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NOTICE OF PREPARATION 

 
DATE: June 27, 2019 
 
PROJECT TITLE: Beach Cities Health District (BCHD) Healthy Living Campus 

Master Plan  
 
PROJECT LOCATION: The existing BCHD campus is located along North Prospect 

Avenue in the City of Redondo Beach and adjacent to the City of 
Torrance. The campus includes the former South Bay Hospital at 
514 North Prospect Avenue as well as two medical office buildings 
located at 510 and 520 North Prospect Avenue. The 10.38-acre 
Project site consists of the existing campus and the adjacent 
vacant lot at the corner of Flagler Lane and Beryl Street. 

 
LEAD AGENCY: Beach Cities Health District 

514 North Prospect Avenue 
Redondo Beach, CA 90277 

 
RESPONSIBLE AGENCIES:  City of Redondo Beach 

415 Diamond Street  
Redondo Beach, CA 90277 

 
City of Torrance 
3031 Torrance Blvd. 
 Torrance, CA  90503 

This Notice of Preparation (NOP) has been prepared to inform responsible and trustee agencies, 
other public agencies, and interested members of the public that BCHD has independently 
determined that the proposed BCHD Healthy Living Campus Master Plan may result in potentially 
significant environmental impacts. An Environmental Impact Report (EIR) will therefore be 
prepared to assess these impacts pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
(Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.). BCHD has prepared an Initial Study in 
accordance with the CEQA Guidelines (Title 14, California Code of Regulations, Section 15000 
et seq.). The Initial Study is attached to this NOP for review and comment. 

NOTICE OF PREPARATION REVIEW AND 
COMMENTS 

This NOP is being distributed to solicit written comments from responsible and trustee agencies, 
interested public agencies, and members of the public regarding the scope and content of the 
environmental analysis to be included in the EIR including significant environmental issues and 
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reasonable alternatives and mitigation measures, and other pertinent information consistent with 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15082(b). 

The public review period for this NOP extends from June 27, 2019 to July 29, 2019. Please 
provide any written comments (either by mail or electronically) no later than 5:00 pm on July 29, 
2019. Please direct all comments to the following address: 

Mr. Nick Meisinger, Environmental Planner 
Wood Environment & Infrastructure Solutions, Inc. 
9210 Sky Park Court, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92123 
EIR@bchd.org 

SCOPING MEETING 

Three public scoping meetings will be held 6:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. on the following dates: July 15, 
2019 at the Redondo Beach Performing Arts Center located at 1935 Manhattan Beach Boulevard, 
Redondo Beach; July 17, 2019 at the Joslyn Community Center located at 1601 North Valley 
Drive, Manhattan Beach; and July 22, 2019 at the Hermosa Beach City Council Chambers, 1315 
Valley Drive, Hermosa Beach. The public scoping meetings will have an “open house” format, 
with a brief presentation and overview of the proposed Project presented from 6:45 p.m. to 7:15 
p.m. Additionally, an agency scoping meeting will be held on July 15, 2019 from 2:00 p.m. to 3:30 
p.m. at Beach Cities Health District, located at 514 North Prospect Avenue, Beach Cities Room 
– Lower Level, Redondo Beach, CA 90277. The purpose of these meetings will be to assist BCHD 
in identifying the range of potential environmental impacts, mitigation measures and alternatives 
to be analyzed in depth in the Draft EIR. Comments on the scope of the EIR may be submitted at 
the meeting. 

REVIEW MATERIALS 

Copies of this NOP and the Initial Study are available for public review on the BCHD’s website: 
http://www.bchd.org/eir as well as at the following locations: 

 BCHD Administrative Office, 1200 Del Amo Street, Redondo Beach 

 Community Services Office, 514 North Prospect Avenue, Suite 102, Redondo Beach 

 Center for Health & Fitness, 514 North Prospect Avenue, 2nd Floor, Redondo Beach 

 Redondo Beach Main Library, 303 North Pacific Coast Highway, Redondo Beach 

 Redondo Beach North Branch Library, 2000 Artesia Boulevard, Redondo Beach 

 Hermosa Beach Library, 550 Pier Ave, Hermosa Beach 

 Manhattan Beach Library, 1320 Highland Avenue, Manhattan Beach 

 Isabel Henderson Library, 4805 Emerald Street, Torrance 
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PROJECT SUMMARY 

The proposed BCHD Healthy Living Campus Master Plan (Project) would redevelop the existing 
campus along North Prospect Avenue as well as an adjacent vacant lot owned by the BCHD and 
located at the intersection of Flagler Lane and Beryl Street in the City of Redondo Beach. The 
Project site encompasses two legal parcels totaling 10.38 acres:  
 

 The existing 9.95-acre campus includes the former South Bay Hospital and an attached 
maintenance building (currently operated as the Beach Cities Health Center), as well as 
two medical office buildings privately operated on land leased from BCHD; and  
 

 A 0.43-acre vacant lot located at the southwest corner of Flagler Lane and Beryl Street. 
 
The proposed redevelopment of the campus would occur in three 36-month-long phases over a 
duration of 15 years: 
 

 Phase 1. Subterranean Parking and Residential Care for the Elderly (RCFE) 
Building: The proposed construction of Phase 1 improvements is planned to occur from 
approximately Summer of 2021 through Summer of 2024, dependent upon the timing of 
the permit process, financing considerations, and completion of final design work. During 
this initial implementation phase of the proposed master plan, the existing surface parking 
lot and associated perimeter circulation road located along the northern edge of the 
Project site would be removed and a two-level subterranean parking garage would be 
excavated, with a new entrance provided from Flagler Lane. The initial RCFE building 
would be constructed above the subterranean parking garage and existing uses would be 
relocated to this facility from the adjacent Beach Cities Health Center building, including 
the Community Services Office and Center for Health & Fitness as well as 60 memory 
care units and associated facilities. The initial RCFE building would also provide 
approximately 102 new assisted living units or other specialized housing needs. The 
existing vacant lot located at the southwest corner of Flagler Lane and Beryl Street would 
be developed with a new facility to house the Child Development Center, which would also 
be relocated from the Beach Cities Health Center building. Additional pedestrian and 
bicycle improvements would include the construction of internal pedestrian pathways and 
the potential establishment of a Class I, two-way bicycle path with a pedestrian and lighting 
improvements along Flagler Alley between Flagler Lane and Diamond Street, immediately 
east of the campus. Following the completion of the RCFE building and relocation of all 
uses from the Beach Cities Health Center building, this existing facility and the attached 
maintenance building would be demolished.  

 
 Phase 2. New Community Wellness Pavilion (CWP) and RCFE Building Expansion: 

The proposed construction of Phase 2 improvements is planned to occur from 
approximately Summer of 2026 through Summer of 2029. The second implementation 
phase of the proposed master plan would include the construction of a Community 
Wellness Pavilion (CWP), located in the center of the proposed BCHD Healthy Living 
Campus. This facility would provide space for BCHD staff offices, a demonstration kitchen, 
meeting rooms available for public use, a café serving healthy foods, and space for 
possible medical offices, research, or other similar uses. Phase 2 would also include an 
expansion of the RCFE building (originally constructed during Phase 1), which would 
provide 99 additional assisted living units or other specialized housing needs. This 
expansion of the RCFE building would also include an expansion of the subterranean 
parking garage (originally constructed during Phase 1). 
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 Phase 3. Final RCFE Building Expansion and Open Space: The proposed construction 

of Phase 3 improvements is planned to occur from approximately Summer of 2030 through 
Summer of 2033. The third and final implementation phase of the proposed master plan 
would include demolition of the existing above ground parking structure (512 North 
Prospect Avenue) and the Advanced Imagery Building (510 North Prospect Avenue). The 
RCFE building would be further expanded into this footprint providing approximately 159 
additional assisted living units and medical office space as well as an open-air atrium. The 
final completed RCFE building developed in Phase 1 through Phase 3 would provide 
approximately 60 replacement memory care units, and 360 new assisted living units. 
Phase 3 would also include construction of a new above ground parking structure to 
provide for additional on-site parking. Additional vehicle circulation improvements would 
include the removal of the existing roundabout at the main entrance to the campus and 
reconfiguration of the roadway to provide a ride share drop-off and access to short-term 
as well as long-term parking. 

DISCRETIONARY APPROVALS 

In addition to certification of the EIR and approval of the BCHD Healthy Living Campus Master 
Plan by the BDHC Board of Directors, discretionary approvals required from the City of Redondo 
Beach for implementation of the proposed Project include the following: Planning Commission 
Design Review(s) and Conditional Use Permit (CUP). The City of Torrance may also be asked to 
consider one or more discretionary approvals associated with potential bicycle and pedestrian 
improvements along Flagler Alley between Flagler Lane and Diamond Street. 

PROJECT IMPACTS 

Based on the findings of the Initial Study, BCHD has identified potentially significant impacts to 
the following resource areas: 

 Aesthetics 

 Air Quality  

 Biological Resources 

 Cultural Resources and 
Tribal Cultural Resources 

 Energy 

 Geology and Soils 

 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

 Hydrology and Water Quality 

 Land Use and Planning 

 Noise and Vibration 

 Population and Housing 

 Public Services 

 Transportation  

 Utilities and Services System

The EIR for the proposed BCHD Healthy Campus Master Plan will include mitigation measures 
and consider alternatives that would avoid or substantially reduce the proposed Project’s potential 
significant environmental impacts, as well as feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the 
Project in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST 

Initial Study 
1. Project Title: Beach Cities Health District  

Healthy Living Campus Master Plan 

2. Lead Agency Name and Address: Beach Cities Health District 
514 North Prospect Avenue 
Redondo Beach, CA 90277 

3. Responsible Agency Names and 
Addresses: 

City of Redondo Beach 
415 Diamond Street  
Redondo Beach, CA 90277 

City of Torrance 
3031 Torrance Blvd. 
Torrance, CA  90503 

4. Contact Person: Mr. Nick Meisinger, Environmental Planner 
Wood Environment & Infrastructure Solutions, Inc.
9210 Sky Park Ct., Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92123 

5. Project Location: The existing BCHD campus is located along North 
Prospect Avenue in the City of Redondo Beach 
and adjacent to the City of Torrance. The campus 
includes the former South Bay Hospital at 514 
North Prospect Avenue as well as two medical 
office buildings located at 510 and 520 
North Prospect Avenue (Figure 1). The 10.38-acre 
Project site consists of the existing campus and 
the adjacent vacant lot at the corner of Flagler 
Lane and Beryl Street. 

6. General Plan Designation(s): P – Public or Institutional; C-2 –Commercial 

7. Zoning Designation(s): P-CF – Community Facility; C-2 – Commercial 
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8. Description of Project: 

Existing Land Use and Development 

The existing BCHD campus is located along 
North Prospect Avenue and includes the 
former South Bay Hospital (currently operated 
as the Beach Cities Health Center) and an 
attached maintenance building located at 514 
North Prospect Avenue as well as two medical 
office buildings located at 510 and 514 North 
Prospect Avenue and an above ground 
parking structure located at 512 North 
Prospect Avenue (Figure 2). The existing 
campus is zoned P-CF (Community Facility) 
and the vacant Flagler Lot is zoned C-2 
(Commercial) (Table 1 and Figure 2). The City 
of Redondo Beach General Plan Land Use 
designation for the existing campus is P 
(Public or Institutional) and the designation for the vacant Flagler Lot is C-2 (Commercial) 
(Redondo Beach 2008).  

The developed area of the Project site gently slopes from an elevation 166 feet above mean sea 
level (MSL) at the highest point on campus to an elevation 146 feet MSL at the southern entrance 
from North Prospect Avenue. The campus is elevated above the adjacent properties by 
approximately 15 feet to the north along Beryl Street and approximately 30 feet to the east along 
Flagler Lane and Flagler Alley. A series of retaining walls have been developed on the slope 
above Flagler Lane and Flagler Alley, which are vegetated with several large mature pine trees. 
The Project site currently supports five buildings – including the  five-story, 75-foot-high Beach 
Cities Health Center building located in the center of the campus – as well as two large surface 
parking lots, an above ground parking structure, and three vehicle access points off of North 
Prospect Avenue (Table 1 as well as Figure 2 and Figure 3). Landscaping on the Project site is 
limited primarily to perimiter planters, scattered surface parking lot trees, and a small internal lawn 
area. The vacant Flager Lot at the southwest corner of Flagler Lane and Beryl Street is 
undeveloped and characterized by patches of ruderal, weedly vegetation. 

Table 1. Existing Project Site Features 

Feature Land Use Size 

Existing Campus – APN 7502-017-901; 9.95 acres  

514 North Prospect Avenue 
(Beach Cities Health Center) 

Community Wellness and Senior Care, 
including 60 Memory Care Units  

158,000 sf 

514 North Prospect Avenue 
(Attached Maintenance Building) 

Maintenance 3,200 sf 

512 North Prospect Avenue 
(Above Ground Parking Structure) 

Parking 52,000 sf 

510 North Prospect Avenue 
(Advanced Imaging Building) 

Medical Office 
(Surgical) 

52,000 sf 

520 North Prospect Avenue 
(Providence Medical Institute Building) 

Medical Office 
(Family Medical) 

47,700 sf 

 

Photo 1. The existing BCHD campus features the 
former five-story South Bay Hospital that was closed in 
1998 and is currently operated as the Beach Cities 
Health Center, providing community wellness and 
senior care services (e.g., memory care). 
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Table 1. Existing Project Site Features (Continued) 

Feature Land Use Size 

Existing Campus – APN 7502-017-901; 9.95 acres  

Surface Parking Lot(s) Parking 396 spaces 
512 North Prospect Avenue 
Above Ground Parking Structure 

Parking 219 spaces  

Subterranean Parking Garage Parking 199 spaces 

Vacant Flagler Lot – APN 7502-017-902; 0.43 acres 

Flagler Lot Vacant Lot 0.43 acres 
Total  10.38 acres 

Surrounding Land Uses 

The Project site is located approximately 1 mile 
east of the Pacific Ocean, outside of the Coastal 
Zone boundary, within the City of Redondo Beach. 
The Project site is bordered to the north by a 
commercial shopping center along Beryl Street 
that is anchored by a Vons grocery store. The 
Vons shopping center is zoned C-2 (Commercial) 
and also supports small retail uses such as shops, 
restaurants, fitness studios, and a Shell Gas 
Station. North Prospect Avenue borders the 
Project site to the southwest and Diamond Street 
boarders the Project site to the southeast. Flagler 
Lane and Flagler Alley border the Project site to 
the east. Flagler Alley provides a connection 
between Flagler Lane and Diamond Street but is 
blocked off by existing fencing / traffic barriers. To 
the south, east, and west across the adjacent 
roadways, the Project site is surrounded by single-
family residences zoned R-1 (Residential 
Development) (Photo 2) as well as some multiple-
family residences zoned RMD (Medium Density 
Multi-Family Residential) located along Beryl 
Street. The single-family residences located 
across Flagler Lane and Flagler Alley to the east 
of the campus are located within the City of 
Torrance. Multiple-family residences to the north 
of the Project site are located approximately 250 
to 500 feet from the BCHD campus (with 
intervening structures, including Vons shopping 
center), while single-family homes to the south, 
east, and west are located closer to the Project 
site across adjacent roadways. Residences at the 
intersection of Flagler Lane and Beryl Street are 
located approximately 75 feet to the east and 100 feet to the north of the vacant Flagler Lot. 

Photo 2. Single- and multiple-family residences 
border the existing campus to the south, east, and 
west. 

 
Photo 3. Dominguez Park is located at the 
intersection of Flagler Lane and Beryl Street 
immediately to the northeast of the Project site. 
This 24-acre park provides picnic areas and play 
equipment, the park features a dog park, Heritage 
Court, and two Little League fields. 
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Recreational land uses in the Project vicinity include Dominguez Park to the northeast along 
Flagler Lane (Photo 3), Entradero Park to the east, and Sunnyglen Park to the southeast. Schools 
in the vicinity include Towers Elementary school located at 5600 Towers Street, Torrance 
(approximately 350 feet to the east), Beryl Heights Elementary School, located at 920 Beryl 
Street, Redondo Beach (approximately 900 feet to the west), and Redondo Union High School, 
located at 1 Sea Hawk Way, Redondo Beach (approximately 0.30 miles to the southwest).  

Existing Site Access and Circulation 

North Prospect Avenue is a four-lane road that runs in a 
northwest-southeast direction along the Project site’s 
frontage with left-turns restricted by a raised center 
median (Figure 2). Beryl Street is a four-lane road that 
runs in a northeast-southwest direction along the adjacent 
Vons shopping center and the vacant Flagler Lot 
providing two eastbound lanes, one westbound lane, and 
a center turn lane for vehicles entering and exiting the 
Vons shopping center (Figure 2). Beryl Street intersects 
with Flagler Lane to the east at a four-way stop and with 
North Prospect Avenue to the west at a signalized 
intersection. Crosswalks are provided along all four legs 
of the intersection of Beryl Street and North Prospect 
Avenue and along three legs of the intersection of Beryl 
Street and Flagler Lane. Additionally, there is a crosswalk 
provided in the middle of this roadway segment at the 
driveway entrance to the Vons shopping center. Both 
Flagler Lane and Diamond Street, two roads located 
along the eastern frontage of the Project site, are 
residential roads that provide access to the residential 
neighborhood to the east. Flagler Alley is a narrow 10-
foot-wide alley connecting these two roadways (Figure 2 
and Photo 4). 

Current access to the Project site is provided from North Prospect Avenue at three locations as 
described below (Photo 5).  

1) The main entrance to the campus is located at a signalized driveway intersection with 
North Prospect Avenue, approximately 275 feet to the northwest of the intersection of 
North Prospect Avenue and Diamond Street. This primary entrance provides full left- and 
right-turn access (Figure 2 and Photo 5). 

2) A secondary driveway is located approximately 100 feet northwest of the North Prospect 
Avenue and Diamond Street intersection. This secondary entrance is unsignalized and 
provides right-turn only ingress/egress to the perimeter circulation road and the southern 
portion of the campus (Figure 2 and Photo 5); and  

3) Another secondary driveway is located approximately 450 feet northwest of the main 
entrance along North Prospect Avenue. This secondary entrance is unsignalized and 
provides right-turn only ingress/egress to the perimeter circulation road and the northern 
portion of the campus (Figure 2 and Photo 5). 

Photo 4. Flagler Alley, located adjacent to 
the east of the Project site, provides a 
connection between Flagler Lane and 
Diamond Lane. However, this alley is 
fenced and does not provide vehicle 
through access. 

A-10



3
FIGUREExisting Campus Uses

BCHD Healthy Living Campus Master Plan

FLAGLER LN

FLAGLER LN

BERYL ST
BERYL ST

PERIMETER  CIRCULATION  ROAD

PERIMETER  CIRCULATION  ROAD

ABOVE GROUNDABOVE GROUND
PARKINGPARKING

STRUCTURESTRUCTURE

MAINTENANCEMAINTENANCE
BUILDINGBUILDING

BEACH CITIES HEALTHBEACH CITIES HEALTH
CENTER BUILDINGCENTER BUILDING

PROVIDENCEPROVIDENCE
MEDICAL iNSTITUTE MEDICAL iNSTITUTE 

BUILDINGBUILDING

SURFACE SURFACE 
PARKING LOTPARKING LOT

VONSVONS
SHELL GAS SHELL GAS 

STATIONSTATION

FLAGLER LOTFLAGLER LOT

ABOVE GROUND
PARKING

STRUCTURE

BEACH CITIES HEALTH
CENTER BUILDING

PROVIDENCE
MEDICAL INSTITUTE 

BUILDING

MAINTENANCE
BUILDING

SURFACE 
PARKING LOT

VONS
SHELL GAS 

STATION

FLAGLER LOT

A-11



Beach Cities Health District  
Healthy Living Campus Master Plan 12 June 2019 
Initial Study 

 

The main entrance to the campus routes vehicles 
through a roundabout leading to the existing short-
term surface parking lot and drop-off area as well 
as the entrance to the existing subterranean 
parking garage. The secondary driveways provide 
access to a 30-foot-wide perimeter circulation 
road that runs along three sides of the Project site 
and provides access to surface parking lots at the 
northwest corner of the site (Figure 2).  

Transit service is provided by Beach Cities Transit 
with stops for the 102 Northbound/Southbound 
Line along North Prospect Avenue at the corner of 
North Prospect Avenue and Beryl Street (Photo 
6), and along Beryl Street, just west of the vacant 
Flagler Lot. Sidewalks currently exist along the 
Project site’s frontage with North Prospect Avenue and along nearby Beryl Street. Additionally, 
sidewalks occur along the eastern side of Flagler Lane and Diamond Street, with Flagler Alley 
providing an informal pedestrian connection between the two roadways. No developed bicycle 
paths or striped bicycle lanes currently exist along the streets located adjacent to the Project site. 
The nearest Class II bicycle lanes are located along Beryl Street, approximately 475 feet east of 
its intersection with Flagler Lane as well as along Diamond Street, immediately west of its 
intersection with North Prospect Avenue.  

Project Overview 

The proposed BCHD Healthy Living Campus Master Plan involves the long-term redevelopment 
of much of the existing BCHD campus with new public health care facilities that would expand 
public health care and related offerings as well as address deteriorating buildings in need of 
extensive maintenance. Redevelopment of the Project site would occur in three 36-month-long 
phases spread over a period of 15 years (Figure 4). The change in development at the completion 
of buildout, compared to existing conditions, is summarized in Table 2 and discussed below. 

  

 
Photo 6. Beach Cities Transit stops are located 
along North Prospect Avenue and along Beryl 
Street. 

     
Photo 5. The main entrance to the campus (left) is located at a signalized intersection that provides for left- and right-turns into the 
campus. Secondary access to the Project site includes two driveways to the north (middle) and south (right) of the main entrance. 
These unsignalized driveways provide for right-turn only ingress/egress. These driveways also provide access to the perimeter 
circulation road that follows along the edge of the campus and the surface parking lots in the northwestern corner of the Project 
site. 
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Table 2. Proposed Redevelopment Under the BCHD Healthy Living Campus Master Plan 

Current Beach Cities Health Center BCHD Healthy Living Campus Master Plan 

 3-5 stories (75-foot maximum height)  3-4 stories (60-foot maximum height) 

 260,900 sf of occupied floor space  592,700 sf of total development 

 Beach Cities Health Center 
(60 Memory Care Units) 

 RCFE Building 
(60 Memory Care Units and 360 Assisted Living Units)

 Maintenance Building  Child Development Center 

 Medical Office  
(Advanced Imaging Building) 

 Community Wellness Pavilion 

 Medical Office  
(Providence Medical Institute Building)

 Medical Office  
(Providence Medical Institute Building; to remain) 

 814 parking spaces  Up to 690 parking spaces 
 

 Phase 1. Subterranean Parking and RCFE Building: The proposed construction of 
Phase 1 improvements is planned to occur from approximately Summer of 2021 through 
Summer of 2024, dependent upon the timing of the permit process, financing 
considerations, and completion of final design work.  During this initial implementation 
phase of the proposed master plan, the existing 70,000-sf surface parking lot and the 
associated perimeter circulation road located at the northern edge of the Project site would 
be removed and replaced with a two-level (i.e., 30-foot deep) 120,000-sf subterranean 
parking garage, providing up to 320 parking spaces. Access to this new parking garage 
would be via the northern entrance along North Prospect Avenue and/or a new entrance 
off of Flagler Lane, located approximately 100 feet south of its intersection with Beryl 
Street.  
 
The proposed RCFE building, would be constructed above the subterranean parking 
garage along the Project site’s northern boundary, adjacent to the Vons shopping center. 
This initial 158,000-sf development (which would be subsequently expanded during 
Phase 2 and Phase 3 of the proposed master plan) would extend to four stories and up to 
60 feet in height. Following construction, existing uses would be relocated from the Beach 
Cities Health Center building to the new RCFE building, including the Community Services 
Office and Center for Health & Fitness as well as 60 memory care units and associated 
facilities. The initial RCFE building would also provide approximately 102 new assisted 
living units or other specialized housing needs. The existing vacant lot located at the 
southwest corner of Flagler Lane and Beryl Street would be developed with a 10,000-sf 
facility to house the Child Development Center, which would also be relocated from the 
Beach Cities Health Center building. A new electric service would be developed in 
conjunction with Southern California Edison – including the development of a new 
underground and/or above ground on-site distribution system – that would replace the 
existing electrical service at the Project site. 
 
A new two-tiered stairway adjacent to the Child Development Center would rise 
approximately 30 feet from Flagler Lane and the Child Development Center to provide 
pedestrian access to the RCFE building (Figure 5). Additional improvements may include 
installation of an approximately 10-foot-wide Class I, two-way bicycle path as well as 
pedestrian improvements with lighting along the east side of the campus for approximately 
1,000 feet along Flagler Lane and Flagler Alley from Beryl Street to Diamond Street.  
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Demolition of the existing 158,000-sf, five-story Beach Cities Health Center building and 
the attached 3,200-sf maintenance building would occur at the end of Phase 1 following 
the relocation of uses to the RCFE building. 
 

 Phase 2. Community Wellness Pavilion and RCFE Building Expansion: The 
proposed construction of Phase 2 improvements is planned to occur from approximately 
Summer of 2026 through Summer of 2029. The second implementation phase of the 
proposed master plan would include the construction of a 55,000-sf, circular Community 
Wellness Pavilion (CWP) and installation of active green space and pedestrian circulation 
in the center of the proposed BCHD Healthy Living Campus. Similar to the proposed RCFE 
building, this three-story facility would also reach a maximum height of 60 feet, with a large 
vaulted ceiling, atria, and skylight windows that would allow natural light to enter the 
building. The CWP would provide space for BCHD staff offices, a demonstration kitchen, 
meeting rooms available for public use, a café serving healthy foods and space for 
possible medical offices, research, or other similar uses.  
 
Phase 2 of the proposed master plan would also include an approximately 75,000-sf 
expansion of the RCFE building (originally constructed during Phase 1), providing 
approximately 99 additional assisted living units or other specialized housing needs. This 
expansion of the RCFE building would be located at the top of the slope of the Project 
site’s frontage with Flagler Lane and Flagler Alley and would also include a 40,000-sf 
expansion of the subterranean parking garage beneath the new structure, providing for up 
to 120 additional parking spaces. 

 
 Phase 3. Final RCFE Building Expansion and Open Space: The proposed construction 

of Phase 3 improvements is planned to occur from approximately Summer of 2030 through 
Summer of 2033. The third and final implementation phase of the proposed master plan 
would include demolition of the existing 52,000-sf above ground parking structure and the 
52,000-sf Advanced Imagery Building, located at the southern portion of the Project site. 
The RCFE building would be further expanded into this footprint providing approximately 
190,000 sf of additional floor area and 159 new assisted living units and approximately 
30,000 sf of medical office space. Following buildout under the proposed master plan, the 
final RCFE building would provide 360 new assisted living units as well as 60 replacement 
memory care units.  
 
Phase 3 would include construction of a new 110,000-sf above ground parking structure, 
providing up to 350 parking spaces. This parking structure would be located within the 
center of the RCFE building’s southern extent, surrounded on all sides with assisted living 
units (or other development) topped with an open-air atrium, accessible from the fourth 
floor of the building (Figure 5 and Figure 6). Additional vehicle circulation improvements 
would include the removal of the existing roundabout at the main entrance to the campus 
and reconfiguration of the roadway to provide a ride share drop-off as well as access to 
short- and long-term parking. 
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Proposed Project Facilities and Uses 

As previously described existing uses from the Beach Cities Health Center building would be 
relocated to the proposed RCFE building. Additionally, the RCFE building would provide for 
additional new assisted living units. 

 The Community Services Offices area would have administrative offices and reception 
that would be a point of contact for BCHD with an entrance off the campus center. 

 The Center for Health & Fitness would provide a variety of enhanced exercise 
opportunities with the possibility of opening to the central campus space for ventilation 
and exterior fitness stations. 

 The memory care space would provide 60 residential units, a dedicated central dining hall 
and kitchen, and an entrance off the central campus space. 

 The assisted living facility would provide 360 residential units with amenity spaces 
overlooking the adjacent Dominguez Park as well as dining with a dedicated kitchen. 

The Child Development Center would also be relocated from the Beach Cities Health Center 
building to a purpose-built facility located at the vacant Flagler Lot. The proposed Child 
Development Center would have a drop-off/pick-up curb and exterior play space.  

The CWP would be located at the center of the campus and would provide for indoor-outdoor 
activities that include education, recreation, dining, and socializing. 

Architectural Design and Landscaping Plan 

The conceptual architectural and landscape plan includes the development of a curved linear, 
multi-story RCFE building that follows the shape of the Project site’s perimeter along Beryl Street 
as well as Flagler Lane and Flagler Alley. The proposed four-story RCFE building and three-story 
CWP would both have maximum finished roof heights of 60 feet (Figure 5 and Figure 6). These 
proposed building heights would exclude projections for permitted elements (e.g., elevator shafts, 
stairs, solar panels, etc.). The newly proposed buildings at the BCHD campus would be subject 
to Planning Commission Design Review(s) in compliance with the P-CF zoning designation for 
the Project site as established in the City of Redondo Beach Municipal Code (RBMC), Chapter 
10-2.1116. The proposed Child Development Center located on the vacant Flagler Lot would not 
exceed the designated 30-foot maximum height as allowed in C-2 zones by the RBMC, Chapter 
10-2.625. 

The proposed RCFE building design includes exterior façades with simple forms constructed 
using white cement plaster or panels and glass, over which elements such as wooden privacy 
screens, white cement balconies, and glass handrails would be overlaid. The northern portion of 
the RCFE building would be developed on concrete columns allowing public views and open 
pedestrian passage through to active green spaces located within the northern area of the Project 
site (Figure 5). The interior façades would feature similar white cement and glass paneling, with 
large box windows. The proposed CWP design would exhibit a similar design with glass walls 
encircling the first floor topped with white cement or metal panels up to the roof. Large vaulted 
ceiling, atria, and skylight windows would allow natural light to enter the building. Due to the overall 
increase in glass elements on the campus, specially designed lightly tinted glass would be utilized 
to minimize glare and avoid potential impacts to birds and other biological resources. 
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Outdoor design elements of the RCFE building would include an approximately 6,500-sf planted 
rooftop associated with the Center for Health & Fitness as well as a 23,000-sf planted open-air 
atrium on the southern extent of RCFE building that could be accessed by residents and members 
of the public from the fourth floor. The existing surface parking lot at the main entrance would be 
reconfigured to provide a patient drop-off and vehicle circulation zone, with a framework of metal 
beams covering a walkway from the parking area to the CWP with shade provided by a living 
green canopy. All elements of the proposed Project (e.g., structures, setbacks, landscaping, etc.) 
would be designed to conform with the City’s design standards and requirements. 

Perimeter green space and landscaping would be intended to soften the RCFE building’s interface 
with surrounding uses along Beryl Street as well as Flagler Lane and Flagler Alley. The perimeter 
of the campus would be planted with a mix of drought-resistant grasses, succulents, indigenous 
ground cover, and native trees, including a line of larger trees along North Prospect Avenue. 
Internally, the proposed landscaping plan would transform substantial areas of the campus from 
impervious paved surfaces to active green space. Important open spaces would include a large 
active green space in the interior of the campus, planted with manicured, low-water use lawns, 
landscaped shrubbery, and large native trees. This area would be traversed by a series of 
pedestrian pathways linking the RCFE building with the CWP and providing a safe outdoor 
environment for residents and members of the public. The gentle topography of the currently 
developed portions of the Project site would slope down towards the north corner of the Project 
site where an open breezeway allows views and public access from the southwest corner of 
Flagler Lane and Beryl Street. Planting on the roof of the Child Development Center would also 
provide additional open space as well as an overlook of the adjacent Dominguez Park (Figure 5). 
 
Proposed Operations and Staffing 

Following the completion of the initial RCFE building during implementation Phase 1, the existing 
Community Services Offices and Center for Health & Fitness as well as the 60 on-site memory 
care units and associated support facilities and staff would be relocated from the Beach Cities 
Health Center to the new building. Following their relocation, these uses would resume existing 
services provided by the current operators/tenants. The existing Child Development Center would 
also be relocated from the Beach Cities Health Center to the new purpose-built facility at the 
vacant Flagler Lot on the southwest corner of Flagler Lane and Beryl Street. In addition to these 
relocated uses, the initial RCFE building would provide space for 102 new assisted living units 
that would be administered by a third-party selected by BCHD. Overall operations staff 
requirements during Phase 1 would range of approximately 70 to 160 employees. 

In the implementation of Phase 2, the Community Wellness Pavilion would be constructed and 
operated by BCHD. Additionally, the expansion of the RCFE building in Phase 2 and Phase 3 
would provide 258 additional assisted living units to be managed by the same entity managing 
the facilities constructed in Phase 1. Overall operations staff is expected to increase during Phase 
2 and would range between approximately 90 and 200 employees. In total, after the completion 
all three Project phases, up to approximately 265 employees would be required to support all of 
the proposed uses on-site. 

A-19



Beach Cities Health District  
Healthy Living Campus Master Plan 20 June 2019 
Initial Study 

Proposed Parking and Circulation  

As previously described, during the first 
implementation phase of the proposed master 
plan, the existing 70,000-sf surface parking lot and 
the associated perimeter circulation road located 
at the northern edge of the Project site would be 
removed and replaced with a two-level (i.e., 30-
foot deep), 120,000-sf subterranean parking 
garage, providing up to 320 parking spaces. 
Access to this new parking garage would be via a 
single entrance off of Flagler Lane, located 
approximately 100 feet south of its intersection 
with Beryl Street. During Phase 2 this 
subterranean parking garage would be expanded 
by 40,000 sf providing up to 120 additional parking 
spaces. During Phase 3 the existing 54,000-sf 
above ground parking structure located at the 
southern portion of the Project site would be 
demolished to provide space for the final expansion of the RCFE building. This existing parking 
structure would be replaced with a new 110,000-sf above ground parking structure, providing four 
levels of parking. This parking structure would be located within the center of the RCFE building’s 
southern extent, surrounded on all sides with assisted living units (or other development) and 
topped with an open-air atrium, accessible from the fourth floor of the building (Figure 5 and 
Figure 6). Following buildout under the proposed master plan up to 690 parking spaces would be 
provided on the BCHD campus. 

Vehicles would continue to access the campus from the main entrance at the signalized driveway 
intersection within North Prospect Avenue. Vehicle circulation improvements at this entrance 
would include the removal of the existing roundabout at the main entrance to the campus and 
reconfiguration of the roadway to provide a ride share drop-off as well as access to short- and 
long-term parking. The existing secondary driveways would be reconfigured to provide access to 
subterranean and surface parking (Photo 7); however, with the removal of the perimeter 
circulation road during implementation Phase 1, these entrances would no longer provide internal 
vehicle access within the campus. 

A new two-tiered stairway adjacent to the Child Development Center would rise approximately 30 
feet from Flagler Lane and the Child Development Center to provide pedestrian access to the 
RCFE building (Figure 5). Internally, the campus would be traversed by a series of pedestrian 
pathways ranging from 4- to 15-feet-wide linking the RCFE building with the CWP. Additional 
active green spaces would include an open area north of the RCFE building with views over the 
adjacent the Child Development Center playground on the Flagler Lot (Figure 4 and Figure 5). 

Additional improvements may include an approximately 10-foot-wide Class I, two-way bicycle 
path as well as pedestrian improvements with lighting along the east side of the campus for 
approximately 1,000 feet along Flagler Lane and Flagler Alley from Beryl Street to Diamond 
Street. This bicycle path would represent a partial build-out of the Redondo Beach Bike Master 
Plan, part of the South Bay Bicycle Coalition’s comprehensive South Bay Bike Master Plan. 

  

 
Photo 7. The entrance to the existing 
subterranean parking garage is accessed from the 
main entrance off of North Prospect Avenue. This 
entrance and subterranean parking garage would 
remain in place under the proposed Project. 
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Utilities 

Existing water, sewer, storm drain, electrical, and natural gas utilities that serve the site are 
located within the existing City-owned rights-of-way along North Prospect Avenue. These existing 
utilities would continue to be used for each of the new buildings constructed or modified as a part 
of the proposed Project. The proposed facilities would be tied into the existing points of connection 
in North Prospect Avenue and no substantial utility upsizing would be required. However, a new 
electric service would be developed in conjunction with Southern California Edison – including 
the development of a new underground and/or above ground on-site distribution system – that 
would replace the existing electrical service at the Project site. 

Sustainability Features 

The new buildings would be Well Building Certified and would include solar electric and solar hot 
water systems to partially offset electrical demands. The basement of the former hospital would 
be backfilled with recycled pulverized concrete from the hospital building to create an 
underground rainwater storage area, intended to capture and percolate stormwater runoff.  

Construction Activities 

Project construction duration is summarized in Table 3 and discussed in further detail below. 

Table 3. Summary of Project Construction 

Phase Construction Activities Start Date Duration 

Phase 1  Demolition of the existing 70,000-sf surface parking 
lot and perimeter circulation road 

 Initial construction of a 120,000-sf subterranean 
parking garage 

 Initial construction of 160,000-sf RCFE building 
 Construction of 10,000-sf Child Development Center 

at the Flagler Lot 
 Demolition of existing 160,000-sf Beach Cities Health 

Center and 3,200-sf Maintenance Building 
 Potential construction of Class I, two-way bicycle path 

and pedestrian improvements 

Summer  
2021 

36 months 
(3 years) 

Phase 2  Construction of a 40,000-sf addition to subterranean 
parking garage 

 Construction of 75,000-sf addition to RCFE building 
 Construction of 55,000-sf CWP building 

Summer  
2026 

36 months 
(3 years) 

Phase 3  Demolition of the existing 54,000-sf above ground 
parking structure  

 Demolition of the 52,000-sf Advanced Imagery 
Building 

 Construction of 190,000-sf final addition to RCFE 
building  

 Construction of 110,000-sf above ground parking 
structure 

 Vehicle circulation improvements 

Summer  
2030 

36 months 
(3 years) 

Total 
 

 108 months 
(9 years) 
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The development application(s) for the proposed Project would include a Construction 
Management Plan, to be submitted for review and approval by the City of Redondo Beach, 
concurrent with the application for a Conditional Use Permit (CUP). At a minimum, the phased 
Construction Management Plan with describe:  

 Detailed construction schedule and timing of activities by phase; 

 Designated construction entrance(s) at the Project site; 

 Temporary improvements (e.g., removal of raised medians, re-striping, etc.); 

 Haul routes and queuing areas to be used during demolition, soil excavation and export, 
materials delivery, concrete truck deliveries; 

 City-approved plans for re-routing vehicles, bicyclists, and pedestrians as well as 
required signage and/or construction flaggers; 

 Construction equipment and materials laydown area(s) and other staging area(s); and, 

 On- and/or off-site construction worker parking area(s). 

Phase 1 (36 Months). Phase 1 construction activities are estimated to begin in Summer of 2021 
and extend over approximately 36 months into the Summer of 2024, dependent upon the timing 
of the permit process, financing considerations, and completion of final design work.  

Construction activities would be initiated with the removal of the existing 70,000-sf surface parking 
lot and associated perimeter circulation road located at the northern edge of the Project site. 
Subsequent construction of the subterranean parking garage would require a 30-foot excavation 
below the existing grade, involving the removal of approximately 50,000 cubic yards (cy) of soil 
and installation of temporary shoring. Utility realignments and associated trenching would also 
occur during excavation of the subterranean parking garage. Although excavated soil would be 
re-used on-site to the maximum extent feasible (i.e., raising grade elevation, backfilling retaining 
walls, etc.), export of substantial amounts of fill would likely be required. If all excavated material 
were exported, between 3,500 and 5,000 heavy haul truck trips would be required, depending 
upon the size of trucks utilized.  

Phase 1 would include the initial construction of the RCFE building, which would involve 
160,000 sf of development. Approximately 9,500 cy of concrete would be required for the 
foundation and structure of the new building. Cement trucks with an 8- to 10-cy carrying capacity 
would deliver concrete material to the Project site, resulting in approximately 950 to 1,200 cement 
truck trips. Additionally, the initial construction of the RCFE building would require import of 
substantial amount of construction materials (i.e., structural steel, wood, glass, flooring, other 
finishing materials, etc.), which would require additional heavy haul truck trips to the Project site. 

Following the construction of the RCFE building and the relocation of existing uses from the Beach 
Cities Health Center, the existing 158,000-sf Beach Cities Health Center and attached 3,200-sf 
maintenance building would be demolished. Reinforced concrete from these buildings would be 
recycled on-site by pulverizing it to fill the 14,000-cy basement and create an underground 
rainwater storage area. Nevertheless, demolition activities would generate substantial amounts 
of construction debris – including structural steel, wood, glass, flooring and utility material such 
as pipes and cables – which would be exported from the Project site. 
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It is expected the overall duration of construction activities during Phase 1 would be approximately 
6 months for soil excavation; 24 months for the construction of the subterranean parking garage 
and RCFE building; and 6 months for the demolition of the Beach Cities Health Center, including 
backfill of the existing basement. Therefore, total estimated construction time during Phase 1 is 
estimated to be approximately 36 months. 

Phase 2 (36 Months). Phase 2 would include a 40,000-sf expansion of the subterranean parking 
garage, initially constructed during Phase 1, requiring the excavation of approximately 15,000 cy 
of soil. Similar to construction during Phase 1, this excavation would be accomplished by installing 
temporary shoring and excavating approximately 30 feet below the existing grade. Excavated 
soils would be re-used on-site to the maximum extent feasible for grading and backfill; however, 
export of a substantial amount of excavated soil may be required, involving approximately 750 to 
1,500 heavy haul truck trips.  

Additionally, Phase 2 of construction would include a 130,000-sf expansion of the RCFE building 
as well as the 55,000-sf CWP, using similar structural materials as described for Phase 1. 
Approximately 4,500 cy of concrete would be required for the foundation and structure of the new 
buildings during Phase 2. Cement trucks with an 8- to 10-cy carrying capacity would deliver 
concrete material to the Project site, resulting in approximately 450 to 575 trips. These 
construction activities would also require import of a substantial amount of construction materials 
– including structural steel, wood, glass, flooring, other finishing materials, etc. – which would be 
delivered to the Project site. 

It is expected the overall duration of construction activities during Phase 2 would be approximately 
3 months for soil excavation; 30 months for the construction of the RCFE building expansion and 
CWP; and 3 months for the hardscape and landscaping of the open space area. Therefore, total 
estimated construction time during Phase 2 is estimated to be approximately 36 months. 

Phase 3 (36 Months). Specific details regarding construction activities for Phase 3 of the 
proposed Project are not yet available; however, general assumptions for construction activities 
have been made based on the overall conceptual design for Phase 3. Phase 3 would initially 
involve the demolition of the existing 54,000-sf above ground parking structure and the 52,000-sf 
Advanced Imaging Building. Demolition of these buildings is expected to generate approximately 
a substantial amount of construction debris, including structural steel, concrete, wood, glass, 
flooring, and utility material such as pipes and cables. Similar to Phase 1, demolition activities 
would generate substantial amounts of construction debris – including structural steel, wood, 
glass, flooring and utility material such as pipes and cables – which would be exported from the 
Project site. 

Additionally, Phase 3 would involve construction of a 110,000-sf above ground parking structure 
and the final expansion of the RCFE building, adding approximately 190,000 sf of floor area. 
Approximately 8,500 cy of concrete would be required for the foundation and structure of the new 
buildings during Phase 3. Cement trucks with an 8- to 10-cy carrying capacity would deliver 
concrete material to the Project site necessary, resulting in approximately 850 to 1,050 trips. 
Similar construction materials, described to those described for the previous phases, would also 
be required for Phase 3, requiring additional heavy haul truck trips to the Project site.   

The overall duration of construction activities during Phase 3 would be approximately 33 months 
for the construction of the new building and 3 months for the hardscape and landscaping of the 
open space area. Therefore, total estimated construction time during Phase 3 is estimated to be 
approximately 36 months. 
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Required Permits and Approval 

The newly proposed buildings at the BCHD campus would be subject to Planning Commission 
Design Review(s) in compliance with the P-CF zoning designation for the Project site as 
established in the RBMC, Chapter 10-2.1116. The proposed Child Development Center located 
on the vacant Flagler Lot would not exceed the designated 30-foot maximum height allowed in C-
2 zones by the RBMC, Chapter 10-2.625. Discretionary actions for the potential approval of the 
proposed Project would involve BCHD Board of Directors and the City of Redondo Beach 
Planning Commission consideration of the following: 

 Certification of the Final EIR (BCHD Board of Directors);  

 Adoption of the Master Plan (BCHD Board of Directors); 

 Planning Commission Design Review(s) (Redondo Beach Planning Commission); and 

 Issuance of a Conditional Use Permit (Redondo Beach Planning Commission). 

The City of Torrance may also be asked to consider one or more discretionary actions in 
association with bike path and pedestrian improvements along Flagler Alley between Flagler Lane 
and Diamond Street.  

