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From: Family Galins [mailto:agalins@outlook.com]
Sent: Monday, April 21, 2014 4.58 PM

To: List - City Council; Jason Masters
Subject: Mall Expansion

Please record my disapproval for ANY zoning variances for the MV Mall expansion.
In particular, | am opposed to any multi-tiered parking structure and the plans as they are constructed.

I live at 1500 Magnolia Ave.

My mother is a resident of MB as well living at 1300 Park View. She opposes any changes to the mall and is
directly impacted by the noise/dust during construction.

Neither of us are able to attend the various meetings.

| understand this project has been in discussion for a while although | am now just realizing the potential
impact to our corner of Man Bch.

Regards,

Joe Galins

1500 Magnolia Ave
MB, CA
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Kelvin Peyton
Director Southwest Region
Macy’s Real Estate

April 29, 2014

Dear Mayor Howorth and Council Members:
Re: Macy’s — Manhattan Village Shopping Center

As everyone is well aware Macy’s operates two stores at Manhattan Village Shopping Center.
Macy’s Women's Store is company-owned, while Macy's Men's Store operates under a lease
with our landlord RREEF. As the sole fashion retail anchor at the Center, Macy's has a vested
interest in the Center’s future. As such Macy’s has expended considerable time and expense in
participating in the development of site plans, and reviewing EIR resolution materials. While
Macy's recognizes the need to completely understand RREEF’s redevelopment, it appears the
seven years this project has been under City review has had a detrimental effect on the
Shopping Center. Other nearby projects continue to be developed and/or improved while
Manhattan Village continues to linger.

The City of Manhattan Beach needs to recognize the competitive forces that are at play in the
South Bay trade area. The ability to attract quality retailers and eateries is challenging
considering the upgrades and expansions that have already been approved and will soon be
under construction at El Segundo, Redondo Beach and Torrance. A redevelopment of the
Shopping Center as proposed by RREEF will allow Manhattan Village to better compete in
securing new vibrant retailers and retaining and satisfying our existing customer bases.

Considering the points made above, Macy'’s is asking that the community embrace the Center’s
planned upgrades. Macy's wholeheartedly supports this project and we believe additional
delays will only create unnecessary questions about the future of Manhattan Village as a
meaningful venue for quality retail.

In closing, Macy’s asks the Council to vote for the significant reposition of Manhattan Village — it
is important to get this project going now!

Sincerely,
Kelvin P. Peyton

KP/br

7 West Seventh Street, Cincinnati, OH 45202
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Subject: FW: Council Meeting 4-29-14

Liza Tamura

City Clerk

P: (310) 802-5055

E: ltamura@citymb.info
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From: Quinn M. Barrow [mailto:QBarrow@rwglaw.com]
Sent: Tuesday, April 29, 2014 5:28 PM

To: 'Mark Neumann'; Liza Tamura; List - City Council; City Manager
Cc: Richard Rizika; 'V Neumann'; Quinn Barrow (External)
Subject: RE: Council Meeting 4-29-14

Just for the record, the draft resolution was not “released late.” In fact, it was released early, well before the posting
requirements of the Brown Act.

From: Mark Neumann [mailto:Mark@columbiadevelopmentgroup.com]
Sent: Tuesday, April 29, 2014 5:06 PM

To: [tamura@citymb.info; CityCouncil@citymb.info; cm@citymb.info
Cc: Quinn M. Barrow; Richard Rizika; 'V Neumann'
Subject: Council Meeting 4-29-14

Dear Madame Clerk:

Due to the late release of the resolution, this comments are arriving at this time. Enclosed is a letter to the City Council,
to be distributed to all council member and included in the record for tonight’s meeting. Hand delivered copies will
also be delivered.

Thank you,

Mark Neumann

3500 Sepulveda, LLC

PO BOX 3357

1425 15™ Street #3357
Mahattan Beach, CA 90266-1357

V 310-546-5151
F 310-546-7676

Click here to report this email as spam.

