking structure, as
permissible, 5) omit the potential of parking passes for hotel condominium owners, 6) limit the
occupancy at four per room dwelling unit.

MOTION by Comm. Merl, Seconded by Comm. Pizer to APPROVE the Resolution with the
additions articulated by Director Blumenfeld.

AYES: Comms. Merl, Perrotti, Pizer, Schwartz, Chmn. Tucker
NOES: None
ABSENT: None
ABSTAIN: None

Chmn. Tucker stated the Commission’s decisions were appealable within 10 days to the City
Council.
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STAFF ITEMS

8.2  Community Development Department activity report of October, 1996.
Receive and File.

8.b  Tentative future Planning Commission agenda.
Receive and File

8.c City Council minutes of October 8, 17 and 22, 1996.

Receive and File

COMMISSIONER ITEMS None

ADJOURNMENT

MOTION by the Commission to adjourn at 12:17 p.m. No objections; so ordered.

CERTIFICATION

I hereby certify that the foregoing minutes are a true and complete record of the action taken by
the Planning Commission of Hermosa Beach at the regularly scheduled meeting of December 3,
1996.

A

Péter Tucker, Chairri_ﬂm Sol Blumenfild,-kecretary
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Date
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