In addition to the discretionary actions listed above, the proposed Project would require issuance 
of ministerial permits from the Cities of Redondo Beach and Torrance (e.g., street excavation, 
building, and grading permits, etc.).  
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Environmental Checklist 
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I. AESTHETICS. Except as provided in Public Resources Code Section 21099, would the project: 

a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?     

b. Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited 
to trees, rock outcroppings, and historic building along a State-
designated scenic highway? 

    

c. In nonurbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing visual 
character or quality of public views of the site and its 
surroundings? (Public views are those that are experience from 
publicly accessible vantage points.) If the project is in an 
urbanized area, would the project conflict with applicable zoning 
and other regulations governing scenic quality? 

    

d. Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would 
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area? 

    

 
 

Discussion 

a) Potentially Significant Impact. The 
proposed Project would redevelop 
the existing BCHD campus and 
replace the five-story, 75-foot-high 
Beach Cities Health Center building 
with a new four-story, 60-foot-high 
RCFE building as well as a three-
story, 60-foot- high CWP. The Project 
site is not located within or in the 
vicinity of a designated scenic vista or 
view shed identified in the City of 
Redondo Beach General Plan. 
Further, the Project site is located 
over 1 mile from the ocean, outside of 
the Coastal Zone. Nevertheless, the 
existing campus is visible from 
surrounding public streets, 
sidewalks, and parks (e.g., 
Dominguez Park) as well as more 
distant public viewing locations including a high point at the intersection of 190th Street 
and Flagler Lane (Photo 8). While the Project site is located within an urban area 
characterized by surrounding commercial and residential uses, the Project site is visually 
prominent due to its location on a low ridgeline, particularly from the north and east. The 
proposed Project would replace substantial existing multi-story development with new 

Photo 8. The existing campus – including the existing 
five-story Beach Cities Health Center – can be seen in 
the mid-ground from the intersection of 190th Street 
and Flagler Lane with more distant view of the Palos 
Verdes Peninsula in the background. 
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buildings that would not reach the 75-foot maximum height of the existing structures; 
however, the 60-foot tall RCFE building would wrap around the top of the slope along 
the Project site’s visually prominent northern and eastern boundaries. The RCFE 
building would replace surface parking lots and lower profile buildings with a continuous 
highly visible structure. Therefore, the RCFE building may have the potential to adversely 
affect scenic vistas and this issue will be further assessed in the Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR). 

b) No Impact. There are no designated state scenic highways or other designated scenic 
resources near the Project site; the nearest designated highway is the Mulholland 
Highway, located approximately 20 miles to the northwest (Caltrans 2014). The nearest 
eligible highway is a portion of Pacific Coast Highway (PCH) located approximately 23 
miles north of the Project site. Due to the distance of the Project site from these existing 
and eligible state scenic highways, the proposed Project would not damage scenic 
resources such as trees, rock outcroppings, or historic buildings within a state scenic 
highway. This issue will not be further assessed in the EIR. 

c) Potentially Significant Impact. The Project site is located in an urbanized area 
(Photo 9) surrounded by commercial development as well as residential areas to the 
south, east, and west. Construction of the proposed Project would require the use of 
heavy construction equipment and storage of equipment and building materials within 
the Project site. Additionally, the construction zone would be fenced consistent with 
RBMC Section 9-1.16. This would result in temporary, but prolonged, changes to the 
existing visual character and quality of the area during each of the three 36-month-long 
phases of development.  

The proposed project would involve 
demolition of three existing buildings 
on the BCHD campus, including the 
five-story, 75-foot-high Beach Cities 
Health Center building, as well as 
various surface pavements and 
landscaping. These buildings are 
highly visible from surrounding public 
streets, sidewalks, and other public 
spaces (e.g., Dominguez Park), 
particularly from the north and east, 
due to the Project site’s location on a 
low ridgeline with relatively limited 
landscaping.  

Following the completion of 
construction activities, the proposed 
Project would change the existing 
visual character of the campus from a 
collection of separate and distinct 
medical facilities with paved surface parking lots to a mixed-use campus development 
with pedestrian pathways and substantial additional green space and perimeter 
landscaping. In particular, substantial green space would be added to Flagler Lot and 
adjacent hillside, as well as an improved landscaped buffer with additional of a row of 
large trees along the Project’s site’s frontage with North Prospect Avenue.  

Photo 9. The existing Beach Cities Health Center is 
highly visible from surrounding roads, sidewalks, and 
similar public spaces. This five-story building would be 
demolished and replaced with a four-story RCFE 
building and a three-story CWP that would both reach 
a maximum height of 60 feet. 

A-27



 

Beach Cities Health District  
Healthy Living Campus Master Plan 28 June 2019 
Initial Study 

The proposed RCFE building and CWP included in the BCHD Healthy Living Campus 
Master Plan would reach maximum finished roof heights of 60 feet, excluding mechanical 
operational elements (e.g., elevator shafts, solar panels, etc.), and would be subject to 
Planning Commission Design Review(s) in compliance with the P-CF zoning designation 
for the Project site as established in the RBMC, Chapter 10-2.1116. Additionally, the 
proposed Child Development Center located on the vacant Flagler Lot would not exceed 
the designated 30-foot maximum height as allowed in C-2 zones by the RBMC, Chapter 
10-2.625. The proposed Project would remove existing, non-native trees, and would 
provide additional trees and landscaping internally and along the perimeter of the Project 
site. The proposed landscaping would be intended to comply with Section 10-2.1900 of 
the RBMC which establishes landscaping standards to enhance the aesthetic 
appearance of properties within the City.  

Because development of the proposed Project would change the overall visual character 
of the Project site, the EIR will discuss the potential impacts to the Project site’s visual 
character at each phase of construction. The EIR will identify several representative Key 
Viewing Locations (KVLs) and illustrate how the proposed redevelopment, including the 
four-story RCFE building and the three-story CWP would affect the visual character of 
the Project site from public roads, sidewalks, parks, etc. The EIR will also consider shade 
and shadow effects as well as potential incompatible zoning issues from sight lines from 
the Project site into nearby private residential areas. Additionally, the EIR will discuss 
issues related to conformance with the RBMC, City of Redondo Beach General Plan, 
and other related City of Redondo Beach regulations governing scenic quality. 

d) Potentially Significant Impact. Currently, the Project site contains substantial lighting 
associated with the existing development, parking lots, and safety and security lighting, 
as well as interior and exterior light from existing buildings, including the five-story, 75-
foot-high Beach Cities Health Center building. Although substantial new green space 
and perimeter landscaping could reduce or buffer light and glare, the proposed Project 
would modify the existing development and potentially introduce new sources of light 
and glare through the construction of additional new developed spaces, including the 60-
foot-high RCFE building that would wrap around the northern and eastern boundaries of 
the Project site and to a lesser extent the potential pedestrian improvements and 
associated lighting along Flagler Lane. Additionally, the proposed subterranean parking 
garage entrance could also be a source of new light and glare from vehicle headlights, 
particularly for residents immediately across from the entrance along Flagler Lane. The 
EIR will further assess potential impacts associated with each of these new sources of 
light and glare. 
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Agricultural and Forest Resources 
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II. AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES. In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are 
significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site 
Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California Department of Conservation as an optional model to use in 
assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest resources, including 
timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to information compiled by the California 
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and 
Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment project; and forest carbon measurement methodology 
provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board. Would the project: 

a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, Farmland of 
Statewide Importance as depicted on maps prepared pursuant to 
the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California 
Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use? 

    

b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson 
Act Contract? 

    

c.    Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land 
(as defined in Public Resources Code [PRC] Section 12220[g]), 
timberland (as defined by PRC Section 4526) or timberland 
zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code 
section 51104[g])? 

    

d.    Result in the loss of forest or conversion of forest land to non-
forest use? 

    

e. Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to 
their location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to 
non-agricultural use? 

    

 

Discussion 

a) No Impact. The Project site is located in a developed and highly urbanized area of the 
City of Redondo Beach. The existing campus is zoned P-CF (Community Facility), and 
currently serves as a public health facility and medical offices. The vacant Flagler Lot is 
zoned C-2 (Commercial). Surrounding land uses include commercial development to the 
north, and residential uses to the south, east, and west. The City of Redondo Beach 
contains no designated Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide 
Importance, as shown on maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program (Department of Conservation 2016a). Because there is no farmland 
on-site or in the immediate vicinity of the Project site, the proposed Project would not 
cause direct or indirect impacts related to the conversion of Prime Farmland, Unique 
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance. This issue will not be further assessed 
in the EIR. 

b) No Impact. A Williamson Act Contract requires private landowners to voluntarily restrict 
their land to agricultural land and compatible open-space uses. In return, the private 
landowners’ property is taxed based on actual use, rather than potential market value. 
There is no Williamson Act contract in effect for the Project site nor does the City of 
Redondo Beach have any agriculture-oriented zoning designations or Williamson Act 
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Contract land. Because no land within the Project site is under Williamson Act Contract, 
no impact would occur, and this issue will not be discussed further in the EIR. 

c, d)     No Impact. The Project site is located in a developed area and is zoned P-CF 
(Community Facility) and C-2 (Commercial). The Project does not contain any 
forestland, timberland, or Timberland Production zones. Therefore, no conflicts would 
occur, and rezoning would not be required as a result of implementation of the proposed 
Project. Therefore, there would be no impacts to forest or timber production and this 
issue will not be further assessed in the EIR.  

e) No Impact. As previously described, there is no farmland on-site or in the immediate 
vicinity of the proposed Project. As such, the proposed Project would not cause direct or 
indirect impacts related to the conversion of Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance. This issue will not be further assessed in the EIR. 
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Air Quality 
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III. AIR QUALITY. Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management district 
or air pollution control district may be relied upon to make the following determinations. Would the project:  

a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air 
quality plan? 

    

b. Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria 
pollutant for which the project region is nonattainment under the 
applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard? 

    

c. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations? 

    

d. Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) 
adversely affecting a substantial number of people? 

    

 

Discussion 

a) Potentially Significant Impact. The Project site is located within the South Coast Air 
Basin (SCAB), which consists of the urbanized areas of Los Angeles, Riverside, San 
Bernardino and Orange Counties. Due to the combined air pollution sources from over 
15 million people and meteorological and geographical effects that limit the dispersion of 
these pollutants, the SCAB can experience high concentrations of air pollutants. As a 
result, the region currently is currently in nonattainment of the National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards (NAAQS) for ozone (O3), lead (Pb), and fine particulate matter less 
than 2.5 microns in diameter (PM2.5) and is designated as a maintenance area for fine 
particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter (PM10), carbon monoxide (CO), and 
nitrogen dioxide (NO2). In addition, the SCAB is in nonattainment of the California 
Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) for O3, Pb, PM2.5, and NO. 

The proposed Project would generate criteria air pollutant emissions during each phase 
of the three construction phases. Although the proposed Project would implement a 
number of sustainability features that have the potential to reduce future operational 
emissions (e.g., solar electric system, solar hot water system, stormwater capture, etc.), 
operation of the proposed Project would also generate criteria air pollutant emissions 
from both vehicle trips and stationary sources. The net change in emissions from existing 
uses has not yet been calculated; however, pollutant emissions resulting from 
construction (e.g., fugitive dust, fine particulate matter, emissions from construction 
equipment and portable generators, etc.) and operation of the proposed Project could 
have the potential to affect implementation of the SCAQMD Air Quality Management 
Plan (AQMP). Therefore, this issue will be further assessed in the EIR, including a 
comprehensive air emissions analysis using CalEEMod version 2016.3.1. The EIR will 
quantify direct and indirect emissions associated with construction and operation of the 
proposed Project and will further assess the consistency of the proposed Project with 
the AQMP. 

A-31



 

Beach Cities Health District  
Healthy Living Campus Master Plan 32 June 2019 
Initial Study 

b) Potentially Significant Impact. Short-term construction activities of the proposed 
Project may generate emissions that could result in an increase in the existing emissions 
of criteria air pollutants and/or contribute to the nonattainment status for criteria pollutants 
in the SCAB. In addition, although the net change from emissions related to substantial 
operational emissions generated by existing uses (e.g., vehicle trips, stationary sources, 
etc.) has not yet been calculated, long-term Project operations have some potential to 
increase or change long-term criteria air pollutant emissions. Due to the elevated 
concentrations of air pollutants that currently occur in the SCAB, when combined with 
past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future projects in the Beach Cities and the City 
of Torrance, the net increase of criteria pollutants could cumulatively contribute to the 
nonattainment of NAAQS and/or CAAQS for criteria pollutants in the SCAB, including 
O3, CO, fine particulate matter (PM2.5 and PM10), NO2, and Pb. The generation of these 
compounds during and after construction could exceed the federal and state standards 
for such emissions (including quantitative thresholds for O3 precursors). This impact is 
considered potentially significant and will be further assessed in the EIR. 

c) Potentially Significant Impact. 
Sensitive receptors are defined as 
locations where uses or activities 
result in increased exposure of 
persons more sensitive to the 
unhealthful effects of emissions (e.g., 
children and elderly residences, etc.). 
Examples of land uses that are 
normally classified as sensitive 
receptors include residences, 
schools, daycare centers, parks, 
recreational areas, medical facilities, 
rest homes, and convalescent care 
facilities. Existing sensitive receptors 
in the vicinity of the Project site 
include the adjacent residential uses 
to the south, east, and west of the 
Project site. Additional sensitive 
receptors include Dominguez Park 
(approximately 100 feet to the 
northeast), Entradero Park 
(approximately 1,350 feet to the east), and Sunnyglen Park (approximately 1,325 feet to 
the southeast) as well as Towers Elementary School (approximately 350 feet to the east), 
Beryl Heights Elementary School (approximately 900 feet to the west; Photo 10), and 
Redondo Union High School (approximately 0.30 miles to the southwest). Further, the 
existing 60 memory care units in the Beach Cities Health Center as well as the other 
existing medical uses within the campus would also be sensitive to construction 
emissions and dust during demolition and construction activities associated with each 
individual implementation phase of the proposed master plan. Other potential sensitive 
receptors would include residences along heavy haul truck routes, located as close as 
20 feet from the paved roadway width. Development of the proposed Project may have 
the potential to expose sensitive receptors to substantial concentrations of criteria air 
pollutants and toxic air contaminants (TACs) as a result of emissions generated during 
each of the three construction phases as well as operations at the proposed BCHD 
Healthy Living Campus.  

Photo 10. Beryl Heights Elementary School is located 
two blocks from the Project site with frontages along 
Beryl Street, North Maria Avenue, Carnelian Street, 
and North Lucia Avenue. This elementary school – 
and similar schools in the vicinity – may be impacted 
during construction and/or operation of the proposed 
Project. 
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The EIR will quantify construction emissions (including mobile emissions from heavy 
haul trucks and other construction activities) as well as operational emissions of the 
proposed facilities using CalEEMod version 2016.3.1. The EIR will evaluate the potential 
for nearby sensitive receptors to be impacted by criteria air pollutants and TACs 
generated by the proposed Project. 

d) Less Than Significant Impact. The SCAQMD Air Quality Handbook (1993) identifies 
the following uses as having potential odor issues: wastewater treatment plants, food 
processing plants, agricultural uses, chemical plants, composting, refineries, landfills, 
dairies, and fiberglass moldings. The proposed Project would implement commercial 
medical development within the Project site. Odors generated by new and existing non-
residential land uses are required to be in compliance with SCAQMD Rule 402 to prevent 
odor nuisances on sensitive land uses. The City of Redondo Beach also requires the 
removal of solid waste from the existing campus pursuant to RBMC, Chapter 10-2.1536.  

Construction and demolition activities, including construction equipment exhaust and 
application of asphalt and architectural coatings, may generate minor temporary odors 
during each of the three 36-month-long construction phases. Additionally, while the 
proposed Project is not identified as a land use typically associated with odor emissions 
impacts (SCAQMD 1993), certain activities within the proposed BCHD Healthy Living 
Campus (e.g., demonstration kitchen, kitchens with the assisted living units, vents from 
the subterranean parking structures, etc.) may have the potential to create odor 
emissions that are undesirable to on-site residents as well as surrounding residential 
neighborhoods. Therefore, this issue will be further assessed in the EIR.   
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IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Would the project: 

a. Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through 
habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, 
sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, 
policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish 
and Wildlife or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

    

b. Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other 
sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, 
policies, regulations or by the California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

    

c. Have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected 
wetlands (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, 
coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological 
interruption, or other means? 

    

d. Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident 
or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native 
resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of 
native wildlife nursery sites? 

    

e. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological 
resources, such as tree preservation policy/ordinance? 

    

f. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation 
Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved 
local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan? 

    

 

Discussion 

a) No Impact. The Project site is completely developed and nearly 90-percent paved. Small 
lawns and other landscape species are located along North Prospect Avenue and 
adjacent to some of the existing facilities, including the Beach Cities Health Center. 
Additionally, approximately 120 trees are located along the slope of the eastern boundary 
of the campus. According to the California Natural Diversity Database (California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife [CDFW] 2019), the only special status species that has 
previously been recorded within the vicinity of the Project site include the El Segundo 
flower-loving butterfly (Rhapiomidas terminatus terminatus; State Rank [S-] 1) and the 
Palos Verdes blue butterfly (Glaucopsyche lygdamus palosverdesensis; federally 
endangered and S-1). However, habitat for these species is not present within the 
developed Project site. For example, the Palos Verdes blue butterfly is locally 
monophagous (i.e., particular to one species of food plant). The required locoweed 
(Astragalus trichopodus lonchus) – or common deerweed (Lotus scoparius), which has 
also been used as a larval food plants – does not occur within the Project site. A 
Biological Resources Survey has also been completed for the Project site (Hamilton 
Biological 2019), which concluded that the Project site does not provide suitable habitat 
for any candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, 
or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and 
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Wildlife Service (USFWS). Therefore, the proposed Project would have no impact on 
these resources and this issue will not be further assessed in the EIR.  

b) No Impact. No riparian habitat or other sensitive natural communities exist on or 
adjacent to the Project site. The majority of the Project site consists of paved parking lots 
and buildings with very limited landscaping. Project landscaping consists almost entirely 
of nonnative pines and other typical landscape species. Therefore, no impacts to these 
resources would occur under the proposed Project, and this issue will not be further 
assessed in the EIR. 

c) No Impact. The Project site is completely developed and nearly 90-percent paved. 
According to the National Wetlands Inventory (USFWS 2019) and the Project-specific 
Biological Resources Survey (Hamilton Biological 2019), there are no potential wetlands 
located on the Project site or in the nearby vicinity. As such, the proposed Project would 
not have direct adverse effects on any federally or state regulated wetlands during 
construction and/or operation. Therefore, no direct or indirect impacts would occur, and 
this issue will not be further assessed in the EIR. 

d, e)  Less Than Significant Impact. Wildlife corridors are pathways or habitat linkages that 
connect discrete areas of natural open space otherwise separated or fragmented by 
topography, changes in vegetation, and other natural or human-induced factors, such 
as urbanization. While the Project site is located along the Pacific Flyway, it is not part 
of any recognized local corridors for wildlife movement (e.g., riparian corridor). Further, 
because the proposed Project would redevelop and already fully developed site that is 
located in highly urbanized area and surrounded on all sides by commercial and 
residential development as well as several busy roadways (e.g., North Prospect Avenue 
and Beryl Street), impacts to possible wildlife movement are not anticipated.  

There are no local policies or 
ordinances protecting biological 
resources that apply to the Project 
site. For example, the City of 
Redondo Beach does not have a 
local tree ordinance. All proposed 
vegetation removal at the Project site 
would comply with the requirements 
of the RMBC, Chapter 10-5.1900, 
which regulates tree trimming and 
removal. Implementation of the 
proposed Project would likely result in 
removal and or relocation of 
approximately 120 trees, including a 
number of trees along the eastern 
slope of the Project site. These trees 
may provide nesting habitat or other 
temporary stopover habitat for 
migratory birds (Photo 11). 
Therefore, consistent with existing 
laws and regulations, removal of vegetation shall occur outside of the nesting season for 
birds. Typically, this is January 15 to August 31 for large trees or wooded areas (i.e. for 
raptors), March 1 to September 15 for riparian and marsh associated birds, and February 

Photo 11. Several large trees are located on the 
eastern boundary of the campus. Removal of these 
trees, if necessary, would be conducted outside of the 
nesting season for birds or pre-construction surveys 
would be required consistent with existing laws and 
regulations. 
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15 to August 31 for upland scrub or grasslands birds. If construction during these periods 
is unavoidable, a pre-construction nesting bird survey by a qualified biologist would be 
conducted to determine if nesting birds are located within in the work tree area. If a nest 
is found, the type of construction activity would be evaluated and avoidance methods 
would be implemented as necessary.  Methods would vary based on individual bird 
species, site conditions, and type of work to be conducted, but could consist of: limited 
or reduced construction access; reduced vehicle speeds; noise attenuation; and/or a no-
work buffer zone placed around the nest until the adults are no longer using it or the 
young have fledged. Additionally, specially designed lightly tinted glass would be utilized 
for the proposed Project, which would allow birds to identify and avoid unintentionally 
harming themselves by flying into the glass. With standard regulatory compliance, no 
direct or indirect impacts are anticipated; however, this issue will be further assessed in 
the EIR. 

e) No Impact. The Project site is not subject to an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, 
Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan. Therefore, the proposed Project would not conflict with the provisions 
of adopted plans and would result in no impact. This issue will not be further assessed 
in the EIR.
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Cultural Resources and Tribal Cultural Resources
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V. CULTURAL RESOURCES AND TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the project: 

a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a 
historical resource pursuant to Section 15064.5 of CEQA? 

    

b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an 
archaeological resource pursuant to Section 15064.5 of CEQA? 

    

c.  Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in Public 
Resources Code Section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, 
cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the 
size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with 
cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and that is: 

i)  Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical 
Resources, or in a local register of historical resources as 
defined in Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or 

ii)  A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and 
supported by substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to 
criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code 
section 5024.1?  In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision 
(c) of Public Resources Code section 5024.1, the lead agency 
shall consider the significance of the resource to a California 
Native American tribe? 

    

d. Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of 
formal cemeteries? 

    

Discussion 

a) Potentially Significant Impact. A 
Historical Resources Assessment has 
been completed for the approximately 
11-acre Project site (LSA Associates 
2019). The construction of the former 
South Bay Hospital building (Photo 12) 
and associated surface parking lot began 
in May 1958 and was opened by August 
1960. The other existing structures on the 
Project site were developed in the 1980s. 
The original South Bay Hospital building 
has had exterior and numerous interior 
changes made its initial construction, 
including a 12,300-sf addition that was 
completed in 1970. As such, the integrity 
of the facility has been substantially 
modified over time; however, this 
structure is over 50 years old, which is the threshold for a built resource to be eligible for 
listing on the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR). Therefore, the EIR will 

Photo 12. The former South Bay Hospital was 
originally constructed beginning in May 1958 and 
was opened in August 1960, providing 150 beds, 
three major surgery rooms, minor surgery rooms, 
emergency operating areas, administrative 
facilities, offices, small stores and coffee shops, 
and other similar type uses. 
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incorporate the historical architectural assessment of the building and assess the extent 
to which the original architecture has been compromised to the extent that it does or 
does not retain the character associated with the 1960’s style and form.  

b) Potentially Significant Impact. The Project site is located within a highly developed 
area that has been completely disturbed and graded during the original construction of 
the South Bay Hospital building and associated surface parking lot in 1958 as well as 
subsequent construction episodes. It is likely that these previous ground disturbing 
activities, such as grading or excavation, have disturbed the original soils such that any 
subsurface prehistoric resources that were present would have been destroyed. It is 
unlikely that construction under the proposed Project would uncover and disturb 
unknown, intact subsurface archaeological resources. However, additional background 
research on the Project area, including a records search at the South Central Coastal 
Information Center (SCCIC), review of historic topographic maps and aerial 
photographs, California Native American Heritage Commission Sacred Lands File 
Search, and Native American correspondence, will be conducted. In addition, a geo-
archaeological review will be conducted to identify the potential for subsurface 
archaeological resources. This issue will be further assessed in the EIR. 

c) Potentially Significant Impact. As previously described, the Project site has been 
subject to extensive soil disturbances, associated with previous construction episodes.  
No recorded prehistoric archaeological sites or tribal resources are located within or in 
the vicinity of the Project site. The former South Bay Hospital building has been operating 
since 1960; therefore, there is little potential for tribal cultural resources to exist within 
the Project site. Nevertheless, ground disturbing activities, such as grading or 
excavation, could uncover previously unidentified subsurface archaeological materials 
that could be considered tribal cultural resources. Therefore, significant impacts on tribal 
resources could occur. Additional background research on the Project area, including 
coordination with Native Americans who are traditionally and culturally affiliated with the 
geographic area of the project, a records search at the SCCIC, review of historic 
topographic maps and aerial photographs, and a California Native American Heritage 
Commission Sacred Lands File Search, will be conducted. In addition, geo-
archaeological review will be conducted to identify the potential for buried archaeological 
resources. This issue will be further assessed in the EIR. 

d) Less Than Significant Impact. There are no known human remains in the Project area. 
The Project area is not part of a formal cemetery and is not known to have been used 
for disposal of human remains. In addition, the ground has been previously disturbed by 
construction of existing land uses. Thus, human remains are not expected to be 
encountered during construction of the proposed Project. 

California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 requires that in the event of discovery 
or recognition of any human remains, there shall be no further excavation until the 
coroner has made recommendations concerning the treatment and disposition of the 
human remains to the person responsible. If the coroner determines that the remains are 
not subject to his or her authority and has reason to believe that they are those of a Native 
American, he or she shall contact the Native American Heritage Commission within 24 
hours. Implementation of the proposed Project would comply with provisions of state law 
regarding discovery of human remains, and impacts relating to the disturbance of human 
remains would be less than significant. Nevertheless, this issue will be further assessed 
in the EIR. 
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Energy 

 

Discussion 

a) Potentially Significant Impact. The proposed Project includes the construction and 
operation of a commercial medical center that would include 360 new assisted living units 
and 60 replacement memory care units, which would be relocated from the Beach Cities 
Health Center. Additionally, proposed Project would provide a replacement facility for the 
existing Community Services Office, Center for Health & Fitness, and Child Development 
Center uses, which would all be relocated from the Beach Cities Health Center building. 
The proposed Project would also provide a new CWP in the center of the campus  

During construction temporary consumption of energy resources would be required for 
the movement and use of construction equipment and building materials. Construction 
activities, which would occur in three 36-month-long phases, would be similar in character 
to construction activities necessary for any urban in-fill development project. Compliance 
with local, state, and federal regulations (e.g., limit engine idling times, require the 
recycling of construction debris, etc.) would reduce short-term energy demand during the 
implementation of the proposed Project to the maximum extent feasible, and Project 
construction would not be anticipated to result in wasteful or inefficient use of energy.  

Project operations would not require the use of equipment that would be more energy 
intensive than is used for comparable activities, or the use of equipment that would not 
conform to current emissions standards and related fuel efficiencies. Project compliance 
with applicable requirements and/or regulations discussed in the Air Quality and 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions discussion (e.g., 2016 California Code of Regulation Title 
24, Part 6 – Energy Efficiency Standards) as well as the City of Redondo Beach’s Climate 
Action Plan (CAP), individual proposed Project elements (e.g., sustainability features 
required as a part of Well Building Certification) would be consistent with state and local 
energy reduction policies and strategies, and would not be anticipated to consume energy 
resources in a wasteful or inefficient manner. However, energy demand calculations have 
not yet been prepared and the net change from existing conditions has not been precisely 
forecasted. Therefore, the inefficient use of energy may be potentially significant under 
the proposed Project and this issue will be further assessed in the EIR. 

 
  

P
ot

en
tia

lly
 

S
ig

n
ifi

ca
nt

 
Im

pa
ct

 

Le
ss

 T
ha

n 
S

ig
n

ifi
ca

nt
 w

ith
 

M
iti

ga
tio

n 
In

co
rp

or
at

ed
 

Le
ss

 T
ha

n 
S

ig
n

ifi
ca

nt
 

Im
pa

ct
 

 
N

o 
Im

pa
ct

 

VI. ENERGY. Would the project: 

a. Result in potentially significant environmental impact due to 
wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy 
resources, during project construction or operation? 

    

b. Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable 
energy or energy efficiency? 
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b) No Impact. The proposed Project would not obstruct the use of renewable energy in that 
it would not present any barrier to the use or development of renewable energy 
resources. It also would not displace any existing renewable energy facilities. Further, 
the proposed Project would be Well Building Certified and would include the installation 
of solar electric and solar hot water systems as well as a stormwater capture system. 
The redevelopment of the BCHD campus would comply with the energy efficiency 
standards incorporated into the Building Code. In addition, vehicles and equipment used 
during construction and operation would be required to conform to applicable federal and 
state fuel efficiency requirements. Therefore, the proposed Project would not conflict with 
or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency. This issue will 
not be further assessed in the EIR. 
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Geology and Soils  
 

 
 

 
P

ot
en

tia
lly

 
S

ig
n

ifi
ca

nt
 

Im
pa

ct
 

Le
ss

 T
ha

n 
S

ig
n

ifi
ca

nt
 w

ith
 

M
iti

ga
tio

n 
In

co
rp

or
at

ed
 

Le
ss

 T
ha

n 
S

ig
n

ifi
ca

nt
 

Im
pa

ct
 

 
N

o 
Im

pa
ct

 

VII. GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the project: 

a. Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, 
including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving  

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most 
recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the 
State Geologist, or based on other substantial evidence of a 
known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special 
Publication 42.  

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? 

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? 

iv) Landslides? 

    

b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?     

c. Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that 
would become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially 
result in on-site or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, 
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? 

    

d. Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18- 1-B of the 
1994 UBC, creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or 
property? 

    

e. Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic 
tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers 
are not available for the disposal of waste water? 

    

f. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or 
site or unique geologic feature? 

    

 

Discussion 

a.i) No Impact. The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act was passed to prevent 
construction of buildings used for human occupancy on the surface of active faults, in 
order to minimize the hazard of surface rupture of a fault to people and buildings. Before 
cities and counties can permit development within Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zones, geotechnical investigations are required to show that the sites are not threatened 
by surface rupture from future earthquakes. An active fault is defined as a fault with 
surface displacement within the last 11,000 years. The nearest active faults to the Project 
site are the Newport-Inglewood Fault located approximately 7.5 miles northeast of the 
Project site and the Palos Verdes fault located approximately 4 miles south (Department 
of Conservation 2010). A Geotechnical Study was prepared for the proposed Project and 
confirmed that there are no known active faults projecting toward or extending across 
the Project site (Converse Consultants 2016). Because there are no known active faults 
on or adjacent to the Proposed site and the proposed Project is not located within an 
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Zone, proposed Project development would not expose 
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people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects resulting from rupture of a 
known earthquake fault. This issue will not be further assessed in the EIR. 

a.ii) Potentially Significant Impact. The Project site, as is all of Southern California, is 
located in a seismically active area, with the potential for strong seismic ground shaking 
to expose people to dangers associated with ground shaking. As described above, the 
proposed Project would include the demolition of older structures such as the former 
South Bay Hospital, which currently requires substantial seismic upgrades, and 
development of new structures. The proposed structures would be constructed in 
compliance with modern building codes, including the City of Redondo Beach Building 
Code, which adopts the California Building Code by reference in Title 9, Chapter 1, 
Section 9-1.00. Given the regional seismicity, impacts are considered potentially 
significant, and hazards related to strong seismic ground shaking will be further assessed 
in the EIR based on the findings and recommendations of the Geotechnical Study 
prepared for the Project site (Converse Consultants 2016). 

a.iii) Potentially Significant Impact. Liquefaction refers to loose, saturated sand or silt 
deposits that behave as a liquid, and lose their load-supporting capability, when strongly 
shaken. Loose granular soils and silts that are saturated by relatively shallow 
groundwater are susceptible to liquefaction. The Project site is not located in a zone of 
required investigation for liquefaction as mapped by the State Seismic Hazards Zone 
Map (California Geological Survey 2019a). In addition, based on the results of the 
Geotechnical Study, including the absence of shallow groundwater, relatively dense soils 
with high blow counts, Converse Consultants (2016) concluded that the Project site is 
not considered susceptible to liquefaction. Although the Project site is not located within 
a liquefaction zone, the EIR will further assess all seismic-related issues based on the 
findings and recommendations of the Geotechnical Study prepared for the Project-site 
(Converse Consultants 2016). 

a.iv) Potentially Significant Impact. Landslides and other slope failures are secondary 
seismic effects that are common during or soon after earthquakes. Areas that are most 
susceptible to earthquake induced landslides are steep slopes underlain by loose, weak 
soils, and areas on or adjacent to existing landslide deposits. The Project site ranges in 
slope from 0 to 15 percent, with particularly steep slopes on the eastern boundary. 
Further, as previously described, the Project site is located within a seismically active 
region subject to strong ground shaking. However, based on the results of the 
Geotechnical Study, the Project side is not located within an earthquake-induced 
landslide are (California Geological Survey 2019b). The Project site is underlain by 
dense alluvial deposits on an older terrace slope; no evidence of landslides was 
observed on descending hillside slopes below the Project site. The potential for 
seismically induced landslides to affect the Project site is therefore considered to be very 
low (Converse Consultants 2016). Nevertheless, the EIR will further assess potentially 
significant seismic-related issues based on the findings and recommendations of the 
Geotechnical Study prepared for the Project-site (Converse Consultants 2016). 

b) Potentially Significant Impact. Erosion is the movement of rock and soil from place to 
place and is a natural process commonly resulting from wind and flowing water. Erosion 
can be increased greatly by earthmoving activities if erosion-control measures are not 
properly implemented. The Project site, which is located within an urban area, is 
completely developed and nearly 90-percent paved. Construction activities including 
demolition of existing surface parking lots, excavation of approximately 65,000 cy of soil 
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for the construction of a new subterranean parking garage, trenching for utility relocation, 
etc. would have the potential to result in erosion and/or topsoil loss. Given the scale of 
earth moving activities, impacts are considered potentially significant, and will be further 
assessed in the EIR. 

c) Potentially Significant Impact. Soils that are potentially unstable can fail when a new 
load is placed atop the soil, such as the construction of a new building. Subsidence 
including differential settlement can damage structures built on the soil over time. Lateral 
spreading is the downslope movement of surface sediment due to liquefaction in a 
subsurface layer. Such movement can occur on slope gradients of as little as one degree 
but is more common in areas that contain an exposed slope. The potential for these 
hazards will be further assessed in the EIR based on the findings and recommendations 
of the Geotechnical Study prepared for the Project site (Converse Consultants 2016). 

d) Potentially Significant Impact. Expansive soils shrink or swell as the moisture content 
decreases or increases. Volumetric changes associated with the shrinking or swelling 
can, over long periods of time, shift, crack or break structures or foundations built atop 
such soils. Based on the results of the Geotechnical Study, the on-site soil has a “Very 
Low” expansive potential and mitigation for expansive soils is not anticipated (Converse 
Consultants 2016). Nevertheless, on-site soil material would be mixed during grading 
and the expansion potential may change (Converse Consultants 2016). Therefore, 
expansion potential the Project site soils should be verified after grading (Converse 
Consultants 2016). Until such studies are completed, impacts are considered potentially 
significant. Therefore, this issue will be further assessed in the EIR based on the findings 
and recommendations of the Geotechnical Study prepared for the Project-site (Converse 
Consultants 2016). 

e) No Impact. The Project area is served by an existing sewer system; septic tanks would 
not be installed for the proposed Project. All development associated with the proposed 
Project would connect to and be served by the existing public sewer system for 
wastewater discharge and treatment. No impacts related to septic systems would occur 
as a result of the proposed Project, and this issue will not be further assessed in the EIR. 

f) Potentially Significant Impact.  The Project site soils have been substantially disturbed 
during previous construction of the foundation and basements associated with the former 
South Bay Hospital as well as other buildings and subterranean parking garages on the 
existing campus. Given the highly disturbed condition of the Project site, the potential for 
the proposed Project to impact unidentified paleontological resources is considered 
remote. However, given the depth of excavation (i.e., approximately 30 feet) and 
because Pleistocene-aged geologic units have an undetermined potential for containing 
significant fossils resources, considered "Unique Geologic Features," (California 
Department of Conservation 2016b) there may be the potential for the proposed Project 
to encounter, and impact, these resources at depth. The unanticipated discovery of 
paleontological resources, while rare, is considered potentially significant and will be 
further assessed in the EIR. 
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Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
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VIII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS. Would the project: 

a. Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, 
that may have a significant impact on the environment? 

    

b. Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for 
the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases? 

    

 

Discussion 

a) Potentially Significant Impact. Construction and operation of the proposed Project 
would generate GHG emissions, both directly and indirectly. Construction activities, 
which would occur over three 36-month-long phases, would include the use of 
construction vehicles and equipment, demolition of portions of the Project site, and 
redevelopment of the Project site. These activities would result in prolonged sources of 
GHGs; however, these sources would be temporary and associated GHG emissions 
would cease following the completion of construction. Operational emissions associated 
with the commercial medical uses would include GHG emissions from mobile sources 
(e.g., vehicle trips to and from the Project site), energy, water use and treatment, and 
waste disposal. GHG emissions generated by electricity and natural gas use by the 
future commercial uses are indirect GHG emissions from the energy that is produced off-
site. These sources would have the potential to generate GHGs and may result in a 
potentially significant impact on the environment. Therefore, this issue will be further 
assessed in the EIR, including a comprehensive GHG emissions analysis using 
CalEEMod version 2016.3.1. 

b) Potentially Significant Impact. In 2006, California passed the California Global 
Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (Assembly Bill 32 [AB 32]; California Health and Safety 
Code Division 25.5, Sections 38500, et seq., or AB 32), which requires CARB to design 
and implement emission limits, regulations, and other measures, such that feasible and 
cost-effective statewide GHG emissions are reduced to 1990 levels by 2020 
(representing an approximate 25 percent reduction in emissions). The EIR will assess 
the applicable plans (e.g., City of Redondo Beach’s CAP), policies, and regulations 
adopted for the reduction of GHG emissions and assess whether the proposed Project 
would have the potential to conflict with AB 32 and other regulations adopted for the 
purpose of reducing GHG emissions. 
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Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
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IX. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS. Would the project: 

a. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 
through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous 
materials? 

    

b. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 
through reasonably foreseeable conditions involving the release 
of hazardous materials into the environment? 

    

c. Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely 
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter 
mile of an existing or proposed school? 

    

d. Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous 
materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 
65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to 
the public or the environment? 

    

e. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where 
such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public 
airport or public use airport, would the project result in safety 
hazard or excessive noise for people residing or working in the 
project area? 

    

f. Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted 
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan? 

    

g. Expose people or structures either directly or indirectly, to a 
significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires? 

    

 

Discussion 

a) Less Than Significant Impact. A hazardous material is defined as any material that, 
due to its quantity, concentration, or physical or chemical characteristics, poses a 
significant present or potential hazard to human health and safety or to the environment 
if released into the environment. 

Project construction would include the use of construction vehicles and equipment that 
would involve the transport, use, and disposal of hazardous materials such as paints, 
solvents, oils, grease, and caulking. Hazardous materials would also be needed for 
fueling and servicing construction equipment on the Project site. While these types of 
hazardous materials are not acutely hazardous, all storage, handling, use, and disposal 
of these materials are regulated by local, state, and federal regulations. Compliance with 
applicable required standards would ensure potential impacts related to hazardous 
materials would be less than significant. 

Project operations would include limited storage and use of hazardous materials for 
residential and commercial uses, which include cleaning and degreasing solvents, 
fertilizers, pesticides, herbicides, and degreasers, paints, cooking oils, chlorinated 
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products, paints, and other materials used for property maintenance. Additionally, 
hazardous materials on-site could include biohazardous medical wastes, similar to 
existing conditions. These products would be used and stored in limited quantities; 
normal use of these products would not result in the production of large amounts of 
hazardous waste. Compliance with the applicable safe handling and safety equipment 
standards within the Occupational Health and Safety Act of 1970, as amended, related 
to handling, use, and storage of hazardous materials, and compliance with applicable 
local, state, and federal laws and regulations would be required. Therefore, the proposed 
Project is not anticipated to result in impacts related to routine transport, use, or disposal 
of hazardous materials. Nevertheless, this issue will be further assessed in the EIR. 

b) Potentially Significant Impact. Due to the developed nature of the Project site, there is 
a potential to encounter hazardous materials. The following discussion includes a list of 
potential substances that would potentially be encountered on the Project site, based on 
the findings of a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) that has been prepared 
for the Project site (Converse Consultant 2019). 

 Former Oil and Gas Well. The Department of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources 
(DOGGR) identified a former oil and gas well located on the vacant Flagler Lot. The 
well is listed as “plugged and abandoned.” According to production data, the well was 
producing from July 1977 to October 1989. The potential to encounter contamination 
related to this former oil and gas well during construction of the Child Development 
Center and any remedial actions necessary to ensure avoidance of impacts during 
or after construction will be further assessed in the EIR. 

 Former Underground Storage Tank. The 
existing campus is listed on the Department 
of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) 
EnviroStor database for a historic release of 
gasoline that contaminated the groundwater 
(Photo 13) (DTSC 2019). The site is currently 
undergoing remediation. In general, 
petroleum hydrocarbons can naturally 
attenuate over time; however, they can 
contain carcinogens such as benzene 
(Center for Disease Control and Prevention 
2013). Potential impacts from previous 
contamination and ongoing remediation will 
be further assessed in the EIR. 

 Unknown Contamination. Excavation for 
development of building foundations, and 
utility connections could expose unknown 
contaminants in soil and/or groundwater from 
current and/or historic site usage and contamination associated with the operation of 
the former South Bay Hospital or existing uses on the campus. The potential for the 
proposed Project to produce significant impacts to the public during the 
transportation of hazards or involving the potential release of hazardous materials 
during construction or after Project completion will be further assessed in the EIR. 

Photo 13. The existing campus includes 
a 10,000-gallon former underground 
storage tank located beneath the surface 
parking lot. Soil samples collected in 
January 2008 during the replacement of 
piping lines identified the presence of 
petroleum hydrocarbons that exceeded 
established maximum concentrations. 
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 Asbestos Containing Material. Asbestos is the name of a group of silicate minerals 
that are heat resistant and were commonly used as insulation and fire retardant when 
the existing facility was constructed over 50 years ago. Inhaling asbestos fibers has 
been shown to cause lung disease (asbestosis) and lung cancer (mesothelioma) 
(DTSC 2019). Given that the former South Bay Hospital building was originally 
constructed in 1958, well before the use of asbestos materials was banned in 1977, 
there is a potential for asbestos-containing materials (ACM) to be encountered during 
demolition. SCAQMD Rule 1403 requires an inspection of the buildings for ACM 
before the start of demolition and specifies procedures for abatement, containment, 
and disposal of ACM for demolition of structures containing 100 square feet or more 
of ACM. The potential presence of asbestos will be further assessed in the EIR along 
with appropriate methods of demolition, transport, and disposal that ensure 
avoidance of impacts to the public, if determined to be present. 

 Lead-Based Paint. Lead was formerly used as an ingredient in paint and as a 
gasoline additive. Lead is listed as a reproductive toxin and a cancer-causing 
substance; it also impairs the development of the nervous system and blood cells in 
children (DTSC 2008). Given that the former South Bay Hospital building was 
originally constructed in 1958, well before the use of asbestos materials was banned 
in 1978, there is a potential for lead-based paint to be encountered during demolition. 
Lead, if determined to be present, must be contained during demolition activities 
(California Health & Safety Code sections 17920.10 and 105255). The potential 
presence of lead-based paint will be further assessed in the EIR. 

c) Potentially Significant Impact. The nearest existing schools to the Project site are 
Tower Elementary School (350 feet to the east), Beryl Heights Elementary School 
(approximately 900 feet to the west), and Redondo Union High School (located 
approximately 0.30 miles to the southwest). Based on a review of the Redondo Beach 
Unified School District website, new schools are not proposed within the District; 
however, funding for improvements to existing schools has been provided through the 
implementation of Measure C in February 2008 and Measure Q in November 2012. 
Because the Project site is located within 0.25 mile of two existing schools, impacts on 
hazardous materials sensitive receptors, including potential impacts related to demolition 
and transport, will be further assessed in the EIR. 

d) Potentially Significant Impact. California Government Code Section 65962.5 requires 
the compiling of lists of the following hazardous materials sites: hazardous waste 
facilities; hazardous waste discharges for which the State Water Quality Control Board 
(SWRCB) has issued certain types of orders; public drinking water wells containing 
detectable levels of organic contaminants; underground storage tanks with reported 
unauthorized releases; and solid waste disposal facilities from which hazardous waste 
has migrated. As discussed above, the Project site is listed as the location of an historical 
release of gasoline that is currently being remediated (Photo 13). Impacts from 
contamination and remediation will be further assessed in the EIR. 

e) No Impact. The nearest public-use airports to the Project site are the Hawthorne 
Municipal Airport, approximately 5.3 miles northeast, and the Los Angeles International 
Airport, approximately 6 miles north. The nearest private airstrip to the Project site is the 
Goodyear Blimp Base Airport, approximately 6 miles to the east. The Project site is 
located outside of the Airport Influence Area (i.e., the area in which land uses are 
regulated to minimize hazards from potential aircraft crashes) for all airports (Los 
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Angeles County Department of Regional Planning 2003). The proposed Project 
development would not subject workers, clients, or visitors of the Project site to 
substantial hazards related to aircraft operating to or from the Hawthorne Municipal 
Airport or Los Angeles International Airport, and impacts would be less than significant. 
This issue will not be further assessed in the EIR. 

f) Less Than Significant. The Project’s Construction Management Plan – which will 
identify potential haul routes and queuing area(s), construction entrance(s), construction 
equipment and materials laydown and staging area(s), etc. – will be described and 
assessed in the EIR in terms of potential impacts on emergency response during each 
of the three 36-month-long construction phases.  