NOTICE: This communication may contain privileged or other confidential information. If you are not the
intended recipient of this communication, or an employee or agent responsible for delivering this

1
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Subject: FW: Council Meeting 4-29-14
Attachments: 3500 Opposition to Resolution 14-00026 4-29-14.pdf

Liza Tamura

City Clerk
P: (310) 802-5055
E: ltamura@citymb.info
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From: Mark Neumann [mailto:Mark@columbiadevelopmentgroup.com]
Sent: Tuesday, April 29, 2014 5:06 PM

To: Liza Tamura; List - City Council; City Manager
Cc: Quinn Barrow (External); Richard Rizika; 'V Neumann'
Subject: Council Meeting 4-29-14

Dear Madame Clerk:

Due to the late release of the resolution, this comments are arriving at this time. Enclosed is a letter to the City Council,
to be distributed to all council member and included in the record for tonight’s meeting. Hand delivered copies will
also be delivered.

Thank you,

Mark Neumann

3500 Sepulveda, LLC

PO BOX 3357

1425 15" Street #3357
Mahattan Beach, CA 90266-1357

V 310-546-5151
F 310-546-7676



3500 Sepulveda, LLC & 13" & Crest Associates, LLC

April 29, 2014 VIA EMAIL

The Honorable Amy Howorth, Mayor

The Honorable Wayne Powell, Mayor Pro Tem
The Honorable Mark Burton, Council Member
The Honorable Tony D’Errico, Council Member
The Honorable David J. Lesser, Council Member
CITY HALL

1400 Highland Avenue

Manhattan Beach, CA 90266

Email: ltamura@citymb.info
Re:  Letter in Opposition to Manhattan Village Shopping Center Project (14-00026)

Dear Honorable Mayor, Mayor Pro Term and Members of the City Council:

3500 Sepulveda LLC 13th & Crest Associates, LLC and 6220 Spring Associates, LLC, as tenants in common,
are the owners of the Hacienda Building, located at 3500 Sepulveda Blvd (3500). We hereby submit this letter
in opposition to the Manhattan Village Shopping Center Enhancement Project, and request that you (1) deny the
Project, or alternatively and preferably, (2) continue the hearing to allow additional time to resolve our issues
with the Applicant, RREEF, so that we can fully support the Project. The proposed resolution 14-0026 was
made available to us only late Thursday April 24, 2014. We have not had an opportunity to fully analyze the
impacts this resolution will have on our property. We reserve our right to make further comments. Upon a quick
initial review the following are our initial comments.

1. Section 17. This section, together with Section 18, sets forth the basic grant of entitlements, subject to
the conditions that follow them. Section 17, however, is internally contradictory as well as in conflict with
certain conditions of approval, as follows:

(@)  The introductory sentence states that the resolution constitutes the Master Use Permit and Sign
Exception/Program for the Shopping Center and supersedes all previous site-wide and individual land use
approvals, with the exception of Resolution No. PC 10-03 (for the Vintage Shoppe) and Resolution No. PC 12-
02 (which is the amended entitlement for Tin Roof Bistro’s banquet facility). The sentence states that
Resolution No. PC 12-02 approves Tin Roof Bistro, when in fact it approves only the banquet facility, the
restaurant itself having been approved in Resolution No. PC 08-15.

(b) The second sentence states that “Neither the entitlements conferred herein, nor any condition set
forth in Section 18, amends, modifies, restricts, limits, revises or affects in any way the entitlements and
associated conditions applicable to the Wine Shoppe” [sic - should be the Vintage Shoppe] “pursuant to
Resolution No. PC 10-03.”

PO BOX 3357 — Manhattan Beach, CA 90266-1357- 310-546-5151 — fax 310-546-7676



3500 Sepulveda, LLC & 13™ & Crest Associates, LLC

April 29,2014
Page 2

(c) The third sentence states “Similarly, the conditions set forth in Section 18, do not restrict,
adversely affect or limit, in any way the entitlements conferred on 3500 Sepulveda pursuant to Resolution No.
PC 12-02 or any other action by the City.” It appears that the only condition in Section 18 that would affect Tin
Roof Bistro is condition 22, which allows operation of restaurants except between the hours of 2 a.m. and 6
a.m. This would provide expanded hours for Tin Roof Bistro, whose existing entitlement permit operations
between 11 a.m. and midnight. Therefore, the third sentence should be rewritten to read as follows: “Similarly,
neither the entitlements conferred herein, nor any condition set forth in Section 18, restricts, adversely affects or
limits in any way the entitlements and associated conditions applicable to Tin Roof Bistro pursuant to
Resolution Nos. PC 08-15, Resolution No. PC 12-02 or any other action by the City, and to the extent the
entitlements conferred herein or any conditions set forth in Section 18 provide for expanded rights, the
entitlements conferred herein and the conditions set forth in Section 18 shall prevail.”