Following the completion of construction activities, the proposed ingress/egress points 
along North Prospect Avenue would remain unchanged and an additional ingress/egress 
point would be added along Flagler Lane. The existing perimeter circulation road would 
be removed; however, the roadways located adjacent to the Project site as well as the 
proposed internal pedestrian pathways, would provide for ample emergency vehicle 
access. The proposed Project would be required to meet fire access requirements in 
Section 503 of the California Fire Code (Title 14, California Code of Regulations, Part 9). 
In addition, the City of Redondo Beach has an adopted emergency evacuation routes for 
a tsunami. The nearest adopted route is 190th Street which is located approximately 0.75 
miles south of the Project site.  

The implementation of the proposed Project is not anticipated to affect an adopted 
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. Nevertheless, this issue will 
be further assessed in the EIR. 

g) No Impact. The Project site is not located within a Fire Hazard Severity Zone mapped 
by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Prevention and is not located within a 
wildland area or an urban-wildland interface zone. Therefore, there would be no impact 
on wildfire protection, and this issue will not be further assessed in the EIR. 
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Hydrology and Water Quality 
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X. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY.  Would the project: 

a. Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface or 
ground water quality? 

    

b. Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere 
substantially with groundwater recharge such that the project 
may impede sustainable groundwater management of the basin? 

    

c. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or 
area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or 
river or through the addition of impervious surfaces, in a manner 
which would:  

i) Result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site; 

ii)  Substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a 
manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site; 

iii)  Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the 
capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or 
provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff; or 

iv)  Impede or redirect flood flows? 

    

d. In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, result in release of 
pollutants due to project inundation? 

    

e. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control 
plan or sustainable groundwater management plan? 

    

 

Discussion 

a) Potentially Significant Impact. Construction activities during each of the three phases 
could potentially degrade water quality and could lead to a potential violation of water 
quality standards or waste discharge requirements. During construction a Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) would be required pursuant to the General 
Construction Permit issued by the SWRCB. The SWPPP would specify Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) to be used during each construction phase in order to 
minimize or avoid water pollution. Nevertheless, given the volume of excavation/grading, 
impacts associated with construction-related water quality are considered potentially 
significant and will be further assessed in the EIR.  

At the completion of the phased redevelopment, the Project site would experience a 
substantial decrease in the area of paved surfaces and corresponding increase in green 
space. Increasing green space on the proposed BCHD Healthy Living Campus would 
reduce stormwater runoff by increasing infiltration on-site, which would improve water 
quality by decreasing the amount of pollutants that are carried by stormwater runoff. 
Nevertheless, the proposed BCHD Healthy Living Campus would require a Water Quality 
Management Plan (WQMP) under the Waste Discharge Requirements for Municipal 
Storm Water and Urban Runoff Discharges, Order No. 01-182, issued by the Los 
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Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board in 2001. The SWPPP and WQMP, and 
BMPs included in both documents, will be discussed and evaluated in the EIR. 
Operational impacts to water quality are considered potentially significant and will be 
further assessed in the EIR. 

b) Potentially Significant Impact. The Project site is located within the West Coast Basin 
of the Los Angeles Coastal Plain, which lies along the coast, and has a surface area of 
approximately 142 square miles. California Water Service Company (Cal Water) 
supplies water to the Project site. In compliance with legislative requirements, Cal Water 
has prepared its 2010 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP). The UWMP provides 
information on the present and future water resources and demands and assesses water 
resource needs. According to the UWMP, Cal Water uses groundwater, imported surface 
water, and recycled supplies to serve the Hermosa-Redondo District. Groundwater 
extracted from the West Coast Basin’s Silverado aquifer satisfies 10 to 15 percent of the 
District’s water demand (Cal Water 2011).  

The Project includes the development of 360 new assisted living residential units (over 
a period of 15 years) that would generate new permanent residents at the site, resulting 
in minor population growth. This could increase demand for water supplies, 10 to 15 
percent of which are supplied from the groundwater basin. The EIR will include a 
quantification of the water supplies needed for the proposed Project, and an analysis of 
potential impacts that could result. 

c.i)  Potentially Significant Impact. The Project site is currently developed, and stormwater 
runoff is conveyed to the existing on-site stormwater drainage system. There are no 
streams or rivers that traverse the Project site (refer to the Biological Resources 
discussion). Therefore, the proposed Project would not directly result erosion or siltation 
into a stream or river. Nevertheless, given the volume of grading/excavation, there is a 
potential for erosion and siltation during construction. Construction activities would 
comply with the requirements in the required NPDES permit, which would minimize the 
amount of runoff from the Project site and the potential for substantial erosion and 
siltation. The potential impact of the Project altering the drainage pattern and resulting in 
erosion and siltation on- and off-site will be further assessed in the EIR. 

c.ii) Potentially Significant Impact. The operation of the proposed Project would result in 
the alteration of the existing on-site stormwater conveyance. Overall, the existing Project 
site primarily contains impervious surfaces and development. Implementation of the 
proposed Project would result in a substantial increase in green space and development 
of a stormwater capture system, would likely reduce the overall stormwater runoff from 
the Project site. Nevertheless, the on-site stormwater conveyance system could result in 
a potentially significant impact and will be further assessed in the EIR. 

c.iii) Potentially Significant Impact. As previously described, the proposed Project would 
potentially decrease the area of impervious surfaces on the Project site and would be 
likely to reduce the overall stormwater runoff from the Project site. As with the existing 
campus, it is anticipated that the proposed Project would be served by the City’s 
stormwater drainage system, and no capacity impacts to this existing drainage system 
would be anticipated. Additionally, land use at the Project site would be substantially 
similar to existing conditions; therefore, the proposed Project would not be likely to 
introduce new or substantial additional sources of polluted runoff. Nevertheless, potential 
Project impacts on runoff and storm drainage systems will be further assessed in the EIR. 
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c.iv) No Impact. There are no streams or rivers that traverse the Project site; therefore, the 
proposed Project would not result in an impediment or an alteration to flood flows.  No 
impact would occur, and this issue will not be further assessed in the EIR. 

d) No Impact. The site is in an Area of Minimal Flood Hazard as designated by the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA 2008), indicating that the Project site is outside 
of 100-year and 500-year flood zones. Therefore, the proposed Project would not release 
pollutants due to inundation of the Project site during a flood. This issue will not be further 
assessed in the EIR.  

The proposed Project would not be impacted by seiche or tsunami for the following 
reasons:  

 Seiche. A seiche is a surface wave created when an inland water body is shaken, 
usually by an earthquake. There are no inland water bodies close enough to the 
Project site to pose a flood hazard due to a seiche. Therefore, no pollutants would 
be released due to Project inundation and no impact would occur. This issue will not 
be further assessed in the EIR. 

 Tsunami. A tsunami is a series of ocean waves caused by a sudden displacement of 
the ocean floor, most often due to earthquakes. The Project site is located 1 mile 
inland from the Pacific Ocean and is at an elevation of 97 feet above mean sea level 
(MSL). The Project site is not mapped within a Tsunami Inundation Area (California 
Emergency Management Agency 2009). Therefore, no pollutants would be released 
due to inundation of the Project site and no impact would occur. This issue will not 
be further assessed in the EIR. 

e) Potentially Significant Impact.  The City is located in the South Coast Hydrologic 
Region (HR) and is subject to the objectives and limits of the Water Quality Control Plan 
for the Los Angeles Region (Basin Plan) under the jurisdiction of the Los Angeles 
Regional Water Quality Control Board (LARWCB). The proposed Project would require 
the use of water during demolition, excavation, and construction activities. As previously 
described, Cal Water supplies water to the Project site, including groundwater, imported 
surface water, and recycled supplies. Groundwater extracted from the West Coast 
Basin’s Silverado aquifer satisfies 10 to 15 percent of the District’s water demand (Cal 
Water 2011). The proposed Project is located in an existing urbanized area and would 
reduce impermeable surfaces compared to existing conditions. Further, the 14,000-cy 
basement of the Beach Cities Health Center would be converted to an underground 
rainwater storage area, intended to capture and percolate stormwater runoff. Therefore, 
the proposed Project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality 
control plan or a sustainable groundwater management plan and may improve 
groundwater recharge. Nevertheless, this issue will be further assessed in the EIR. 
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Land Use and Planning 
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XI. LAND USE AND PLANNING.  Would the project: 

a. Physically divide an established community?     

b. Cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with 
any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose 
of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect? 

    

 

Discussion 

a) No Impact. The City of Redondo Beach General Plan Land Use designation for the 
existing campus is P (Public or Institutional) and the designation for the vacant Flagler 
Lot is C-2 (Commercial) (Redondo Beach 2008). The Project site is bordered to the north 
by commercial land uses and to the south, east, and west by residential land uses, 
including residences to the east within the City of Torrance. Project implementation 
would result in the redevelopment of the existing BCHD campus but would not remove 
any residential units. Redevelopment of the Project site as part of the proposed BCHD 
Healthy Living Campus Master Plan would be consistent with existing land uses and 
would not divide an established community. Therefore, no impacts to land use would 
occur and this issue will not be further assessed in the EIR. 

b) Potentially Significant Impact. The City of Redondo Beach General Plan Land Use 
designation for the existing campus is P (Public or Institutional) and the designation for 
the vacant Flagler Lot is C-2 (Commercial) (Redondo Beach 2008). The existing campus 
is zoned P-CF (Community Facility), and the vacant Flagler Lot is zoned C-2 
(Commercial). P-CF zone designation allows regional-serving commercial and ancillary 
uses, department stores, promotional/discount retail, eating and drinking establishments, 
entertainment, and professional offices. The CF designation also encourages 
institutional uses such as those that serve a community’s social, educational, health, 
cultural, and recreational needs. Therefore, the proposed Project would be consistent 
with the existing City of Redondo Beach General Plan land use designations and zoning 
because it would consist of public health facilities and commercial uses that serve the 
needs of the residents of the three Beach Cities. The Project site is not located with the 
City of Redondo Beach Coastal Land Use Plan; therefore, the Redondo Beach Local 
Coastal Plan is not applicable to the proposed Project (City of Redondo Beach 2008). 
However, the proposed Project would be subject to the policies of the City of Redondo 
Beach General Plan and other existing adopted plans and regulations. Therefore, this 
resource will be further assessed in the EIR to address any potential inconsistencies with 
applicable City or regional plans or policies pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 
15125(d) and address any potential environmental impacts associated with any 
inconsistency. 
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XII. MINERAL RESOURCES.  Would the project: 

a. Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that 
would be of value to the region and the residents of the state? 

    

b. Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral 
resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, 
specific plan or other land use plan? 

    

 

Discussion 

a) No Impact. The Project site is not located within an area with active or known mining 
operations; however, an abandoned oil well exists on the Project site located on the 
vacant Flagler Lot. The City does not have any active mining or mineral extraction 
operations, nor land designated for PCC-Grade aggregate, according to the California 
Geological Survey (California Geological Survey 2014). The Project site is located within 
the San Gabriel Valley Production-Consumption Region and has not been categorized 
as a Mineral Resource Zone; it is not subject to mineral land classification studies by the 
State Geologist. Therefore, the proposed Project would not cause a loss of availability of 
known mineral resources valuable to the region or the state. No impact would occur, and 
this issue will not be further assessed in the EIR. 

b) No Impact. The City of Redondo Beach General Plan has no designated mining sites 
within the City. As described in the Updated Designation of Regionally Significant 
Aggregate Resources in the San Gabriel Valley Production-Consumption Region, issued 
by the California Geological Survey in 2014, there are no mining sites within the City 
(California Geological Survey 2014). Therefore, the proposed Project would have no 
impact on locally-important mineral resource recovery sites and this issue will not be 
further assessed in the EIR. 
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Noise and Vibration 
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XIII. NOISE AND VIBRATION.  Would the project result in: 

a. Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in 
ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of 
standards established in the local general plan or noise 
ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies? 

   

 

 

 

b. Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne 
noise levels? 

    

c. For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an 
airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been 
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, 
would the project expose people residing or working in the 
project area to excessive noise levels? 

    

 

Discussion 

a, b)  Potentially Significant Impact. The operation of heavy equipment during construction 
would generate noise both on- and off-site. Given the phased implementation of the 
proposed Project, elevated noise levels would be produced over each of the three 36-
month-long construction phases. Given the proximity of surrounding residential areas as 
well as proximity of residences along potential haul truck routes (i.e., as close as 20 feet 
from the existing paved roadway width), the noise generation during each of these 
phases could result in potentially significant impacts. For example, the vacant Flagler Lot, 
which would be developed as a Child Development Center, is located approximately 75 
feet from the nearest residence across Flagler Lane. Towers Elementary School and 
Beryl Heights Elementary School are also located in close proximity to the Project site. 
Given the proximity of adjacent development and sensitive receptors, construction 
activities, particularly along the margins of the Project site, could also result in potentially 
significant groundborne vibration impacts. Additional on-site receptors that would be 
sensitive to noise and vibrational impacts would include the existing 60 memory care 
units in the Beach Cities Health Center as well as the other medical uses within the 
existing campus. Further, given the volume of grading/excavation, heavy haul trucks 
and/or materials delivery trucks could result in potentially significant off-site noise and 
vibration impacts.  

The predominant source of long-term operational noise in the vicinity would be generated 
from heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) and other mechanical equipment 
as well as outdoor activities at the Project site (e.g., programs within the RCFE building 
and CWP, active green space, or open-air atrium), deliveries and traffic associated with 
vehicle trips to and from the Project site along adjacent roadways. In particular, the 
proposed entrance to the proposed subterranean parking structure along Flagler Lane 
could introduce substantial vehicle traffic in this area, entering and exiting from the newly 
established driveway. Additionally, a potential increase in noise from emergency 
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response vehicle sirens may occur due to the increased elderly residential population 
resulting from the proposed Project. 

In summary, construction-related noise and vibration as well as operational noise could 
have potentially significant impacts on on-site, adjacent, and off-site sensitive receptors. 
The EIR will quantify noise generated from current operations on-site and quantify 
projected noise levels from future operations of proposed uses. Therefore, this issue will 
be further assessed in the EIR, including detailed modeling of noise sources, including 
airborne noise, groundborne vibration, and attenuation. 

c) No Impact. The nearest public-use airports in the region are the Hawthorne Municipal 
Airport, located approximately 3.5 miles north of the Project site, and the Los Angeles 
International Airport, located approximately 5 miles northwest of the Project site. The 
Project site is not located in the Airport Influence Area for either airport (Los Angeles 
County Department of Regional Planning 2003). Project development would not subject 
workers, clients, residents, or visitors of the proposed Project to public-use airport-
related noise. This issue will not be further assessed in the EIR. 

The nearest private airstrip to the Project site is the Goodyear Blimp Base Airport 
approximately 5 miles southeast of the Project site. Project development would not 
subject workers, clients, residents, or visitors of the Project site to private airport-related 
noise. This issue will not be further assessed in the EIR. 
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XIV. POPULATION AND HOUSING.  Would the project: 

a. Induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area, 
either directly (for example, by proposing new homes and 
businesses or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads 
or other infrastructure)? 

    

b. Displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, 
necessitating the construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere? 

    

 

Discussion 

a) Potentially Significant Impact. The proposed Project would redevelop the existing 
campus, including the phased development of 360 new assisted living units and the 
relocation of 60 existing memory care units. Following the complete phased 
implementation of the proposed BCHD Healthy Living Campus Master Plan, 420 units 
would be available to residents of the Beach Cities and surrounding communities. This 
redevelopment would result in a minor increase to the local population within the City of 
Redondo Beach. However, the redevelopment of the campus would represent an urban 
infill within an existing developed area. The proposed Project would not impact or 
otherwise induce substantial unplanned population growth. For example, existing 
roadways already provide access to the Project site and no new roadways would be 
required. Existing utilities would be relocated to serve the Project site and new utilities 
would not have excess capacity that could induce growth. Nevertheless, impacts to 
population growth as a result of the increase in residential units will be further assessed 
in the EIR.  

b) No Impact. Construction of the proposed BCHD Healthy Living Campus would occur 
within the existing campus and the adjacent vacant Flagler Lot. The proposed Project 
would not remove or displace any housing or residential areas. Therefore, 
implementation of the proposed Project would not result in the displacement of people 
or housing, nor would it necessitate the construction of replacement housing. No impacts 
would occur, and this issue will not be further assessed in the EIR. 
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XV. PUBLIC SERVICES. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision 
of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, 
response times or other performance objectives for any of the public services: 

        a.  Fire Protection?     

        b.  Police Protection?     

        c.  Schools?     

        d.  Parks?     

        e.  Other public facilities?     

 

Discussion 

a) Potentially Significant Impact. Local fire protection and prevention services (and 
paramedic services) within the City are provided by the City of Redondo Beach Fire 
Department (RBFD) (City of Redondo Beach 2008). The RBFD maintains three fire 
stations in the City. The nearest station is located at 401 South Broadway, which is less 
than 1.5 miles south of the Project site. The proposed Project would be designed to meet 
modern fire safety standards, including emergency access requirements, as well as fire 
suppression and emergency response systems. In addition, the RBFD would check and 
review site design plans for compliance with appropriate safety standards prior to 
issuance of a CUP and initiation of any construction activities. 

The proposed Project would include the phased development of 360 new assisted living 
units and the relocation of 60 existing memory care units. Following the complete 
implementation of the proposed BCHD Healthy Living Campus Master Plan, 420 units 
would be available to residents of the Beach Cities and surrounding areas. Such senior 
facilities may create substantial demand for first responder services, particularly from 
paramedic or ambulance services. Therefore, Project operations would result in 
increased demand for fire protection and emergency medical services, potentially 
resulting in significant impacts. Potential environmental impacts associated with fire 
protection from implementation of the proposed Project will be further assessed in the 
EIR. 

b) Potentially Significant Impact. The Redondo Beach Police Department (RBPD) 
provides police protection and emergency services to the Project site and the 
surrounding area. The RBPD is located at 401 Diamond Street, which is located 
approximately 1 mile southwest of the Project site. Project operations would result in an 
increased number of residents and employees, as well as increased development 
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intensity and open space in the Project area. Therefore, the proposed Project may result 
in an increased demand for police services, potentially resulting in the need for new or 
expanded police facilities. Environmental impacts associated with police services from 
the implementation of the proposed Project will be further assessed in the EIR. 

c) No Impact. The Redondo Beach Unified School District (RBUSD) is responsible for 
providing public K-12 school services in the City. The Project site is located within the 
enrollment boundaries of Beryl Heights Elementary School (920 Beryl Street), Parras 
Middle School (200 North Lucia Avenue), and Redondo Union High School (1 Sea Hawk 
Way) (City of Redondo Beach 2004). The proposed Project includes the development of 
360 new assisted living units for use by the elderly and would not result in an increase 
in the number of students to the RBUSD. Therefore, increases in student population 
would not be anticipated and this issue will not be further assessed in the EIR. 

d) No Impact. Recreational facilities and programs in the City of Redondo Beach are 
provided by the Recreation and Community Services Department which manages the 
City’s parkland and recreation facilities and programs, and the Public Works Department 
maintains City parks and facilities. There are five public parks within a 0.5-mile radius of 
the Project site offering walking paths, dog parks, child recreation areas, sports facilities, 
sitting areas, drinking fountains, historical sites, and other similar recreational 
opportunities. The proposed Project would generate a new residential population on the 
BCHD Healthy Living Campus as a result of the phased development of 360 new 
assisted living units. Residents would primarily be expected to utilize the active green 
space and health facilities provided on the BCHD Healthy Living Campus, however. This 
on-site green space also would be publicly available to surrounding community 
members. Because implementation of the proposed Project would increase recreational 
space and result in a beneficial impact to the City’s recreational facilities, the Project 
would not require new or physically altered recreational facilities; therefore, this issue will 
not be further assessed in the EIR. 

e) No Impact. The Redondo Beach Public Library provides library services to the City of 
Redondo Beach. The proposed Project would generate a new residential population on 
the proposed BCHD Healthy Living Campus as a result of the phased development of 
360 new assisted living units. With two branch locations, located at the Redondo Beach 
Civic Center on Pacific Coast Highway as well as on Artesia Boulevard, together 
containing over 190,000 items of print, audio, and visual resources, the City of Redondo 
Beach’s robust library system would be able to accommodate this modest increase in 
population. The proposed BCHD Healthy Living Campus would not result in an increased 
need for library services, resources, and facilities and this issue will not be further 
assessed in the EIR. 
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XVI. RECREATION. Would the project: 

a. Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and 
regional parks or other recreational facilities, such that 
substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be 
accelerated? 

    

b.  Does the project include recreational facilities or require the 
construction or expansion of recreational facilities, which might 
have an adverse physical effect on the environment? 

    

 

Discussion 

a, b)  No Impact. The proposed Project would generate a new residential population on the 
BCHD Healthy Living Campus as a result of the phased development of 360 new assisted 
living units. However, residents would be expected to utilize the active green space and 
health facilities provided on the proposed BCHD Healthy Living Campus, which would also 
be open to the public. As previously described, implementation of the proposed Project 
would increase recreational space and result in a beneficial impact to City’s recreational 
facilities. Off-site there are five City-owned parks within a 0.5-mile radius of the proposed 
BCHD Healthy Living Campus, including Dominguez Park, located immediately adjacent 
to the northeast along Flagler Lane, Entradero Park to the east, and Sunnyglen Park to 
the southeast. These parks could reasonably accommodate additional users. For 
example, Dominguez Park is approximately 24 acres in area and would continue to 
provide ample space for the community, even with the addition of the proposed Project. 
The Project site is also located more than 1 mile from the Pacific Ocean and outside of 
the Coastal Zone boundary. Therefore, the proposed Project would not have a significant 
impact on coastal access. In summary, the proposed Project would not require the 
construction or expansion of recreational facilities and this issue will not be further 
assessed in the EIR. 

priv
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Transportation 
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VXII. TRANSPORTATION. Would the project: 

a. Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the 
circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities?   

    

b. Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA 
Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)? 

    

c. Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design 
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or 
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

    

d. Result in inadequate emergency access?     

 

Discussion 

a) Potentially Significant Impact. Construction workers traveling to the Project site as well 
as construction vehicles and equipment and construction materials deliveries would 
generate vehicle trips to the area. Given the phased implementation of the proposed 
Project, construction-related trips would be experienced over the three 36-month-long 
construction phases. Construction activities may also require temporary lane closures, 
sidewalk closures, and or create potential conflicts with vehicles pulling out of 
surrounding residential neighborhoods. The EIR will identify and disclose potential 
impacts – both on- and off-site (e.g., along potential haul routes or queuing area[s]) – 
associated with the proposed Project’s Construction Management Plan. 

Operationally, the proposed Project would result in the development of a new entry to 
the vacant Flagler Lot along Flagler Lane. The EIR will evaluate safety and hazards 
surrounding this proposed entrance and any other changes to vehicle circulation at the 
Project site. Following completion of the proposed Project, new operational traffic would 
result from the 360 new assisted living units as well as other new health and fitness 
program or other uses on the Project site. The EIR will assess any potential conflicts with 
applicable plans, ordinances, or policies related to these potential impacts – including 
proposed on-site and potential off-site pedestrian and bicycle improvements – in terms 
of safety and hazards on roads.  

b) Potentially Significant Impact. CEQA Guidelines 15064.3(b) provides direction on 
determining the significance of transportation impacts. The EIR will provide a detailed 
assessment of operational transportation impacts utilizing the Vehicle Miles Traveled 
(VMT) criteria identified in CEQA Guidelines 15064.3(b) as well as the capacity- and 
delay-based Level of Service (LOS) metric, consistent with the currently established City 
of Redondo Beach thresholds. As described in CEQA Guidelines 15064.3(c), a lead 
agency may elect to be governed by the provisions of this section immediately; however, 
beginning on July 1, 2020, the provisions of this section shall apply statewide. 
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The scope and methods of the Project-specific Traffic Study and associated EIR analysis 
will be determined with direct input of the City of Redondo Beach Planning Department. 
Topics to be included will include existing circulation constraints, including intersections 
and roadway segments, as well as potential safety hazards and conflicts with 
neighboring residential streets. These issues will all be further assessed within the EIR. 

c) Potentially Significant Impact. As previously described, each of the three 36-month-
long phases of construction would require construction vehicles, equipment and 
construction materials deliveries. Construction activities may also require temporary lane 
closures, sidewalk closures, and or potential conflicts with vehicles pulling out of 
surrounding residential neighborhoods and/or on-street parking spaces. Given the 
surrounding land uses, construction activities on the Project site (e.g., vehicles pulling in 
and out of the designated construction entrance and transiting nearby streets) may result 
in hazardous conditions in the Project vicinity throughout the duration of construction 
activities, which would occur during each of the three 36-month-long construction 
phases. Additionally, given the proximity of existing residences, schools, and parks, 
heavy haul truck trips required for export from the Project site and/or materials delivery 
to the Project site could result in potentially hazardous conditions off-site as well.  

Operationally, the proposed Project would result in the development of an additional 
entry to the subterranean parking garage off of Flagler Lane. Additionally, the vehicle 
circulation area proposed as a part of Phase 3 would also include substantial 
reconfiguration of the main entrance to provide for ride-share drop-off and short-term 
parking. These improvements could result in potential vehicle queues that may result in 
potentially hazardous conditions where cars from turn lanes operating above capacity 
may back into traffic lanes, obstructing through traffic along the adjacent roadways 
including Flagler Lane, Beryl Street, and North Prospect Avenue.  

These issues will be further assessed in the EIR, which will rely on a Traffic Study to be 
prepared for the proposed Project. The Traffic Study will consider operation of the local 
circulation system under existing, future, and construction-phase conditions during 
periods when local schools are in session. 

d) Potentially Significant Impact. The proposed Project would generate construction trips 
and may require temporary roadway lane closures that could alter the movement and 
access of emergency service providers in the City of Redondo Beach. Though the 
proposed Project would include routes and curb space designated for emergency 
vehicles, temporary road closures may impact the adequacy of emergency access to the 
Project site. This potential impact will be further assessed in the EIR. 

Operationally, the existing ingress/egress locations would remain unchanged and a new 
ingress/egress location would be provided along Flagler Lane. The proposed Project 
would not interfere with emergency access to surrounding properties. The proposed 
Project would be required to meet fire access requirements in Section 503 of the 
California Fire Code (Title 14, California Code of Regulations, Part 9). Nevertheless, due 
to the removal of the existing perimeter circulation road, the potential operational impact 
on emergency access will be further addressed in the EIR. 
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Utilities and Service Systems
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XIX.UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS. Would the project: 

a. Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or 
expanded water, wastewater treatment or storm water drainage, 
electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities, the 
construction or relocation of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 

    

b. Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and 
reasonably foreseeable future development during normal, dry 
and multiple dry years? 

    

c. Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider 
which serves or may serve the project that it has adequate 
capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to 
the provider’s existing commitments? 

    

d. Generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in 
excess of the capacity of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair 
the attainment of solid waste reduction goals? 

    

e. Comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction 
statutes and regulations related to solid waste? 

    

 

Discussion 

a) Potentially Significant Impact. The proposed Project would require the relocation of 
existing utilities, potentially including water, storm water drainage, wastewater, electrical 
power, natural gas, and/or telecommunications lines. This would likely require extensive 
trenching within and immediately adjacent to the Project site. The EIR will assess the 
potential for these trenching activities to result in significant impacts during construction. 
Additionally, the EIR will assess long-term maintenance of these utilities and the potential 
for required maintenance to result in significant environmental effects (e.g., impacts to 
vehicle and pedestrian circulation, etc.).  

b) Potentially Significant Impact. During phased construction, water would be used 
during excavation and construction for dust control measures, cement mixing, drilling, 
and other construction activities. Operationally, activities on the proposed BCHD Healthy 
Living Campus would include the operation of HVAC equipment and plumbing fixtures, 
landscaping, and medical process rinses, as well as residential uses such as cooking, 
laundry, and cleaning. The proposed Project’s temporary construction-related water 
supply requirements are not expected to adversely affect water supply availability or 
supply reliability. However, the increase in assisted living units under the proposed 
Project would result in an increase for the demand of a long-term supply of water. 
Therefore, a supply of water sufficient to serve the proposed Project would potentially 
impact or alter the supply of water currently serving other uses. Impacts to water supply 
would potentially be significant, and this issue will be further assessed in the EIR. 
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c) Potentially Significant Impact. The proposed Project would introduce new assisted 
living units and increased commercial uses to the site which would result in an increase 
to the resident population and increase of employees onsite. The proposed Project would 
be required to include efficient water-conserving fixtures thereby reducing wastewater 
generation pursuant to Senate Bill 407 (SB 407). Although the proposed Project would 
be required to install efficient water-conserving fixtures and thereby reduce the 
generation of wastewater, the proposed Project would likely increase the demand for 
wastewater treatment services. An assessment of the existing sewer and wastewater 
treatment infrastructure will be included in the EIR to determine whether existing 
wastewater treatment facilities are adequate to serve the proposed Project, or if new or 
expanded facilities would be necessary. 

d, e)  Potentially Significant Impact. Implementation of the proposed Project – including the 
provision of 360 new assisted living units within the RCFE building – would result in the 
need for solid waste disposal at the County’s landfills. Construction of the proposed 
Project would generate construction and demolition waste, such as asphalt, concrete, 
glass, and wood. The materials would be reused on site where feasible (e.g., pulverized 
reinforce concrete to backfill the basement of the former South Bay Hospital building). 
However, the majority of the materials would be removed and disposed of at a local 
recycling facility or landfill equipped to handle construction debris in a timely manner and 
in accordance with all applicable laws and regulations. During construction periods, the 
removal of construction debris would occur, but this increase in solid waste generation 
would be temporary. The proposed Project would be required to submit a Waste 
Management Plan for any demolition activities in accordance with RBMC, Section 5-
2.704. Solid waste generated during operation, as well as construction and demolition 
material, would have the potential to exceed the capacity of Athens Services facility and 
other local and regional solid waste facilities, and could potentially conflict with 
established local, regional, and statewide solid waste regulations. Therefore, the 
proposed Project could result in potentially significant impacts to solid waste generation 
and these issues will be further assessed in the EIR. 
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Wildfire 
 

 
Discussion 

 
a-d)  No Impact. No areas of Redondo Beach or surrounding areas within the City of Torrance 

are located within or near state responsibility areas or the wildfire hazard severity zones 
established by the State of California (CalFire 2007). The Project site is surrounded by 
urban development and is not located near substantial amounts of native plants or fire-
prone vegetation. The proposed Project would include fire sprinklers, fire alarms, and fire 
access, and would comply with all fire safety regulations and code requirements to ensure 
no potential for wildland fires. Any overhead powerlines serving the project or surrounding 
areas would not be located within a state responsibility area or on land classified as very 
high fire hazard severity zones. Therefore, no impact would occur, and this issue will not 
be further assessed in the EIR. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

P
ot

en
tia

lly
 

S
ig

n
ifi

ca
nt

 
Im

pa
ct

 

Le
ss

 T
ha

n 
S

ig
n

ifi
ca

nt
 w

ith
 

M
iti

ga
tio

n 
In

co
rp

or
at

ed
 

Le
ss

 T
ha

n 
S

ig
n

ifi
ca

nt
 

Im
pa

ct
 

N
o 

Im
pa

ct
 

XX. WILDFIRE. If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity zones, 
would the project: 
 
a. Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or 

emergency evacuation plan? 
    

 
b. Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate 

wildfire risks, and thereby expose project occupants to pollutant 
concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a 
wildfire? 

    

 
c. Require the installation or maintenance of associated 

infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency water 
sources, power lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire 
risk or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the 
environment? 

    

 
d. Expose people or structures to significant risks, including 

downslope or downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of 
runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes? 
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Mandatory Findings of Significance 
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XXI. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE. Would the project: 
 
a. Does the project have the potential to substantially degrade the 

quality of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a 
fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to 
decrease below self- sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a 
plant or animal community, substantially reduce the number or 
restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal, or 
eliminate important examples of major periods of California 
history or prehistory? 

    

 
b. Does the project have the potential to achieve short-term, to the 

disadvantage of long-term, environmental goals? 
    

 
c. Does the project have impacts which are individually limited, but 

cumulatively considerable (“Cumulatively considerable” means 
the project’s incremental effects are considerable when 
compared to the past, present, and future effects of other 
projects)? 

    

 
d. Does the project have environmental effects which will have 

substantial adverse effects on human beings, directly or 
indirectly? 

    

 

Discussion 

a) Potentially Significant Impact. As described in the Biological Resources discussion, the 
Project site is heavy developed and provides little value in terms of suitable habitat for wildlife 
species, including special status species. As described in the Cultural Resources discussion, 
the construction of the former South Bay Hospital building, and associated surface parking lot 
began in May 1958 and was opened by August 1960. The original South Bay Hospital building 
has had exterior and numerous interior changes made its initial construction, including a 
12,300-sf addition that was completed in 1970. As such, the integrity of the facility has been 
substantially modified over time; however, this structure is over 50 years old, which is the 
threshold for a built resource to be eligible for listing on the CRHR. Therefore, due to the 
potential historical value of the former South Bay Hospital building, this issue is considered 
potentially significant and will be assessed further in the EIR. 

b) Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed BCHD Healthy Living Campus Master Plan is 
a long-range plan for redevelopment of the facility in three 36-month-long construction 
phases. The proposed construction phasing has been developed to minimize short-term 
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construction impacts to the extent practicable. While the proposed Project could result in 
potential operational impacts – including impacts related to air quality, greenhouse noise, 
transportation and traffic, etc. – the proposed Project has been designed for long-term benefit, 
including addressing seismic issues associated with existing buildings, the provision of 
additional green space, and the provision of additional health and fitness offerings serving the 
Beach Cities. The proposed Project would be consistent with the long-term environmental 
goals of local, state, and federal policies. Therefore, this issue is considered to have a less 
than significant impact and will not be assessed further in the EIR.  

c) Potentially Significant Impact. The proposed Project, in conjunction with other past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future related projects, may have the potential to result 
in significant cumulative impacts when the independent impacts of the proposed Project and 
the impacts of related cumulative projects combine to create impacts greater than those of 
the proposed project alone. A list of the related projects and/or growth projections will be 
developed for the EIR and the relevant technical studies (e.g., Traffic Study). The potential for 
the proposed Project in conjunction with the related cumulative projects and their cumulative 
contributions to environmental impacts will be evaluated in the EIR. The extent and 
significance of potential cumulative impact resulting from the combined effects of the 
proposed project plus other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects will be 
assessed in the EIR.  

d) Potentially Significant Impact. Potentially significant impacts to the following resources may 
have potential to cause substantial adverse effects on human beings: aesthetics, air quality, 
biological resources, cultural resources and tribal cultural resources, energy, geology and 
soils, greenhouse gas emissions, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water 
quality, land use and planning, noise and vibration, population and housing, public services, 
transportation and traffic, and utilities and service systems. Impacts to each of these resources 
will be further assessed in the EIR. 
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Introductions
 Introductions

 Beach Cities Health District
 EIR Team

 Ed Almanza and Associates
 Wood Environment & Infrastructure Solutions, Inc.
 Fehr & Peers
 iLanco Environmental, LLC
 VIZf/x

 Agenda
 Master Plan Project Overview
 California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Process
 Preliminary Scope of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
 Opportunities to Stay Involved

*No decisions regarding approval of the proposed Project are being 
made at this scoping meeting.
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Project Location

Current Campus
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Project Location
Location
City of Redondo Beach
City of Torrance (Flagler Ln)

Site Acreage: 10.38 acres
Existing Campus – 9.95 acres
Flagler Lot – 0.43 acres

General Plan Designation
P – Public or Institutional
C-2 – Commercial

Zoning Designation
P-CF – Community Facility
C-2 – Commercial 
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Existing Site Photographs

514 North Prospect Avenue
Beach Cities Health Center Building

(Four Stories)

510 North Prospect Avenue
Advanced Imaging Building

(Three Stories)
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Existing Site Photographs

520 North Prospect Avenue
Providence Medical Institute Building

(Three Stories)

Flagler Lot
(Vacant 0.43-acre Lot)
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Existing Site Photographs

View from Beryl Street
Across the Vons Shopping Center

View from Flagler Alley and 
Diamond Street
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Project Overview
 Master Plan Development

 Three individual 36-month construction phases 
occurring over a total period of 15-years

 Demolition of Existing Facilities
 Excavation of Subterranean Parking
 New Construction of Medical and Wellness Facilities
 Relocation of Uses (e.g., 60 memory care units; child 

development center, etc.)
 Establishment of New Uses (i.e., 360 assisted living units)
 Grading and Landscaping for Active Greenspace
 Off-Site Pedestrian/Bicycle Improvements along Flagler 

Lane
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Project Overview
Phase 1 – Summer 2021 (36 months)
 Demolition of 70,000-sf surface parking lot 

and perimeter circulation road
 120,000-sf parking garage
 160,000-sf RCFE Building
 10,000-sf Child Development Center
 Demolition of Beach Cities Health Center 

and Maintenance Building
 Pedestrian/Bicycle Improvements

Phase 2 – Summer 2026 (36 months)
 40,000-sf addition to parking garage
 75,000-sf addition to RCFE Building
 55,000-sf Community Wellness Pavilion

Phase 3 – Summer 2030 (36 months)
 Demolition of 52,000-sf Advanced Imagery 

Building
 190,000-sf final addition to RCFE building

110,000-sf aboveground parking structure
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Required Permits and Approval
 Certification of the Final EIR – BCHD Board of Directors
 Adoption of the Master Plan – BCHD Board of Directors
 Design Review – Redondo Beach Planning Commission
 Conditional Use Permit – Redondo Beach Planning 

Commission
 Review and other potential discretionary actions related 

to the proposed pedestrian/bicycle improvements and site 
plan within the City of Torrance municipal boundary –
City of Torrance Planning Commission

 Issuance of other Ministerial Permits for street excavation, 
building, grading – Cities of Redondo Beach and Torrance
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Scoping Meeting Goals
 Inform public about CEQA and the EIR process

 Sample of environmental issues to be analyzed
 Schedule and opportunities for public participation

 Solicit public input on key community-
environmental concerns

 Ensure early public input is documented and 
addressed in the EIR
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Basic Purpose of CEQA and EIR
 Inform decision makers and public of potential for 

significant environmental impacts
 Identify ways to avoid or significantly reduce 

impacts with mitigation
 Identify alternatives to prevent significant 

avoidable damage to the environment
 Foster public participation in planning process
 Disclose to the public the reasons behind agency 

decision-making for approval of projects
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EIR Process
NOP Comment Period and Scoping Meetings 
(Ends on July 29, 2019)

Public Draft EIR Released 
(60-day comment period and public meetings)

Response to Comments and Final EIR Released

Final EIR Certification and Master Plan Approval
(BCHD Board Hearings)
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EIR Resource Areas
 Aesthetics
 Air Quality
 Biological Resources
 Cultural Resources and 

Tribal Cultural Resources
 Energy
 Geology and Soils
 Greenhouse Gas Emissions

 Hazards and Hazardous Materials
 Hydrology and Water Quality
 Land Use and Planning
 Noise and Vibration
 Population and Housing
 Public Services
 Transportation
 Utilities and Service Systems

*Each of the potential impacts under these 
resource areas will be addressed in detail within 
the Draft EIR
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EIR Resource Areas
 Transportation and Circulation: 

construction impacts; 
neighborhood traffic; 
intersection congestion; VMT; 
pedestrian/bicycle safety

 Noise and Vibration: On- and 
off-site construction noise; 
sensitive receptors (including on-
site); operational noise

 Air Quality and GHG: On- and 
off-site emissions; sensitive 
receptors; health risk; odors
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EIR Resource Areas
 Aesthetics: scenic vistas; public 

views; light and glare; shade and 
shadows

 Cultural Resources:
architectural; archaeological; 
paleontological; tribal cultural 
resources

 Biological Resources: tree 
removal; nesting birds
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EIR Resource Areas
 Hydrology and Water 

Quality: Stormwater runoff; 
impervious surface and 
groundwater percolation

 Hazardous Materials: 
Abandoned oil well on Flagler 
Lot; former UST; demolition 
debris; construction equipment 
and materials

 Utilities and Energy: Utilities 
infrastructure; energy 
requirements for 
relocated/proposed uses
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EIR Resource Areas
 Geology and Soils: regional seismicity; 

liquification/expansive soils; slope stability; erosion; 
subterranean excavations

 Population and Housing: Increase to local population
 Public Services: Fire protection, emergency medical, and 

police services and response times
 Land Use and Planning: General Plan consistency; other 

regional plans
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Potential Project Alternatives
 Mandatory No Project/Existing Plans Alternatives:

considers the existing site uses and adopted plans for the 
Project site

 Reduced/Redesign Alternatives: would consider 
reduction or change in amount of proposed uses and/or 
building footprints to reduce potential significant impacts 
of the proposed Project
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Input on the Scope
 Comments on the scope of the EIR are most 

helpful where they: 
 Identify existing environmental issues and 

constraints
 Focus is on specific environmental topics or issues 

that should be addressed
 Describe why the proposed Project may result 

significant impacts
 Identify concepts that may reduce potentially 

significant impacts
*Comments should focus on the scope of the EIR analysis, 
not merits of the Project itself
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Submitting Scoping Comments
 Written Comments by 5:00 PM on July 29, 2019

 Complete written comment form and leave at the sign-in table
 Submit written comment form or letter to:

Nick Meisinger, Environmental Planner
Wood Environment & Infrastructure Solutions, Inc.
9210 Sky Park Court, Suite 200
San Diego, CA 92123 

 Submit e-mail to:
EIR@bchd.org

 Verbal Comments Tonight
 At stations with Wood staff
 During public testimony
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Opportunities to Stay Involved
 Accept Scoping Comments
 Evaluate Potential Impacts
 Draft EIR Release 
 Draft EIR 60-Day Public 

Comment Period
 Draft EIR Presentations and 

Public Open House
 Response to Comments and Final 

EIR Release
 BCHD Board Hearings

 Thru July 29, 2019
 Summer thru Fall
 Fall 2019
 Late Fall 2019

 Late 2019

 Late 2019

 Late 2019 / Early 2020

Project EIR Website: www.bchd.org/eir
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Healthy Living Campus Master Plan EIR     
Beach Cities Health District  

INDEX TO NOP COMMENTS 
Appendix A includes a copy of the Initial Study (IS) and Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the proposed Beach Cities Health District 
(BCHD) Healthy Living Campus Master Plan (Project) and copies of all comment letters received on the NOP during the 30-day 
public comment period, ending on July 29, 2019. All other comments and correspondence received following the conclusion of 
the 30-day public comment period have been catalogued and will be included as a part of the Administrative Record for the Final 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR). Table A-1 lists all comments and the comment set identification number for each written 
letter or commenter and summarizes the verbal comments recorded during public scoping meetings. Table A-1 also identifies the 
location (Section or Subsection) where each individual comment is addressed in the Draft EIR.  

Table A-1. List of Commenters on the NOP 
 

INTRO: Chapter 1, Introduction 
PD: Chapter 2, Project Description 
AES: Section 3.1, Aesthetics and Visual Ressources 
AQ: Section 3.2, Air Quality 
BR: Section 3.3, Biological Resources 
CUL: Section 3.4, Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources 
EN:  Chapter 3.5, Energy 
GEO: Section 3.6, Geology and Soils 
GHG: Section 3.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change 
HAZ: Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials  
HYD: Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality  
 

LU: Section 3.10, Land Use and Planning 
NOI: Section 3.11, Noise 
PH:  Section 3.12, Population and Housing 
PS: Section 3.13, Public Services 
TR: Section 3.14, Transportation  
UT: Section 3.15, Utilities and Services Systems 
ALT:  Section 5.0, Alternatives 
FF1: Funding/Financing of the Project 
PV:  Property Values (Non-CEQA) 

FOOTNOTES: 
1  The Project Description includes a general description of the proposed Project’s economic characteristics and an overview of funding and 

financing. However, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15131, economic or social effects of a Project are not considered to be significant effects 
on the environment. Economic and social effects of the proposed Project will be considered with environmental factors in reaching a decision on 
the proposed Project and determining whether potential alternatives are feasible to reduce or avoid the significant effects on the environment 
identified in the EIR. 
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Individual/Agency/Affiliation 
Format of 
Comment 

Date 
Comment 
Received 

Topic Comments 

Agencies and Organizations 

City of Manhattan Beach, Ted Faturos 
(TF 1) 

Letter 7/25/19 INTRO 
Public Involvement 

TF-1 

City of Redondo Beach, Mayor William Brand 
(WB 1-20) 

Letter 7/16/19 INTRO 
Public Involvement 
Project Objectives 

WB-1, -5, -11, -13, -14, 

PD WB- 2 through -4 

AES WB-6 

CUL WB-7 

HYD WB-8 

NOI 
Construction 

WB-9 

TR 
Construction 
Operations 

WB-10 and -12 

LU WB-15 through -20 

City of Torrance, Danny Santana 
(DS 1-23) 

Letter 7/29/19 AES DS-1 

AQ DS-2 

BR DS-3 

HAZ DS-4 

NOI DS-5 

TR  
Construction  

DS-6 through -10,  
-14, -16 through 20 
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Individual/Agency/Affiliation 
Format of 
Comment 

Date 
Comment 
Received 

Topic Comments 

Operations 
Pedestrian / Bicycle 

Safety 

CUL DS-11 

ALT DS-12, -21, -22 

PD DS-13 

PS DS-15 

Native American Heritage Commission, Steven Quinn 
(NAHC 1-7) 

Letter 7/23/19 INTRO 
Public Involvement 

NAHC-1 

CUL NAHC-2 through -7 

Individuals 

Jane Abrams 
(JA 1-13) 

Email/Letter 7/28/19 TR  
Construction 
 Operations 

JA-1 through -4, -11 

NOI  
Construction 

JA-1 and -5 

AQ JA-1 and -6 

HAZ JA-1 and -7 

HYD JA-1 and -8 

UT JA-1, -8 through -10 

GEO JA-1, -12, -13 

Email/Letter 7/26/19 GEO HA-1 
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Individual/Agency/Affiliation 
Format of 
Comment 

Date 
Comment 
Received 

Topic Comments 

Henry Aoto 
(HA 1-3) 

NOI 
TR 
PV 

HA-2 

AQ 
Construction 

HAZ 
HA-3 

Robin Arehart 
(RA 1-7) 

Email/Letter 7/28/19 AES RA-1 

AQ RA-2, -4, -5 

PD RA-3 

HAZ RA-4 

TR  
Flagler Lane 
Construction 

RA-6 and -7 

Edward Arnn 
(EA 1-14) 

Letter 7/29/19 PD EA-1, -11 through -13 

AQ EA-2 

AES EA-3, -5 through -8, -10 

PI EA-4 

AQ  
Sea Breeze 

EA-9 

GEO EA-14 

Joann Bally 
(JB 1-3) 

Letter - FF JB-1 

PD JB-2 
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Individual/Agency/Affiliation 
Format of 
Comment 

Date 
Comment 
Received 

Topic Comments 

TR 
AQ 

JB3 

Sabrina Barakat 
(SB 1-13) 

Email/Letter 7/21/19 UT SB-1, -2, -5, -9 

NOI 
Operations 

SB-3, -4, -7, -8 

AQ 
Operations 

SB-3, -4, -6 through -8 

TR 
Pedestrian / Bicycle 

Safety 
SB-10 

BR SB-11 

INTRO SB-12 

LU SB-13 

Deborah Beach 
(DB 1-2) 

Email/Letter 7/26/19 INTRO 
Public Involvement 

DB-1 

TR 
NOI 
POP 
AQ 

HAZ 

DB-2 

Lauren Berman 
(LB 1-13) 

Email/Letter 7/24/19 AQ 
Construction 
Operations 

LB-1, -5, -7, -9, -10, -13 

TR 
Flagler Lane 

LB-2, -3, -6, -8 
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Individual/Agency/Affiliation 
Format of 
Comment 

Date 
Comment 
Received 

Topic Comments 

 Pedestrian / Bicycle 
Safety 

NOI 
Construction 

LB-4, -12 

HAZ LB-11 

Jay Bichanich 
(JB2 1-5) 
Also submitted by Chiaki Imai on 7/25/19 

Letter 7/25/19 TR 
Flagler Lane 
Construction 

JB2-1 through -3 

PV JB2-4 

AES JB2-5 

Jane Borthwick 
(JB3 1-5) 

Email/Letter 7/26/19 AES JB3-1 and -5 

TR JB3-2 and -4 

NOI JB3-2 

AQ JB3-3 

Frank Bostrom 
(FB 1) 

Email/Letter 7/29/19 LU FB-1  

POP FB-2 

Robert Brewer 
(RB 1-4) 

Letter - TR  
Operations 

RB-1 and -2 

NOI RB-3 

AQ 
Construction 

RB-4 

Email/Letter 7/26/19 PD FB-1 and -2 
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Individual/Agency/Affiliation 
Format of 
Comment 

Date 
Comment 
Received 

Topic Comments 

Frank and Glenda Briganti 
(FB 1-20) 

AQ 
FB-3, -5, -6, -7, -10, -11,  

-14, -16 

NOI FB-3, -5, -8, -11, -14, -16 

HAZ FB-4 and -9 

TR FB-11 through -13 

PV FB-15 

FF FB-17 

BR FB-18 and -19 

AES FB-20 

Frank and Glenda Briganti 
(FB2 1-6) 

Letter 7/29/19 HAZ FB2-1 and-2 

TR FB2-3, -4, -6 

PV FB2-5 

AQ FB2-6 

NOI FB2-6 

AES FB2-6 

Chad Butzine 
(CB 1-5) 

Email/Letter 7/23/19 TR 
Flagler Lane  

Pedestrian / Bicycle 
Safety 

Operations 

CB-1 and -2 

AQ 
Construction 

CB-1 and -3 
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Individual/Agency/Affiliation 
Format of 
Comment 

Date 
Comment 
Received 

Topic Comments 

HAZ CB-4 

NOI 
Construction 

CB-1 and -5 

Susan Butzine 
(SB2 1-11) 

Email/Letter 7/27/19 AQ SB2-1, -2, -4 through-8 

NOI SB2-1, -2, -9, -10 

TR 
Construction 
Operational 

SB2-1, -2, -3, and -11 

PD SBs-2 and -9 

HAZ SB2-4, -5, -8 

Ann Cheung 
(AC 1-8) 

Letter 7/26/19 TR 
Flagler 

Operations 
AC-1 and -3 

AQ 
 Sea Breeze 

AC-2 

TR AC-4 and -8 

AQ 
HAZ 

AC-5 

NOI AC-6 

PV 
FF 

AC-7 

Melanie Cohen 
(MC 1-5) 

Email/Letter 7/29/19 PD 
Project Objectives 

MC-1 and -2 
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Individual/Agency/Affiliation 
Format of 
Comment 

Date 
Comment 
Received 

Topic Comments 

TR MC-3 

PS MC-4 

ALT MC-5 

Stevan Colin 
(SC 1-7) 

Email/Letter 7/24/19 INTRO 
Project Objectives 

SC- 2 

TR 
Construction 

SC- 1 

AQ SC-1 

LU SC-3 and -5 

PS  SC-4 

FF SC-6 

HAZ SC-7 

Wayne Craig 
(WC 1-10) 

Email/Letter 7/29/19 TR WC-1 through -6 

PS WC-7 and -8 

FF WC-8 

Cumulative WC-9 

NOI 
AQ 

HAZ 
WC-10 

Philip de Wolff 
(PDW 1-3) 

Email/Letter 7/28/19 PD 
Project Objectives 

PDW-1 
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Individual/Agency/Affiliation 
Format of 
Comment 

Date 
Comment 
Received 

Topic Comments 

AQ  
Construction 

PDW-2 

NOI  
Construction 

PDW-3 

Rene` Diaz 
(RD 1-4) 
Identical comment letters were also submitted by 
Marcie Guillermo and Delia Vechi on 7/24/19 

Email/Letter 7/24/19 PS RD-1 

INTRO 
Public Involvement 

RD-2 and -4 

HAZ RD-3 

Dave Dillard 
(DD 1-4) 

Email/Letter 7/29/19 TR DD-1 and -2 

PD DD-3 

AES DD-4 

Lara Duke 
(LD 1-7) 

Email/Letter 7/28/19 PD 
Project Objectives 

LD-1 and -3 

LU LD-2, -4 through -7 

FF LD-3 

NOI 
TR 

LD-4 

AES LD-4, -6 

Gary Dyo 
(GD 1-6) 

Letter 7/24/19 TR 
Construction 
Flagler Lane 

Pedestrian/Bicycle 
Safety 

GD-1 through -4 
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Individual/Agency/Affiliation 
Format of 
Comment 

Date 
Comment 
Received 

Topic Comments 

INTRO 
Public Involvement 

GD-5 

ALT GD-6 

Stephanie Dyo 
(SD 1-6) 

Email/Letter 7/20/19 INTRO SD-1 

NOI SD-2 and -6 

AQ SD-3  

TR 
Pedestrian/Bicycle 

Safety 
SD-4 

ALT SD-5 

Jeff Earnest 
(JE 1-34) 

Email/Letter 7/29/19 
AES 

JE-1, -5 through -8, -32,  
-34 

PD JE-2 

AQ 
Sea Breeze 

JE-3 and -33 

TR 
Construction 
 Operations 

Pedestrian/ Bicycle 
Safety   

Flagler Lane 

JE-4, -20 through -25 

AQ JE-9 through -13 

HAZ JE-9 and -12 

BR JE-14 and -18 
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Individual/Agency/Affiliation 
Format of 
Comment 

Date 
Comment 
Received 

Topic Comments 

REC JE-19 

PS JE-26 through -29 

HYD JE-29 and -31 

UT JE-29 

NOI JE-30 and -32 

Susan Earnest 
(SE 1-11) 

Email/Letter 7/29/19 PV SE-1 

TR SE-2 and -9 

AES SE-3 through -5 

ALT SE-6 and -11 

PD SE-7 and -10 

AQ SE-8 

James Ecklund  
(JE2 1-6) 

Email/Letter 7/27/19 ALT JE2-1 through -3, -5, -6 

PD JE2-1 

HAZ JE2-4 

TR JE2-5 and -6 

Barbara Epstein 
(BE 1-5) 

Email/Letter 7/29/19 PD BE-1 and -5 

FF BE-2 

AQ 
NOI 
TR 

BE-3 

AES BE-4 
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Individual/Agency/Affiliation 
Format of 
Comment 

Date 
Comment 
Received 

Topic Comments 

ALT BE-5 

Mary Ewell 
(ME 1) 

Voice Message 7/15/19 
LU ME-1 

Lisa Falk 
(LF 1) 

Email/Letter 7/16/19 
TR LF-1 

Fred Fasen 
(FF 1-3) 

Email/Letter 7/16/19 INTRO FF-1 

TR FF-2 

AQ FF-3 

Fred Fasen 
(FF2 1-7) 

Email/Letter 7/28/19 

PD FF2-1 and -3 

LU FF2-2 

FF FF2-4 and -6 

AES FF2-5 

Cumulative FF2-7 

Linda Feldman 
(LF 1-2) 

Email/Letter 7/23/19 TR  
Flagler 

LF-1  

AES LF-2 

AQ 
Sea Breeze 

LF-2  

Joyce Field 
(JF 1-2) 

Email/Letter 7/23/19 TR 
Flagler 

JF-1  

HAZ JF-2  

Email/Letter 7/28/19 PD DF-1 
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Individual/Agency/Affiliation 
Format of 
Comment 

Date 
Comment 
Received 

Topic Comments 

Danny Fink 
(DF 1-7) 

TR 
Operations 

DF-2 through -4 

AQ 
HAZ 

DF-5 

NOI DF-6 

AES DF-7 

Marian Folger 
(MF 1) 

Comment Card 7/17/19 TR 
Pedestrian / Bicycle 

Safety 
MF-1 

Dean Francois 
(DF2 1-4) 

Comment Card 7/17/19 PD 
Project Objectives 

DF2-1 and -4 

ALT DF2-1 through -3 

Jaime Garcia 
(JG 1-4) 

Email/Letter 7/25/19 PH JG-1 and -3 

LU JG-2 

TR 
Operation 

JG-2 and -4 

AQ JG-4 

Marcia Gehrt 
(MG 1-3) 

Email/Letter 7/28/19 TR MG-1 through -3 

NOI MG-1 

ALT MG-3 

Email/Letter 7/29/19 AQ 
NOI 

GG-1 
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Individual/Agency/Affiliation 
Format of 
Comment 

Date 
Comment 
Received 

Topic Comments 

Geoff Gilbert 
(GG 1-3) 

AES 
TR 

PD GG-2 

REC GG-3 

Linda Goldman 
(LG 1) 

Comment Card 7/15/19 
TR LG-1 

Marcie Guillermo 
(MG 1-8) 

Email/Letter 7/27/119 INTRO 
Public Involvement 

MG-1, -2, -4, -7 

HAZ MG-6 

PH MG-2, -3, -5 

PS MG-2 and -3 

FF MG-6 

ALT MG-8 

Marcie Guillermo 
(MG2 1-2) 

Email/Letter 7/29/119 ALT MG2-1 

PS MG2-2 

Clint and Carol Hales 
(CH 1-3) 

Letter 7/25/19 NOI 
TR 

Pedestrian/ Bicycle 
Safety 

CH-1 and -3 

AQ CH-2 and -3 

Lyndon and Joan Hardy  
(LH 1-6) 

Letter 7/24/19 ALT LH-1 

TR LH-2, -3, -4 

A-108



Appendix	A	

Healthy Living Campus Master Plan EIR  
Beach Cities Health District 

Individual/Agency/Affiliation 
Format of 
Comment 

Date 
Comment 
Received 

Topic Comments 

ALT LH-5 

INTRO LH-6 

Terry Hartigan  
(TH 1) 

Email/Letter 7/22/19 PD 
AES 
TR 

 

TH-1 

Patrick Henry 
(PH 1-4) 

Email/Letter 7/23/19 AQ PH-1, -2, -4 

TR 
Flagler Lane 

PH-3 

Laurie Hernandez 
(LH 1) 

Email/Letter 7/27/19 
INTRO LH-1 

Erin Hicks Dawson 
(EHD 1-9) 

Letter 7/26/19 

AES EHD-1 

INTRO 
Public Involvement 

EHD-2 

AQ EHD-3 

TR 
Flagler Lane 
Construction 

EHD-4 and -5 

AES EHD-6 

HYD EHD-7 and -8 

PD EHD-9 

Matthew Hinsley 
(MH1 1-2) 

Comment Card 7/15/19 INTRO MH1-1 

TR MH1-2 
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Individual/Agency/Affiliation 
Format of 
Comment 

Date 
Comment 
Received 

Topic Comments 

Matthew Hinsley 
(MH2 1-4) 

Email/Letter 7/25/19 INTRO MH2-1 and -2 

TR 
Constructions 

 Operations 
MH2-3 

PS MH2-4 

Matthew Hinsley 
(MH3 1) 

Email/Letter 7/29/19 
FF MH3-1 

Michael Hirsh 
(MH4 1) 

Email/Letter 7/23/19 
TR MH4-1 

Jack Holman 
(JH 1-3) 

Email/Letter 7/27/19 AQ, NOI, TR, HAZ JH-1 

HYD JH-2 

UT JH-3 

Mike Hoyer 
(MH5 1) 

Comment Card 7/15/19 
HYD MH5-1 

Chiaki Imai 
(CI 1-7) 
An identical comment letter was submitted by Jay 
Bichanchi on 7/25/19 

Letter 7/25/19 HAZ CI-1 

TR CI-2, -3 -4, -7 

NOI CI-2 and -7 

PV CI-5 

AES CI-6 

Stephanie Ishioka 
(SI 1-6) 

Email/Letter 7/29/19 INTRO SI-1 

AQ 
Construction 

SI-2 
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Individual/Agency/Affiliation 
Format of 
Comment 

Date 
Comment 
Received 

Topic Comments 

TR 
Construction 
Flagler Lane 

Pedestrian / Bicycle 
Safety 

SI-3 

AES 
LU 

SI-4 and -5 

NOI 
Construction 

SI-6 

Bethany Johnson 
(BJ 1-3) 

Letter 7/26/19 AES 
LU 

BJ-1 

AQ 
Construction 

BJ-2 

TR 
NOI 

BJ-3 

Irene Johnson 
(IJ 1-8) 

Email/Letter 7/29/19 AES 
LU 

IJ-1 

TR 
Construction 

IJ-2 and-3 

HAZ 
AQ 

IJ-4 and -5 

NOI 
Construction 

IJ-6 

PS IS-7 

HYD IS-8 
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Individual/Agency/Affiliation 
Format of 
Comment 

Date 
Comment 
Received 

Topic Comments 

Abbes Khani 
(AK1 1) 

Letter 7/14/97 
TR AK1-1 

Abbes Khani 
(AK2 1-2) 

Comment Card 7/22/19 TR AK2-1 

AQ 
Construction 

AK2-2 

Abbes Khani 
(AK3 1-12) 

Email/Letter 7/27/19 NOI 
Construction 

AK3-1, -2, -3 

AQ 
Construction 

AK3-4 and -5 

PD AK3-6, -7, -8 

ALT AK3-9 

TR AK3-10 

Sang Kim 
(SK 1-3) 

Email/Letter 7/29/19 

AQ 
Construction 

SK-1 

TR 
Constructions 
Flagler Lane 

SK-2 and -3 

Jerry Lake 
(JL 1-4) 

Email/Letter 7/25/19 TR 
Flagler Lane 

JL-1 

AES 
LU 

JL-2 

AQ 
Construction 

JL-3 

INTRO JL-4 
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Paul and Ilse Lieberman 
(PL 1-6) 

Email/Letter 7/23/19 AQ PL-1 

BR PL-2 

NOI PL-3 

TR PL-4 and -6 

FF 
PV 

PL-5 

Lisa Limm 
(LL 1-5) 

Email/Letter 7/29/19 INTRO 
Project Objectives 

LL-1 

AES 
LU 

LL-2 

AQ 
Construction 

LL-3 

TR 
Pedestrian / Bicycle 

Safety 
Operations 

LL-4 and -5 

Arnold and Flora Maier 
(AM 1-2) 

Email/Letter 7/28/19 NOI 
AQ 

Construction 
AM- 1 

TR AM-2 

Brenda Matsui 
(BM 1-2) 

Email/Letter 7/24/19 PV BM-1 

NOI 
AQ 

Construction 
BM-2 

A-113
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Comment 

Date 
Comment 
Received 

Topic Comments 

TR 
Construction 

BM-3 

Suzanne McCane 
(SM 1) 

Comment Card 7/15/19 INTRO 
Project Objectives 

SM-1 

Jan McDonald 
(JM 1-6) 

Email/Letter 7/29/19 AQ 
Construction 

JM-1 

HYD JM-2 

BR JM-3 

TR JM-4 and -5 

Time and Lynne Meehan 
(TM 1-4) 

Email 7/27/19 TR 
Flagler Lane 

TM-1 through -4 

Kathy Merkovsky 
(KM 1-14) 

Email/Letter 7/29/19 NOI KM-1 and -9 

AQ KM-1 and -9 

TR  
Pedestrian / Bicycle 

Safety 
Construction 
Operations 

KM-1 through -9 

ALT KM-5, -8, -14 

HAZ KM-6 

HYD KM-10 

INTRO KM-11 and -13 

PV KM-12 

A-114
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Comment 
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Topic Comments 

FF KM-14 

Virginia Minami 
(VM 1-2) 

Email/Letter 7/18/19 NOI 
AQ 

Construction 
VM-1 

TR 
Flagler 

VM-2 

Mark Miodovski 
(MM 1-3) 

Email/Letter 7/23/19 TR 
Flagler 

MM-1 and -2 

ALT MM-3 

Tom Momary 
(TM 1-11) 

Email/Letter 7/23/19 TR 
Flagler Lane 
Construction 

TM-1, -2, -10 

AQ 
Construction 

TM-1 and -9 

HAZ TM-1, 3, -9 

NOI 
Construction 

TM-1, 3, -9, -11 

BR TM-4 and -9 

INTRO 
Project Objectives 

TM-5, -8, -9 

FF TM-6 

AES TM-7 

Justine Muus 
(JM 1) 

Email/Letter 7/28/19 NOI 
AQ 

JM-1 

A-115
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Comment 
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Comment 
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Topic Comments 

TR 
Construction 

Candice Nafissi 
(CN 1-6) 

Email/Letter 7/26/19 PS CN-1 

INTRO 
Public Involvement 
 Project Objectives 

CN-2, -3, -6 

ALT CN-4 

HAZ CN-5 

Linda Neal 
(LN 1) 

Email/Letter 7/26/19 
INTRO LN-1 

Mark Nelson 
(MN1 1-21) 

Letter 4/22/19 PD MN1-1 

FF MN1-2 and -6 

ALT MN1-3 and -4 

INTRO  
Public Involvement 

MN1-5 

AES MN1-7 

AQ 
Construction 

MN1-8 and -9 

BR MN1-10 

EN MN1-11 

GEO MN1-12 

GHG MN1-13 

A-116
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Comment 
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HAZ MN1-14 

HYD MN1-15 

LU MN1-16 

NOI 
Construction 

MN1-17 

PH MN1-18 

PS MN1-19 

TR MN1-20 and -21 

Mark Nelson 
(MN2 1) 

Email/Letter 7/8/19 TR 
Construction 

MN2-1 

Mark Nelson 
(MN3 1-9) 

Email/Letter 7/15/19 NOI MN3-1 

TR 
Construction 

MN3-2, -3, -4, -8 

ALT MN3-5 

INTRO 
Project Objectives 

MN3-6 

PD MN3-7 

AES MN3-9 

Mark Nelson 
(MN4 1-45) 

Email/Letter 7/29/19 INTRO 
Public Involvement 
 Project Objectives 

MN4-1, -5, -8, -12, -43 

LU MN4-2, -16, -31 

A-117
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Format of 
Comment 

Date 
Comment 
Received 

Topic Comments 

PS MN4-3 and -36 

FF MN4-4 

TR 
Construction 
Operations 

Flagler Lane 
 Pedestrian/Bicycle 

Safety 

MN4-6, -7, -38, -39, -40, 
-43 

PD MN4-9 

AES MN4-10, -14, -16 

NOI 
Construction 

MN4-10, -32, -33, -34,  
-43 

ALT 
MN4-11, -13, -15, -42,  

-44, -45 

AQ 
Construction 

MN4-17, -18, -19, -20,  
-43 

BR MN4-21 

CUL MN4-22 

EN MN4-23 

GEO MN4-24, -25, -26 

GHG MN4-27 

HAZ MN4-28, -29, -43 

HYD MN4-30 
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POP MN4-35 

REC MN4-37 

UT MN4-41 

Mark Nelson 
(MN5 1-6) 

Email/Letter 7/29/19 INTRO 
Public Involvement 
 Project Objectives 

MN5-1, -3, -4, -6 

FF MN5-2 

ALT MN5-5 

Mark Nelson 
(MN6 1) 

Email/Letter 7/29/19 
ALT MN6-1 

No Name 
(NN 1-2) 

Comment Card 7/15/19 TR 
Flagler 

NN-1 

INTRO 
Public Involvement 

NN-2 

No Name 
(NN2 1-2) 

Email 7/28/19 FF NN2-1 

ALT NN2-2 

Peggy North 
(PN 1) 

Email/Letter 7/28/19 
TR 

Flagler 
PN-1 

Holly Osborne (HO 1-4) Email 7/29/19 PD  
Project Objectives 

HO-1 

ALT HO-2 

Parking HO-3 

FF HO-4 
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Comment 

Date 
Comment 
Received 

Topic Comments 

Stephanie Pao 
(SP 1) 

Email/Letter 7/28/19 NOI 
AQ 
TR 

Construction 

SP-1 

Hamant Patel (HP 1-2) Email 7/27/19 TR 
Construction 
Operations  

Pedestrian / Bicycle 
Safety 

HP-1 and -2 

Robin Patel 
(RP 1-8) 

Email/Letter 7/24/19 TR 
Flagler Lane  
Construction 

RP-1, -2, -3 

PD RP-4 

AQ 
Construction 

RP-5 

HYD RP-6 

UT RP-7 

GEO RP-8 

Aileen Pavlin 
(AP 1) 

Email/Letter 7/27/19 TR 
AQ 

AP-1 

Joyce Peim 
(JP 1-9) 

Email/Letter 7/25/19 AQ JP-1 and -4 

HAZ JP-2 

PD JP-3 and -6 

TR JP-5 

A-120
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Comment 
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AES JP-7 and -8 

PS JP-9

Joyce Peim 
(JP2 1) 

Email/Letter 7/25/19 INTRO
Public Involvement 

AQ 
JP2-1 

Robert and Arlene Pinzler 
(RP 1-5) 

Email/Letter 7/24/19 INTRO RP-1 and -2

PD RP-3

PS RP-4 and -5 

Sheri and Rick Pruden 
(SP 1) 

Email/Letter 7/23/19 INTRO
Public Involvement 

SP-1 

TR SP-1

Randy and Pamela Quan 
(RQ 1-3) 

Email/Letter 7/23/19

INTRO 
Public Involvement 

RQ-3 

AES 
AQ 

RQ-1 

TR 
Flagler Lane 

RQ-2 

Cecilia Raju (CR 1) Comment Card 7/22/19 TR 
Construction 
Operations 

CR-1 

Cecelia Raju 
(CR2 1-7) 

Email/Letter 7/27/19 PD CR-1

HAZ CR-2, -3, -6

A-121
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Comment 
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Topic Comments 

TR 
Flagler Lane 
Operations 

CR-4 and -6 

AES CR-5 

AQ CR-6 

NOI CR-7 

ALT CR-7 

Vinay Raju 
(VR 1-9) 

Letter 7/27/19 PD VR-1 and -7 

TR 
Construction 
 Operations 

Pedestrian / Bicycle 
Safety 

VR-2, -3, -6 

NOI 
AQ 

GEO 
AES 

VR-5 and -6 

ALT VR-5, -7, -8 

Vinay Raju 
(VR2 1-4) 

Email/Letter 7/29/19 TR 
Flagler Lane 

VR2-1 

NOI 
AQ 

Construction 
VR2-2 

INTRO VR2-3 and -4 

A-122
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Steven Ramskill 
(SR 1-4) 

Email/Letter 7/24/19 PV RS-1 

AQ RS-2 

TR RS-3 

INTRO 
Public Involvement 

RS-4 

Ellie Preston Reed 
(EPR 1-4) 

Email/Letter 7/29/19 TR EPR-1 and -2 

AQ EPR-3 and -4 

Alice Ronne 
(AR 1-7) 

Email/Letter 7/27/19 INTRO  
Public Involvement 

AR-1 and -4 

AQ 
Construction 

AR-2, -4, -6 

TR 
Flagler Lane 
Construction  
Operations 

AR-3 and -4 

FF AR-5 

BR AR-7 

Robert Ronne 
(RR1 1-40) 

Email/Letter 7/22/19 INTRO 
Public Involvement 

RR1-1 through -23, -33,  
-36, -37 

AQ RR1-22, -28, -29 

NOI 
RR1-16, and -24 through 

-27 
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Format of 
Comment 

Date 
Comment 
Received 

Topic Comments 

TR 
RR1-18, -22, --30, -31,  

-32 

FF RR1-19 

BR RR1-33 and -34 

PS RR1-35 

Robert Ronne 
(RR2 1-8) 

Email/Letter 7/24/19 PS RR2-1 through -5 

UT RR2-6 and -7 

INTRO 
Public Involvement 

RR2-8 

Robert Ronne 
(RR3 1-10) 

Email/Letter 7/26/19 INTRO  
Public Involvement 

RR3-1, -2, -10 

AQ RR3-3 

TR RR3-4 

NOI RR3-5 

PS RR3-6 through -8 

UT RR3-9 

Robert Ronne 
(RR4 1-23) 

Email/Letter 7/27/19 INTRO 
FF 

RR4-1, -3, -5 

ALT RR4-2 

AES RR4-6 

BR RR4-7 

HAZ RR4-8, -9, -13, -20, -21 

A-124
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NOI RR4-10 

PS RR4-11, -12, -22 

GHG RR4-14 

LU RR4-15 

PH RR4-16 

TR RR4-17 

AQ RR4-18 

EN RR4-19 

UT RR4-23 

Steve Saber 
(SS 1-2) 

Email/Letter 7/27/19 INTRO  
Public Involvement 

SS-1 and -2 

TR SS-1 

David Sam 
(DS 1-5) 

Email/Letter 7/28/19 TR 
Construction 
Operations 

DS-1 through -3  

PD DS-4 

INTRO 
Public Involvement 

DS-5 

Susie Sam 
(SS2 1-7) 

Email 7/28/19 TR 
Construction 
Operations 

SSs-1 and -2 

PD SS2-3 
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Comment 
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Topic Comments 

AES SS2-5 

NOI SS2-4 

HYD SS2-6 

AQ 
Sea Breeze 

SS2-7 

 Mary Caroline Sanjunie 
(MS 1) 

Comment Card 7/15/19 INTRO 
Project Objectives 

MS-1 

Lis Schneider 
(LS 1) 

Email 7/23/19 
AQ LS-1 

Sandra Schreyer 
(SS3 1) 

Email/Letter 7/29/19 TR 
Operations 

Flagler Lane 
SS3-1 

Sandra Schreyer 
(SS4 1-10) 

Letter 7/26/19 TR 
Flagler Lane 
Operations 

SS4-1 through -4 

AQ SS4-5 

GEO SS4-6 

UT SS4-7 

HYD SS4-8 

NOI SS4-9 

PI SS4-10 

Email 7/24/19 AQ JS-2 

A-126
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Judith Scott 
(JS 1-2) 

TR 
Flagler Lane 

JS-1 

HAZ JS-2 

William and Vivian Shanney 
(WS 1-7) 

Letter 7/25/19 TR 
Construction 
Flagler Lane 

WS-1 and -2 

AES WS-3 

UT WS-4 

AQ WS-5 and -6 

NOI WS-5 and -7 

BR WS-7 

Cheryl Shenfield 
(CS 1-3) 

Email 7/27/19 TR 
Construction 
Flagler Lane 

CS-1 

ALT CS-2 

FF CS-3 

Howard and Diane Shinmoto 
(HS 1) 

Email 7/28/19 AQ 
Construction 

NOI 
HS-1 

Paula Shoda 
(PS 1-3) 

Email 7/28/19 INTRO 
Public Involvement 

PS-1 

AES 
TR 

PS-2 

A-127
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Format of 
Comment 
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Comment 
Received 

Topic Comments 

AQ 
HAZ 
NOI 

PS-3 

Janet Smolke 
(JS2 1-7) 

Email 8/02/19 PD JS2-1 

FF JS2-2 

AQ JS2-3 

TR JS2-4 and -6 

ALT JS2-5 and -7 

Joseph Sonandres 
(JS3 1) 

Email/Letter 7/29/19 NOI 
AQ 
TR 
PV 

JS3-1 

Ruby Sonandres 
(RS 1-2) 

Email/Letter 7/29/19 AQ RS-1 

TR 
Flagler Lane 

RS-2 

David and Nancy Staffieri 
(DS2 1-5) 

Email 7/27/19 Construction DS2-1 

TR 
Pedestrian Safety  

DS2-2 

ALT DS2-3 

AQ 
BR 

HAZ 
DS2-4 

Email 7/26/19 INTRO JS3-1 
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Joyce and John Stauffer 
(JS4 1-3) 

TR 
Flagler Lane  

Pedestrian Safety 
JS4-2 

ALT JS4-2 

AQ 
HAZ 

JS4-3 

Bruce and Teresa Steele 
(BS 1-17) 

Letter 7/18/19 INTRO 
Public Involvement 

BS-1 and -2 

PD BS-3, -4, -5, -16 

ALT BS-3 

TR 
Flagler Lane  

Pedestrian Safety 
BS-5 and -15 

REC BS-6 

AES BS-7 

AQ BS-8 

HAZ BS-9 

HYD BS-10 

LU BS-11 

NOI BS-12 and -17 

PH BS-13 

PS BS-14 
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Teresa Steele 
(TS 1-2) 

Email/Letter 7/29/19 TR TS-1 

AQ TS-2 

Jim Stickler 
(JS5 1) 

Comment Card 7/15/19 TR 
Pedestrian / Bicycle 

Safety 
JS5-1 

Ellaine Tefft 
(ET 1-2) 

Email 7/29/19 AQ 
Construction 

ET-1 

TR 
Pedestrian / Bicycle 

Safety 
ET-2 

April Telles 
(AT 1-9) 

Email 7/28/19 AES AT-1 and -2 

EN AT-1 

TR AT-2, -3, -4, -5, -8 

AQ AT-3, -4, -5, -7, -8, -9 

GHG AT-3, -4, -5, -7 

NOI AT-3, -4, -5, -9 

HAZ AT-4, -5, -7 

GEO AT-5 

UT AT-6 

BR AT-6 and -7 

HYD AT-6, -7, -8 

A-130
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Marianne Teola 
(MT 1-8) 

Email/Letter 7/29/19 INTRO 
Public Involvement 

MT-1 and -8 

TR MT-2 and -3 

PS MT-4 

HAZ MT-6 

HYD MT-6 

AQ MT-7 

Gary Teraoka 
(GT 1-2) 

Comment Card 7/18/19 TR 
Flagler Lane 

GT-1 

ALT GT-2 

Joseph Tompkins 
(JT 1-5) 

Letter 7/24/19 NOI JT-1, -2, -5 

HAZ JT-3 

AQ JT-3 and -4 

Delia Vechi 
(DV 1-2) 

Email/Letter 7/29/19 FF DV-1 

INTRO 
Public Involvement 

DV-2 

Janis Vogt 
(JV 1-12) 

Email 7/19/19 INTRO 
Public Involvement 

JV-1 and -12 

PD JV-1 and -2 

HAZ JV-3 

AQ 
Sea Breeze 

JV-4 
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Comment 
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TR 
Flagler Lane 
Construction 
Operations 

 Pedestrian/Bicycle 
Safety 

JV-5, -6. -7, -8 

NOI JV-7 

HYD JV-9 

PV JV-10 and -11 

Aiko Wada 
(AW 1-3) 

Email 7/25/19 AQ AW-1 

NOI AW-2 

TR AW-3 

Melissa White 
(MW 1) 

Email/Letter 7/28/19 
HAZ MW-1 

Patrick Wickens 
(PW 1) 

Email/Letter 7/29/19 
FF PW-1 

Sandra Williamson 
(SW 1) 

Email 7/29/19 TR 
Flagler Lane 

Pedestrian / Bicycle 
Safety 

SW-1 

Brian Wolfson 
(BW 1-15) 

Email/Letter 7/27/19 ALT BW-1, -3, -5, -6 

AES BW-2, -5, -14 

TR BW-3 and -9 

AQ BW-4 and -6  

A-132



Appendix	A	

Healthy Living Campus Master Plan EIR  
Beach Cities Health District 

Individual/Agency/Affiliation 
Format of 
Comment 
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PS BW-7 

REC BW-8 

GEO BW-11 

NOI BW-10 

BR BW-12 and -13 

INTRO 
Public Involvement 

BW-15 

Ann Wolfson 
(AW2 2-24) 

Email/Letter 7/28/19 INTRO AW2-1, -3, -4, -6 

PD AW2-1, -6, -7, -8, -24 

AES AW2-9, -10, -11, -14 

HYD AW2-12 

HAZ AW2-12, -18 

PV AW2-13 

ALT AW2-14 

AQ AW2-16 

BR AW2-17 

LU AW2-20 

NOI AW2-21 

REC AW2-22 

TR AW2-23 

A-133
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Mike Woolsey 
(MW 1) 

Email 7/18/19 
TR 

Operations 
MW-1 

Philip Wu Email/Letter 7/28/19 INTRO 
Public Involvement 

AQ 
Construction 

Sea Breeze 
PV 

PW-1 

TR PW-2 

HAZ PW-3 

NOI PW-4 

AES PW-5 

ALT PW-6 

Kenneth Yano Letter 7/28/19 PD KY-1 through -4 

GEO KY-5 

TR 
Construction 
Operational 
Flagler Lane  

Emergency Access 

KY-6, -7, -8, -9, -10, -11, -
12, -13, -14 

HAZ KY-9, -10, -16, -18 

NOI KY-7, -15, -16 

AQ 
Sea Breeze 

KY-17, -18, -19, -20 
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AES KY-21 

ALT KY-22 

Sunsan Yano Letter 7/28/19 AES SY-1 

AQ 
Construction, Sea 

Breeze 
SY-1 and -11 

BR 
EN 

SY-2 

HAZ SY-2, -3, -12 

GEO SY-3 and -10 

TR SY-3, -9, -10 

HYD SY-4 

NOI SY-5 

GHG SY-6 

LU SY-7 

INTRO 
Public Involvement 

SY-7 and -10 

PH SY-8 

FF SY-10 

PS SY-13 

Comment Card 7/18/19 AQ GY-1 
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Glen Yokoe 
(GY 1-2) 

INTRO 
Public Involvement 

GY-2 

Nancy Yokoe 
(NY 1-4) 

Comment Card 7/18/19 TR NY-1 

HAZ NY-2 

AES NY-3 

PD NY-3 and -4 

Glen and Nancy Yokoe 
(GY2 1-2) 

Email 7/29/19 INTRO 
Public Involvement 

AQ 
NOI 

GY2-1 

ALT GY2-2 

Steven and Lynne Yorita 
 (SY2 1-3) 

Email 7/25/19 INTRO 
Public Involvement 

SY2-1 

TR 
Flagler Lane 
 Operations 

SY2-2 and -3 

NOI SY2-3 

Lori Zaremski 
(LZ 1-12) 

Comment Card 

- 

TR LZ-1, -3, -6 

PS LZ-2, -3, -10 

PD LZ-4 and -9 

PH LZ-5 and -8 

AQ LZ-7 

FF LZ-11 
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PI LZ-12 

Linda Zelik 
(LZ2 1-3) 

Email 7/21/19 INTRO 
Public Involvement 

LZ2-3 

TR LZ2-1 and -2 

Joseph Zelik 
(JZ 1-4) 

Email 7/27/19 TR 
Flagler Lane 
Operations 

Pedestrian / Bicycle 
Safety 

JZ-1, 2 

AQ 
Sea Breeze 

JZ-3 

INTRO 
Public Involvement 

JZ-4 

Jon and Antoinette Ziegler 
(JZ2 1) 

Email 7/26/19 INTRO 
Public Involvement 

JZ2-1 
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The verbal comments received during each of the Scoping Meetings are summarized below. The full video recording of these comments is available 
at: https://www.bchdcampus.org/eir. 

 

Name Comment Summary Topic 

Public Agency Meeting, Beach Cities Health Center, July 15, 2019 

Steve Finton 
 

There is no existing access on Flagler Lane and the proposed Project could generate 
parking impacts during construction and operation phases. 

PD 
TR 

Construction 
Operations 

Flagler Lane 

Would there be access to the underground parking from North Prospect Avenue? PD 
TR 

Operations 

Where/what are the operational impacts from commercial traffic (i.e., trash, food 
delivery, etc.)? 

AQ 
NOI 
TR 

Operations 

What type of parking would be allowed? (Residential parking or only visitor parking?) PD 

John Connell The removal of any parking spaces on-site could affect off-site parking. PD 

Ann Dalkey The total duration of construction (i.e., 9 years) is long. PD 

How soon could the bike path be constructed? INTRO 

Does the proposed Project include bike improvements along North Prospect Avenue? INTRO 
PD 

Poster Board Session Transportation impacts would result from the entrance to the parking garage on 
Flagler Lane. 

TR 
Flagler 
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The City of Torrance boundary is misrepresented in the figures; it should be farther 
west. 

PD 

Would there be shade impacts along Flagler Lane from the proposed 60-foot building. AES 

Could Flagler Lane be converted a “no-parking” street? Or could BCHD give up space 
in the Child Development Center for a redesigned entrance to the garage. 

PD 
TR 

Redondo Beach Public Scoping Meeting, Redondo Beach Performing Arts Center, July 15, 2019 

Jim Stickler The existing bike path goes through Flagler Alley but does not provide access to the 
campus along North Prospect Avenue. The current configuration is dangerous for 
bicyclists. 

PD 
TR  

Pedestrian / Bicycle  
Safety 

Delia Vechi The proposed Project would develop senior housing and would not bring youth or 
“healthy lifestyles.” 

INTRO 
Project Objectives 

Money should go to other cities that are in need of senior housing. FF 

Susan Yano How many employees/visitors will be parking their cars on Flagler Lane? TR  
Operations 

What are the employee trip generation estimates? TR 
Operations 

What would be the impact to air quality for residents surrounding the site? AQ 

Kenneth Yano Concerned about parking availability due to increase in residents and an increase in 
workers. 

TR 
Operations 

The scope of the proposed Project is greater than yearly budget of the BCHD. FF 
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Wayne Craig Traffic is an existing concern for the Project site. The traffic study should use a 
standard and transparent methodology.  

TR 

This proposed Project would generate a lot of service calls (e.g., fire, ambulance, etc.).  PS 

Concerned about potential construction impacts. PD 
AQ 
NOI 
TR 

Construction 

Mary Ruth Why is this proposed Project, or this number of Assisted Living units, needed? Surveys 
suggest that seniors want to age in place with services coming to their homes. 

INTRO  
Project Objectives 

Will public input actually affect the proposed Project? INTRO  
Public Involvement 

What audits would ensure that any BCHD profits are reinvested into the community? FF 

Steven Colon The proposed Project would need a CUP and review/approval of City Council. INTRO 
Required Approvals 

The County should receive notice of the proposed Project. INTRO  
Public Involvement 

There is an existing frontage road intended to keep noise/traffic away from North 
Prospect Avenue. 

NOI 

Concerned about noise impacts from sirens and funding for fire and ambulance 
service? 

NOI 
PS 

The EIR must assess cumulative impacts including the potential demolition of large 
sites nearby that would add additional haul trucks. 

TR 
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Potential impacts to Dominguez Park should be analyzed. AQ 
NOI 

Hazardous materials at the Project site should be eliminated before the proposed 
Child Development Center is opened to the public. 

HAZ 

Do the zoning guidelines apply for the design of the proposed building? PD 
LU 

Petra Comley The EIR should identify the haul routes that would be used during construction. PD 
TR  

Construction 

Flagler Lane experiences cut through traffic where kids/elderly walk regularly. TR  
Flagler Lane 

Bruce Steele Where are the parking and queuing locations for the haul trucks during construction? PD 
TR  

Construction 

Flagler Lane is used by children who walk to school. PD 
TR 

Flagler Lane 

Jeffrey Pavlin Existing traffic on Towers/Redbeam is bad; potential closure of Flagler Lane should be 
examined to eliminate potential impacts from the proposed Project. 

TR  
Flagler Lane 

Concerned about air quality and noise to adjacent residents and children. AQ 
NOI 

Concerned about availability of parking. PD 
TR 
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Concerned about ADA accessibility and large staircase on Flagler Lane. TR 
PD 

There are a lot of construction projects occurring in the vicinity that could contribute 
to cumulative impacts. 

TR 
AQ 

Pedestrian safety is a concern when crossing North Prospect Avenue or Beryl Street. TR  
Pedestrian / Bicycle  

Safety 

Poster Board Session Concerned whether the proposed Project would take away or demolish existing 
housing units (e.g., condos) in the vicinity. 

PD 

Flagler Lane traffic impacts should be examined in the EIR. TR  
Flagler Lane 

Where is the money coming from? FF 

Manhattan Beach Public Scoping Meeting, Joslyn Community Center, July 17, 2019 

Holly Osborne Concerned regarding traffic circulation and safe pick-up and drop-off locations for 
Assisted Living residents. 

TR  
Operations 

Suggest providing ample space for cars to load and unload passengers next to the main 
entranceway. 

TR  
Operations 

Concerned regarding the number of people and vehicles that will be brought to the 
area. 

TR  
Operations 

Laurie Zerensky 
 

What is the need for the proposed Project in the community? What scientific data is 
available to support this need? 

INTRO 
Project Objectives 

Concerned regarding affordability of the units.  FF 
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Traffic impacts associated with the proposed Project would affect the 5,000 students 
at Redondo Union School. 

TR  
Operations 

The EIR should address noise and air quality concerns due to construction and 
increased trucks at the Project site. 

NOI  
AQ  

Construction 

Bob Pinzer The No Project Alternative should include a discussion of the existing buildings and 
the economic conditions in 5 years. 

ALT 

The proposed Project would result in an increased need for ambulance and paramedic 
services that may interrupt street traffic. 