(d  The fourth sentence states that the “Resolution confers benefits to 3500 Sepulveda, including
eliminating established limits on office, medical and dental uses, allowing banking uses up to 2,000 square feet
in size on its property (subject to condition 18e) where such banks were not permitted prior to this Resolution,
allowing additional space for restaurants, and increasing the permitted hours of operation and for the sale of
alcohol at the Tin Roof Bistro....” Where are the above referenced established limits defined? We are unaware
of them.

@) Under the Settlement Agreement between RREEF and 3500 Sepulveda, the entire 3500
Sepulveda building may be used for office, medical and dental uses, although only approximately 3,000 s.f. of
the building is now so used. So, unless the medical and dental office use in the RREEF-owned portion of the
Shopping Center decreases, the Resolution actually limits such use for 3500 Sepulveda (rather than eliminating
limits on such use) by allowing only 7,000 new square feet of office use within the entire Shopping Center
above that which now exists (although the Resolution is ambiguous — see item 2(e) below, discussing Condition
of Approval 18(d)).

(i)  Contrary to the assertion that the Resolution allows up to 2,000 square feet of banking
use on the 3500 Sepulveda property, Condition 18e actually provides that the Shopping Center may not have
any more bank space than now exists, that any existing bank space along Sepulveda Blvd. which is taken out of
service other than due to casualty or remodeling may not be replaced, and that that no new bank use is permitted
in any existing or stand-alone buildings. Condition 18e then goes on to state, confusingly, that new bank uses
are limited to 2,000 s.f. in area, which contradicts the prior language of the condition. It is by no means evident
that the new entitlements allow 3500 Sepulveda to have any bank use at all.

PO BOX 3357 — Manhattan Beach, CA 90266-1357— 310-546-5151 — fax 310-546-7676



3500 Sepulveda, LLC & 13" & Crest Associates, LLC

April 29, 2014
Page 3

@(ii)  Under the Settlement Agreement, the entire ground floor of the 3500 Sepulveda building,
consisting of 11,902 square feet, may be used for restaurant use. Condition 18f limits restaurant use in the
Shopping Center to 89,000 s.£., including outdoor seating. It is by no means clear that these entitlements
permit 3500 Sepulveda to have as much as 11,902 square feet of restaurant space.

Therefore, the so-called benefits conferred upon 3500 Sepulveda are illusory.
2, Conditions of Approval. There are issues with the conditions of approval as well.

(@  Condition 2 states that the entitlements lapse 4 years after the effective date of the Resolution
unless implemented or extended in accordance with Manhattan Beach Municipal Code Section
10.84.090. Given the length of the existing leases at the 3500 Sepulveda property, it is by no means certain that
any of these entitlements will remain available when the existing tenants need to be replaced.

(b)  Condition 3 states that “the provisions, terms and conditions set forth herein are perpetual”
[query — does this conflict with the language of Condition 2 which states that the entitlements lapse in 4 years
unless extended?] “, and are binding on RREEF, Macy’s, their respective successors-in-interest, and, where
applicable, all tenants and lessees of RREEF or Macy’s.” This omits any mention of 3500 Sepulveda and its
tenants, which raises the question of whether these entitlements actually benefit 3500 Sepulveda and its
tenants. Also, only RREEF is required to record a covenant indicating its consent to the conditions of approval,
but neither Macy’s nor 3500 Sepulveda, the other owners of the Shopping Center, is asked to do the same. If
RREEF fails to deliver the covenant, then the Resolution becomes null and void, including the parts applicable
to Macy’s and 3500 Sepulveda.

(© Condition 8 is problematic. It provides that upon submittal of any request for a business license,
or application for building permit, which involves the alteration or enlargement of any tenant space, or the
introduction of any new business within an existing tenant space, RREEF shall provide to the Community
Development Department an up to date site-wide tenant space chart which includes all of the tenants and
properties within the Shopping Center, including vacant space. The “information shall include the tenant street
addresses and suites, existing and proposed tenant, and evidence that the proposed alteration/tenant will provide
adequate parking and loading as required by applicable parking standard.” Does this apply even if the 3500
Sepulveda building is the one with respect to which the request or application is made? What recourse does
3500 Sepulveda have if RREEF fails to do so in connection with a 3500 Sepulveda request or application?

(d) Condition 11 sets forth a maximum amount of sign area for the Shopping Center, but does not
allocate any of that to the 3500 Sepulveda property. Accordingly, there is no assurance that 3500 Sepulveda’s
existing or future tenants would be allowed to have signage on the building.

PO BOX 3357 — Manhattan Beach, CA 90266-1357- 310-546-5151 — fax 310-546-7676



3500 Sepulveda, LLC & 13" & Crest Associates, LLC

April 29,2014
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(e) Condition 18 governs land uses within the Shopping Center, Certain existing uses are being
eliminated (i.e., Personal Improvement Services, Travel Services and Commercial Recreation and
Entertainment (including Indoor Movie Theaters). But in addition to the restriction of uses compared to
existing entitlements, clause (d) is ambiguous because it restricts medical and dental offices to 28,800 s.f.
(7,000 s.f. over existing uses), but it provides that the 3500 Sepulveda building may be used 100% for business
and professional and/or medical and dental offices, “as long as the total combined office square footage on the
entire Mall site does not exceed 98,100 square feet, and the parking requirements are met.” So, what is the
relationship of the limit on medical/dental offices to 28,800 s.f. with the cited sentence which appears to allow
the 3500 Sepulveda building to have medical/dental offices where the total for the Shopping Center would
exceed 28,800 s.f., so long as the entire office space in the Shopping Center does not exceed 98,100 s.f. and
parking requirements are met? It is, at a minimum, confusing and ambiguous.

And, since there is no separate allocation of parking for the 3500 Sepulveda building, what assurance is there
that any such uses will be available in the future?

Most of the problems inherent in the above issues arise from the fact that RREEF does not own the 3500
Sepulveda property, but is processing entitlements for it in this MUP. RREEF has demonstrated over time that
it is willing to frustrate the ownership and development of the 3500 Sepulveda property (including, but not
limited to, arguing that the 3500 Sepulveda property has no entitlements at all), and so there is no assurance it
will act in ways that protect the permitted uses (including entitled land uses, signage and parking rights) of the
3500 Sepulveda building.

Although the City is not a formal party to the Settlement Agreement, the City required it before allowing
3500 use of it’s building, the City needs to continue to play a role in helping the parties reach an agreement to
allow 3500’s full support of the Project.

Based on the above, we request that the City deny the Project, or alternatively continue this matter for

sufficient time to allow RREEF and the 3500 Building owners to work out their differences so that all parties
can fully support the Project.

Sincerel

e~

Mark A. Neumann, on behalf of
3500 Sepulveda, LLC, & 13™ & Crest Associates, LLC

cc: Richard Rizika — 6220 Spring Associates, LLC

PO BOX 3357 — Manhattan Beach, CA 90266-1357- 310-546-5151 — fax 310-546-7676
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LEWI S 221 North Figueroa Street, Suite 1200

Los Angeles, California 20012

E!Igg Eg\%‘g Telephone: 213.250.1800

&SMITHLLP Fax: 213.250.7900

ATTORNEYS ATLAW  WWW.lewisbrisbois.com

BRANT H. DVEIRIN April 29, 2014
DIRECT DiAL: 213.580.6317

BRANT.DVEIRIN@LEWISBRISBOIS.COM

VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL AND HAND DELIVERY

The Honorable Amy Howorth, Mayor

The Honorable Wayne Powell, Mayor Pro Tem
The Honorable Mark Burton, Council Member
The Honorable Tony D’Errico, Council Member
The Honorable David J. Lesser, Council Member
CITY HALL

1400 Highland Avenue

Manhattan Beach, CA 90266

Email: Itamura@citymb.info

Re:  Letter in Opposition to Manhattan Village Shopping Center Project (13-0444)
Based on Illegal Spot Zoning

Dear Honorable Mayor, Mayor Pro Term and Members of the City Council:

Lewis Brisbois Bisgaard and Smith, LLP (“LEWIS”) represents 3500 Sepulveda LLC 13th
& Crest Associates, LLC and 6220 Spring Associates, LLC, the owners of the Hacienda Building,
located at 3500 Sepulveda Blvd. We hereby submit this letter in opposition to the Manhattan
Village Shopping Center Enhancement Project, and request that you (1) deny the Project, or
alternatively and preferably, (2) continue the hearing to allow additional time to resolve our issues.
with the Applicant, RREEF, so that we can fully support the Project.