TR 
PS 

The EIR should address the number of potential residents and assess different room 
configurations as part of an alternative analysis. 

PH 
ALT 

The proposed to develop parking in Phase 3 of the proposed Project would impose 
increased congestion for existing and planned facilities. 

PD 
TR 

The three phases of the proposed Project should be addressed in three separate EIRs. INTRO 

Elizabeth Ziegler Concerned regarding increased parking congestion and air quality impacts on 
residents both on- and off-campus. 

TR 
AQ 

The EIR should address health and safety risks due to the previous oil well and should 
ensure that sufficient protections are in place prior to development.  

HAZ 

The EIR should ensure the safe configuration of the Memory Care units (e.g., safe 
pick-up and drop-off locations). 

TR 
HAZ 

Melanie Cohen The No Action Alternative should explain the need for the proposed Project. PD  
Project Objectives 

Where is the financing for the Project coming from? FF 
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The traffic study should include every major intersection in a 10-block radius in 
Redondo Beach, Manhattan Beach, and Torrance, and should only utilize the most 
recent traffic counts. 

TR 

The EIR should address health and safety risks due to the previous oil well and should 
ensure that the site is remediated prior to development.  

HAZ 

The three phases of the proposed Project should be addressed in three separate EIRs. INTRO 

Doug Boswell The scope of the EIR should include the potential for impacts on medical 
infrastructure in the South Bay (i.e., increased congestion in emergency rooms and 
hospital facilities) due to the 400+ proposed units.  

PS 

The EIR should discuss the affordability of the units and the impacts on the local 
economy. 

FF 

The EIR should discuss increased traffic between the Project site and local hospitals. TR 

Torrance Public Scoping Meeting, West High School, July 18, 2019 

Kenneth Yano The Project Description provided in the IS is inadequate. It does not describe the exact 
number of residents or children that would be present on campus, how many tons of 
concrete would be required for construction, or how many trucks would be needed to 
bring materials to and from the Project site.  

PD 
TR 

The EIR Project Description should include more details on the Project site and the 
proposed uses. PD 

Sabrina Barakat Development may block airflow from the ocean, which could exacerbate fumes and 
dust adjacent to residences and schools (i.e., Towers Elementary). 

AQ 
Construction 

Sea Breeze 

It would be dangerous to put stairs next to the proposed Child Development Center; 
BCHD should consider redesigning.  PD 
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There are too many proposed parking spaces. TR 

The proposed Project should include investment in clean energy shuttles to reduce 
fumes and GHG emissions. 

GHG 
EN 

Frank Who will monitor construction and answer questions and complaints of nearby 
residents? NOI 

The EIR should include comprehensive construction schedule for weekdays, weekends, 
and holidays.  PD 

The EIR should include an economic evaluation on the impacts to surrounding 
residences.  PV  

The proposed Project poses privacy issues for residences adjacent to properties. AES 
PV 

Residences downwind will experience greater air quality and noise impacts.   AQ 
NOI 

Bruce Szeles Concerned regarding accuracy of the analysis to be presented in the EIR. INTRO 

Harry Parking off of Flagler Lane is already congested, which may worsen with construction 
of the proposed Project. 

TR 
Flagler Lane 

The EIR should evaluate closure of Towers Street or redesign as a one-way street. TR 
Flagler Lane 

Flagler Lane should be connected to Diamond Street to alleviate traffic impacts. TR 
Flagler Lane 

Bruce Steele The EIR should define “surrounding communities so it is clear who benefits from the 
proposed Project and who may participate in the proposed programs on the campus. PD 

Data gaps in the NOP should be addressed to fully assess the impacts of the proposed 
Project. PD 
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There should be flags placed at the Project site to help visualize the height of the 
building. AES 

There are blind turns pulling onto Flagler Lane and increased accidents in the past few 
years. People cut through Del Amo Street to North Redondo Beach which increases 
congestion and can create unsafe traffic conditions.  

TR 
Flagler Lane 
Operations 

The EIR should disclose the number of people that will use the Center for Health and 
Fitness and the Child Development Center. The EIR should also disclose the number of 
employees. 

PD 
TR 

Where is the drop-off and pick-up area for the Child Development Center? INTRO 
Public Involvement 

Concerned that traffic and parking associated with the proposed Project will impact 
West Torrance and adjacent neighborhoods. 

TR 
Operations 

California Fire Code Section 503 requires immediate exit and entrance to the facility. 
Where will this be located?  

PD 
TR 

The increased amount of ambulances and fire trucks traveling down North Prospect 
Street and adjacent streets could result in potential impacts.  

TR 
PS 

The alternatives analysis should consider West Torrance and restrict some parking and 
ingress/egress to residents and guests only. 

PD 
TR 

BCHD should consider installing concrete diversions so cars would be directed to the 
center and not into surrounding neighborhoods.  TR 

The EIR should consider restrictions on southbound roads including the closure of 
Towers Street and Flagler Lane. 

TR  
Flagler Lane 

During the school year, commuters and cut-through traffic travel through Redbeam 
Avenue at unsafe speeds. TR 
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Carl Torrance residents should be able to use the proposed facilities at the same rate as 
residents of the Beach Cities.  

INTRO 
Public Involvement 

The EIR should acknowledge traffic impacts due to increased employees and 
personnel. 

TR 
Operations 

Traffic counts should be taken during the AM and PM peak hours during the school 
year. TR 

Noise and air quality impacts will be more severe downwind from the Project site.  AQ 
NOI 

Steven Ratsfield The proposed Project would result in air quality impacts that would adversely affect 
children with asthma and breathing nebulizer machines.  AQ 

The EIR should address construction and operational traffic, noise, and air quality 
impacts of increased deliveries of food and other materials. 

AQ 
TR 

NOI 
Construction 
Operations 

Project should consider the emotional impacts of the 15-year timeline on adjacent 
residences. Non-CEQA 

Walter Heser The proposed Project would result in increased traffic impacts.  TR 

Water runoff and flooding during storms is a concern as increased stormwater runoff 
would drain eastward of the site and potentially flood Beryl Street. HYD 

Concerns regarding operational noise emitted from facility machinery. NOI 

Hermosa Beach Public Scoping Meeting, Hermosa Beach City Council Chambers, July 22, 2019 

Abbis Khani Concerns regarding traffic safety, especially vehicle-pedestrian conflicts with young 
kids in the neighborhoods around Flagler Lane and Towers Street (e.g., from Towers 
Elementary) 

TR  
Pedestrian / Bicycle  

Safety 
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The scope/duration of construction is too large. PD 

Concrete/dust during construction could result in significant air quality impacts AQ  
Construction 

Noise concerns during construction (e.g., use of bulldozers, jackhammers, etc.) could 
result in significant impacts. 

NOI  
Construction 

Geoff Gilbert The proposed Project could result in aesthetic impacts associated with the mass/size 
of the building. 

AES 

Concerned about parking and traffic associated with the proposed Project. TR 

Concerned about noise from construction, increased traffic surrounding the site, and 
ambulance and paramedic services accessing the site. 

NOI 

Concerned that the green space included in the proposed Project will bring homeless 
people and people with mental health issues to the Project site (close to nearby 
schools). 

PS 

Concerned about potential light and glare impacts to nearby residents from the 
ambulance and paramedic services at all hours of the day. 

AES 

There is a need for a hospital more than a need for a commercial Assisted Living 
facility. 

PD  
Project Objectives 

Other sites outside of Redondo Beach should be considered for the proposed Project. ALT 

Braley Klatt The EIR should consider impacts to views from Beryl Street, North Prospect Avenue, 
and Flagler Lane due to mass/size of the building. 

AES 

The height of the proposed building should be measured from the grade of the lower 
elevation streets (e.g., Flagler Lane) 

AES 

A-148



Appendix	A	

Healthy Living Campus Master Plan EIR  
Beach Cities Health District 

Name Comment Summary Topic 

The proposed Assisted Living units will accomplish the BCHD’s goals of helping the 
community 

PD  
Project Objectives 

Who is paying the upfront costs of the project? FF 

Parking is currently always constrained by Vons. Where will the parking be during 
Phase 1 of the proposed Project? 

TR 

The increased population/number of visitors to the Project site will have addition 
impacts to traffic and parking. 

TR 

Brian Wolfson Concerned about parking on Flagler Lane, which is already constrained. TR - Flagler 

There are a lot of sensitive receptors in the vicinity of the site (e.g., children, elderly, 
etc.) 

AQ 
HAZ 
NOI 

Concerned about air quality and hazardous materials (e.g., asbestos, lead, etc.). AQ 
HAZ 

What has Torrance’s level of involvement been in the development of the proposed 
Project? Why would Torrance allow an entrance to the Project site within Torrance 
municipal boundaries when the proposed Project wouldn’t serve the City’s residents?  

INTRO 

Jackie Eckland Concerned about the traffic on Flagler Lane, which runs through a residential 
neighborhood. 

TR  
Flagler Lane 

Currently commuters speed through the neighborhood, putting children/students and 
their parents at risk 

TR 

Concerned about parking at the Project site with all of the proposed Assisted Living 
units 

TR 
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Ann Wolfson Concerned about the magnitude of the proposed Project, since 16 of the 20 resource 
areas analyzed in the IS were determined to include “Potentially Significant Impacts” 
resulting in the need for an EIR 

PD 

Concerned about the sensitive receptors, including residents and the 600+ students 
who attend Towers Elementary School (especially while playing outside). 

AQ 
HAZ 
NOI 

The area surrounding the Project site is a small neighborhood with a lot of traffic. TR 

Building the subterranean parking garage would result to air quality, greenhouse gas, 
traffic, hazardous materials, and vibration impacts. 

AQ 
GHG 
TR 

HAZ 
NOI 

The dust generated during construction could blow through the nearby residential 
neighborhoods and towards the school(s), as well as other neighborhoods in Redondo 
Beach. What is the radius within which the wind can carry dust/contaminants. 

AQ 

Concerned about the views of the site from behind it/directly next to it and from 
Flagler Lane. 

AES 

Concerned about the duration of construction effects, especially for kids in school 
throughout the lifetime of the proposed Project Some residents may never see the 
buildout of the proposed Project but will have to live through the construction effects. 

PD 

Susan Yano What is the nature of the particulates and the amount of particulates that could be 
expected for each phase of construction? 
What is the effect on sensitive receptors’ (e.g., child’s) lungs? 
What are the effects of pulverizing concrete on-site – what does this dust contain? 

AQ  
Construction 
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How many construction workers would be required and when would they be coming in 
and out of the Project site? 
What are the proposed haul routes? 
How many visitors would come in and out of the parking lot at each hour of the day? 

TR  
Construction  
Operations 

Concerned about the long duration of the construction. PD 

What would the noise levels be during construction and which days would 
construction be expected to occur?  

NOI  
Construction 

How much asbestos and lead-based paint could be expected? How will it be 
contained? 

HAZ 

Vit Gorod Concerned that the proposed Project would result in increased traffic along two-lane 
streets. 

TR  
Operations 

Concerned about the large scope of the proposed Project. AES 

What is the need for the Child Development Center at the Project site? PD  
Project Objectives 

Concerned about the feasibility of projecting future conditions (i.e., 10 to 15 years from 
now) 

PD 

Marcella Garone The proposed Project would result in traffic on Flagler Lane during rush hour. TR  
Operations 

Who would profit from the proposed Project? FF 

The proposed Project would not be an activity center for the community and would be 
affordable for the current residents in the area. 

PD  
Project Objectives 
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Sheila Lam How many residents would live at the Project site and how many visitors could be 
expected? What is the number of service providers (e.g., doctors), ubers, delivery 
drivers, etc. that would need to access the site? 

PH 
TR  

Operations 

The unique South Bay weather patterns need to be accounted for in analysis. AQ 

Ambulance and paramedic services would be required at all hours of the day/days of 
the week. 

PS 

The affected trees should be replaced on-site. BIO 

The EIR should consider the number of trips, times, and cost to residents. TR 
PS 

The facility does not integrate into the existing surrounding neighborhood. AES 

A separate EIR should be prepared for each of the three phases. INTRO 

The EIR should be readily understood by the public. INTRO 

Mary-Ann T. Concerned regarding the construction truck routes and impacts along those roads TR  
Construction 
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   City Hall 1400 Highland Avenue Manhattan Beach, CA 90266-4795 

   Telephone  (310) 802-5500 FAX  (310) 802-5501 

Fire Department Address:  400 15th Street, Manhattan Beach, CA 90266  FAX (310) 802-5201 
Police Department Address:  420 15th Street, Manhattan Beach, CA 90266  FAX (310) 802-5107 

Public Works Department Address:  3621 Bell Avenue, Manhattan Beach, CA 90266  FAX (310) 802-5301 

 

 
 

July 25, 2019 
 
 

Mr. Nick Meisinger 
Wood Environment & Infrastructure Solutions, Inc. 
Environmental Planner 
9210 Sky Park Court, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92123 
EIR@bchd.org  
 
 
RE: Notice of Preparation- Beach Cities Health District Healthy Living Campus Master Plan (Beach 

Cities Health District) 
 
 
Dear Mr. Meisinger, 
 
The City of Manhattan Beach Community Development Department appreciates the opportunity to 
provide comments on the Notice of Preparation for the Beach Cities Health District Healthy Living 
Campus Master Plan.  We do not have any specific comments at this time. 

 
Thank you for your consideration and we look forward to receiving the Draft EIR.  We reserve the right 
to make comments on the Draft EIR once it is published. Should you have any questions please feel free 
to contact the City’s Traffic Engineer Erik Zandvliet at (310) 802-5522 or at ezandvliet@citymb.info; or 
me at (310)-802-5512 or tfaturos@citymb.info. 
 
 
 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Ted Faturos 
Assistant Planner 
  
 
xc: Anne McIntosh, Director of Community Development 

Laurie Jester, Planning Manager 
 Erik Zandvliet, Traffic Engineer  

TF-1

A-153



 
 
 
 
 
 
July 16, 2019 
 
Mr. Nick Meisinger, Environmental Planner 
Wood Environment & Infrastructure Solutions, Inc. 
9210 Sky Park Court, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92123 
EIR@bchd.org 
 
RE: Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report for the Beach Cities Health 
District Healthy Living Campus Master Plan Review and Comments 
 
Dear Mr. Meisinger: 
 
On behalf of the City of Redondo Beach, California, please accept this letter as the City’s official 
written comments in response to the Notice of Preparation/Initial Study for the Beach Cities 
Health District (BCHD) Healthy Living Campus Master Plan. The City respectfully submits these 
comments to BCHD, as the Lead Agency for the project, for consideration in the scope and 
content of the environmental analysis to be included in the Environmental Impact Report (EIR). 
 
BCHD has proposed a multiphase development which generally includes a new Residential Care 
Facility for the Elderly (RCFE) and assisted living, a new Child Development Center, a 
Community Wellness Pavilion, which includes BCHD staff offices, a demonstration kitchen, 
meeting rooms, a café, space for potential medical offices/research or similar uses, and new 
parking facilities on approximately 10.38 acres.  The project proposes this redevelopment to 
occur over three 36 month-long phases over a duration of 15 years.   
 
It is suggested that BCHD further refine the project description in the EIR.  The NOP project 
description states that there will be an increased number of units for assisted living that 
exceeds what exists currently on the site. The existing site has 60 memory care units, with up to 
120 residents (2 residents per room). The project proposes an additional 360 units for assisted 
living. However, the total number of proposed residents at buildout is unclear.  Please clarify 
the anticipated number of residents upon completion of the proposed project and any 
alternatives.  It is also recommended that the project incorporate recreational opportunities for 
the general public, as well as providing prominent and direct pedestrian access from Prospect 
Avenue into the planned active green space. Trails around and through the project should also 
be incorporated.  BCHD should also maintain public services and access during different phases 
of construction. 
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The Initial Study prepared for BCHD Healthy Living Campus Master Plan identified potentially 
significant impacts which will be addressed in the EIR, including Aesthetics, Air Quality, Cultural 
Resources, Tribal Cultural Resources, Energy, Geology and Soils, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Hydrology and Water Quality, Land Use and Planning, Noise 
and Vibration, Population and Housing, Public Services, Transportation, and Utilities and Service 
Systems. The Initial Study has also proposed additional analysis for some thresholds related to 
Biology.  When evaluating these resource areas, the City requests that BCHD consider the 
following when evaluating impacts of the proposed project: 
  

Aesthetics. The City recommends that the aesthetics analysis consider multiple 
locations within surrounding residential neighborhoods to the south, west, and east, 
including a comparison of the existing and proposed visual character, including 
consideration of the project’s massing. 
 
Cultural Resources. BCHD should consider whether the project requires any review by 
the Redondo Beach Historic Preservation Commission or other historical review agency. 
Pursuant to AB 32 early consultations with local Native American Tribes should be 
ongoing and included within the EIR.  
 
Hydrology and Water Quality/Geology and Soils. The proposed project will have 
increased square footage and changes in the site contours. The project site currently has 
slopes ranging from 0 to 15 percent, with particularly steep slopes on the eastern 
boundary.  The City requests that the EIR address the adequacy of drainage, erosion, 
and stormwater controls to ensure that the surrounding neighborhoods are not 
adversely affected from the modifications proposed by the project. 
 
Noise and Vibration. The sound and vibration expected during construction and 
operation should be taken into consideration when assessing potential impacts, 
including but not limited to events planned at the proposed Wellness Pavilion and Open 
Space area. 
 
Transportation. The proposed project includes a 227% increase in building square 
footage from existing conditions (260,900 sf existing and 592,700 sf proposed). The EIR 
should consider circulation during construction (on site and in vicinity), and circulation 
during operation (on site and in vicinity).  

 
In addition to the environmental issues listed above, the City requests that BCHD consider the 
following land use and planning comments related to project.  As noted in the Initial Study, 
BCHD is required to obtain a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) and Planning Commission Design 
Review from the City of Redondo Beach to implement the proposed project.  As discussed in 
the criteria below, BCHD may also need to submit a Landscape and Irrigation Plan (RBMC 10-
2.1900), as well as an application for Sign Review (RBMC § 10-2.1800 et seq), and permits 
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related to the Building Division, Engineering Division, and Business Licensing.  Additionally, if 
there are improvements required in a municipality’s right of way, permits may be required for 
that work from the Engineering Department of the respective municipality or Caltrans. 
 
While vehicular Level of Service (LOS) is being phased out from CEQA pursuant to Senate Bill 
743, the City requests that BCHD consider the project’s effects on vehicular LOS, from at least a 
planning perspective.  The Project also proposes a decrease in parking from 814 existing parking 
spaces to 690 parking spaces.  BCHD should also ensure that it is able to demonstrate 
compliance with the City’s parking standards discussed under RBMC § 10-2.1700 et seq., 
including providing adequate parking during all phases of the project, particularly during the 
first phase where the existing lot will be demolished.  BCHD should also clarify whether it is 
requesting approval for shared parking during any of the project phases.  (See RBMC § 10-
2.1700(d).) 
 
The City also requests that BCHD condition the project approval upon preparation and 
implementation of a Construction Management Plan (CMP).  The City of Redondo Beach 
traditionally requires a CMP as a standard condition of approval for projects similar to the BCHD 
project.  An example of such a plan is included as Condition COA TRA-1 which was required for 
the South Bay Galleria Project approved in January 2019.  (Redondo Beach Resolution No. 1901-
004, p. 27.)1  
 
The South Bay Galleria CMP required: (a) A flagman shall be placed at the truck entry and exit 
from the project site at the times trucks are present, (b) To the extent feasible, deliveries and 
pick-ups of construction materials shall be scheduled during non- peak vehicular travel periods 
to the degree possible and coordinated to reduce the potential of trucks waiting to load or 
unload for protracted periods of time, (c) Access shall remain unobstructed for land uses in 
proximity to the project site during project construction, (d) Minimize lane and sidewalk 
closures to the extent feasible. In the event of a temporary lane or sidewalk closure, a worksite 
traffic control plan, approved by the City of Redondo Beach, shall be implemented to route 
traffic, pedestrians, or bicyclists around any such lane or sidewalk closures, (e) Minimize 
interruptions to transit services and facilities. In the event that a temporary removal or 
relocation of a bus stop is necessary, coordination with Metro and other affected transit 
operators shall occur to ensure that any such action is consistent with the transit operator's 
needs, (f) The applicant shall coordinate with Metro and other turnaround loop transit 
operators at least 30 days in advance of right-of-way construction work to ensure that any such 
construction activities are consistent with maintaining the transit services' operations, (g) This 
CMP shall be developed by the contractor prior to the issuance of building permits, reviewed 
for consistency with this measure, and approved by the Community Development and Public 
Works Departments of the City of Redondo Beach. In addition to the measures identified 
above, the CMP shall include the following: (i) Schedule vehicle movements to ensure that 
                                                           
1 Redondo Beach Resolution No. 1901-004 is available online at: 
http://laserweb.redondo.org/weblink/0/doc/328627/Page1.aspx 
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there are no vehicles waiting off site and impeding public traffic flow on the surrounding 
streets, (ii) Establish requirements for the loading, unloading, and storage of materials on the 
project site, (h) Coordinate with the City and emergency service providers to ensure adequate 
access is maintained to the project site and neighboring businesses. 
 
The following discussion outlines some of the City of Redondo Beach’s zoning regulations for 
the project site, as well as a discussion of the entitlement criteria for the CUP and Design 
Review.  To the extent that the EIR does not address some of the CUP and Design Review 
criteria, BCHD should be prepared to provide additional evidence as part of the project’s 
entitlement process/applications.   
 
Applicable Zoning Criteria of Public and Institutional Zone (P-CF) and Commercial Zone (C-2) 
The BCHD Healthy Living Campus Master Plan is located largely upon a property zoned P-CF 
(Public and Institutional – Community Facility). BCHD should be aware of the specific purposes 
of this zone listed in the Redondo Beach Municipal Code (RBMC) § 10-2.1100, and the BCHD 
Healthy Living Campus Master Plan should comply with the RBMC § 10-2.1116 Development 
standards: P-CF community facility zone as noted below: 
 

 (a) Floor area ratio. The floor area ratio shall be determined 
subject to Planning Commission Design Review. 

(b) Building height. Height of buildings or structures shall be 
determined subject to Planning Commission Design Review. 

(c)  Stories. The number of stories of any building shall be 
determined subject to Planning Commission Design Review. 

(d)  Setbacks. Setbacks shall be determined subject to Planning 
Commission Design Review. 

(e) General regulations. See Article 3 of this chapter. 

(f) Parking regulations. See Article 5 of this chapter. 

(g) Sign regulations. See Article 6 of this chapter. 

(h) Landscaping regulations. See Article 7 of this chapter. 

(i) Procedures. See Article 12 of this chapter. 
 
Additionally, the BCHD Healthy Living Campus Master Plan includes a parcel located at the 
southeast corner of Beryl Street and Flagler Lane that is zoned C-2 (Commercial). For that 
portion of the project site located on the C-2 zoned property, BCHD should be aware of the 
specific purposes of this zone listed in the RBMC § 10-2.600, and the BCHD Healthy Living 
Campus Master Plan should comply with the RBMC § 10-2.622 Development standards: C-2 
commercial zone as noted below: 
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 (a)    Floor area ratio. The floor area ratio (F.A.R.) of all buildings 
on a lot shall not exceed 0.5 (see definition of floor area ratio in 
Section 10-2.402). 

(b)    Building height. No building or structure shall exceed a 
height of thirty (30) feet (see definition of building height in 
Section 10-2.402). 

(c)    Stories. No building shall exceed two (2) stories (see 
definition of story in Section 10-2.402). 

(d)    Setbacks. The minimum setback requirements shall be as 
follows: 

              (1)             Front setback. There shall be a minimum front 
setback of five (5) feet the full width of the lot, except where a lot 
is contiguous to a residentially zoned lot fronting on the same 
street, in which case the required front setback shall be the same 
as required for the contiguous residential lot. 

              (2)             Side setback. 

                  a.           There shall be a minimum side setback of ten 
(10) feet the full length of the lot on the street side of a corner or 
reverse corner lot. 

                  b.           No side setback shall be required along the 
interior lot lines, except where the side lot line is contiguous to a 
residential zone, in which case the following standards shall apply: 

                                1.             There shall be a minimum side setback 
of twenty (20) feet the full length of the lot; 

                                2.             The required side setback may be 
modified pursuant to Planning Commission Design Review 
(Section 10-2.2502). 

              (3)             Rear setback. No rear setback shall be required, 
except where the rear lot line is contiguous to a residential zone, 
in which case the following standards shall apply: 

                  a.           There shall be a minimum rear setback of 
twenty (20) feet the full width of the lot; 

                  b.           The required rear setback may be modified 
pursuant to Planning Commission Design Review (Section 10-
2.2502). 

(e)    General regulations. See Article 3 of this chapter. 

(f)     Parking regulations. See Article 5 of this chapter. 
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(g)    Sign regulations. See Article 6 of this chapter. 

(h)    Landscaping regulations. See Article 7 of this chapter. 

(i)     Procedures. See Article 12 of this chapter. 
 

Entitlement Criteria at Planning Commission 
 

Redondo Beach Municipal Code § 10-2.2506(b) Conditional Use Permits: 
 
 (b)    Criteria. The following criteria shall be used in determining a 
project’s consistency with the intent and purpose of this section: 
              (1)             The site for the proposed use shall be in 
conformity with the General Plan and shall be adequate in size 
and shape to accommodate such use and all setbacks, spaces, 
walls and fences, parking, loading, landscaping, and other features 
required by this chapter to adjust such use with the land and uses 
in the neighborhood. 
              (2)             The site for the proposed use shall have 
adequate access to a public street or highway of adequate width 
and pavement to carry the quantity and kind of traffic generated 
by the proposed use. 
              (3)             The proposed use shall have no adverse effect 
on abutting property or the permitted use thereof. 
              (4)             The conditions stated in the resolution or design 
considerations integrated into the project shall be deemed 
necessary to protect the public health, safety, and general 
welfare. Such conditions may include, but shall not be limited to: 
                  a.           Additional setbacks, open spaces, and buffers; 
                  b.           Provision of fences and walls; 
                  c.           Street dedications and improvements, including 
service roads and alleys; 
                  d.           The control of vehicular ingress, egress, and 
circulation; 
                  e.           Sign requirements or a sign program, consistent 
with the Sign Regulations Criteria in Section 10-2.1802; 
                  f.            Provision of landscaping and the maintenance 
thereof; 
                  g.           The regulation of noise, vibration, odor and the 
like; 
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                  h.           Requirements for off-street loading facilities; 
                  i.            A time period within which the proposed use 
shall be developed; 
                  j.            Hours of permitted operation and similar 
restrictions; 
                  k.           Removal of existing billboards on the site, 
subject to the findings required by Section 10-2.2006(b)(7); and 
                  l.            Such other conditions as will make possible the 
development of the City in an orderly and efficient manner and in 
conformity with the intent and purposes set forth in this chapter 
and the General Plan. 

 
 

Redondo Beach Municipal Code § 10-2.2502(b) Planning Commission Design Review: 
 

 (b)    Criteria. The following criteria shall be used in determining a 
project’s consistency with the intent and purpose of this section: 
              (1)             User impact and needs. The design of the 
project shall consider the impact and the needs of the user in 
respect to circulation, parking, traffic, utilities, public services, 
noise and odor, privacy, private and common open spaces, trash 
collection, security and crime deterrence, energy consumption, 
physical barriers, and other design concerns. 
              (2)             Relationship to physical features. The location 
of buildings and structures shall respect the natural terrain of the 
site and shall be functionally integrated with any natural features 
of the landscape to include the preservation of existing trees, 
where feasible. 
              (3)             Consistency of architectural style. The building 
or structure shall be harmonious and consistent within the 
proposed architectural style regarding roofing, materials, 
windows, doors, openings, textures, colors, and exterior 
treatment. 
              (4)             Balance and integration with the 
neighborhood. The overall design shall be integrated and 
compatible with the neighborhood and shall strive to be in 
harmony with the scale and bulk of surrounding properties. 
              (5)             Building design. The design of buildings and 
structures shall strive to provide innovation, variety, and creativity 
in the proposed design solution. All architectural elevations shall 
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be designed to eliminate the appearance of flat façades or boxlike 
construction: 
                  a.           The front façade shall have vertical and 
horizontal offsets to add architectural interest to the exterior of 
the building and where possible, bay windows and similar 
architectural projections shall be used. 
                  b.           The roof planes of the building, as well as the 
building shape, shall be varied where feasible, and a visible and 
significant roof line shall be used to soften the vertical mass. 
                  c.           Harmonious variations in the treatment or use 
of wall materials shall be integrated into the architectural design. 
              (6)             Signs. Signs and sign programs shall meet the 
criteria established in Sign Regulation Criteria, Section 10-2.1802. 
              (7)             Consistency with residential design 
guidelines. The project shall be consistent with the intent of 
residential design guidelines adopted by resolution of the City 
Council. 
              (8)             Conditions of approval. The conditions stated in 
the resolution or design considerations integrated into the project 
shall be deemed necessary to protect the public health, safety, 
and general welfare. Such conditions may include, but shall not be 
limited to: 
                  a.           Changes to the design of buildings and 
structures; 
                  b.           Additional setbacks, open spaces, and buffers; 
                  c.           Provision of fences and walls; 
                  d.           Street dedications and improvements, including 
service roads and alleys; 
                  e.           The control of vehicular ingress, egress, and 
circulation; 
                  f.            Sign requirements or a sign program, consistent 
with the Sign Regulations Criteria in Section 10-2.1802; 
                  g.           Provision of landscaping and the maintenance 
thereof; 
                  h.           The regulation of noise, vibration, odor and the 
like; 
                 i.            Requirements for off-street loading facilities; 
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                  j.            Removal of existing billboards on the site, 
subject to the findings required by Section 10-2.2006(b)(7); 
                  k.           Such other conditions as will make possible the 
development of the City in an orderly and efficient manner and in 
conformity with the intent and purposes set forth in this chapter 
and the General Plan. 

 
These comments have been reviewed and approved by the Redondo Beach City Council at their 
July 16, 2019 public meeting. If BCHD has any questions regarding these comments, please 
contact Community Development Director Brandy Forbes at (310) 318-0637 x2200 or via email 
at brandy.forbes@redondo.org. Thank you for the consideration of our comments. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Mayor William Brand 
 
CC: City Council Members, City of Redondo Beach 
 Joe Hoefgen, City Manager 
 Brandy Forbes, Community Development Director  
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From:                                             EIR <eir@bchd.org>
Sent:                                               Friday, August 02, 2019 1:34 PM
To:                                                  Meisinger, Nick
Subject:                                         Fw: BCHD Healthy Living Campus Master Plan
 
 
 

From: Jane Abrams <jabrams657@aol.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 28, 2019 6:14 PM
To: EIR <eir@bchd.org>
Subject: BCHD Healthy Living Campus Master Plan
 
Nick Meisinger, Environmental Planner & BCHD team:

A full EIR report for the Beach City Healthy Living Campus Master Plan for  514 N. Prospect Avenue, Redondo
Beach, CA 90277, must address all the potential and significant impacts to the community and the residential
neighborhoods surrounding the 11 acre site.
Some of the major concerns I have about this plan include significant impacts to:
Traffic
Noise
Air Quality
Hazardous Materials removal
Water
Infrastrusture (sewers, roads and underground utilities)
Soil Conditions & Geotechnical

Traffic
Studies of Prospect Avenue & adjacent streets need to be conducted with details on the current volume of vehicle
trips to the site especially during peak hours when commuters and school related vehicles use these roads. Prospect
is a very heavily traveled north to south route for all beach city residents as there are several schools on or on nearby
streets. It is a route used as an alternate to the congested Pacific Coast Highway.
There will be a significant increase in traffic when construction takes place for the extended 15 year period. There will
be heavy construction and maintenance/delivery vehicles and vehicle trips from the construction workers who will be
traveling to the site for an extended period of time over the 15 year period. A study needs to examine how many trips
daily will be required during construction periods.
When the Campus is complete, there will be a significant increase in vehicle traffic because of the employees
working at this facility as nurses and support employees at 420 residential care for the elderly units, the childcare
facility and healthy living campus in general. The site will be a community gathering place and hold special and on
going events and exercise classes. Again, more vehicles will be using Prospect than in 2019. There is no way to
widen the roadway to add additional lanes to accommodate increased traffic The site will also see an increase in
maintenance and delivery trucks, trash disposal trucks and emergency vehicles.

Noise
The EIR needs to address the noise levels of the excavation and construction at this site. Heavy equipment will be
required in the construction of the new buildings and the underground parking garage. This master plan is 15 years
and there will be extended periods of construction effecting the the current and existing medical offices, memory loss
facility and fitness center.

Air Quality
A major concern for nearby residents because of dust and debris from the construction site. Strict measures will be
required and have to be monitored to maintain a safe environment,release of all dust and debris kept to a minimum,
for current offices and facilities open for business on the site.
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Hazardous Materials
Asbestos, lead paints, chemical waste and anything contained in the original building will require special attention to
their removal during demolition and construction periods. Studies and special reports are required for the plans to
dispose of any hazardous material found at this site.

Water
Use of water to control dust during construction is common practice. What volume of water is required and where is
the source for this?
When the residential care units are complete, there will a significant increase at the site in the use of water for all the
residents, for use in all the kitchen and luandry facilities required to support the residential units. Again, studies are
needed to address this issue.

Infrastructure (sewers and all utilities, access or access road ?)
Additional sewer lines and underground utilities will be required for the added facilities at the site.  Will there be a
service or access roard on site for deliveries, maintenance and trash disposal trucks to use?

Soil and Geotechnical reports
Studies of the soil on the current site will be required. Examining the condition of current soil and what additional fill
will be required to support the added facilities.  Is this site on any earthquake fault? EIR reports have to include a
detaled geotechnical report to make sure all buildings, existing and new) meet the latest building codes.

I look forward to seeing a full EIR completed to support the proposed plans for 514 N Prospect Avenue.
Thank you for addressing the above concerns.

Best regards,

Jane Abrams
416 Avenue G, Unit 1
Redondo Beach, CA 90277
310-678-1345
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From:                                             EIR <eir@bchd.org>
Sent:                                               Friday, August 02, 2019 1:29 PM
To:                                                  Meisinger, Nick
Subject:                                         Fw: Redondo Beach medical center
 
 
 

From: Randy <raotes@hotmail.com>
Sent: Friday, July 26, 2019 8:44 PM
To: EIR <eir@bchd.org>
Subject: Redondo Beach medical center
 
15 years of construction, the back yard of my home is caving in already, to have this humongous facility on tip
of the hill will for sure cause the land to shift.  Noise pollution along with increased traffic, vagrancy and
trash.  This proposal will ruin the property value as well.   Health from all the machinery, not to mention an
old capped oil pipe(line).  Please reconsider this proposed facility as it will not improve the quality of life for
anyone who lives in the area.   

Thank you,

Mr and Mrs Henry Aoto,
Randall Aoto

Sent from my iPhone
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From:                                             EIR <eir@bchd.org>
Sent:                                               Friday, August 02, 2019 1:36 PM
To:                                                  Meisinger, Nick
Subject:                                         Fw: Public Comments on Proposed BCHD Expansion Project
 
 
 

From: Robin AREHART <ararehart@yahoo.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 28, 2019 10:58 PM
To: EIR <eir@bchd.org>
Subject: Public Comments on Proposed BCHD Expansion Project
 
Robin Arehart
5649 Towers St.
Torrance, CA  90503
July 28, 2019

 
E-MAIL (EIR@bchd.org)
Wood Environment & Infrastructure Solutions
9210 Sky Park Court
Suite 200
San Diego, CA 92123
 
Attention: Mr. Nick Meisinger, NEPA/CEQA Project Manager

 
Re: Public Comments on Proposed BCHD Expansion Project
 
Dear Mr. Meisinger:
 
As a City of Torrance homeowner just one block from the proposed BCHD expansion, I must
express my concern. I was truly shocked to learn of the grand scale of the project and strongly urge
you to scale back to a version more suitable for this quiet neighborhood. My concerns relate to the
health and safety of those of us who live nearby and/or attend Towers Elementary School. Ironically,
since the ultimate goal is to enhance community health, it is important to recognize and mitigate
the harm such a project will bring to the surrounding area in terms of traffic and reduced air quality.
 
It was distressing to learn that there would be fifteen years of construction under the proposed plan.
As the older buildings are demolished, there will be toxins and debris released continuously into
the air which will blow directly into our residential homes and the classrooms of school children. I
am also concerned about the humungous parking garage gassing off right into our backyards. This
type of project is more suited to an industrial zone, not to a residential neighborhood.
 
Please do NOT have the parking garage exit onto Flagler. The route down Towers Street was not
built for this type of traffic and already has a problem with cars speeding through stop signs. It is
simply not fair to Torrance residents to handle the traffic flow for a Redondo Beach project.
Prospect has four lanes and is more suited to heavy traffic. The same reasoning should be applied
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to the proposed truck route for construction. Flagler and Prospect should carry trucks out through
190th, not through our quiet Torrance neighborhood.
 
With great concern.
 
Robin Arehart
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From:                                             EIR <eir@bchd.org>
Sent:                                               Friday, August 02, 2019 1:27 PM
To:                                                  Meisinger, Nick
Subject:                                         Fw: Beach Cities District Project
 
 
 

From: Borthwick, Jane <janedoodlebugsaxion@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, July 26, 2019 8:08 AM
To: EIR <eir@bchd.org>
Subject: Beach Cities District Project
 

WHAT A MONSTROSITY THAT WILL BE IN MY BACK YARD.  STAY
OUT OF TORRANCE!!!!!!!!  WE DON’T NEED MORE TRAFFIC, NOISE,
AND POLLUTION.  KEEP REDONDO BEACH A PROPER BEACH CITY.
 WE DON’T NEED SKYSCRAPERS AND THE TRAFFIC IS HORRIBLE
NOW AND IT WILL ONLY WORSEN.  THE CHARACTER OF RB WILL BE
GONE.  YOU AREN’T INTERESTED IN THE WELFARE OF THE CITIZENS
ONLY IN CONTRIBUTING TO YOUR BANK ACCOUNTS!  
 

Jane Borthwick, Torrance, CA
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July 29, 2019 
 
Comments on Potential BCHD HLC Project and NOP/EIR Formulation, etc., et al 
 
To Whom It May Concern including BCHD Board of Directors and Staff: 
hlcinfo@bchd.org   
 
After reviewing the information available, assessing the multiple long term cumulative impacts of the 
Proposed BCHD Project, per its Program Description, and the conclusions from the Alternatives, they 
all point to one conclusion: THE NO PROJECT ALTENATIVE.  All the effects of a Project, which it solely 
generates, is of a magnitude that the asking itself along with the imposing the proposed impacts 
upon the residents of Redondo Beach is beyond egregious if not felonious as well as immoral. 
 
Aesthetics, Air Quality, Biology, Energy, Geotechnical, GHG, HazMat issues, Hydrology, Noise and 
Noise abatement, Public Services and Utilities, Transportation and Parking, all generate SIGNIFICAT 
IMPACT’s on the local fabric of Redondo Beach residents.  These IMPACTS will require a staggering 
economic investment that ccannot fully be mitigated BUT WILL forever change the Quality of Life in 
this City and its residents for the next 100 years.  
 
The scope of the Project requires Land Use be changed, a CUP be issued, changing Population and 
Housing issues that ARE NOT consistent with the City’s current General Plan. Making these 
modifications is necessary in order to obtain APPROVALA that will allow imposing the staggering 
burden of these proposed IMPACTs be allowed and transferred to the local residents only. 
 
One hopes it is not too much to ask that the elected officials of the BCHD would opine for those 
whom they represent and kill this outrageous, egregious, misguided Project before it becomes 
another tax burden upon local residents to clean up the legacy of this proposed mess. 
 
BCHD is proposing to change and become a Southern California Regional hub no longer serving the 
Cities of Redondo, Hermosa, and Manhattan Beach.  The final scope of the service proposed offerings 
will disproportionately serve the local user base and become a 98% nnon-Redondo, Hermosa, and 
Manhattan Beach City health provider.  This is a change in the initial charge in the formation of BCHD. 
 
For these few simple reasons alone the only sane conclusion is: THE NO PROJECT ALTENATIVE. 
 
Please acknowledge receipt of these comments. 
 
Frank Bostrom | fbostrom@verizon.net 
Resident of District 3 – Redondo Beach 
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From:                                             EIR <eir@bchd.org>
Sent:                                               Friday, August 02, 2019 1:28 PM
To:                                                  Meisinger, Nick
Subject:                                         Fw: Beach Cities Health 15 year project:  Public Comments and concerns.
 
 
 

From: fjbriganti@aol.com <fjbriganti@aol.com>
Sent: Friday, July 26, 2019 2:01 PM
To: EIR <eir@bchd.org>
Subject: Beach Cities Health 15 year project: Public Comments and concerns.
 
Public Comments and Concerns regarding Beach Cities Health District Project
 
Hi, I would like to list my  public concerns and comments regarding the above Project.for West Torrance residents
adjacent to the Project.
* I understand the Project will be done in 3 stages over 15 years.But his does not mean that anyone of the 8 listed 
concerns plus others could and would not occur at anytime.*
 
 
Areas: 1. Construction , 15 years long term a.  massive evacuation ,demolition and construction  will expose the
West Torrance residential area 300 + homes   ( 19600-X Tomlee Ave. and to the East).and Redbeam ,  Mildred ,
Towers & Linda Streets ***I am  approximately 150 feet in line with the Project.***
and Tower's Elementary School (children)(large playground -360 ft adjacent to Project)  Maximum exposure of
dust,exhaust,fumes,noise and etc. will descend on our home and the other residents plus Towers school &
playground!
 
2. Public Health and Safety: 
Exposure into the environment from the demolition and  construction(continuous) site  will included such toxins as:
medical components(bacterial, virus, fungus, mold and others that cannot be seen.,. This  demolition  of the medical
campus(old hospital, medical and dental offices, surgical. medical labs, and etc.) will environmentally expose the
West Torrance residential area and Tower's school and playground children  to the  before mentioned pollutants and 
toxins!    The ground excavation and removal areas will expose the West Torrance residents too  unknown
contaminates and health issues. Ex. Flalger & Beryl Sts space for children"s center will be on preexisting oil site!  
Health issues due too Project noise exposure: stress, agitation, sleep issues, and etc.  Health issues due to Project
environmental exposures, lung issues, COPD, asthma, allergies coughing,throat and lung irritations and etc. ENT
issues, hearing(noise), eye(irritants)dry eye,nose and throat irritation.
Specific health concerns and safety would be a ongoing probelm(15 yrs)
The West torrance residents who have current illinesses will be comprised  to all the above. Residents who are on
home oxygen care exposure to pollutants..
Pregnancy and residents:  reproductive, genotoxicity, and teratogenic,affects.
 Animal concerns due to the noise, vibration, and etc.( anxiety,barking, and etc.)
 Asbestos, mercury, lead  an chemical  exposure  to residents and school children due to  building demolition and
construction.
Air quality will most definitely will  be affected due to all the above as listed.
There are major EPA, ecotoxicological and environmental concerns!!!
 
 
3. Traffic West Torrance Pacific Southbay area: Flagler is a 2 way narrow curving street into the residential tract.
Currently there exist a considerable traffic problem with non residents using this street for cut through (short cut )
Redondo to Torrance! This has resulted increase non resident accidents, traffic and safety violations.
 
The Project has a subterranean exit onto Flagler this will be a serious safety issue. This exit will allow exit traffic thru
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a residential and school area.There will be a major increase in exhaust, fumes .noise! and Safety problems !
There will major construction and traffic activity on Flagler due to the Project creating a Safety problem.and interfering
with residential traffic.
There is a plan for a 10 foot pike path along Flagler. This will increase a major safety issue (Auto vs Pike). This will
also create a bike route thru the residential area resulting in more safety issues. *example we currently have non
residents who use  the streets for practice racing ( 4-5X a week) with no regard for Safety, stop signs, speeding,
conflict with neighbors, and disregard for residents.) This kind of problem will be increased. due to bike path.
Traffic problems: construction truck routes: heavy equipment. cement trucks, Waste Removal, an etc ..NO ROUTES
Through the residential tract!!.(Flagler to Redbeam to Del Amo)
Flagler ave. will be a major traffic issue so will be Beryl (Tower's Elementary,school and playground) and Del Amo)
Flagler is a Residential street  as mentioned above.
Traffic noise, fumes soot, will be a major problem.
Traffic and construction will also cause  potential home problems( such as soot, dirt too paint, windows, patio areas.)
 
4. Economic devaluation of West Torrance boundary residential homes and property!!  
    Looking at this 15 year massive construction site with traffic and privacy problems will definitely be a deterrent to
new home sales and value..
 
5 If Construction goes forward working days and hours must have  limits? site monitoring for any violation and 24 hr
contact company..
    ** Site must be monitored(levels) at all times for dust and noise(decibel  limits  for hearing safety-especially
children and the elderly).
    Concern for any delays in the Project resulting in any further continuing  problems (traffic, noise, dust
environmental and etc)
    Concern :Beach Cities Health District Project financial  default.  **Complete Project Construction Bond**in place or
other protections.***
    
 
6. Disturbance of Wildlife inhabitants (crows, falcons, squirrels, skunks,possums, racoons and etc.)*on the East side
and our West side.
    * CA  Fish & Game Wildlife regulations regarding endangered species.* 
     1. Fish & Game Codes: 3503 & 3503.5 disturbance of nesting birds and endangered Red Tail Hawk!!! (Hawk is
seen here)
      2. CEQA ( compliance) report.
 
7.****This construction Project will disturb and cause an infestation of rodents ,rats and others listed  in #6 into our
immediate residential and school  areas!!!****
          This will expose the residents(children and adults) to disease, home damage and exterminator expenses
          Note: past construction in the area (Del Amo & Prospect) increase in rats and squirrels! into the track.
 
8. Aesthetics: We will have a very large and high commercial structure above us. , Which will impact our skyline view
.  And at night  the  structure lights will over  illuminate our area         below.
 
 
thank you, Dr. Frank and Glenda Briganti
19616 Tomlee Ave
Torrance,CA 90503
 July, 26, 2019 
 
Request:  reply e-mail  received  
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From:                                             EIR <eir@bchd.org>
Sent:                                               Friday, August 02, 2019 1:51 PM
To:                                                  Meisinger, Nick
Subject:                                         Fw: NO PROJECT! As Billy Idol musician sings: "START AGAIN"......
 
 
 

From: Melanie Cohen <melaniecohen372@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 1:43 PM
To: EIR <eir@bchd.org>; HLCInfo <HLCInfo@bchd.org>
Subject: NO PROJECT! As Billy Idol musician sings: "START AGAIN"......
 
eir@bchd.org and ask them info stated above:hlcinfo@bchd.org..

 

The Beach Cities Health District has taken on a project SO HUGE in scale as to cause an
environmental and financial nightmare for the South Bay achieving JUST the opposite of their
mission statement :To enhance community health through partnerships, programs and
services for people who live and work in Hermosa, Manhattan and Redondo Beach. How is
the Healthy Living Campus project within the scope of the mission statement? How was this
project decided? According to a recent Daily Breeze article, the 450+ assisted living units was
deemed necessary by a “marketing “ survey and a Gallup poll . Where is this information
available to view?? Where will the 50 million dollar bond come from to pay for this project??
Will it be SHARED by all three Cities? Who will be the ADMINISTRATOR of the Project?
Redondo Beach already has 60+ Alzheimer beds in the Silverado at BCHD
currently. There are also 130 Alzheimers beds in a new unit on PCH and Knob Hill
as well as various beds  elsewhere in Redondo . There are 8 OTHER Senior living facilities in
Redondo Beach  that also have some assisted living units. The project is slated to extend over
15 years . As you know, this is just an estimate because things can and DO cause
delays. Imagine LOSS of traffic ingress and EGRESS for 15+ years and ITS effect on
EVERY intersection from 190th st on the North of Redondo Beach to Torrance Blvd on the
southern end and of course EVERY intersection in between. Not to mention the 911 calls. 
The Redondo Beach Fire department has made 321 calls this year to the Silverado. FREE OF
CHARGE!! Can you IMAGINE the noise and the calls with an increase of 450+ units???
Please, for the good that Beach Cities Health District has done over the years for our beach
communities and Redondo Beach please opt for NO project and THIS TIME start slowly and
see WHAT is necessary for Redondo Beach and its neighbors.
Melanie Cohen 26 year resident

115 S Guadalupe Avenue Unit H , Redondo Beach, Ca 90277 310-3744284
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From:                                             EIR <eir@bchd.org>
Sent:                                               Friday, August 02, 2019 1:38 PM
To:                                                  Meisinger, Nick
Subject:                                         Fw: BCHD - EIR Public Comments Att Nick Meseinger
 
 
 

From: Wayne Craig <wayne@waynecraighomes.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 10:30 AM
To: EIR <eir@bchd.org>
Subject: BCHD - EIR Public Comments Att Nick Meseinger
 
Serious issues need to be addressed in the proposed Beach Cites District Environmental Impact Report.
 
While I could mention more, due to the short time period to respond publically I have limited my
comments to the following areas:

     Traffic
     Impact on Redondo Beach City Fire and Emergency Services
     Simultaneous Regional Construction Projects
     Environmental Health Concerns

 
     Traffic

The area currently experiences poor traffic and any change will exacerbate an already bad situation.
The report should examine the impact before, during, and after the construction of the proposed project
to accurately inform the public of what to expect. The study should not use outdated statistics and
technical methods to determine the current traffic load as was done with the QIC project at the Galleria.
In that case the study was several years old and didn’t take in account the decrease in current traffic
volume after the mall lost major department stores such as Nordstom. That report erroneously stated
traffic would not increase from current loads but failed to mention that was based on a report from
several years earlier. Therefore the actual increase would be much more significant that what was
portrayed.
 
Before Construction
 
Virtually all of the streets used to access the current facility site experience heavy traffic. These would
include Prospect Blvd, Beryl Street, Del Amo Blvd, Pacific Coast Highway, and 190th. Each is used to
service the community in normal commuter traffic to employment centers outside of the city as well as
for children to access schools.
 
Currently the area already has poor traffic circulation during prime commute times and when schools
are in session.  By my count there are at least 7 public and one private school that will be impacted.
These include Beryl Heights Elementary, Parras Middle School, Redondo Union High School, Redondo
Shores, Jefferson Elementary, Towers Elementary, West High School, and Our Lady of Guadalupe School.
There are also 4 community parks in the immediate area that include Dominguez Park, Entradero Park,
and Sunnyglen Park.
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Cut through traffic has already been identified as a problem by the adjacent community in Redondo
Beach and should also be addressed in this study. The residents need to know how the project will
impact them as recently the homes directly west of BCHD in Redondo Beach implemented traffic
mitigation steps that will be completely negated by the project.  The study needs to address this as well
as the potential for an increase in injury accidents for children going to and from schools. 
 
During Construction
 
With such a massive project that could take place over an estimated 15 years the community will be
seeing heavy equipment and deliveries for a generation.  Obviously this will impact the schools and
commuters during peak times.  It should not be averaged to show what it would be across a 24 hour
period but instead show the real number during peak commute times.  Since this number will change
year by year it may be necessary to detail the impact with a new and revised EIR report as each phase is
proposed for public approval.
 
After Completion
 
With an estimated 420 units of elder care that could house in excess of 600 people will require a
substantial medical staff.  By some estimates this could be at least 150 staff and with crew changes
this will overlap during shift changes.  Obviously this will permanently increase traffic and should be
identified along with methods to mitigate.
 
2. Impact On Redondo Beach Fire and Emergency Services
 
Building 420 assisted care units as proposed will create a serious drain on Redondo Beach emergency
services.  This will result in increased response times across the city and a disproportionate financial
impact to the City of Redondo Beach.  Fire department personnel reported each call currently requires a
crew compliment of 5 Redondo Beach FD staff (2  Paramedics, and 3 on an Engine) with 2 more non
RBFD personnel in an ambulance. On occasion the Fire Department staff may also be required to follow
an ambulance to the hospital which can take up to 45 minutes. This activity takes crews out of service
for an extended period of time, puts increased strain on existing resources, and will negatively impact
response times. 
 
Silverado which is currently located on site has a population of around 100 residents. With the proposed
increase of 5 or 6 times more residents will place a major drain on city services. This could by some
estimates increase the call load to the Redondo Beach Fire Department by up to 8% per year. The net
result will clearly negatively impact response times and cost the city additional money it currently has
no budget to cover.
 
A great example of potential call load can be seen from the Kensington Memory Center on Pacific Coast
Highway that opened on 7/11/19. With only 2 patients on the first day it was open for business already
had 2 Fire Department calls. With a proposed population of 500 to 600 residents at BCHD we should be
concerned about how many annual calls will be generated.
 
The EIR report must also identify the financial cost to the city for providing additional emergency
service.  BCHD must address who is going to reimburse the city of Redondo Beach for costs which will
be disproportionately borne by them.  The cities of Torrance, Manhattan Beach, and Hermosa will not be
sharing in this cost as their emergency services will not be responding to these calls. It should be noted
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the City of Redondo Beach is last year experienced a 2 million dollar structural budget deficit and
cannot afford any additional costs.
 

     Simultaneous Regional Construction Projects
The project by some accounts will be completed in 3 phases that could take as long as 15 years.  In that
time period it is anticipated work will also begin on many other regional projects.  Two that will use the
same road and traffic access will be the demolition and construction at the current AES power
generation site, and the Redondo Beach Harbor renovation. 
 
Not only will the report need to account for the impacts of these projects but how this will change over
a period of nearly 15 years for residents in the surrounding 3 cities. It may therefore be necessary to
have additional EIR reports generated at each of the 3 phases of construction proposed by BCHD. 
 

     Health issues
With any construction project one can expect noise, particulate debris and pollution from heavy
equipment, as well as hazardous material release such as asbestos, benzene, and toluene. 
 
The project is geo centered between the following 7 public schools: Beryl Heights Elementary, Parras
Middle School, Redondo Union High School, Redondo Shores, Jefferson Elementary, Towers Elementary,
West High School, Our Lady of Guadalupe School. Releasing these particulate hazards to the public
could therefore be a medical experiment on a whole generation of children whose health may not be
seriously impacted until decades later. 
 
The EIR report may need to take in account these health impacts now and potential lawsuits later filed
due to respiratory illness experienced by the community.
 
One specific location at the corner of Beryl Street and Flagler Lane was apparently a decommissioned
oil drilling site. In the proposed plan this will be the future location of a child day care facility.  The
report must therefore detail how exposure to benzene and other petroleum based compounds be
mitigated.
 
 
Sincerely,
 
 
Wayne Craig
511 S Broadway
Redondo Beach CA 90277
310-897-1756
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From:                                             EIR <eir@bchd.org>
Sent:                                               Friday, August 02, 2019 1:33 PM
To:                                                  Meisinger, Nick
Subject:                                         Fw: BCHD Environmental Report
 
 
 

From: Philip de Wolff <p4ew@aol.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 28, 2019 11:40 AM
To: EIR <eir@bchd.org>
Subject: BCHD Environmental Report
 
It is not in any way acceptable for BCHD to believe that subjecting residents of Redondo Beach who live in
close proximity to the proposed building of there project to live for TEN plus years in a construction zone,
because it suits them financially. Three of the residents on our street suffer from heart ailments and it seems
that we are at risk. The increased traffic and pollution from the building site especially large construction
vehicles will definitely impact my health. The health district will become a health hazard.

Philip de Wolff 
Diamond Street Redondo Beach
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From:                                             EIR <eir@bchd.org>
Sent:                                               Friday, August 02, 2019 1:53 PM
To:                                                  Meisinger, Nick
Subject:                                         Fw: Public Comments on Proposed BCHD Expansion Project
 
 
 

From: Dave Dillard <mail@davedillard.com>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 12:14 PM
To: EIR <eir@bchd.org>
Cc: Bruce and Theresa Steele <litespeedmtb1@verizon.net>; Abbas Khani <abbkh3@aol.com>; Aileen Pavlin
<arpavlin@gmail.com>; Alice Wu <a64011@yahoo.com>; Santiago Santana <santiana@verizon.net>; Bill
Shanney <wshanney@verizon.net>; Bob Ronne <r.ronne.apc@gmail.com>; Bruce Szeles
<bruce.szeles@gmail.com>; Candy Yarborough <Yarborough@me.com>; Chad Butzine
<ChadB@ascotlimousine.com>; Dah-Weih Duan (Sherry Hsieh) <dahweih@gmail.com>; Ed Arnn
<edarnn@earthlink.net>; Eddie Choy <edchoy01@gmail.com>; Elaine & Jo Porzucki
<elaineporzucki@gmail.com>; Ellie Reid <loicy@aol.com>; Erin Hicks <erin@hicksfamily.com>; Frank Briganti
<fjbriganti@aol.com>; Frank von Coelln <von@earthlink.net>; Fred & Mary Lester
<Fredmlester@prodigy.net>; Gary Teraoka <Mr-Rocky@socal.rr.com>; J Scott <jscott006@socal.rr.com>; Jack
Holman (Danelle) <jack.holman@airnz.com>; James & Janice Clark <james.clark3@verizon.net>; Jan & Scott
Vogt <janpug@verizon.net>; Jan McDonald <jantana11@hotmail.com>; Jerry & Irmi Lake <jmlake7@aol.com>;
Jill and Mike Conover <jillconover@gmail.com>; Jim Childers <kinders3@verizon.net>; Joan Hardy
<joantareshhardy@gmail.com>; Joann Arnn <joarnn@earthlink.net>; Joyce Stauffer
<jostauffer@verizon.net>; Kathy Merkovsky <kmerkovsky@hotmail.com>; Linda Choy
<ljochoy416@gmail.com>; Linda Feldman <imalinda@aol.com>; Lisa Limm <lclimm@yahoo.com>; LuJean Levy
<levyclann@aol.com>; Lynn Hardy <lyn.hardy@gmail.com>; Lynne & Tim Meehan <ltkatmee@gmail.com>;
Mari Ramskill <mari.ramskill@gmail.com>; Maria Mocega <mocemom@yahoo.com>; mdgapg
<mdgapg@verizon.net>; Michelle Eisenberg <micheisen@msn.com>; ninjabytes <ninjabytes@hotmail.com>;
Phil Yarborough <pyarborough@me.com>; Phillip (Diamond) <p4ew@aol.com>; Raymond Johnson
<rjohnson839@verizon.net>; Rich Matsui <rtmatsui@socal.rr.com>; Rick and Joan <joanrickca@gmail.com>;
Robin & Alan Arehart <ararehart@yahoo.com>; Sabrina Barakat <sabsinla@hotmail.com>; Sandy Williamson
<sjmwilliamson@hotmail.com>; Scott Vogt <gsvogt@verizon.net>; Seb Sarkisian <srsark1@msn.com>;
Stephanie Ishioka <sishioka@yahoo.com>; Stephen and Scarlette <stevebillis@outlook.com>; Steve Ramskill
<sramskill@decurion.com>; Steve Saber <backsaber@aol.com>; stffieri <stffieri@hotmail.com>; Susan
Earnest <SusanEarnestRealtor@gmail.com>; Suzan Khani <suzankhani11@gmail.com>; Tamiko Sato
<tammytammysugar@gmail.com>; teresa steele <tasteele1950@gmail.com>; Terry Hartigan
<the4u@verizon.net>; Tim Ozenne <tozenne@gmail.com>; Wally Heser <wheser@verizon.net>; Ann Cheung
<acheungbiz@gmail.com>; OMartinez@torranceca.gov <OMartinez@torranceca.gov>; Danny & Tara Fink
<iamfinky@yahoo.com>; HLCInfo <HLCInfo@bchd.org>
Subject: Public Comments on Proposed BCHD Expansion Project
 
Mr. Nick Meisinger,
 
Please see my comments on the BCHD project below.
 
 
Thank you,
Dave Dillard
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Traffic
Regarding the EIR, one big concern is any additional traffic through our neighborhood that will result from this new
development. Currently, we have a lot of “cut through” traffic (see map) along Redbeam and Mildred.  Cut thru traffic flows
from Flagler to Del Amo and vice-versa. At peak driving hours, morning and afternoon I have personally counted 200 cars
per hour driving past our house on Redbeam Ave.
 
I believe the best solution to reduce cut through traffic would be to move the ingress/egress on Flagler to Beryl Ave.  This
would keep the project totally within Redondo Beach and remove the need to coordinate with the City of Torrance regarding
the “dumping” of traffic into the adjacent Torrance neighborhood.  Torrance city officials could separately deal with cut
through traffic based on the resident’s overall preferences.
 
Protracted 15 Year Development Plan
Because BCHD does not currently have funds and investment partners to develop the entire site in one construction phase,
they have decided to stretch the development time frame over 12-15 years.   This plan is really the most unconscionable
part of the BCHD proposal.   It holds our neighborhood hostage for at least a decade and a half wondering what and when
the next phase will begin and end.   Given the history of projects of this size in Redondo Beach and the slow or no growth
attitudes in the city, the 12-15 year time frame is very likely to be stretched out another 5-10 years.   
 
Solution would be either develop site in one phase or sell it to some entity that has the resources to get the job done in a
timely fashion.
 
Shadows
Another concern is the “shadow” effect that the new development will have on those who live on Tomlee and Mildred.   The
BCHD project calls for the new building to be 60 feet high at the edge of the BCHD property.  The height issue is exacerbated
by a design that includes an open area underneath the proposed building along the eastern edge of the project. 
 
Solution would be to re-design to put building at ground level at eastern edge or move buildings toward the center of
the project.
 
Thank you for your time and consideration in this important matter.
 
Dave Dillard
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From:                                             EIR <eir@bchd.org>
Sent:                                               Friday, August 02, 2019 1:55 PM
To:                                                  Meisinger, Nick
Subject:                                         Fw: EIR feedback re: Healthy Living Campus
 
 
 

From: Lara Duke <larajs@yahoo.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 28, 2019 10:26 PM
To: EIR <eir@bchd.org>; Lara Duke <larajs@yahoo.com>
Cc: Bill Brand <bill.brand@redondo.org>; Laura Emdee <laura.emdee@redondo.org>; John Gran
<john.gran@redondo.org>; District 2 City Councilmember Todd Loewenstein
<todd.loewenstein@redondo.org>; Christian Horvath – Redondo Beach District 3 Council Member / Mayor Pro
Tem <christian.horvath@redondo.org>; Nils Nehrenheim <nils.nehrenheim@redondo.org>
Subject: EIR feedback re: Healthy Living Campus
 
I continue to dispute the BCHD's ridiculous concept for a Healthy Living Campus. They assert,
based on studies of dubious origin, that Redondo Beach needs 420 elderly care units at this site
(Prospect/Beryl/Flagler/Diamond). In the South Bay, we in Redondo Beach already provide
numerous senior and assisted living facilities; we have nine senior and assisted living facilities,
while Manhattan Beach and Hermosa Beach each has a comically low number. The HLC would be
in a neighborhood of single family homes. A multi-residential complex of this scale would crush the
neighborhood character, not to mention fly in the face of BCHD's mission statement: "To enhance
community health through partnerships, programs and services for people who live and work in
Hermosa, Manhattan and Redondo Beach."
The HLC plan is a money-grab which would benefit a tiny number of residents who could afford
these units, and have dire consequences on the local community. BCHD representatives are
spinning the notion of "aging in place" to mean an elderly person no longer able to be in their home
would have the good fortune of at least living in the same town as where their home was. The
concept of "aging in place" should mean helping an elderly person actually remain in their home--
this is the true mission BCHD should be tackling—and it's one being tackled and successfully met
on national and global levels.
The BCHD reps said at their presentation two years ago, that they are a public agency and each of
us is a stakeholder. Our property taxes go into their budget and we have a say in what they do. As
the official designated entity of South Bay community health, they should be reminded that
Redondo Beach gets denser every day. In the last three decades, we have lost thousands of R-1
lots. Ironically, BCHD wants to do a project that impairs our health by causing more density, noise,
blocks sky views and light, and creates longer wait times in traffic. Further, BCHD is supposed to
be for the public at large, but this HLC plan would benefit only the very wealthy who could afford it.
Questions asked of them about whether there will be affordable units, are met with mealy-mouthed
replies hiding the fact that they will be striving primarily for market value units.
 
It's important to realize that the proposed site is zoned P-CF—(public-community facilities). It's rare
zoning intended for the entire community's use. It's eleven acres that could be a flagship area
befitting the BCHD true mission statement. The most recent iteration of the HLC looks like the
mothership from the movie Close Encounters of the Third Kind, smack in the middle of a mostly R-
1 Redondo Beach and Torrance neighborhood.
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The scope of this project is an insult on many fronts. The latest plan reduces the units from 460 to
420, and the height from 7 to 4 stories. The Kensington project on PCH and Knob Hill has 94 units
and two stories. This HLC project even in its reduced form, would be quadruple that size, twice as
tall, and in the middle of a small neighborhood zoned mostly R-1, putting major strains on both
Torrance and Redondo residents. A smaller monstrosity is still a monstrosity. And this isn't event
on a main strip, like PCH. It's the area between Flagler, Beryl, Prospect and Diamond.
Residential Care Facility is only a conditional use on this site, but this proposal is not even that—
it's senior housing. There are zones for such projects as this one, and they're called RH for
residential high density. RH4 in this case—if such a thing exists.
The only allowable uses for this site (P-CF) are: parks, parkettes, open space, recreational
facilities, and coastal bluffs. And even the conditional uses (of which Residential Care Facilities
are included), are intended to be and should be public-oriented. They are uses like: Adult
Education Centers, government buildings, agricultural, cultural institutions, performance arts
facilities.
We should honor the public intent of the zoning on this space—it is necessary and rare in our built-
out city. Instead we're seeing a greed-driven project before us, sold as BCHD solving a made-up
crisis. Given the necessity of a Conditional Use Permit for this project to move forward, it will come
before our City Council and Planning Commission in the future and I hope they'll consider what I've
said. The Healthy Living Campus is a bogus concept, and one that should be rejected en masse
for this area of land.
 
Thank you.
Lara Duke
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July 29, 2019 

 

Dear Mr. Meisinger,  

 

Here are my input to the upcoming EIR study. 

Main Concerns: 

 Project Scale - reduce size and pull buildings off of property line (privacy, shade concerns) 
 Project Duration - construction should be limited to 3-5 years (reduces multiple concerns) 
 Sea Breeze - create multiple buildings as to not block breeze (breeze concern) 
 Parking Structure Exit - all ingress/egress should be from Prospect, and not through our 

neighborhood (traffic concerns) 

 

Reference Section I, AESTHETICS 
1. A Key Viewing Location (KVL) to assess the impact for each attribute shall be identified from worst 

case vantage point for that attribute. (e.g. Shade: The impact to shade and shadow effects shall be 
assessed from vantage point of those residents just east of project site for evening sun, 5600 block 
of Towers St. Torrance, CA, etc).   

2. Impact to shade and shadow shall be provided in terms of increased shade time per month for each 
month across a calendar year.  For 'shade and shadow' impact, the report shall identify: the method 
of measurement; the standard and source for determining the method of measurement; the 
instruments that will be used in taking the measurement; the date of last calibration of the 
instrument; the frequency of calibration for the instrument; the firm who will be taking the 
measurement; the certification and training records for those employees taking the measurement. 
The report shall state the time of day that the referenced KVL will enter into shade for each day of 
the year.  The report shall provide a threshold for what change in shade and shadow that is deemed 
acceptable.  

3. EIR shall discuss issues and non-conformances related to California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA), as well as "issues related to conformance with the RBMC, City of Redondo Beach General 
Plan and other related City of Redondo Beach regulations governing scenic quality." 

4. Project is grossly out of place and too large of scale for the residential area that it is in.  The new 
buildings should be pulled away from the property lines and shifted to north side of the lot 
toward the Vons.  

Reference Section III, AIR QUALITY 

1. I challenge rating of Section 'd' of "Less Than Significant Impact", rating should be raised to 
"Potentially Significant Impact".  You are unaware and uncertain of the emissions that will be 
coming from this construction site during demolition and removal. Since this is a 60+ year old 
medical facility, there are unknown chemicals, toxins, asbestos, mold and carcinogens that could be 
become airborne without your knowledge.  

2. The report shall provide a list of pollutants that will be measured.  And for each pollutant measured, 
the report shall identify: the method of measurement; the standard and source for determining the 
method of measurement; the instruments that will be used in taking the measurement; the date of 
last calibration of the instrument; the frequency of calibration for the instrument; the firm who will 
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be taking the measurement; the certification and training records for those employees taking the 
measurement.  

3. The report shall calculate the amount (volume, weight) of construction dirt/dust/debris that will 
become airborne. The impacts from the airborne dirt/dust/debris shall be discussed and assessed. 

4. The report shall calculate the amount of chemicals and medical hazard that will become airborne 
due to construction. The impacts from the airborne chemicals and medical hazard shall be discussed 
and assessed.  Assessment shall include impacts to health (asthma, COPD, emphysema, cancer), as 
well as, cost impact from said health impacts. Assessment shall also include cost impact from 
sediment settling on personal property (cars, houses, inside homes, yards). 

5. Report shall address impacts to Sunny Glen park. 

Reference Section IV, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

1. Report shall address the presence of the Red Tailed Hawk that has been seen visiting our area and 
what measures will be performed to preserve their habitat. 

2. Report shall address the presence of the migratory birds that has been seen visiting our area and 
what measures will be performed to preserve their habitat. 

3. Report shall address the presence of the Palos Verdes blue butterfly that has been seen visiting our 
area and what measures will be performed to preserve or adding their food plant to the project site. 

4. Report shall contact the conservatories in our area to address the possible re-introduction of native 
wetland habitat for native species of animals, water fowl and plant. 

5. Report shall contact the conservatories in our area to address the possible re-introduction of native 
habitat for native species of animals, fowl and plant. 

Reference Section XVI, RECREATION 

1. Disagree that rating for item 'a' and 'b' would be "No impact", but would be at least "Less Than 
Significant Impact".  Use of regional and area parks from residents, visitors and workers would 
increase and therefore maintenance requirements for these parks would necessarily increase, in 
kind.  

Reference Section XVII, TRANSPORTATION 

1. Report shall address traffic impacts from increased number of residents, workers (daily commuters), 
daily visitors, delivery trucks, service personnel. Impacts assessment shall include traffic onto Flagler 
Lane.  Shall also separately include traffic to/from Towers, Redbeam Ave and Mildred Ave in 
Torrance.  

2. Impact from increased traffic WILL BE SIGNIFICANT.  Parking entrance shall be moved from Flagler 
Lane to Diamond Ave or Prospect Ave.  

3. Report shall address impact to public transportation system due to project, all construction phases 
and ongoing for the project year-over-year (YOY) (e.g. capacity, need, cost, tax increase, etc.) 

4. Although the project adds a single very short bicycle lane, there is an increased safety risk to cyclist 
and to pedestrian due the vastly increased amount of traffic. The report shall address the increased 
safety risk to pedestrians and cyclists in the area due to increased traffic.  The report shall indicate 
measures that will be taken to eliminate those risks.  

5. Report shall address traffic impacts from increased number of residents, workers (daily commuters), 
daily visitors, delivery trucks, service personnel. Impacts assessment shall include traffic onto Flagler 
Lane.  Shall also separately include traffic to/from Towers, Tomlee, Redbeam Ave and Mildred Ave in 
Torrance.  
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6. Report shall include in assessment impact of BCHD visitors and workers parking on Flagler Lane, 
Towers Ave and other surrounding neighborhood streets.  

Refe rence Section XVII, PUBLIC SERVICES 

1. Challenge to rating for 'c', Schools as "No impact".  Rating should be higher.  
 Homes of older residents that move into the facility will be sold, rented or other.  Younger 

families with school-aged children could move into the area and increase enrollment.  
 Families with school-aged children could move into the Beach Cities area for the sole 

purpose of being closer to their elder family members.  This will could increase school 
enrollment.  

2. Challenge to rating for 'd', Parks as "No impact".  Rating should be higher. Reasons explained earlier 
in document.  

3. Challenge to rating for 'e', Other as "No impact".  Rating should be higher. Similar to reasons 
described in item number 1 above.  
 
OTHER CONCERNS 

1. Report shall detail impact to Torrance water supply, water pressure, impact of FIRE DEPT (time or 
ability) of extinguishing fires.   

2. Report shall detail noise impact to Torrance residents during each of the construction phases and 
ongoing for the project YOY.  Noise from construction, building site, delivery vehicles, residents, 
increased traffic, workers, visitors.  

3. Impact from backfilling pulverized concrete into basement of old hospital… concrete may be 
contaminated with medical waste and affect water quality.  How could this impact water quality? 
Does it add carcinogens to drinking water?  

4. Should not allow pulverizing of construction material on-site. This act adds unnecessary dust and 
noise.  

5. Report shall assess impact to sea breeze to adjacent neighborhood - from perspective of Mildred or 
Towers Ave. 

6. Report shall address impact to privacy for homes on 19400 block of Tomlee Ave with the hundreds 
of new windows and people possibly staring down into the houses.   

Thank you, 

Jeff Earnest 

Tomlee Avenue Resident 
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July 29, 2019 
 
 
Dear Mr. Meisinger, 
 
I am a Torrance resident (Pacific South Bay Tract) and I reside in one of the homes located 
directly behind the BCHD proposed project. Like my neighbors, I have many concerns relating 
to health, air quality, traffic, and safety and other important issues arising from this project.  
 
Property Value 
 
One area of concern is the decline in property value. As a local realtor for almost 20 years, it will 
hurt our property value as it will degrade our neighborhood. If we decide to sell, we will be 
required to disclose in writing to potential buyers of the 15-year project as it will affect the 
incoming buyer. Who is going to want to pay top dollar for a home and deal with this burden for 
15 years? The Pacific South Bay Tract is considered the crown jewel in West Torrance and one 
of the most sought after neighborhoods with the ocean breeze and known for its quiet and serene 
community. The project will increase traffic and there will be a loss of the ocean breeze and 
privacy with the gigantic development looming over our homes. There will be a shade that will 
cast over the tract, and glare from the windows that will definitely impact homes on Tomlee and 
Mildred. These are just some of the issues that will negatively impact the neighborhood and 
decrease our property value.   
 
This massive development should be relocated to a central location in the heart of Beach Cities 
to better serve its residents, and not on the Torrance border surrounded by residential homes. The 
colossal project is so out of place. It doesn't appear to conform or to be compatible with the 
surrounding neighborhoods in Torrance and Redondo. The renderings only show it from an 
aerial view and do not provide the perspective from the Pacific South Bay Tract neighborhood 
which will be directly impacted. I feel it is necessary for BCHD to consider dramatically 
descaling the project and pulling it away from the property line or abandoning the project 
altogether.  
 
15 Year Plan / Health / Air Quality 
 
The proposal for a 15-year construction plan is preposterous and unconscionable. It is 
unreasonable to expect Torrance and Redondo Beach citizens to endure 15 long years of 
construction. The plan to pulverize on-site is unacceptable. There is no way to control the wind 
from blowing the toxins and debris into our neighborhood, Towers Elementary School and 
beyond. The elderly and the young and people with chronic pulmonary problems such as COPD 
and asthma will be severely affected.  
 
Traffic 
 
The proposed expansion imposes enormous traffic issues during construction and post-
construction. The underground parking located on Flager about 50 yards from the entrance of our 
neighborhood is unacceptable. The facility traffic should enter and exit via Prospect Avenue 
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which is a major street on the west side of the project. It should burden and affect Redondo 
Beach whose residents will reap the benefits from this development. Torrance will see an 
increase of traffic during construction and post-construction as the project is on the border of 
Torrance, thus, trucks and vehicles will be using Torrance streets and cutting through our 
neighborhood for ingress and egress. Towers Elementary School will be impacted and the 
increase in traffic present safety risks for children being dropped off and picked up.  
 
Ironically, this project is supposed to be a wellness center for Beach Cities residents but it 
jeopardizes the health and well-being of the Torrance and Redondo residents during 15 years of 
construction. While the Beach Cities residents will enjoy all the benefits and wellness care, what 
about the wellness of the Torrance residents? This proposal lacks any consideration for Torrance 
residents, the young and the old, especially those of us who live in the Pacific South Bay Tract 
whose health will be severely impacted. The well-being of Torrance residents should matter and 
be taken into consideration. I feel it is necessary for BCHD to consider dramatically descaling 
the project and pulling it away from the property line or abandoning the project altogether.  
 
Thank you for your consideration.  
 
Susan Earnest 
Concerned Torrance Resident 
Tomlee Avenue 
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From:                                             EIR <eir@bchd.org>
Sent:                                               Friday, August 02, 2019 1:32 PM
To:                                                  Meisinger, Nick
Subject:                                         Fw: Unhealthy Living Campus
 
 
 

From: James Ecklund <james.ecklund@yahoo.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 27, 2019 7:25 PM
To: EIR <eir@bchd.org>
Subject: Unhealthy Living Campus
 
I changed the name of this project just as I'll ask the Daily Breeze, the Los Angeles Times, and Torrance City
Council to say when referring to this unnecessary development.  I live in Torrance East of said project and will
not be supporting this as planned.  I have the following suggestions in an attempt to satisfy most
stakeholders:
Reduce the size of this structure and offer a business justification for the current plan
Move the building West to border Prospect where all the vehicles and patients MUST access this property at
controlled traffic lights.
Move the green space to the rear for the neighbors so they are not in a shadow all day.  
Most likely there are carcinogens, lead, asbestos, and possibly mercury present in old hospitals therefore
abandon any plans to break concrete or other building materials on site.
Restrict access to Prospect only, keeping all traffic out of the West Torrance neighborhood.
Add a truck delivery dock underground and limit hours of operation and restrict from using Del Amo Blvd.

James Ecklund
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From:                                             EIR <eir@bchd.org>
Sent:                                               Friday, August 02, 2019 1:35 PM
To:                                                  Meisinger, Nick
Subject:                                         Fw: living campus
 
 
 

From: Fred Fasen <fasen@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Sunday, July 28, 2019 7:27 PM
To: EIR <eir@bchd.org>
Subject: re: living campus
 
It is not a living campus. Its a assisted living facility for the elderly. It is just like all the other ones that are situated
around Redondo Beach.
The land is also public land. It  was not meant to be given away to for profit developers wanting to try to fit the square
peg into the round hole.
A project that is projected to be completed in 3 phases over a 15 year period is doomed to fail on so many different
fronts. 
Cost control over 15 years is impossible. The needs for year one will be completely different than the needs for year
15. 
Like all other projects designed for a small community this project is over sized and cannot be completely without
hazardous conditions 
surrounding the project from first truck of dirt to last truck of cement. 
Evdiently, it is not profitable enough to scale back the project to a manageable size and a controlable time frame.
The other problem, is that at the same time, the AES plant will be undergoing a change and will also take years to
complete.
Dueling projects in the same area only make each project more problematic and more expensive.
It is not time to re-create BCHD to an assisted for profit living facility without the citizens of Redondo Beach voting for
its 
viabitlity. You cannot take public lands away. 
 
sincerely.
 
 
Fred Fasen
1103 opal st
Redondo beach, ca 90277
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From:                                             EIR <eir@bchd.org>
Sent:                                               Thursday, July 25, 2019 10:15 PM
To:                                                  Meisinger, Nick
Subject:                                         Fw: BCHD Healthy Living Campus Master Plan - EIR Scope Meeting Comments
 
 
 

From: Jaime Garcia <jaimefgarcia@icloud.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2019 2:01 PM
To: EIR <eir@bchd.org>
Cc: Apple ID <jfgarcia1@verizon.net>
Subject: BCHD Healthy Living Campus Master Plan - EIR Scope Meeting Comments
 
 
Dear Mr. Nick Meisinger, 
 
 
As a 31 year resident of the Redondo Beach community directly affected by the expansion of the BCHD
campus, I would like to  provide you and your committee with my initial concerns:
 
1) 450-545 Living units is simply way to many people residing in and accessing this residential community.
 
2) The entire area surrounding the BCHD project is zoned R1&R 2 at best, for residential housing. This
massive project will directly impact the amount of traffic on all major roads leading to/from the project.
Including, but not limited to 190th St. / Flager Ln / Prospect Ave. & Beryl St., all of which are the major
access roads to/from the community and beach areas.
 
3) The sheer logistics of housing this many new occupants AND the many visitors to this single area will
greatly impact and congest the quality of living and the road ways of the thousands of residents living in this
long-time bedroom community.
 
4) Lastly, I do not object to remodeling and enhancing of the current facility, but it must be to “scale" for the
sake of all the long-time residents of the South Bay community living within a one mile radius of
the proposed project. As currently proposed, this build out will certainly create a massive influx of
traffic/pollution adversely affect the quality of life for the local residents. A “not so healthy living” for those of
us who make this area our home.
 
I also believe that any EIR will truly uncover the same logistical impact this large project poses to the quality
of life for the many residents of the local community.
 
Please do let me know that someone has reviewed and shared my concerns regarding the proposed BCHD
Campus project. 
 
Regards,
 
J. Garcia 
Redondo Beach, CA
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From:                                             EIR <eir@bchd.org>
Sent:                                               Friday, August 02, 2019 1:34 PM
To:                                                  Meisinger, Nick
Subject:                                         Fw: Proposed Beach Cities Health District Project
 
 
 

From: Marcia Gehrt <marciagehrt@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 28, 2019 1:57 PM
To: EIR <eir@bchd.org>
Subject: Proposed Beach Cities Health District Project
 
Attention Nick Meisinger, Environmental Planner
 
I am a concerned resident that lives at 19935 Redbeam Ave, Torrance, CA 90503.  I have been reviewing
the proposed plans of this project and realize the traffic, noise and health related concerns that this
project will mean for us.  I am a member of the Beach Cities Gym and love its convenience and classes
that I attend.  I am not against upgrades and improvements but given the location of the parking garage
as planned and the length of time this project will take, I feel compelled to write this urgent notice of
appeal.
 
The area on Towers just past the stop sign on Mildred before the turn to Redbeam is filled with
school traffic and  young children crossing the street.  The volume of traffic this project will produce will
place this entire area at an even greater safety risk than already exists.  
 
One solution would be to prohibit a right hand turn upon exiting the parking structure of the proposed
project .  Another solution might be to block the use of the entrance to this residential area from Del
Amo altogether.  This would help everyone in these residential areas. Please rethink your garage exit
and entrance and eliminate construction traffic from these residential areas.
 
Thank you for your consideration,.
 
Marcia Gehrt
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From:                                             EIR <eir@bchd.org>
Sent:                                               Thursday, July 25, 2019 10:18 PM
To:                                                  Meisinger, Nick
Subject:                                         Fw: EIR & BCHD
 
 
 

From: Terry Hartigan <the4u@verizon.net>
Sent: Monday, July 22, 2019 4:52 AM
To: EIR <eir@bchd.org>
Subject: EIR & BCHD
 

Terry Hartigan
19419 Linda Dr

Torrance, CA, 90503
310-371-7180

 
To: Mr. Nick Meisinger
Environmental Planner
Wood Environmental & Infrastructure Solutions, INC
9210 Sky Park Court, Suite 200
San Diego, CA 92123
EIR@bchd.org
 
Mr. Meisinger, my wife, Eunice, and I were at the meeting (07/18/2019 - West High School)
with the EIR people for the BCHD proposal. This was not one of the regular scheduled
meetings , but added to accommodate the need to express our neighborhood (just west)
concerns. The numbers, which were 100+, showed the interest and concerns of what BCHD is
projecting. Lots of frustration coming out of the meeting, since most of us look at this as a
Redondo Beach cash cow, that will only benefit BCHD, and ruin our wonderful neighborhood.
For an hour after the EIR presentation, we were allowed to vent our concerns. I have fifteen
pages of email notes from concerns neighbors! Forwarding is not necessary, since Mr. Bruce
Steel has done so already, but our concerns were about traffic, length of time and the
environment. The 90 foot wall, that will exist west of us, is a major concern, since it will eclipse
our light and air, especially for the homes west and across the street from BCHD.
It seems that most traffic issues for BCHD, on the east side (Flagler), would be
eliminated if all accesses and entrances were off of Prospect Ave! Like they are
now!! Drive through traffic and school safety are already major problems in and for
our tract!
Respectfully – Terry Hartigan
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PATRICK HENRY 
19601 Tomlee Avenue                          310-990-3100 
Torrance, CA 90503                            patrick.henry@marshall.usc.edu  
  
July 23, 2019 
 
Nick Meisinger 
Environmental Planner 
Wood Environment & Infrastructure Solutions, Inc. 
9210 Sky Park Court, Suite 200  
Sand Diego, CA 92123 
 
Re:  Beach Cities Health District Project 
 
Dear Mr. Meisinger: 
 
The impact of this project will be felt by the residents of Torrance, which don’t seem to be a concern 
to the Redondo Beach planners! 
 
Those of us who live on Tomlee Avenue in Torrance will be impacted by the multi-year construction 
project as we are consistently “downwind” of Redondo Beach.  The two pictures show the proximity 
of my house and the project, less than 50 yards.  In Picture 2 my house is denoted with the ‘blue dot’. 
 

 
Picture 1 

 

 
Picture 2 

Potential Asthma Inflammation - As an asthma sufferer the constant flow of dust and other 
construction particulates will invade my surroundings.  
 
Traffic Congestion & Access - Flagler Ln. is the only access to our part of Tomlee from the north 
(Picture 2).  During construction it is likely to be closed, at least part time. 
 
Impact on Pool – As you can see in Picture 2, I have a pool that will be constantly inundated by the 
residue of nearby construction.  If this project does begin, I am expecting to be compensated. 
 
My Torrance neighbors and I feel that the environmental impact on our lives should be considered! 
 
Sincerely,  
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From:                                             EIR <eir@bchd.org>
Sent:                                               Thursday, July 25, 2019 10:26 PM
To:                                                  Meisinger, Nick
Subject:                                         Fw: 515 prospect potential project
 
 
 

From: Mike Hirsh <mike@lastagecall.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2019 8:07 PM
To: EIR <eir@bchd.org>
Subject: 515 prospect potential project
 
Hello EIR folks,
 
While I am not opposed to the concept of this project, I am very concerned about what the effect on
local traffic will be.
 
Presently both Beryl and 190th as well as Prospect can be quite congested at any time, but particularly
when school is dropping off or picking up.
 
My ultimate question is just how will the extra traffic from this project be mitigated to not make the
locals finding themselves stuck in gridlock traffic?
 
Respectfully Yours
 
Michael Hirsh
527 North Lucia Ave.
Redondo Beach Ca. 90277
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From:                                             EIR <eir@bchd.org>
Sent:                                               Thursday, July 25, 2019 10:40 PM
To:                                                  Meisinger, Nick
Subject:                                         Fw: Beach Cities Health Project Comments
 
 
 

From: jmlake7@aol.com <jmlake7@aol.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 25, 2019 12:08 PM
To: EIR <eir@bchd.org>
Subject: Beach Cities Health Project Comments
 
I'm writing this e-mail in response to a recent notification regarding a giant new health and mixed services complex
near the corner of Beryl and Flagler Streets in Torrance, Ca.
 
I have many concerns but I'll only address my top three: significantly increased neighborhood traffic, inappropriate
aesthetics and pollution.
 
Traffic
 
 I've been a resident of the Torrance neighborhood just east and south of the proposed development for the last 35
years, Unfortunately, my house is very near the corner on one of the most used traffic short cuts through our
neighborhood. Drivers have used these shortcuts from Beryl (quite busy already) to major streets such as Del Amo
and Anza to our south and east. The situation now is a steady stream of mostly speeding vehicles that ignore all the
stop signs and roar around the corner without regard for any pedestrians, especially children going to a nearby school
and/or park or any of us backing out of our driveways. There have been many accidents over the years including the
death of one child about a half-mile into one of these shortcuts.
 
The proposed development includes a multi-unit assisted care facility, health club and other businesses that will
significantly increase this shortcut traffic and further degrade our neighborhood. The health club will have people
coming and going frequently in addition to many employees, doctors and emergency vehicles serving the assisted
living/medical facilities. All of this is made worse by apparently the only access to planned underground parking 
being located on Flagler about 50 yards from the entry to our neighborhood. Flagler St. in this area is totally within
the bounds of Torrance and all of us in the neighborhood will push hard for the city to close the street if the project
continues as planned. The facility traffic should enter and exit via Prospect Avenue (major street)  on the west side of
the development. Then it would primarily affect Redondo Beach whose residents will supposedly benefit from its
presence.
 
Aesthetics
 
My first thought when I saw the artist rendering of this development is that it looks like the headquarters of some
Fortune 500 company or maybe something out of a Star Wars amusement park. It just totally overwhelms everything
in that part of Torrance and Redondo Beach! Many of the proposed assisted care units will look directly down into the
backyards of many residents. The overall height must be near 100 feet and it would be built on a hill to boot. It would
simply destroy the quality of life for those residents nearest the facility.
 
Pollution
 
The project is stated to take 15 years to complete. During that time we will have all the construction vehicles and
their associated pollution traversing our neighborhood and nearby streets. The construction dust and vehicular
pollution will drift directly onto an elementary school not more than a couple of hundred yards away. There is a middle
school about a mile away. As mentioned above, this construction traffic will further jeopardize the safety of our
residents and especially the children walking to these nearby schools. This activity will also inevitably involve
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considerable noise pollution from all the trucks and other construction vehicles.
 
Summary
 
I realize it is unreasonable to reject all development of this land parcel, It is equally unreasonable for the residents of
our neighborhood and those nearby to experience the degraded quality of life threatened by such a massive
development. I can only hope the scope of this monolith can be reduced. All of us involved in resisting this totally
unsuitable development will be doing everything we can to stop it. Hopefully the leaders of Torrance will help us, even
if it means closing off access to our neighborhood from that area.
 