We have met as late as today, Tuesday, at 1pm with RREEF’s ref)l’esentatives, to try to
resolve our difference with the Applicant, but no resolution has been reached.

With additional time, we will continue to meet with RREEF’s representatives in good faith
to resolve our difference, but until our issues are resolved with RREEF, we are in opposition to the
Project. '

ATLANTA * BEAUMONT ¢ BOSTON » CHARLESTON ¢ CHICAGO * DALLAS * DENVER * FORT LAUDERDALE * HOUSTON LA QUINTA ¢ LAFAYETTE © LAS VEGAS « LOS ANGELES * MADISON COUNTY
NEW ORLEANS * NEWYORK ¢ NEWARK » ORANGE COUNTY © PHILADELPHIA « PHOENIX © SACRAMENTO * SAN BERNARDINO » SAN DIEGO * SAN FRANCISCO  SEATILE * TAMPA « TEMECULA = TUCSON

4848-7955-2794.4



The Honorable Amy Howorth, Mayor

The Honorable Wayne Powell, Mayor Pro Tem
The Honorable Mark Burton, Council Member
The Honorable Tony D’Errico, Council Member
The Honorable David J. Lesser, Council Member
April 29, 2014

Page 2

As you are aware, in the current Master Use Permit governing the Hacienda Building, and as
stated in the 2008 Settlement Agreement between the Hacienda Building owners and RREEF, the
Hacienda Building owners currently have the discretion to use their property entirely for
professional office, medical office or retail use, or other allowed uses, in any combination of square
footage, as determined by the Hacienda Building owners.

The draft Resolution No. RES. 14-00026, Section 13 vi., page 4 of 38, states (paraphrasing)
that medical and dental offices will be limited in square footage. Exceeding 28,800 square feet
would increase the parking and traffic demand and capacity and thus no more than 28,800 square
footage of medical use will be allowed. Then, Section 18d, pages 25 and 26 of 38, states that “The
3500 Sepulveda Boulevard building may be occupied with 100% Business and Professional and/or
Medical and Dental offices, as long as the total office combined square footage of the entire Mall
site does not exceed 98,100 square feet, and the parking requirements are met.”

Thus, the Resolution on pages 4, 25 and 26, clearly do not preserve for the Hacienda
Building owners, their discretion over the square footage, but rather, clearly restrict the Hacienda
building to limited medical and other office use, because of the added square feet limit and parking
requirements.

Moreover, as was raised with RREEF in the meeting this afternoon, the Hacienda Building
appears to be prohibited under the Resolution from banking, personal and travel service businesses,
and entertainment and recreational uses, all of which the Hacienda Building is current using or
enjoys under the current use permit.

In sum, the Resolution appears to pay only “lip service” to preserving the Hacienda Building
owners’ existing discretion, but in actuality clearly removes the very discretion the Hacienda
Building have always enjoyed and relied upon.

The above restrictions on the Hacienda Building’s use must be removed or at least
clarified to preserve the existing discretion of the Hacienda Building owners.

Further, if the restrictions are not removed and the owners’ discretion preserved, then
these limits on the Hacienda Building are impermissible spot zoning by the City. Spot zoning is
objectionable where a small parcel is restricted and given less rights than the surrounding property
or where the “spot” is not an island but connected to a like zone. (See Wilkins v. City of San
Bernardino (1946) 29 Cal.2d 332, 338-340; Avenida San Juan Partnership v. City of San Clemente
(2011) 201 Cal.App.4th 1256; see also Tandy v. City of Oakland (1962) 208 Cal.App.2d 609; see
also Case v. City of Los Angeles (1956) 142 Cal.App.2d 66.) The restrictions on the Hacienda

LEWIS BRISBOIS BISGAARD & SMITH LLP * www.lewisbrisbois.com
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The Honorable Amy Howorth, Mayor

The Honorable Wayne Powell, Mayor Pro Tem
The Honorable Mark Burton, Council Member
The Honorable Tony D’Errico, Council Member
The Honorable David J. Lesser, Council Member
April 29, 2014

Page 3

Building amount to spot zoning because no other land owners in the Mall are singled out as is the
Hacienda Building.