Jerry Lake
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From:                                             EIR <eir@bchd.org>
Sent:                                               Thursday, July 25, 2019 10:22 PM
To:                                                  Meisinger, Nick
Subject:                                         Fw: Construction adjacent to our home
 
 
 

From: Paul Lieberman <lieberman.lra@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2019 3:22 PM
To: EIR <eir@bchd.org>
Subject: Construction adjacent to our home
 
Gentlemen,
 
During the last construction period at that same site we had the following undesired negative effects:
 
*Dust covered windows
*Dust covered furniture in the house in spite of closed windows
* We have asthma breathing problems
*Rats fled from their homes under work site to our home
*Noise started early in the morning and continued all day
 * Road closings
* Reduced house value. Our house and garden are now valued at more than $1, 400, 000. We plan to
sell the house in the next 7 years. We expect that our house value will be lower by $100,000 by having
long term construction zone nearby.
* Increased traffic to new buildings. It currently takes more than 15 minutes to get to 405 freeway on
190 th street.
 
We vote NO on this long term construction site.
 
Paul and Ilse Lieberman
19815 Mildred Avenue
Torrance, CA 90503-1121
310 371 2198
LIEBERMAN.LRA@GMAIL.COM 
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From:                                             EIR <eir@bchd.org>
Sent:                                               Thursday, July 25, 2019 10:00 PM
To:                                                  Meisinger, Nick
Subject:                                         Fw: New construction at Beryl & Flagler
 
 
 

From: v minami <evirginias@hotmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 18, 2019 9:37 PM
To: EIR <eir@bchd.org>
Subject: New construction at Beryl & Flagler
 
Hi,
I am hoping that you can consider the impact your project will have on the residents nearby. Would you like
to live in a construction zone for 15 years? There are health issues for residents and pets I am sure with this
extended amount of noise and pollution. I would also prefer for there to be no entry to the site from the
Flagler/ Beryl side. I think it is Waze that made our quiet neighborhood into a short cut for some who don’t
pay attention to speed or stop signs. Towers Elementary’s back entry is here and I hope you can consider the
safety of the little ones. 
Thank you,
Virginia Minami 

Sent from my iPhone
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From:                                             EIR <eir@bchd.org>
Sent:                                               Thursday, July 25, 2019 10:10 PM
To:                                                  Meisinger, Nick
Subject:                                         Fw: Comments Regarding Proposed Beach Cities Health District Project
 
 
 

From: Mark & Donna Miodovski <dzahyna@verizon.net>
Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2019 12:25 PM
To: EIR <eir@bchd.org>
Subject: Comments Regarding Proposed Beach Cities Health District Project
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed Beach Cities Health District project. As a resident of the
adjacent housing tract to the east of the project on Redbeam Avenue, my comments concern the possible adverse
impacts that the project as proposed will have on vehicular traffic in our neighborhood. I look forward to reviewing
whatever changes and/or mitigation measures will be developed to address these concerns.
 
The Initial Study document appears to have an inconsistency in how it discusses proposed access to the new two-
level, 120,00 sq. ft. parking garage. On page 13, it notes that: "Access to this new parking garage would be via the
northern entrance along North Prospect Avenue and/or a new entrance off of Flagler Lane, located approximately 100
feet south of its intersection with Beryl Street." On page 20 however, it states only that "Access to this new parking
garage would be via a single entrance off of Flagler Lane, located approximately 100 feet south of its intersection with
Beryl Street."
 
Please remedy this inconsistency in your EIR. Access to the parking garage should only be provided along Prospect
Avenue, as that is the current traffic pattern for the facility. By providing a different access point for vehicular traffic on
Flagler Lane, you would be diverting substantial traffic into a residential community. In order to access the parking
garage via Flagler Lane, many motorists approaching the facility from the south and east will use Redbeam Avenue
and Towers Street as a cut-through, rather than use Prospect (then having to turn right at Beryl and right at Flagler).
 
As a resident of Redbeam Avenue, I can personally attest to the fact that many motorists already use our street as a
shortcut to avoid traffic on other major streets, such as Del Amo Boulevard, Prospect Avenue, and 190th Street. My
neighbors and I have been soliciting the help of the Torrance City Council and Police Department for many years to
crack down on motorists who speed through Redbeam as their shortcut; unfortunately requests for speed bumps
have been repeatedly denied. The City did erect a new stop sign at the corner of Redbeam and Norton Street (near
Sunnyglen Park), which has had a minor effect on vehicle speed, but not vehicle volume. If you examine vehicle
volume studies, you will see that Redbeam Avenue has much greater activity than one would assume for a small
residential street. I fear that by providing access to the parking garage from Flagler Lane, you would only exacerbate
the traffic situation in our neighborhood. Please reconsider the recommendation to place an access point to the
parking garage on Flagler Lane without effective mitigation measures.
 
I would also note that the large two-tiered stairway on Flagler Lane adjacent to the Child Development Center appears
to be excessive, if not impractical. Without a dedicated lane for dropping off users and visitors, cars stopping to drop
off and pick up passengers at this point will cause additional traffic back-ups. A more feasible solution would be to: 1)
eliminate the stairway on the east side of the project; 2) create a dedicated lane on Beryl Street for dropping off and
picking up passengers; and 3) expand the facility to the east (toward Flagler Lane) where the proposed stairway is
currently situated, and reposition the stairway to the west side (adjacent to the shopping center parking lot).
 
Sincerely yours,
 
Mark Miodovski
19710 Redbeam Avenue
Torrance, CA 90503
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From:                                             EIR <eir@bchd.org>
Sent:                                               Thursday, July 25, 2019 10:11 PM
To:                                                  Meisinger, Nick
Subject:                                         Fw: Beach Cities Development
 
 
 

From: Tom <otterpop5@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2019 12:59 PM
To: EIR <eir@bchd.org>
Subject: Beach Cities Development
 
Dear Nick,
 
It has come to my attention that a massive new complex is being proposed in the
current Beach Cities Health District campus.   We in the community have major
concerns as to this development.
 
First, the development is scheduled to take 15 years to complete, which will involve
years and years of noise pollution, construction, traffic delays on Flagler, potential
contaminants becoming airborne in the region including the possibility of asbestos
as the old buildings are torn down, etc.   We are very concerned about the idea 
of something like 9 years of construction and extreme noise pollution disrupting our
neighborhoods.
 
Of additional concern is the total disruption of Flagler and the Vons shopping
center by the building of a massive parking structure in that area.   It sounds like years
and years of construction work that will totally disrupt the surrounding communities
who depend on that street and that shopping center.   We do not want a parking
structure there.
 
We ask what are the plans to mitigate construction noise pollution and to avoid
contamination, particularly asbestos, from becoming airborne and affecting the surrounding
neighborhoods?
 
We ask what are the ramifications for wildlife and endangered species in the region?
 
We ask why the BCHD feels the need to impose an elder living facility in this area
when it was not requested nor desired?    We are concerned that the influx of 545 residents in that
area,
coming and going, plus buses to transport them, will clog residential streets
and change the quiet nature of our community.
 
We ask who is the funding sponsor behind this development and who stands to profit
from this "non-profit" development?
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We also ask how this massively tall set of structures will impact nearby houses by
casting permanent shadows over yards and houses below it which will reduce
property values in the area.  
 
In short, we, as a community, are against this development as planned and we resist
the imposition of it on our neighborhoods and the total disruption of our community
for 9-15 YEARS of construction.
 
At the very least, we request that this structure be reduced in size and scope and
that construction disruption of our community will NOT last years and years.   We
request a thorough environmental impact study be conducted that will address
wildlife in the region as well as LOCAL COMMUNITIES and how noise pollution and
construction and contaminants will impact the nearby neighborhoods.  We also
request that a study be done to assess the impact of this development on the future
of our community, from traffic to noise to influx of residents to disruption of the peace
and quiet of current neighborhoods nearby.   We also request a study of the impact
on school children walking to and from school along the affected routes and also
an impact on the local high schools and middle schools nearby.  Construction
and noise pollution will totally disrupt classes going on nearby for YEARS.
 
Please pass this along to the powers that be and consider it a firm resistance to this
project by the community at large.
 
Regards,
 
Tom Momary
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From:                                             Leslie Dickey <Leslie.Dickey@bchd.org>

Sent:                                               Tuesday, July 09, 2019 8:26 AM

To:                                                  Cristan Higa; Dan Smith; Meisinger, Nick; Ed Almanza

Subject:                                         FW: Is someone working on the rest of the construction traffic estimates?

 

FYI

 

 

 

Leslie Dickey

Executive Director of Real Estate

Beach Cities Health District

Leslie.Dickey@BCHD.org

Ph: 310-374-3426, x274

Fax: 310-376-4738

www.bchd.org

www.facebook.com/beachcitieshealthdistrict

 

 

 

THE PRECEDING E-MAIL, INCLUDING ANY ATTACHMENTS, CONTAINS INFORMATION THAT MAY BE
CONFIDENTIAL, BE PROTECTED BY ATTORNEY CLIENT OR OTHER APPLICABLE PRIVILEGES, OR
CONSTITUTE NON-PUBLIC INFORMATION.  IT IS INTENDED TO BE CONVEYED ONLY TO THE DESIGNATED
RECIPIENT.  IF YOU ARE NOT THE INTENDED RECIPIENT OF THIS MESSAGE, PLEASE NOTIFY THE
SENDER BY REPLYING TO THIS MESSAGE AND THEN DELETE IT FROM YOUR SYSTEM. USE,
DISSEMINATION, DISTRIBUTION, OR REPRODUCTION OF THIS MESSAGE BY UNINTENDED RECIPIENTS IS
NOT AUTHORIZED AND MAY BE UNLAWFUL.

  

 

From: "Mark Nelson (Home Gmail)" <menelson@gmail.com>
Date: Monday, July 8, 2019 at 1:02 PM
To: Ed Almanza <Ed.Almanza@bchd.org>, Leslie Dickey <leslie.dickey@bchd.org>

A-321



Subject: Is someone working on the rest of the construction traffic estimates?

 

As a first cut, I used FEMA guidelines for demolition/haul-away and a 300,000 sqft City of LA senior citizen complex's EIR
traffic estimates for inbound materials/inspection and I get about 30,000 total trips between excavation, demo,
concrete, materials and inspections, not counting any worker traffic that I assume will be all off-site with shuttles.  If not,
the numbers go up considerably. 

 

I'd be interested if you have anything underway or completed yet, since I'd hate to see this dumped on the neighborhood
late in the EIR process. The construction plan traffic plan is definitely a major sticking point. Several times at CWG I have
brought this up and proposed grading the Flagler & Beryl lot for use with heavy demolition traffic.  This isn't new info
from me.  Using the Prospect frontage only for heavy haul, debris, etc. is going to be a non-starter with the local
neighborhoods.

 

I don't want this to come out of left field ... since it's been served up several times before. 
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From:                                             Ed Almanza <Ed.Almanza@bchd.org>
Sent:                                               Tuesday, July 16, 2019 11:13 AM
To:                                                  Meisinger, Nick; Gira, Daniel
Subject:                                         Fw: scoping comments
 
Nick, Dan
 
Below, Mark responds to my earlier follow up questions, asking for more info on comments he made
before the NOP went out.  I'm glad to have this info, as it's useful for the EIR's description of existing
conditions as well as a heads up on potential noise sources and other issues of the project.  This and
future emails from him during the scoping period I will pass on to be treated as NOP responses.  (His
responses are at the tail end of my questions.
 
Thanks.
 
Ed
 

From: Mark Nelson (Home Gmail) <menelson@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 15, 2019 7:58 PM
To: Ed Almanza
Subject: Re: Still reading the NOP
 
see below
 
On Mon, Jul 1, 2019 at 6:40 AM Ed Almanza <Ed.Almanza@bchd.org> wrote:

Mark,
 
Thanks for sending these questions and thoughts.  
Yes, agree, the need for the project needs to be discussed in the EIR, and that relates directly to the
alternatives. 
The no project alternative is required by CEQA, of course, but the full range of alternatives is
developed as a result of the impacts assessment (it wouldn't be presented in an NOP).
Bldg heights and views from key public viewpoints -- will also be presented and discussed in the
EIR.  

 
 

Can you share more information from your earlier comment on existing operational noise generated
at the site?

There's a fair amount of late night noise that reverbs off the front of the bldgs and shakes glass across
the street.  I don't know if it's carpet cleaning or drain cleaning or stream cleaning - but usually 10PM -
4AM.   Periodic daytime shredder truck in front of 510 doors that makes a fair amount of noise.  last
example i recall was concrete cutting all night in 510, but must have had doors open, because it was not
contained noise.
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Do you have thoughts on any site-specific circulation hazards (existing conflicts between pedestrians
and vehicles, for example) in the vicinity?

I saw Dennis Heck was worried about crossing to BCHD for the gym.  There's a problem with egress
from the main entrance - BCHD traffic fails to yield when turning left/south and I have one car that was
hit (I still have it).  They also don't yield to pedestrians.  
 
Illegal U turns of north traffic at the 514 stoplight are frequent are are illegal lefts that run the red light
to turn into BCHD on southbound traffic.  
 
There's been a number of asks to separate the Prospect Frontage egress from the BCHD egress so they
don't compete.  pat flannery can give you more info of that. 

 
Thanks.
Ed
 
 
 

From: Mark Nelson (Home Gmail) <menelson@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, June 30, 2019 1:41:32 PM
To: Ed Almanza; Leslie Dickey
Subject: Re: Still reading the NOP
 
I don't see the no project alternative anywhere (or any other alternatives)  
 
As a public agency, it seems that at a minimum, BCHD needs to make the case that 1) adequate
housing would not be developed by the market for the service area, 2) other sites would have at least
equal, if not greater impacts, and 3) this housing would be at least as affordable, if not more
affordable than market housing for the service area.  The issue that's been brought up of this being
merely an economic engine for BCHD will need to be dealt with, because all the environmental
impacts flow directly from that issue.
 
Thx.
 
On Sat, Jun 29, 2019 at 8:15 PM Mark Nelson (Home Gmail) <menelson@gmail.com> wrote:

few questions
 
1) way back when, the CWG saw a plot plan that showed the new building footprints superimposed
over the existing.  can you send me that?
 
2) can you provide the specific heights of 510 bldg at the prospect frontage, and the heights of the
new building in phase 3?  It's a steep drop off on the road, so an easy height would be the one at
the north driveway.
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3) Any reason that you didn't provide estimates of truck traffic from construction?  I found a
350,000 sqft senior project CEQA from a few years back (started pre-recession, emerged something
like 201) and they had to have estimates for the traffic study, so I used theirs and non-worker
materials construction traffic is a pretty large number
 
4) having done more than one of these, I assume the CAD program of the architects can provide an
simulation from the frontage side of the road. Can we get that from a pedestrian standing at the
light waiting to cross from the west side, or, from the lot line of the owners in the 501-511 strip of
N Prospect?
 
Thanks!
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Robert and Arlene Pinzler 
1801 Stanford Avenue 

Redondo Beach, CA 90278 
bpinzl@gmail.com 

apinz@roadrunner.com 
 
 

July 24, 2019 
 
Nick Meisinger,        VIA EMAIL 
Environmental Planner 
Wood Environment & Infrastructure Solutions, Inc. 
9210 Sky Park Court, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92123 
 
RE: Comments on the Beach Cities Health District’s proposed Health Living 
Campus Master Plan Notice of Preparation 
 
Dear Mr. Meisinger: 
 
Please consider the following comments as you design the Draft EIR for this project: 
 

1) The plans for the proposed Healthy Living Campus are entirely conceptual at this 
point, according to Beach Cities Health District (BCHD) officials.  This makes it very 
difficult to determine with any accuracy the full range of potential environmental 
impacts.   
 
For example, according to BCHD officials, it is possible that the Health and Wellness 
Pavilion currently in Phase II of the proposed plan may never be built due to potential 
financial issues.  Aside from the fact that this feature has been presented by BCHD 
officials as a key element in its case for the Healthy Living Campus as a place where 
the health and well-being of the entire community would be promoted, this prospect 
poses serious issues for the current EIR process.  We strongly suggest that the Draft 
EIR process be postponed until the BCHD is prepared to resubmit a revised project 
plan that it can commit in much greater detail and with far greater certainty.   
 

2) Short of a revised project and delayed EIR process as described in item 1 above, the 
BCHD should commit to breaking up the EIR process for this project into three 
separate reviews.  The proposed Healthy Living Campus project currently has a three-
phase building plan, each phase lasting five years for a total of fifteen years.  Since 
anticipating potential environmental impacts that stretch that far into the future is a 
task best left to clairvoyants, the Draft EIR should include a commitment by the 
BCHD to providing an updated EIR for each of the succeeding phases in order to 
properly reflect reality on the ground. 

(Continued) 
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Pinzler, Robert and Arlene 
Comments on BCHD NOP 
Page 2 
 

3) Especially given the lack of any firm commitment from the BCHD on the 
maximum number of people who would reside at the Health Living Campus, the 
Draft EIR should rest all of its conclusions on potential environmental impacts on 
the maximum number of people that would be allowed to reside there under 
current law, and on the number of staff members it would take to ensure the 
facility and all its residents are well served.   
 

4) Along with gathering sufficient data on the increased traffic and noise that would 
potentially be generated by the Healthy Living Campus over current conditions, the 
Draft EIR needs to fully account for the expected increased call for paramedic, 
ambulance and hospital services in Redondo Beach and the surrounding cities.  This 
would include: a.) potential changes in emergency response times; b.) the impacts of 
an expected increased call for paramedic, ambulance and hospital services in 
Redondo Beach and all the other South Bay cities; and c.) the impact on county 
hospitals that would be expected to provide back-up whenever hospitals closer to the 
Campus are over-extended.  
 
In the case of Redondo Beach, paramedics do not transport patients to a hospital.  
This means that each call for service that results in a transfer to a hospital involves 
two separate vehicles trips.  All other South Bay cities should be asked to provide 
information on their current emergency responder practices, and this data should be 
included in the Draft EIR’s analysis of the impacts on emergency services.  
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Robert and Arlene Pinzler 
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1

First of all, why was our neighborhood, which would be adversely effected, the last to know. Just
because the city of Redondo Beach doesnt think it would effect our neighborhood they can just
propose this monstrosity and think we are not going to say anything!!!!

First of all the length of this project is very detrimental to all concerned in the area besides our
neighborhood. The Towers elementary school is directly downwind from this project and that dust
and noise will greatly effect the children attending that school I live on Mildred Avenue and this
would effect my health and quality of life I paid a pretty penny to live in this neighborhood and have
terrible allergies and the thought of the dust for 15 years is not gonna work for me. The traffic if you
close off Flager will be a nightmare leaving only redbeam which is also a nightmare to leave the
neighborhood onto Del Amo due to REDONDO's high school and junior high and this project would
just make matters 100 times worse.

I vote definitely NO and No to this 15 year project. There has to be another alternative than
disrupting the lives and endangering a whole neighborhood for Redondo's benefit.

Sheri and Rick Pruden
19915 Mildred Avenue
Torrance, ca 90503
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Steven G. Ramskill
Food and Beverage Director

ArcLight Cinemas | Pacific Theaters
120 N. Robertson Blvd
Los Angeles, CA 90048

+1 (310) 855-8205 direct
+1 (323) 363-3390 mobile

19402 Redbeam Avenue
Torrance, CA
90503
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Robert R. Ronne 

LAW OFFICE OF ROBERT R. RONNE, APC 
Post Office Box 3211 

Redondo Beach, CA 90277 
(310) 322-1696 

 
 

      July 22, 2019 
 
 
 
BY FIRST CLASS MAIL AND E-MAIL (EIR@bchd.org) 
Wood Environment & Infrastructure Solutions 
9210 Sky Park Court 
Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92123 
 
Attention:  Mr. Nick Meisinger, Environmental Planner 
 

Re:   Public Comments on Proposed BCHD Expansion Project 
 
Dear Mr. Meisinger: 
 
 It is my understanding that you are involved in the process of completing the 
scoping review and required analysis preliminary to the preparation of that 
Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”, in any form) which will assess the viability 
of the Beach Cities Health District (“BCHD”) proposed expansion of their campus 
located in Redondo Beach, CA, as outlined in their June 27, 2019 “Notice of 
Preparation” (“NOP”) document (all of which actions are hereinafter sometimes 
and generally referred to as “the process”). 
 
 It is my further understanding that the process, including assessment and 
preparation of the EIR, are governed by all applicable law and regulations, 
including but not limited to the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”, 
California Public Resources Code, §§ 21000, et. seq.); and, the regulations 
promulgated thereunder (14 CCR §§ 15000, et. seq.) 
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Mr. Nick Meisinger, Environmental Planner 
July 22, 2019 
Page Two 
 
 I am a Torrance homeowner, residing in an area (Tomlee Avenue) which 
will be directly, indirectly, seriously, and irrevocably harmed by the BCHD 
proposal, and make those comments below as a member of the public so that they 
may be part of the record, as a matter of right. 
 
 If I am mistaken in any assumptions, please advise immediately.  I have the 
following. 
 
1. Introduction. 
 
 A.  Purpose of the Process. 
 
 The purpose of this process as a whole is to insure that: “All phases of a 
project must be considered when evaluating its impact on the environment: 
planning, acquisition, development, and operation.”  (14 CCR § 15126). 
 
 A fair review of the record and process to date discloses that BCHD has 
made every effort to avoid that required careful, comprehensive, and detailed 
review of the impacts.  For example, page 20 of the NOP references Flagler Lane 
(a road wholly within the City of Torrance, and thus not within any of the 
municipalities which are part of the BCHD) as the “single entrance” to the newly 
proposed parking garage, as well as a potential entrance for other parts of the 
project. 
 
 Deliberately vague, where there is an entrance, there must be an exit.  That 
issue is avoided, as are the serious risks presented by a “single” point of access for 
massively increased traffic on a residential street.  This bald assertion without the 
ability for anyone to consider “all phases” of this project and their impacts is 
illustrative of BCHD’s cavalier approach to a serious process.  Based on that 
conduct alone, the project need be rejected as inadequately framed.  Therefore, this 
process may not proceed at all, until such time as legitimate submissions are made 
by BCHD which comply with all laws. 
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Mr. Nick Meisinger, Environmental Planner 
July 22, 2019 
Page Three 
 
 Further, even if the process based on current BCHD filings, applications, 
and proposals were allowed to continue (which should not occur), “alternatives to 
the proposed project” are required to be considered.  (14 CCR § 15126 (f).)  The 
full and fair review BCHD seeks to avoid would disclose the best “alternative” is 
no project at all. 

 B.  The Right of Public Participation. 

 Public participation is “…an essential part of the CEQA process”.  (14 CCR 
§ 15201). 
 
 Indeed, in the process “… the public holds a ‘privileged position’…”, which 
is based “…on a belief that citizens can make important contributions to 
environmental protection and on notions of democratic decision making."  (See 
generally Concerned Citizens of Costa Mesa, Inc. v. 32nd District Agricultural, 
Assoc. (1986) 42 Cal. 3d 929.)  
 
2.   A Review of the Narrow Scope Presented by BCHD Discloses the 
 Process is Flawed and Need Restart from the Beginning. 
 
 A.  BCHD Failures Which are Fatal to its Submissions. 
 
  1)  BCHD seeks to replace its own obligations with public input. 
 
 Regrettably, BCHD seems to ignore its own obligations by conflating the 
publics’ right to participate with satisfying its own duties.  The regulatory 
guidelines provide to the contrary, and state: 
 
 “Each public agency is responsible for complying with CEQA and these 
 Guidelines. A public agency must meet its own responsibilities under CEQA 
 and shall not rely on comments from other public agencies or private 
 citizens as a substitute for work CEQA requires the Lead Agency to 
 accomplish. For example, a Lead Agency is responsible for the adequacy of 
 its environmental documents”.  (14 CCR § 15020) 
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 The NOP carefully avoids a number of issues, which cannot be cured by 
scoping meetings, or public comment submissions.  In short, BCHD may not use 
the statements of members of the public (including this one) to either cure its own 
omissions, or to shirk its own legal obligations. 
 
  2)  BCHD need thoroughly address all significant impacts. 
 
 The superficial nature of BCHD’s submissions evidences its desire to avoid 
a legally complete EIR.  Thus, while BCHD nominally notes that the project will 
create significant impacts stemming from “noise and vibration”, “transportation”, 
and “air quality” (amongst many others), the stunning lack of details on items such 
as those is telling. 
 
 Just one example is found at page 32 of the NOP.  There, it is noted that a 
Torrance school, Towers Elementary School, is 350 feet from the project.  Without 
fail, this project will impact hundreds of children merely hundreds of feet away 
from the massive project.  By ignoring impacts, and simply nominally and 
cursorily referencing places and distances, BCHD offers no legally sufficient 
details on which a proper assessment and analysis can begin.  Further, such vague 
assertions blatantly and willfully seek to prevent the legally mandated and 
“privileged” public review of the project. 
 
 Another example is found at page 20 of the NOP.  There, Flagler Lane (a 
road wholly within the City of Torrance, and thus not within any of the 
municipalities which are part of the BCHD) is referenced as the “single entrance” 
to the newly proposed parking garage, as well as a potential entrance for other 
parts of the project.  That reference is buried in the middle of a paragraph, and 
reflects an attempt not to address impacts, but to conceal them.  We have no 
guidance from BCHD about how to begin to even assess how a sole area of ingress 
of what promises to be a commercial enterprise onto a residential street will affect 
transportation, noise and vibration, air quality, public services, or any of the other 
impacts identified. 
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 A fair review of the record and process to date discloses that BCHD has 
made every effort to avoid a careful, comprehensive, detailed review of the 
impacts.  Because BCHD has not come close to satisfying its obligations, their 
submissions are void and the process ends.  Unless and until BCHD makes a prima 
facie showing, they may proceed no further. 
 
 The rule is clear:  BCHD may not “…release a deficient document hoping 
that public comments will correct defects in the document.” (14 CCR § 15020). 
Because BCHD is attempting to do just that, the current process is void.  They 
must start over. 
 
 
 B.  BCHD Fails to Identify Every Significant Impact During “All phases “of 
 its Proposed Project. 
 
 BCHD must disclose and place within the scope of review all facts and 
issues which may arise from their project during the process.  Their obligation is 
clear, and non-delegable: “All phases of a project must be considered when 
evaluating its impact on the environment: planning, acquisition, development, and 
operation.”  (14 CCR § 15126). 
 
 As noted, even a cursory review of the process reveals that BCHD has not 
even come close to complying with its obligations.  Their failures provide further 
evidence of bad faith in even invoking the process. 
 
 
 C.  BCHD Impermissibly Narrows the Focus of Issues for Review. 
 
 BCHD seems intent on narrowing, minimizing, or outright ignoring their 
duty to identify impacts in a fair manner in order to permit the legally required 
proper scoping of the issues, along with informed public commentary. 
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 The rule is unambiguous:  The sufficiency of BCHD submissions is 
determined by whether they identified and analyzed “…the possible impacts on the 
environment and ways in which the significant effects of the project might be 
avoided or mitigated.”  (14 CCR § 15204).  Because the NOP attempts to narrow 
and ignore in their NOP impacts which are severe and pervasive, the process fails 
at this early stage. 
 
 By way of illustration, BCHD was obligated to identify and address factors 
which include “…the magnitude of the project at issue, the severity of its likely 
environmental impacts, and the geographic scope of the project…”.  (Id.) 
 
 Even a brief review of each of those three (3) required factors shows BCHD 
inadequately discharged even the most basic of their obligations. 
 
  -  Magnitude of project. 
 
 The project is massive, and proposed changes to the environment are as 
devastating as they are many.  BCHD made no effort to identify the magnitude of 
impacts, or place them in any context of how the project will be implemented, who 
will be affected, how, and to what degree.  To the extent any issues are mentioned, 
they are minimized rather than the impacts being fairly disclosed. 
 
  -Severity of impacts. 
 
 An impartial reading of BCHD’s submissions reveals they assiduously avoid 
identifying the severity of the impacts of their project. 
 
 Death, long term health hazards to all nearby residents and invitees 
(especially the vulnerable young and old, many of whom reside in, travel to, or 
spend the day in the impacted project zone) all are impacts that must be evaluated.  
One suspects that those impacts are ignored, omitted, and/or minimized as BCHD 
know that careful assessment of each significant impact would terminate the 
project. 
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  -Geographic scope of the project. 
 
 The scope of the sprawling campus proposed is staggering.  (See above and 
below discussions).  The project is so disproportional, so impractical, so out of 
character with its geographical surroundings that it will suffice to say that the 
overall environmental impact would be like placing the Titanic in my bathtub. 
 
 
3.  The Impacts of the BCHD Project are Negative, and Devastingly So. 
 
 We have seen over and over again that BCHD has shown bad faith in the 
process, which should require them to start over.  If, however, by some quirk of 
fate BCHD is allowed to continue the process, 14 CCR § 15126.2 (a) provides 
guidance on the minimum assessment and analysis that need be considered. 
 
  “An EIR shall identify and focus on the significant environmental  
  effects of the proposed project. … Direct and indirect significant  
  effects of the project on the environment shall be clearly identified  
  and described, giving due consideration to both the short-term and  
  long-term effects. The discussion should include relevant specifics  
  of the area, the resources involved, physical changes, alterations to  
  ecological systems, and changes induced in population distribution,  
  population concentration, the human use of the land (including  
  commercial and residential development), health and safety   
  problems caused by the physical changes, and other aspects of the  
  resource base such as water, historical resources, scenic quality, and  
  public services.”  (Emphasis added) 
 
 Any further BCHD efforts to advance the process (which should not be 
allowed until a fair submission is made, if ever) must at a bare minimum, include 
the following for analysis, review, assessment, consideration, and evaluation. 
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 A.  Significant Impacts. 
 
 Worth emphasizing, BCHD’s submissions contain nothing but vague 
generalities.  BCHD has provided no path by which identified impacts such as 
“noise and vibration”, “transportation”, and “air quality” (listed only for 
illustration) can be fully and properly evaluated. 
 
 For example, how much noise (how many decibels?)  For how long?  Who 
will be affected?  How?  What is the vulnerability level of those impacted (e.g., 
very young and very old)?  What is the cumulative effect of the noise?  
 
 Vibration from what source?  Trucks?  How many?  What size?  Where and 
when will these trucks be coming from (e.g., routes, road closures, and whatever 
else BCHD omitted)?  What contaminants or particulates will be emitted?  Who 
will they impact?  How will those people be impacted?    
 
 Vague, incomplete, and potentially purposefully evasive submissions are not 
what was envisioned or permitted by the CEQA. 
 
 
 B.  Direct and indirect impacts. 
 
 BCHD appears to “merge” all harmful impacts into one “basket”.  This is a 
practice which is used by those who prefer to conceal the discrete impacts which 
might be found at each stage of this multi-pronged, multi-decade project.  Thus, a 
fair discussion about the multiple and various age groups and populations affected 
is avoided.  Again, this is not what the law encourages or permits. 
 
 
 C.  Short- and long-term impacts. 
 
 The same problem exists here.  No effort is made to compartmentalize the 
impacts into time frames over the decades of the project. 
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 For example, at various points, traffic and transportation issues may be a 
nuisance for a short period of time but may create dangers of serious injury or 
death over other, more significant periods of time, including over the long term.  
By compacting time frames and vaguely addressing points, BCHD seeks to avoid a 
full, thorough EIR process. 
 
 By way of not all-inclusive examples of impacts, who will pay for the 
additional wear and tear on roads?  Will trucks carrying heavy loads on local 
streets (many of which are characterized by steep grades) be able to make it uphill?  
If they lose control on a downhill run, will escape lanes (such as seen on steeply 
graded highways) be necessary to prevent fatalities?  How will vehicles be 
prevented from careening into someone’s living room? 
 
 What routes will be taken?  Some are closed to heavy loads.  Others traverse 
directly in front of the Towers Elementary School.  That “impact” is too great a 
risk, but is ignored by the Lead Agency, BCHD. 
 
 BCHD (which by definition is an agency which only serves Redondo Beach, 
Hermosa Beach, and Manhattan Beach) proposes to use only Torrance roads 
during portions of construction.  For some parts of the project, they later use those 
roads exclusively for ingress and possibly for egress.  Where is the equity in 
placing the sole burden on a non-beneficiary municipal entity and residents?  Thus, 
yet another compelling example of BCHD ignoring impacts, especially those 
which are likely to lead to serious physical injury or death, is in the record. 
 
 In fact, a fair finding may be there are no routes which construction vehicles 
are either permitted to traverse at all; or, even if permitted, which may be safely 
traversed in order to access the construction project. 
 
 BCHD obviously would prefer to avoid evaluation and assessment of such 
impacts.  Yet, the law and rules are clear:  It was the obligation of BCHD to bring 
forward impact issues.  With certainty, this and other public comments will be 
incomplete.  As noted, the public is not expected to “fill in the gaps” for BCHD.   
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Hence, the process has not been properly invoked and must await satisfactory 
filings by BCHD. 
 
 D.  Health and safety impacts. 
 
 The impacts upon the “population” (one of the identified impacts, and a 
required area of discussion, “health and safety” under 14 CCR § 15126.2 (a)) are 
paramount. 
 
 Here the impacts from the BCHD project range (by way of example) from 
fatal traffic patterns and incidents to fatal health issues affecting the vulnerable 
(young and old) especially. 
 
 As to air quality and air borne toxins and pollutants, it should be emphasized 
here that it is not clear what construction materials will be used on the project, or 
what pollutants or toxic materials will be found during excavation.  (Apparently 
there is the potential for toxic soils, which might require reporting, remediation, or 
some other legally mandated action).  Materials contained in demolished structures 
which are released as the project progresses are at risk of forming “toxic clouds”.  
Toxins will float east with the wind, descending upon the children at Towers; on 
those in the abutting neighborhood; on the elderly who are home all day; and, on 
all others who happen to be situated yards east of the project on those days. 
 
 Bottom line:  These impacts, and more, are risks which create devastating, 
life threatening health problems.  The project impacts include irreversible harms to 
the nearby population.  Yet, BCHD choses to ignore the impacts on the children, 
the elderly, and anyone else who has the temerity to reside east of their project.  
The failure to include such serious and significant environmental impacts within 
the scope of the EIR is appalling. 
 
  -Safety Concerns and the young. 
 
 Even without the project, the number of incidents of drivers ignoring the 
stop sign at Towers and Mildred, as well as other instances of dangerous driving 
near the construction zone, are many.  Adding the project’s impacts will endanger 
everyone within the project area, especially the most vulnerable among us. 
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 Hundreds of children walk, bike, skateboard, or are dropped off daily within 
(BCHD admits) a few hundred feet of a massive construction zone.  Every day that 
population will be exposed to serious risk of injury or even death.  The 
responsibility for those impacts falls on those who would carelessly and callously 
propose such a dangerous project. 
 
  -Schools and the young. 
 
   =Summary. 
 
 Again, BCHD paints with a broad a brush, ignoring specifics.  In addition to 
the safety issues, “noise and vibration” admittedly created by the project occurs 
merely 350 feet from the Towers school.  By not being specific, BCHD hopes such 
impacts will either be ignored, or be seen as merely “inconvenient”.  Providing 
details risks disclosing the significant environmental impacts, which evaluation 
BCHD seeks to avoid. 
 
 While noise and vibration may be a serious impact for a healthy adult, the 
impact on a child can be so negative, so life changing, such a future destroying 
event that it would be unconscionable to allow a project to impose those harmful 
impacts.  Here are the facts which support that conclusion. 
 
   =Background. 
 
 The local Torrance neighborhood invites over 500 elementary school 
children into it every day.  We know that Towers Elementary School is identified 
in the NOP as being so close (350 feet) to the project as to be essentially part of 
and located within the project.  The Towers demographic is 5 to 10-year-old kids.  
Again, by not being specific, BCHD avoids a discussion of the range of impacts 
and harms caused by “noise”.  Even a cursory review of that type of impact shows 
us that noise and vibration do not create a trivial impact on children.  Rather, 
impacts are permanent, including learning deficiencies, along with physical and 
emotional harm. 
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   =Noise 
 
 The National Institute of Health supports this conclusion.  Here is a portion 
of their findings on the hazards of “noise exposure” to the school age population: 
 
 “Observational and experimental studies have shown that noise exposure 
 impairs cognitive  performance in schoolchildren…. In this Review, we stress 
 the importance of  adequate noise prevention and mitigation strategies 
 for public health”.   Emphasis added.   
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC3988259/ 
 
   =Vibration. 
 
 Not only is noise a documented health hazard, vibrations are frightening as 
well.  In light of recent events, we appear to be in an “active” period for 
earthquakes after decades of dormancy.  Children may easily mistake construction 
vibrations for a life-threatening earthquake.  That could be traumatic to a child in 
the extreme. 
 
   =Particulates and air quality. 
 
 Another impact is particulates (dust and maybe more noxious elements), 
perhaps in aerosol form, all of which are particularly harmful to the young body. 
 
 To make matters worse, the vast majority of the time, the prevailing winds 
flow directly over the project and onto and over Towers Elementary School, as 
well as nearby residential units.  The influence of those sea driven winds is so 
pervasive that air pollution and particulates have been discovered and scientifically 
documented to travel hundreds of miles inland.  It is more than foreseeable that 
whatever air borne materials are generated by the project will travel the hundreds 
of feet to Towers and residents. 
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 On top of that, all of the dust, aerosols, and other particulates will be emitted 
merely feet from a site where hundreds of children spend their entire day, much of 
it outside on the playground or open field (both of which are closest to the project). 
 
  -Elderly. 
 
 Abutting the project is a Torrance neighborhood where residents (some less 
than 100 feet away) may be at home all day.  Some are very old, and this project 
will not simply annoy them, but the impacts will include real harm. 
 
 Older residents are also more susceptible to the impacts of noise, vibration, 
and air quality.  Such events include impacts which are fatal for a frail or elderly 
person.  (No doubt BCHD current residents will also suffer from these impacts) 
 
 The National Institute of Health again speaks to the impacts of such hazards: 
 
 “Observational and experimental studies have shown that noise exposure 
 leads to annoyance, disturbs sleep and causes daytime sleepiness, affects patient 
 outcomes and staff performance in hospitals, increases the occurrence of 
 hypertension and cardiovascular disease… In this Review, we stress the 
 importance of adequate noise prevention and mitigation strategies  for 
 public health”.  Emphasis added.   
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC3988259/ 
 
 
  -Other impacts and concerns 
 
 Again, it was the duty of BCHD to identify proper impacts.  The public does 
not have fair notice of significant environmental impacts and is largely left to 
“guess” at what they may be. 
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 Until BCHD starts from the beginning and provides proper filings, one is left 
in the limbo.  The public has the right to a fair process.  If that occurs, it need 
include all impacts, including an evaluation of an increase in crime associated with 
construction sites (many projects employ 24/7 guards who live on site to mitigate 
that impact.  That does not solve for the abutting neighborhoods, however).  
Traffic deaths and injuries will follow the project from a variety of sources (e.g., 
the construction itself, and the increased traffic from a completed project, adding 
tinder to an already dangerous dynamic). 
 
 If, on the first day of proposed construction, Towers Street at the Flagler 
intersection could be closed, with Flagler becoming a one-way street as it heads 
towards Towers Street, and continues its one-way journey along Diamond Street 
out to Prospect Avenue, it is possible some impacts could be mitigated. 
 
 In all events, because all of those roads belong to the City of Torrance, either 
Torrance must agree or the project must completely fail.  Without a safe “flow” of 
traffic which eliminates the risk to children, and which allows the permanent 
burdens be borne by those who benefit from the project, no viable project exists. 
 
 The most likely result of a full and complete evaluation is that no safe traffic 
flow can be created because the magnitude, severity of impacts, and geography just 
won’t permit it.  BCHD has not adequately framed or scoped the issues to be 
addressed in the EIR.  (Perhaps BCHD avoided identifying all serious, significant 
environmental impacts as it dooms the project). 
 
 In addition, an El Segundo Blue Butterfly was recently spotted in the area 
near the project.  It may be that the protected endangered species of butterfly is 
attempting to restore its original habitat, which includes the project zone. 
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 Similarly, recently migrating water fowl are more frequently seen in the 
project area.  The project is located in the dunes, historically, as noted, the Blue 
Butterfly habitat, and all of which is part of a wetland ecosystem.  As such, 
migratory birds are federally protected.  Again, one can only conclude BCHD 
ignored in its submission these critical issues of the environmental impact on 
migrating species as identifying them would render its project not feasible. 
 
 In short, BCHD in its filings, including the NOP, impermissibly fails to 
address at any level the severe environmental impact on protected, endangered 
wildlife. 
 
 E.  Public services 
  
 The Torrance residents in the impacted zone draw not on Torrance water, 
but instead on the same source as BCHD does, California Water Service. 
 
 Even without added service areas, the water pressure is low.  To address this 
problem, a pumping station was added within the last several years at West High in 
Torrance. 
 
 This not a mere inconvenience.  The low water pressure could reach critical 
levels with added drains from construction, and then later adding service locations, 
such as those proposed by BCHD would enhance the impacts. 
 
 In addition, the water is at risk of becoming brackish, and frequent testing is 
done by California Water at Prospect and Del Amo.  In short, there are numerous 
water quality and water delivery issues which the project would impact. 
 
 Add to this the antiquated electrical system in the area, inadequate roads to 
serve current residents, commuters, and other users, one can see there are yet more 
additional serious environmental impacts which were ignored by BCHD, merely 
strengthening the conclusion that they are acting in bad faith during the process. 
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 Another excellent example of BCHD’s two-fold efforts to ignore impacts 
and to (covertly) transfer those impacts created by the project to residents outside 
of the BCHD district is the conclusion reached in the NOP that extensive fire and 
police service impacts will be felt only in Redondo Beach. 
 
 As noted, police services in Torrance will almost certainly be impacted.  
Similarly, fire services, especially for toxic releases (with excavation of old oil 
wells and demolition of old, perhaps asbestos filled buildings which might ignite) 
will be needed.  The Torrance Fire Department has experience in those areas, and 
will be called upon.  Beyond that, common practice is for neighboring cities to 
commit police and fire resources even in routine matters, let alone to toxic events.  
The proximity of Torrance to the project makes service impacts severe. 
 
 In the end, BCHD seems to have “carved out” impacts based on arbitrary 
standards which cannot serve as the basis for a proper assessment. 
 
 F.  BCHD is acting contrary to its stated public purpose. 
 
 The mission of BCHD is to foster “health”.  The project is dubbed the 
“Healthy Living Campus”.  In commenting on a prior iteration of the project which 
was even more enormous, Tom Bakaly, the CEO of BCHD stated the project was 
“stressing people out”.  (See the “Easy Reader” print newspaper, July 18, 2019 
edition)  He further stated, “That’s not OK for us…. We want to make sure we’re 
addressing all of the environmental impacts, and that’s why we need the 
communities help in determining those.”  (Id) 
 
 Two things. 
 
 First, the inconsistency between the project and the stated goals of BCHD 
evidences bad faith. 
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 Second, while public comment is necessary and privileged, the quote 
evidences the intent of BCHD to use the public comment as a substitute for 
discharging its own duties.  That is legally improper, as has already been 
demonstrated.  (Lead Agencies, including BCHD may not “…release a deficient 
document hoping that public comments will correct defects in the document.” (14 
CCR § 15020).) 
 
 The number and variety of impacts BCHD did not identify are so numerous, 
so serious, and so compelling that one wonders why if BCHD wanted to “make 
sure” all impacts were addressed, they didn’t. 
 
 G.  Projects that can’t be remediated or mitigated should not go forward. 
 
 There are too many omissions, too many impacts with serious, even fatal 
consequences which have not been addressed let alone identified.  Projects in this 
early stage are not ready to proceed with the process. 
 

Thank you for considering my thoughts. 
 
 

Very truly yours, 
 
      Robert R. Ronne 

 
ROBERT R. RONNE 

RRR/ 
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      July 24, 2019 

 
 
BY FIRST CLASS MAIL AND E-MAIL (EIR@bchd.org) 
Wood Environment & Infrastructure Solutions 
9210 Sky Park Court 
Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92123 
 
Attention:  Mr. Nick Meisinger, NEPA/CEQA Project Manager 
 

Re:   Public Comments on Proposed BCHD Expansion Project 
 
Dear Mr. Meisinger: 
 
 As a member of the public, and as a Torrance homeowner residing in an area 
(Tomlee Avenue) which will be directly, indirectly, seriously, and irrevocably 
impacted and harmed by the BCHD proposal, I provide public comments 
supplemental to my July 22, 2019 submission, all of which should be part of the 
record, as a matter of right. 
 
1)  Police Services. 
 