It is black letter law that local land use restrictions cannot be arbitrary and discriminatory.
(See Wilkins v. City of San Bernardino, supra, 29 Cal.2d at 338-339; see, e.g., Hamer v. Town of
Ross (1963) 59 Cal.2d 776, 781-783; Skalko v. City of Sunnyvale (1939) 14 Cal.2d 213, 215-216;
Reynolds v. Barrett (1938) 12 Cal.2d 244, 251; Viso v. State of California (1979) 92 Cal.App.3d 15
22; Morris v. City of Los Angeles (1953) 116 Cal.App.2d 856, 861, 863.)

2

In addition to the above, we still have issues with RREEF related to the violation of the
Construction Operation and Reciprocal Easement Agreement (COREA) mandatory parking
requirement, which must be maintained at all times at the Mall, and the COREA’s requirement of
obtaining consent of all Mall owners prior to adding any addltlonal property to the Mall. (See the
letter to RREEF from Mark Neumann, which is attached.)

Although the City is not a formal party to the COREA or the Settlement Agreement, even
though the City required the Settlement Agreement, the City needs to continue to play a role in
helping the parties reach an agreement to allow full support of the Project.

Based on the above, we request that the City deny the Project, or alternatively continue this

matter for sufficient time to allow RREEF and the Hacienda Building owners to work out their
differences so that all parties can fully support the Project.

Respecttully submltted

o

Brant H. Dvéifin of
LEWIS BRISBOIS BISGAARD & SMITH LLP

BHD:nv

ce: Quinn Barrow, City Attorney (via email/ gbarrow@rwglaw.com)
Nicole Martin, Esq.

LEWIS BRISBOIS BISGAARD & SMITH LLP ¢ www.lewisbrisbois.com

4848-7955-2794.4



3500 Sepulveda, LLC & 13" & Crest Associates, LLC

April 25,2014 VIA EMAIL

Mr. Mark English

RREEF America REIT II CORP BBB
101 California Street, Suite 2600

San Francisco, CA 94111-5836

Re: Manhattan Village Mall Enhancement, Manhattan Beach, CA

Dear Mark:

Thank you for providing the latest proposed Village Shops — Phase 1 Construction Parking Plans
(collectively, the “CPP”) for our review in accordance with the Settlement Agreement. The cover sheet
is dated March 19, 2013, and the following plans 1 through 18 are dated April 11, 2014.

Frankly, the plans provided are at a scale so small that a reasonable review is nearly impossible.
Additionally, these plans have a misleading title, “Construction Parking Plans”, as the plans do not show
the necessary parking of construction vehicles, nor do they show how customer parking removed by
your planned expansion of the Manhattan Village Mall will be replaced. I assume you have large and
more complete plans, and would appreciate they being provided to me as soon as possible. I can pick
them up at your local office.

However, the limited review of the CPP we have been able to make reveals that RREEF has assumed
massive three-story garages can be built exactly within the footprint of the structures, and that no area
beyond the footprint will be required for their construction. Based on my experience, this assumption
ignores fundamental construction knowledge and practices. A buffer of 5 to 10 feet from the edge of the
structures will be required both for public safety and construction access, which will further reduce the
available space for parking during construction. And, as noted above, the CPP appears to make no
provision for the parking or staging of construction vehicles.

Additionally, standard practices of construction require shoring of parking garages directly to the
underlying soil until the garages are competed and the concrete has cured. The CPP show the most
optimistic count of 242 parking spaces available during the construction period in the area defined as
“Lot F”. The Settlement Agreement requires 240 parking spaces in Lot F during the construction of the
North Deck. Because the mall will remain open during construction, standard practices of construction
will need to be implemented in order to allow access to the construction site and protect the general
public. This will reduce parking in Lot F below the 242 spaces indicated. Therefore, the CPP do not
appear to comply with the Settlement Agreement.

PO BOX 3357 — Manhattan Beach, CA 90266-1357— 310-546-5151 — fax 310-546-7676



3500 Sepulveda, LLC & 13™ & Crest Associates, LLC

Mark English
April 25,2014
Page 2

Further, the CPP do not comply with Section 10.3 of the Construction, Operation and Reciprocal
Easement Agreement dated November 1, 1980 (the “COREA™), which sets minimum requirements for
parking within the mall at all times following the initial construction thereof. RREEF’s planned
construction will prevent the mall from meeting these mandatory parking levels for the next several
years. Based on early versions of the parking plan, it was clear that you were abiding by the COREA,
but that appears no longer to be the case. As you know, in the Settlement Agreement we expressly
agreed that the Settlement Agreement did not amend the COREA, which would be impossible anyway,
as therc are additional parties to the COREA.