 In the NOP, BCHD provides incomplete and inadequate evaluations and 
assessment, causing an improper narrowing of the scope of the review of the 
BCHD project.  That tactic deprives the public of a full review and study of 
impacts, especially on Torrance residents, and as related also to the Torrance 
Police Department (“TPD”).  There are at least two significant omissions.  First, 
the focus of the NOP is on how police services (in Redondo Beach) might be 
impacted once the project is completed, which is many years down the road.  
BCHD has an obligation to address the impacts over the entire timeline of the 
project, from day one, through projected future issues. 
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 Second, in the NOP, BCHD essentially ignores how their project might 
impact services to the local communities which are provided by the TPD.  As an 
example of clear and obvious omissions in the NOP by BCHD, the first phase of 
the project is certain to make heavy use of Torrance roads.  The TPD would be 
required to investigate truck and other vehicle or pedestrian collisions, injuries, and 
fatalities occasioned by the BCHD project. 
 
 Further, any crime associated with the BCHD construction project 
(construction sites are “magnets” for crime) is unlikely to be confined only to RB.  
Yet, BCHD portrays as fact in the NOP that only Redondo Beach will be impacted 
by a greater need for police services; and, again, they focus only on some obscure 
point in the indefinite future.  Again, BCHD has a legal obligation to address every 
time frame of the project, every impact during each time frame, and to disclose 
each and every significant impact.  Their failure to do so is more evidence of bad 
faith. 
 
 In addition, one could reasonably anticipate that those committing crimes in 
and around the BCHD project would use Torrance roads as an escape route, 
implicated the involvement of the TPD.  Further, “crimes of opportunity” will 
follow once it is noticed that the construction site is not in a remote area, but 
instead is in a residential area. 
 
 BCHD simply ignores the fact that TPD services will be impacted by the 
project.  In addition to all of the above, other impacts could include the diversion 
of police resources, which is likely to a result in diminished response times when 
Torrance residents are in need of services. 
 
 These adverse impacts, outcomes, and results cannot be remediated or 
mitigated, which causes the BCHD project to fail. 
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3)  Fire Services. 
 
 Please see discussion above.  This impact looms large over Torrance 
residents because there is no doubt asbestos in the buildings BCHD proposes to be 
demolished.  Any fire occurring would not only cause the contaminated cloud to 
waft over Torrance (prevailing winds would drive it), a Hazmat response would 
also be necessitated.  With an oil refinery in Torrance, the TFD is expert in such 
matters, and would no doubt be called in by BCHD and Redondo Beach to assist, 
again depleting and diverting Torrance residents’ resources. 
 
 
4)  Water Services. 
 
 This point is largely overlooked because, yet again, because BCHD 
improperly and illegally narrows the issues.  Water resources are not discrete, but 
are systems, including wells, aquifers, and delivery mechanisms.  Thus, while 
BCHD includes some discussion in the NOP of water usage and related issues 
(NOP, pages 62-63), the discussion is again far too narrow.  BCHD focuses 
exclusively on Redondo Beach.  (Torrance is barely mentioned in the NOP, except 
in parts where BCHD shockingly checks “no impact” boxes).  This is the exact 
opposite of what CEQA requires.  BCHD is required to disclose all issues, not 
“cherry pick” to limit the EIR, and not to limit it only to impacts in BCHD zones. 
 
 Here are some (non-exclusive) issues. 
 
 First, because part of the Torrance water supply is well water, the BCHD 
project will necessarily impact those wells.  Will contaminants enter the ground 
during construction impacting water quality? (BCHD references “drainage” 
channels and “wastewater” vaguely and incompletely).  Will the project draw on 
local wells?  (The NOP discusses “water supply” and “reliability, but is again 
vague with a narrow, insular focus, mainly on Redondo Beach). 
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 Construction projects consume enormous amounts of water (a point only 
vaguely and incompletely referenced in the NOP).  Where will the construction 
water come from?  Will drawing that water deplete aquifers in Torrance?  Will 
drawing that water so close to the coast deplete wells and make them more 
brackish?  Will the project diminish water pressure?  To what end and impact? 
 
 
5)  Miscellaneous Points. 
 
 Torrance in general, including West Torrance, and the Pacific South Bay 
tract thereof, are those places which will be most impacted by BCHD’s project.  
Each is a “destination” spot for young families, those wishing to “retire in place”, 
and many others.  The impact of this project will essentially devastate an entire 
neighborhood, including the schools within that neighborhood.  To propose a 
project with that level of severe and irremediable impact, and then to fail to include 
any identification, assessment, or evaluation of those impacts in their NOP, is 
beyond bad faith and requires rejection of the BCHD project in full. 
 

Thank you for considering my thoughts. 
 
 

Very truly yours, 
 
      Robert R. Ronne 

 
ROBERT R. RONNE 

RRR/ 
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Comments Regarding EIR for BCHD Healthy Living Campus Master Plan 
 

One area of particular concern that has been heavily discussed is traffic impacts and the NOP 
has stated that the EIR will assess all aspects of traffic impact.  However, over and above increased 
traffic, is increased parking congestion; specifically, parking for the workers.  Once the parking lot is 
demolished for the new project, there may not be adequate on premise parking, construction workers 
as well as employees will likely park in the adjacent neighborhoods. What can be done to accommodate 
these cars?  Simply allowing parking in the nearby neighborhoods will create problems especially on 
street cleaning days.  Also, after completion, the addition of 360 assisted living spaces will require more 
employees from current levels.  However, it looks like there will be a reduction in parking spaces (from 
814 to 690); this will aggravate an already tight parking situation.  This needs to be assessed by the EIR. 

The NOP says that the Child Development Center will have curbside drop-off/pick-up.  This 
implies that there isn’t short term parking for drop-off/pick-up.  However, very few if any parents would 
drop off their 2 – 5 year old at the curb and have them walk in alone.  Also, at the end of the day I would 
assume all children must be signed out to an approved adult for security reasons; therefore, curbside 
pick-up will not work.  Unless there is a lot of curbside parking there will be high congestion at the curb 
as parents leave their vehicles to escort their children.  The need for short term parking needs to be 
assessed. 

All phases of the project will require hundreds of large trucks coming and going with many 
potentially going through the Torrance neighborhood.  These roads will degrade more rapidly than 
normal.  The cumulative damage on the neighborhood roads should be assessed. 

Will there be a period or periods of time in which the Beach Cities Health and Fitness Center is 
closed during the remodel?  If so the will the Fitness Center patrons be given other options?  The EIR 
should capture these impacts. 

Everyone is concerned about the impacts that the major remodel project proposed by the Beach 
Cities Health District will have on their daily lives.  It is inevitable that some impact will occur and the EIR 
will document this.  The question is what level of impact is acceptable?  In some peoples mind no 
degradation is the requirement; however, this is not realistic.  Some impact is unavoidable.  For each 
impact where does the ultimate authority lie to decide what is acceptable and what is not acceptable?  
Who decides if impact mitigations are adequate or if project scope changes or design adjustments are 
required to reduce impacts? 

 
David Sam 
20108 Tomlee Avenue 
Torrance, CA 90503 
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 Mr. Nick Meisinger, NEPA/CEQA Project Manager 
  

Re:   Public Comments on Proposed BCHD Expansion Project" 
 
We are residents of the short Tomlee Ave cul-de-sac across Flagler Ln from the vacant 
lot (19300 block). The proximity of the proposed construction to our home causes us 
grave concerns. Our cul-de-sac has 14 homes, 7 of which are occupied by retired 
senior citizens. One of our neighbors is permanently disabled and several others have 
respiratory and allergy problems. The excess noise and dust will have health impacts. 
 
Specific concerns: 
 

1. Public safety:  
a. Towers Elementary School has 600 students. The south west entrance on 

Towers St is right along the proposed construction traffic route. There 
have already been 4-5 recent accidents on the Redbeam/Towers curve, 
additional traffic will increase accident risk. The curve is already choked 
with parents dropping off their children between 8-9AM.  

b. The entrance to our little cul-de-sac would be blocked if there were 
significant truck traffic on Towers St. As it is, our visibility is very limited to 
Towers traffic, large trucks would make that worse. Truckers also have a 
superiority complex and think nothing of blocking intersections for their 
convenience. Since we have a large number of senior citizens in our 
neighborhood, we are also very concerned about the ability of emergency 
vehicles to get to our homes. The noisy trucks with their diesel fumes are 
objectionable, especially considering the long time frame of this project. 

c. Traffic in general is high in this neighborhood during rush hour due to non-
residents using it for a short cut to Beryl St. The stop signs that were 
installed to regulate traffic flow are largely ineffective because drivers 
simply do not stop, and we have little enforcement. 

2. Parking: 
a. Parking is very limited in our neighborhood. This is made worse on 

Tuesday for trash pick-up and alternate side parking Wednesday and 
Thursday for street cleaning. So, 3 of the 5 work days we have only half 
the full parking available. 
There will be hundreds of workers required to do the proposed project. 
Where will they park? A detailed plan is required to prevent our 
neighborhood from becoming a parking lot. 

b. The entry/exit of the parking garage onto Flagler Ln is a huge safety issue. 
There is too much traffic during rush hour and school drop off and pick up 
times to have additional traffic from the proposed child development 
center which would peak in this same time frame. A far better solution is to 
rearrange your plans to use Diamond as your parking entrance/exit. It is a 
little used street with a traffic light on Prospect. 
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3. Aesthetics: 
a. Having an 80’ structure in our back yard is objectionable. It will be an 

eyesore and have a negative effect on property values. You think of it as a 
60’ structure, but it is on a 20’ hill from our side. It is very obvious that no 
consideration for your Torrance neighbors has gone into this plan. 

4. Public Health: 
a. What is the impact to our water supply? How will you ensure no reduction 

in pressure, contamination or loss of service to our neighborhood which 
also uses the California Water Service? 

b. It is well known the dust and noise are detrimental to the health of children 
and senior citizens:  

 
The National Institute of Health supports this conclusion. Here is a portion of their 
findings on the hazards of “noise exposure” to the school age population:  
 
“Observational and experimental studies have shown that noise exposure impairs 
cognitive performance in schoolchildren….in this Review, we stress the importance of 
adequate noise prevention and mitigation strategies for public health”._ _Emphasis 
added.  
 
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC3988259/  
 
Not only is noise a documented health hazard, vibrations are frightening as well. In light 
of recent events, we appear to be in an “active” period for earthquakes after decades of 
dormancy. Children may easily mistake construction vibrations for a life-threatening 
earthquake. That could be traumatic to a child in the extreme.  
 
Another impact is particulates (dust and maybe more noxious elements), perhaps in 
aerosol form, all of which are particularly harmful to the young body. 

 
To make matters worse, the vast majority of the time, the prevailing winds flow directly 
over the project and onto and over Towers Elementary School, as well as nearby 
residential units. The influence of those sea driven winds is so pervasive that air 
pollution and particulates have been discovered and scientifically documented to travel 
hundreds of miles inland. It is more than foreseeable that whatever air borne materials 
are generated by the project will travel the hundreds of feet to Towers and residents. 

 
c. Dust will be in the air continuously during any major construction activity. 
Most of us do not have air conditioning and during the hot summer months 
keep our windows open for ventilation. Your project will force us to close our 
windows and live in hot homes. This can have serious health effects on the 
large senior citizen population in the Torrance neighborhood. We will also 
lose access to our yards during construction times. Who will reimburse us for 
extra cleaning costs? We get no benefit to justify such extreme inconvenience 
and health risks. 
 

WS-3

WS-4

WS-5

WS-6

A-433



 5. Other concerns: 
a. Every time the vacant lot on the corner of Flagler and Beryl is used our 
yard becomes infested by rats. What will BCHD do to prevent this? 
b. I operate an Amateur Radio Station. It is against Federal Law to 
interfere with the operation of any licensed radio station. What measures 
will you put in place to prevent interference? Radio Frequency noise 
generated by construction equipment, gym machines and any consumer 
electronics can be a problem. See 47 U.S.C. § 333 and related 
regulations. 
 
 

In summary, we feel insufficient thought has been given to the serious impacts to the 
surrounding communities. Your Torrance neighbors are being inconvenienced the most 
and have nothing to gain from this project. While we appreciate being involved in the 
planning process we will work with our city government to prevent this development as 
planned. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
William and Vivian Shanney 
19313 Tomlee Ave 
Torrance, CA 90503 
wshanney@verizon.net 
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Nick Meisinger:

I writing to give a voice to my negative reaction to the above plan which will impact our household at 19710 Linda Drive,
Torrance, CA. 90503. My husband and I are both in our 70's and have lived her for 42 years. We like the quiet
neighborhood where the air is clean and healthy for us. We both have allergy problems and construction at the above
site would definitely affect our well being. The noise with the construction over a 15 year time span would make it
unbearable for us. We currently use the Beach Cities Fitness Center so i'm disappointed how this is impacting all of us.

Our daughter went to school at Towers, Bert Lynn and West High School which I'm sure the children attending the nearby
school would likely be affected by the construction due to the air quality, noise, etc.

If you have any feedback for us, please email us.

Thank you.

Howard and Diane Shinmoto
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Paula Shoda
19602 Linda Drive
Torrance, CA 90503
July 28, 2019

Nick Meisinger
Environmental Planner
Wood Environment & Infrastructure Solutions, Inc.
9210 Sky Park Court, Suite 200
San Diego, CA 92123

Dear Nick Meisinger:

This letter is to inform you of my concerns regarding the proposed Beach Cities Health District project. It will
have a definite negative impact on residents in Torrance, more so than in Redondo Beach, because of its
location and design. Adequate notice was not given to Torrance residents in this area to voice their concerns.

Children’s safety is of paramount importance. The long-term construction project is merely 75 feet to the east of
Torrance residences, and only 350 feet away from Towers Elementary. Children walk along Flagler Alley and
Flagler Lane especially before and after school. Residents are aware of this walkway and are careful to avoid
these distracted pedestrians, but traffic currently is light there. The proposed subterranean parking garage has a
capacity of 199 cars. If they put the proposed parking entrance at Flagler Lane, they will drastically increase
traffic here and through the adjacent residential area. This planned entrance is already recognized in the report
as a possible source of hazardous conditions from causing traffic lanes to operate above capacity. Currently, the
entrance to the Bay Cities businesses is along Prospect. The project will put children and other pedestrians at
risk and subject our quiet residential neighborhood to dangerous business traffic. Keep the traffic on Prospect,
where it is at present. The project would also add obtrusive light and glare from almost 200 passing cars to
nearby homes, decreasing the residents’ quality of life. If the parking lot fills up, business patrons may take up
residential street parking in front of homes, as well.
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The close proximity of the proposed construction to Towers Elementary and Torrance residences is alarming,
considering the long list of hazards in the report. 15 years of increased exposure to air pollutant emissions seem
unsafe, unreasonable, and unfair. Oil, gas, benzene, asbestos, lead… prolonged exposure to our residents,
especially our vulnerable developing children, is not right. I trust that Beach Cities will guarantee to compensate
residents for any injuries from these chemicals, as well as damages caused by landslides or earthquakes during
and following the construction project, since they list these as potentially significant risks. Asking residents and
their children to bear 15 years of noise and vibration from heavy equipment is too much. How can our children
function at school with all these distractions? How can we rest in our own homes? The negative impact this
proposed project will have on our lives is irreparable.

Thank you for your prompt attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Paula Shoda
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Teresa Steele 
19420 Redbeam Avenue 
Torrance, CA 90503 
 
Attention: Mr. Nick Meisinger, NEPA/CEQA 
Project Manager 
 
Subject: Public Comments on Proposed BCHD Expansion Project   
 
Dear Mr. Meisinger: 
 
I am Pacific South Bay community property owner.  My husband and I moved to this wonderful 
neighborhood five years ago this August 3rd.  I am submitting my concerns about the proposed BCHD 
project referenced above. 
 
TRAFFIC 
 
BCHD’s plan to have the Egress/Ingress on Flagler (Torrance property) is a blatant attempt to keep 
Redondo Beach citizens from complaining about traffic on Prospect; where it should be and is currently.  
The traffic in our neighborhood is already a major concern.  When we purchased our home here, we had 
no idea that our street and overall neighborhood was a cut through for vehicles coming from Del Amo 
going North to Beryl or from Beryl going South.  In the last two years traffic through our neighborhood 
has easily doubled.  In 2015 we lost our legally parked Tundra to four 18-year-old girls who were taking 
4-20 seriously (they threw their bong under our truck). The driver drove into the back of our truck 
without breaking. Had my husband been unloading the back of the truck at this time he most certainly 
would have been killed.  This is just one of at least 6 accidents that have happened on Redbeam alone 
since we moved in only 5 years ago. 
There is a downhill grade of between 9-10% going south on Towers which turns onto Redbeam.  A good 
percentage of cut through drivers run the stop sign prior to the turn which creates a very dangerous 90- 
degree blind curve. One rainy night a cut through driver didn’t make the turn and ended up in our 
neighbor’s yard. Had her daughter not just driven away she would have been hit.  One of these days we 
will have a head on collision resulting in a death. Hopefully it won’t come to this before Flagler will be 
closed to through traffic going south! 
The EIR must assess the impact on our Torrance neighborhood east of the proposed project. There 
should be a traffic study that includes physical traffic counters.  The EIR should assess how these streets 
can handle the increased traffic or find that this significant impact can’t be remediated. 
 
HEALTH 
 
The idea that this project is deemed a Healthy Living Campus seems ludicrous when considering what 
the demolition will contribute to our neighborhood. We currently have a wonderful ocean breeze which 
will certainly bring all the dirt, dust and contaminants our way.  I have asthma and get a weekly allergy 
shot.  I know of elderly people in the neighborhood with COPD.  Children at Towers Middle school will 
be put at risk as well. The scope of the EIR should be expanded to include an assessment of the need to 
burden the health of the surrounding neighborhoods in both Torrance and Redondo Beach to benefit 
the Beach Cities as a whole. 
 
Thank you for your consideration of this very important matter. 

TS-1

TS-2

A-453



 
Sincerely, Teresa Steele 
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     Marianne Teola 
         1737 Van Horne Lane 
     Redondo Beach, Ca 90278 
 
 
 
Mr. Nick Meisinger, Environmental Planner 
Wood Environment & Infrastructure Solutions, Inc. 
9210 Sky Park Court, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92123 
 
 
The Beach Cities Health District Healthy Living Campus Master Plan is detrimental 
to the health and safety of the residents of Torrance and Redondo Beach.   
 
According to The Environmental Impact Report, “the Project could potentially result 
in significant environmental impacts to the following resource areas checked below”.  
The final sentence under Discussion mentions that this issue will be further assessed 
in the EIR.   What are the implications of further assessment? How will the community 
be notified that these areas have been corrected?  
 * I question the use of the word ”potentially” when sixteen of the twenty 
 areas have been checked. In the areas checked, fifteen areas have the 
 majority of checks in the area of “Potentially Significant Impact.” 
  *  Within the areas, based on the Environmental Checklist, the majority of 
 checks are under the column, “Potentially Significant Impact”.  
   Aesthetics (3/4)      
   Air Quality (3/4)  
   Cultural Resources & Tribal Cultural Resources (3/4)     
   Energy (1/2)  
   Geology and Soils (5/6)     
   Greenhouse Gas Emissions (2/2)   
   Hazards and Hazardous Materials (3/7)    
   Hydrology & Water Quality (4/5)   
   Land Use and Planning (1/2)    
   Noise and Vibration (2/3)  
   Population and Housing (1/2)    
   Public Services (2/5)    
   Transportation (4/4)     
   Utilities & Service Systems (5/5)   
   Mandatory Findings of Significance (3/4) 
 
Areas in Need of Further Clarification and Consideration – In reference to the 
Environmental Impact Report, the following items are in need of review. 
 * There are 320 parking spaces, but there is no mention of how they leave the 
 parking structure? Flagler Lane in Figure 3 looks like a street, when in reality it is 
 narrow and resembles an alley.  According to the plan, the entrance to the new 
 parking structure will be via the north entrance along Prospect/and a new entrance 
 off Flagler Lane.   
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 *Where are the pictures of Prospect in the morning when parents are driving 
 children to school? Where are the pictures of traffic in the afternoon on 
 Prospect? In Figure 3, there are four cars on Beryl Street. Depending on when this 
 picture was taken, this is not an accurate representation of that intersection. If 
 pictures are to be taken of traffic patterns, those pictures should accurately note day 
 and time.  
 
 * If distance between the Beach Cities Health District and schools in the area are 
 mentioned, then all schools that are impacted by this development should be 
 mentioned in the Environmental Impact Report. There is no mention of Parras 
 Middle School, which is across the street from Redondo Union High School. How is 
 the high school impacted and not the middle school a block away? 
 What about the schools north of this project and those students and staff: Our Lady 
 of Guadalupe on Prospect and Jefferson on Harkness, will they not be affected by 
 noise pollution, air pollution and traffic?  
 
  * Under Public Services, there is mention of dog parks?  There is only one dog   
 park. It is managed by Friends of the Dog Park. Public Works empties trash once a 
 week and provides some maintenance. The Dog Park is built on a landfill?  
 
 * This project is slated to last fifteen years, during this time, what guarantee is 
 there that the health of the community will not be compromised? What 
 guarantee is there that the value of our homes will not be adversely affected by 
 the construction.  During this time, the community will be subjected to concrete 
 particles due to pulverization; noise/traffic from cement trucks and heavy haul 
 trucks; air pollutant emissions; odor emissions from construction equipment 
 exhaust and application of asphalt and architectural coatings; the transport, use and  
 disposal of hazardous materials such as paints, solvents, oils, grease, and caulking; 
 possible contamination from the oil and gas well located on the empty lot; potential  
 impact from previous contamination (former underground storage tank), potential 
 presence of asbestos and lead–base paint, construction activities could degrade 
 water quality, etc.   
 
 * There is no mention of afternoon breezes or air current that permeate the 
 beach community. Will construction dust and pollution impact the citizens 
 residing in other cities of the South Bay?  
 
Construction of the South Bay Hospital and parking lot began in May 1958. The 
Hospital opened in August 1960. There have been many changes to the city with 
regard to population growth and residential growth. The hospital was closed in 
1998. Without the hospital, there is no need for Beach Cities Health District as it 
currently functions. Many of the health and wellness programs could be assumed by 
the private sector.  
 
 
July 29, 2019 
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To whom it may concern:

Pertaining to the Beach Cities Health District (BCHD) Healthy Living Campus Project, please consider the following
concerns. Most of these concerns have been voiced by others at the meetings though a few are new. I am just trying to
capture and document concerns already identified by others and add my additional concerns.

1. It appears notification may have only gone into Torrance within 0.5 miles of the proposed project. However students at
Towers Elementary live well beyond that distance. Please notify their parents.

2. The duration was described to be 15 years in total at the West High meeting. No one disputed that. Documentation of
the estimated time to complete on the BCHD web site also implies a similar duration. I have never heard of any
construction project of this size taking that long. This duration will be an inconvenience for everyone.

3. The removal of the existing building materials may involve hazards. These materials (potentially Asbestos etc) could
be carried into the neighborhood directly east of the project site. This neighborhood is in Torrance.

4. Note that the hazards discussed in item 3 may also be carried on to the Towers Elementary campus and the
playground and dog park just Northeast of the proposed project site.

5. As the breeze may carry the hazards into these areas during construction, once completed the breeze may be blocked
by the new buildings. That may cause an increase in energy use during the summer.

6. There have been several accidents over the years in the Torrance neighborhood just east of the project site. A
driveway into Flagler may contribute to more accidents due to traffic.

7. The risk identified in item 5 from traffic also applies to pedestrians and children. Note that the area on Towers St. just
west of Redbeam is extremely crowded with children during the school year at various times. The times vary due to
changes in start time, school closing time, and the existence of a children's YMCA program before and after school at
Towers Elementary.

8. The traffic increase may also increase noise in that neighborhood.

9. The project duration as described in item 2 is a concern as the construction may create additional noise, pollution,
hazards as defined it item 3, dust, and congestion in general that will go on for a long time.

10. A specific to item 8 is trucks driving on Beryl, will create noise that impacts learning at Towers Elementary and will
create a traffic and pedestrian hazard at the Towers Elementary entrance on Beryl.
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11. Another specific to children, is many Redondo Beach Union High School students take the Flagler alley as a walk
way to Diamond Street to get to school in the morning and take the same route to get home. Some of these students are
on skate boards. There may be a risk to them during and after the construction.

12. There is also a concern about dirt run off from the project site during storms. This may make the roads more slick
and increase the probability of accidents. Additionally it may be messy.

13. It appears that the shopping center just north of the project site may be impacted. Shoppers may be reluctant to
patronize the stores, shops, and eateries due to traffic, noise, dust and any other potentially harmful materials.

14. There is a concern of potential impact to property values in the Torrance neighborhood just east of the project site. It
may be very difficult to command market value when there is a lot of construction traffic, noise, dust and potential hazards
as described in item 3. An open house that experiences these distractions or sees the potential of these distractions may
limit buyers interest and thus reduce property values. This situation could turn out to be very unfair to the owners of the
property in that neighborhood.

In general there may be some severe negatives to Torrance property owners and renters, Towers Elementary students,
Redondo Union High School students, businesses (see item 12) and others who reside in the vicinity of the project
site. However it is unclear what benefit these people and businesses obtain from this project. There could be a "fairness"
that is very lopsided against these neighborhoods and businesses.

One observations is this site is surrounded by neighborhoods, businesses, schools, and playgrounds. Other designs
along Lomita Boulevard between Hawthorne Boulevard and Crenshaw Boulevard are not mixed in with neighborhoods
etc. Another comparison is Rosecrans Street between Aviation Boulevard and Pacific Coast Highway has similar designs
that are also not mixed in with neighborhoods etc.

Please consider these concerns in the Environmental Impact Report as well as the project design in general.

I look forward to any responses in meetings, environmental impact reports, and designs.

A Torrance Resident.

JV-8

JV-9

JV-10

JV-11

JV-12

A-467



1

AW-1

AW-2

AW-3

A-468



MW-1

A-469



PW-1

A-470



1

SW-1

A-471



BW-1

BW-2

A-472



BW-2 
(Cont.)

BW-3

BW-4

BW-5

BW-6

BW-7

A-473



BW-7 
(Cont.)

BW-8

BW-9

BW-10

BW-11

A-474



BW-11  
(Cont.)

BW-12

BW-13

BW-14

BW-15

A-475



BW-15  
(Cont.)

A-476



AW2-1

A-477



•

•

•

•

•

•

AW2-1 
(Cont.)

AW2-2

AW2-3

A-478



AW2-4

AW2-5

AW2-6

A-479



AW2-6 
(Cont.)

AW2-7

AW2-8

A-480



AW2-9

AW2-10

A-481



AW2-11

AW2-12

AW2-13

AW2-14

A-482



AW2-15

AW2-16

AW2-17

AW2-18

A-483



AW2-19

AW2-20

AW2-21

AW2-22

A-484



AW2-23

AW2-24

A-485



1

Hello, I want to express my opposition to your proposed project at the corner of Flagler/Beryl for a subterranean parking
lot and Child Development Center. The increased traffic and density is much more than our neighborhood can stand. I live
on Tomlee Ave, in the tract due east of the proposed project. The pass thru traffic is already bad and if this project goes
thru, then it will be impossible. I AM NOT IN FAVOR OF THIS PROJECT AS PLANNED, Mike Woolsey
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E-MAIL (EIR@bchd.org)                                                          Philip L Wu 
Wood Environment & Infrastructure Solutions                         19409 Mildred Avenue 
9210 Sky Park Court                                                                Torrance, CA 90503 
Suite 200                                                                                  July 28, 2019 
San Diego, CA 92123 
 
Attention: Mr. Nick Meisinger, NEPA/CEQA Project Manager 

 
Re: Public Comments on Proposed BCHD 
Expansion Project 

 
Dear Mr. Meisinger: 
 
Torrance Pacific South Bay is a very unique residential community. Its ideal location provides its 
residents the best living environment in the Torrance areas - it's one mile away from the Pacific 
ocean front. The sea breeze from the ocean provides fresh air and temperate weather all year 
round. Due to its exclusive location, it's like a gated community even though we don't have 
gates established. So the traffic and public noises are relatively light compared to the rest of the 
surrounding communities. It is for these reasons that we consider our community as one of the 
most desirable areas in Torrance. 
 
However, the proposed BCHD re-construction project is going to destroy our community for 
good. The damage to our living environment will be irreparable and the property value will also 
be substantially degraded. 
 
As a member of the public, and as a Torrance homeowner residing in the Pacific South Bay 
community, I am providing public comments to the proposed BCHD project as follows: 
 
TRAFFIC   
The existing traffic in the community is getting congested especially during school hours. Towers 
Elementary school is only a hundred feet away. With added vehicles during the 15 years of 
construction period, one can expect more traffic accidents and much less space for public 
parking as we have now. 
 
HEALTH 
15 years of construction work will certainly generate dust and unforeseen chemical particles that 
are harmful, especially to children and our elderly residents. BCHD must act responsibly to 
consider these unhealthful repercussions and to not jeopardize people's well-being. 
  
NOISE 
No one can endure 15 years of daily noise due to building demolition, ground excavation, and 
earth compacting. And yet, all of these activities are proposed to happen at just100 feet above 
our back yard. 
 
AESTHETIC 
The proposed facilities will be situated 60 feet on the top of the existing hill. It's like having a 
mountain at the back of our community. We would live under the shadow of BCHD's buildings 
most of the afternoon. 
 
In conclusion, I sincerely request that BCHD submit a new proposal which will not only mitigate 
all of my concerns, but also comply with the law (including CEQA). 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 
Philip L. Wu 
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July 28, 2019 
 
 
Mr. Nick Meisinger, Environmental Planner 
Wood Environment & Infrastructure Solutions, Inc. 
9210 Sky Park Court, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92123 
email: EIR@bchd.org 
 
Dear Mr. Meisinger, 
 
I have questions and concerns regarding the impact of the Beach Cities Health District 
(BCHD) Healthy Living Campus Master Plan project that need to be addressed in the 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR): 
 
 Aesthetics 
 
1. How many feet above the intersection of Towers and Flagler will the proposed 
building be? 

 
2. How many feet separate the proposed building from the property line on the east 
side?  Does the proposed project satisfy all setback requirements in all jurisdictions? 

 
3. What will be the length of shadows cast by the proposed building on structures and 
homes to the east during spring, summer, winter and fall? 

 
4. What intensity of glare will the proposed building and its windows cast on homes and 
structures to the east during the morning and to the west in the afternoon?  Will this 
increase temperatures anywhere in the area?  If so, where? 

 
5. What trees will be removed during construction?  Will there be green space 
separating the proposed site from the homes to the east and the businesses to the 
north?  If so, when will this green space be planted? 

 
6. What are the prevailing winds in the area?  Does the proposed facility block winds 
coming off the ocean to homes and structures to the east?  If winds are blocked, what 
temperature changes could occur to any homes/structures in the area?  

 
7. The proposed project is divided into 3 phases over at least a 9-year construction 
period.    What will this construction site look like over the 3 phases?  Will it just be 
exposed dirt? 

 
8. What will be the impact on residents from increased temperatures, less light, less 
vegetation, and blockage of wind? 
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Biological Resources 
 
 1. An assisted-living facility with up to 545 occupants is proposed.  What 
medical/biological wastes will be generated?  How will they be disposed of?  How will 
exposure to any toxins affect the elderly, the ill and the young in the surrounding 
neighborhoods and how can negative impacts be prevented?  
 
2. If the old South Bay Hospital building is to be demolished, what medical/biological 
wastes will have to be disposed of?  Will they be handled as hazardous waste meeting 
all government disposal regulations?  How will that impact those people downwind of the 
project? 
 
3. What carcinogens must be disposed of in the demolition of the buildings on the 
proposed site?   How will exposure to carcinogens be prevented? 
 
Geology and Soils 
 
1. What are the components of the dirt on the proposed site?  What amount of sand is 
in the dirt?  
 
2. Will pilings be needed on any portion of the site to stabilize the foundation?  If so, 
how would they be inserted?  What noise levels would be generated by pile-drivers?  For 
how long? 
 
3. What guarantees can BCHD provide that the slope to the east of the building site is 
stable, especially since it is proposed that part of that slope be excavated for an 
underground parking garage? 
 
4. An old capped oil well sits on a vacant lot at the corner of Flagler and Beryl.  The 
BCHD proposes putting a child development facility on or near that corner.  What 
contaminants are in the soil?  What carcinogens are in the soil?  If so, how will that soil 
be removed? How much soil would have to be removed?  What regulations must be 
followed in removing contaminated soil?  How does BCHD guarantee the safety of the 
children at the facility if there is contaminated soil? 
 
5. To build the proposed parking garage, a large amount of soil must be removed.  How 
much soil will be removed?  How many truckloads would it require to remove that soil?  
Which roads would these trucks have to use in the area?   Over the entire time of the 
project, how will soil removal, truck traffic, etc. impact people’s health; safety; air quality; 
exposure to hazardous waste, carcinogens, toxins, dust, or any other dangerous 
substances; quality of life?  
 
Hydrology and Water Quality    
 
1. If water is used to keep down dust during the proposed 9-plus years of construction, 
how many gallons of water would be required? 
 
2. Would there be water runoff and if so, how many gallons per day?   
 

SY-2

SY-3

SY-4

A-497



3. Beryl Avenue has a steep slope and often floods during rains.  Would any water 
runoff flow down Beryl from the proposed site? 
 
4. Would removal of the capped oil well in any way affect water quality in the area? 
 
5. Are there water pipelines in the areas of excavation?  If so, how will they be 
protected from any contaminants?  If any pipelines are broken, who is the responsible 
party for fixing them and who would be liable for any damages to property or loss of 
water service for any amount of time?  How will that water usage impact the viability of 
water resources in surrounding neighborhoods, including Torrance?   
 
Noise and Vibration   
 
1. The proposed plan calls for pulverizing concrete on site.  How many tons of concrete 
will be pulverized?  What tools will be used to pulverize the concrete on site?  Will 
jackhammers be used?  How many days will it take to pulverize the concrete?   How 
many hours each day will concrete be pulverized on site?    
 
2. Pulverizing concrete sounds like a noisy process.  What decibels of noise will be 
emitted?  How far will the noise travel?   
 
3. There are a number of schools within blocks of the proposed site (Bert Lynn, West 
High, Towers Elementary, Beryl Heights, Jefferson, Parras and Redondo Union 
schools.) If concrete is to be pulverized at the proposed site, what noise levels will reach 
the schools in the area?  For how long a period?  For how long each day that concrete is 
to be pulverized? 
 
4. What noise level is expected at the Child Development Center and the memory care 
units which will be located right at the construction site?  Are there federal, state and 
local government regulations regarding the maximum noise levels acceptable for 
children?   
 
5. What vibrations are produced by the construction trucks (both when empty and when 
full of materials) to be used on this project?  Will these trucks pass by or near schools?  
What impacts and harm could be caused by vibrations and noise and how will they be 
prevented? 
  
 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
 
1. How many concrete trucks will be required on this project? How many loads of 
concrete will they carry in total? (Is 3,000 loads of concrete the correct number?  If not, 
what is the projected number?) How many dump trucks and any other type of vehicles 
will be required to remove the dirt for the proposed underground parking garage?  (Is 
about 70,000 tons of dirt the correct number?  If not, what is the amount of dirt that must 
be removed?)  How many miles will be traveled by the total number of vehicles and what 
will be the total greenhouse gas emissions of these vehicles?  
 
2. If these trucks pass by or near schools or residential communities, do they have to 
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meet any EPA standards?  What are those standards?  How are these trucks monitored 
to ensure they meet all applicable environmental standards? 
 
3. If each truck does not meet environmental standards, is there a procedure for 
stopping the use of a certain truck or stopping the project until all vehicles comply? 
 
4. What are all the types of emissions that will occur during the lifetime of the project?  
How will each type of emission affect the health of people, especially the old, the young 
and ill or frail people over the lifetime of the project? 
 
5. How many old, young and frail people will be exposed to these emissions over the 
project’s lifetime? 
 
Land Use and Planning   
 
1. BCHD has distributed a number of brochures and other marketing/public-relations 
materials depicting what the buildings will look like upon completion.  The site sits in the 
middle of a largely residential area.  Does the large scope of the for-profit assisted-living 
facility fit in with the surrounding neighborhood?  Have surrounding “neighbors” been 
polled as to its suitability?   If so, how many households favored the building design and 
how many households opposed the building design? 
 
2. BCHD is a non-profit organization tasked with improving the health of the beach 
cities (Manhattan, Hermosa and Redondo Beach). How does a for-profit assisted living 
facility fit into its charter?  Can land acquired by a non-profit organization be used by a 
money-making organization?  Who or what organization will run the assisted-care facility 
and how much money does this organization project to make in its first 5 years of 
operation?  How much many would go to BCHD?  How would BCHD use that money?    
 
3. If BCHD is supposed to serve all 3 beach cities, why are these proposed facilities not 
more centrally located to these cities?  How far will Manhattan Beach residents have to 
drive to drop off children at the development center or use the fitness facility? 
 
4. How many square feet will the child development facility be?  How many children will 
this facility accommodate?  
 
5. How many square feet is the fitness facility?  How many people will use this facility?  
 
6. How many square feet is the for-profit assisted-living facility? What is the maximum 
number of residents that this proposed facility could handle?  What is the proportion of 
the maximum number of residents in the assisted-living facility to the total number of 
residents in the 3 beach cities?   Is this the best land use to benefit the maximum 
number of beach cities residents?  
 
7. A large part of the proposed facility backs up onto Torrance streets (Flagler Lane and 
Flagler Alley) and a Torrance residential neighborhood.   Has BCHD or anyone it has 
hired or anyone associated with the assisted-living facility contacted or consulted with 
anyone in the Torrance government or planning department?  If so, who and when?  
How has Torrance been included in land-use decisions?  
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8. As currently depicted, there is little to no green space to the east of the proposed 
buildings.  How many square feet of green space would separate the building from the 
residents to the east and south? 
 
9. There appears to be green space surrounding the proposed fitness facility.  Would 
anyone, including Torrance residents, be able to use that space for recreational or health 
purposes (such as walking, tai chi, picnics, etc.)?   This green space is right in front of 
the assisted-living facility so how are people to enjoy the space looking right into the 
windows of a care facility?  Wouldn’t public use of the space also disturb residents?  
 
10. This appears to be the worst location for these facilities to serve beach cities 
residents.  Have you addressed finding better locations for this project to serve your 
constituents?  What other locations have been considered?  Why did you decide this 
was the best location?                 
 
 Population and Housing 
 
1. How many people will reside at this proposed site when completed? 
 
2. How many people will work at this site on weekdays?  On weekends? 
 
3. How many visitors are projected each day?  (This would include family, doctors and 
other medical-support personnel visiting residents of the proposed assisted-living 
facility.) 
 
4. How will the increased number of residents, workers and visitors impact traffic, 
quality of life, crime, air pollution over the entire lifetime of the project? 
 
5. This project has and will cause enormous stress to myself and many other residents 
in the communities surrounding it.  What is BCHD’s plan to mitigate or eliminate this 
stress?  
 
Transportation 
 
1. Traffic is already challenging for those people living in the area.  Has there been a 
traffic study during morning commute hours, school start and end times, lunchtime, and 
evening commute hours in the areas on the north, south, east and west sides of the 
proposed facilities? 
 
2. Right now the entrance to the proposed underground parking garage is on Flagler 
Lane/Flagler Street.  What is the projected total number of cars that would be using that 
entrance on a weekday?  On Saturday?   On Sunday? 
 
3. What is the total number of people who will be working at the fitness center?  The 
child development center? The assisted-living facility?  How many of these workers will 
be using the parking garage? 
 
4. Will there be a drop-off point for the child development facility?  If so, where? 
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5. Is there a plan to prevent people from cutting through the Torrance residential streets 
of Towers, Flagler, Redbeam and Mildred to reach the parking garage entrance or to 
drop their children at the child development facility?   
 
6. There are several blind turns in the area of the parking entrance.  Has a traffic 
analysis been done for different times of the day on the Towers “curve” and the 
Redbeam “curve”?   
 
7. Has there been a traffic analysis done for Prospect Avenue on the west side of this 
proposed project?   
 
 
Mandatory Findings of Significance 
 
1. If I understand correctly, BCHD hired Mr. Ed Almanza as a consultant.  He in turn 
hired Wood Environment & Infrastructure Solutions, Inc., to prepare the Environmental 
Impact Report.    
 
2. Is BCHD paying Mr. Almanza?  Is BCHD paying Wood?  Is Mr. Almanza paying 
Wood?  Is there anyone not being paid directly or indirectly by BCHD analyzing the 
environmental impact of this 9-year (or more) demolition/construction project? 
 
3. Has there been any independent or government analyses of the geology at this site? 
 
4. Have any independent or government-sponsored  traffic analyses of the major 
streets bordering this site been done? 
 
5. Has an independent or government air quality analysis been done? 
 
6. Does BCHD have funding to complete this project?  What happens if there are not 
enough funds to complete this project?  Does the site become a partially-filled dirt lot, an 
eyesore or worse?  
 
7. How can a non-profit organization such as BCHD (with an operating budget of $11 
million —according to the BCHD website) afford to build a 420-unit assisted-living facility, 
a child development center and a fitness center?  How much money is this really going 
to cost and where is this money coming from?  What happens if the funding runs out?  
Will the neighborhood be left with and unfinished eyesore, a pile of dirt, or worse? 
 
Air Quality 
 
1. How many tons of concrete will be pulverized on site?  What percentage will end up 
as dust?   How much of that dust could become airborne?   How far can that dust be 
carried?    
 
2. Will dust from the proposed site affect the children in the child development center 
(since it is being built in Phase 1)?  How could it affect children’s health? 
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3. How do you plan to ensure that no dust reaches surrounding schools and residential 
areas?  What air quality monitoring systems are planned throughout the entire project? 
 
4. If any dust escapes the proposed site, what diseases can it cause or exacerbate?  
Can it cause silicosis?  Will people with COPD, asthma, respiratory or lung diseases be 
affected by this dust?  How?  
 
5. In excavating the underground parking garage, how much and what type of 
particulate and contaminants will be released into the air?   
 
6. Will all releases of dust and/or contaminants fall within EPA guidelines?  Is there a 
plan in place to guarantee that EPA guidelines are met? 
 
7. In the Notice of Preparation (NOP), BCHD indicates work at the site will stop for 2 
years so BCHD can obtain funding for the next phase.  What will be the condition of the 
site for these 2 years (or longer if funding is not obtained)?  Will there be dirt, dust or 
other material being blown about?  Who will pay for monitoring air quality during the time 
between construction/demolition phases? 
 
8. Can any escaped dust or dirt reach Sunnyglen Park, Entradero Park, Dominguez 
Park and dog run, West High athletic fields?  Will there be monitoring at each of these 
sites as well as any other public use spaces? 
 
9. Does BCHD have a plan to determine levels of pollutants and particulates at which 
the young, the old and the sick will suffer an impact on their health? 
 
10. When those levels of pollutants and particulates which adversely affect health are 
detected, will BCHD stop construction? 
 
11. Has BCHD notified the South Coast Air Quality Management District of this EIR? 
 
12. Diesel trucks emit diesel fumes which contain particulate matter.  How many diesel 
truck trips (one-way and round-trip) will be required over the lifetime of this project? 
 
13. What other toxic and hazardous air emissions will be caused by this project, 
including but not limited to: sulfur dioxide, lead, ozone, nitrogen dioxide, carbon 
monoxide, and fine particulate matter? 
 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials  
  
1. Will any of the following materials be located at or dispersed from the 
demolition/construction site:  hydrocarbons, asbestos, mercury, lead and/or leaded paint, 
concrete dust?   
 
2. What other hazardous materials might be released into the air, the ground or any 
water supplies because of construction/demolition? 
 
3. What is BCHD’s plan to prevent the impact of exposure to all of the above hazardous 
materials over the entire life of the project? 
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Public Services 
 
1. How long will it take for paramedics or other emergency services to reach the 
residents in the assisted-living facility located  behind the fitness center?  How many 
calls for emergency services are expected each year at that proposed facility?  Does 
Redondo Beach pay for these services?  How much is projected for the first year alone? 
 
2. Will there be an increase in noise pollution due to sirens? 
 
3. Has there been an analysis of the impact of increased crime as a result of 
construction, underground parking, fields left vacant, or any other causes over the 
lifetime of the project?  I assume there will be night shifts working at the assisted-living 
and memory-care facility so would the parking garage be open 24 hours a day?  Have 
there been any studies if this would be inducive to crime or use by the homeless?  
 
4. With construction traffic spread over a 9-plus year period, what effect on road 
conditions will there be?  Who pays for road repairs?  What roads will be most severely 
impacted?   
 
5. What would be the impact on police services over the lifetime of the project?  What 
would be the impact on police services for the safety of the underground parking 
garage?   
 
6. What is BCHD’s plan to prevent the adverse impact on public services (police, fire, 
emergency services, paramedic visits, traffic control, traffic violations and court 
appearances, and all other public services)?  Will there be additional costs to local fire, 
police, emergency responders, or any other public service?  Who would pay the cost for 
any additional services? 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Susan Yano 
19921 Tomlee Avenue 
Torrance, CA 90503
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