Also, as part of your Amended MUP Application, RREEF is adding property to the mall and proposing
to make the parking easements of the mall available for property which is not part of the mall, both of
which require the consent of all parties under the COREA, something that has not yet occurred and
needs to take place. Our concern is not just with legal requirements, because adding mall property will
increase the parking demand which burdens existing tenants. Moreover, as we have pointed out on a
number of occasions, RREEF is proposing to construct buildings within the easement area under the
Grant Deed with Easements, and no provisions have been made for recovering the easement area once
the COREA expires. Furthermore, your predecessor in interest removed 52 parking spaces from the
Grant Deed with Easement Parking area during the last expansion of the mall. These removed spaces
should be considered when evaluating the Grant Deed with Easement. Future parking evaluated in this
easement area needs to include both surface and structured parking spaces.

Finally, RREEF failed to to identify the Hacienda Building in its Amended MUP Application as a mixed
use building with 7,938 square feet on the top floor that may be used for office/ medical use, and the
ground floor as 11.902 square feet that may be used for restaurant/office/medical/retail use, and that
4,375 square feet on the ground floor may be used for full alcohol restaurant use, and an additional
3,000 square feet may be used for restaurant use that serves only beer and wine. The point of the
Settlement Agreement was to preserve Hacienda owners’ discretion over the use of their own property,
which has not occurred. In the Settlement Agreement, we both agreed to work in good faith to support
the Village Mall project, which is still our desire.

We do, however, need to promptly meet with you address these and other issues with you in a meeting
on Monday or Tuesday of next week. I will make myself available. We can meet at your local offices.

All rights are reserved.
Sincerely,

Sl —

Mark A. Neumann, on behalf of
3500 Sepulveda, LLC, & 13™ & Crest Associates, LLC

cc: Richard Rizika — 6220 Spring Associates, LLC (via email)
PO BOX 3357 — Manhattan Beach, CA 90266-1357— 310-546-5151 — fax 310-546-7676



MANHATTAN

VILLAGE

1200 Rosecrans Avenue, Suite 201
Manhatten Beach, CA 90264

1. 310.426.6313

F. 310.426.9899

www.shopmanhattanvillage.com

April 24, 2014

MB Hacienda LLC
PO Box 3357
Manhattan Beach, CA 90266-3357

Dear Mr. Neumann,

Here is the follow-up email to our conversation on April 23, 2014 and the request to immediately remove the signs posted in
along Carlotta Way in front of 3500 Sepulveda Building.

There is a series of unauthorized signs placed in the common area of the shopping center along the front of 3500 Sepulveda
building on April 23, 2014. Please note that this is a violation of the COREA. As a result, these signs must be removed
immediately. Refer to the following sections of the COREA:
s Article 18- addresses signs
o Section 18.1- provides that Exhibit D contains the criteria for all signs to be erected in the Shopping Center
and provides that “no signs shall be erected in the Shopping Center Site which do not conform in all
respects to said criteria.”

©  Section 18.2- provides that “[i}f any Occupant shall request a sign not completely in accordance with the
criteria, such sign shall not be erected without the prior consent of the Prime Parties.”

e Article 19- each Party agrees to observe and comply with rules and regulations in Exhibit E.

°  Exhibit B Plan- states that "except as otherwise provided in the last paragraph of Article 1.4, aif of the shopping center
not covered by Stores or the Hacienda Bldg. shall be common area”

*  Exhibit D Sign Criteria- Conformance shall be strictly enforced
o Section D.2- Each occupant shall submit to Project architect for approval

o Section D.3- No signs shall be parmitted outside of the Snclosed Mail unless approved by Projact Architert
and the Prime Parties '

o  Section D.5- Occupant shall be responsible for the fulfillment of requirements and specification

Exhibit E- provides rules and regulations governing the common areas with section C.5 listing a number of
unauthorized acts.
©  Section €.5.d of Exhibit E- provides that no person, without the written consent of the Prime Parties, shall in
or on any part of the common area exhibit any sign, placard, banner, notice or other written material.

Please feel free to call me directly if you have any questions.

(Rgsp tfully Requested,
p ~

L1z Weaveér Griggs, SC‘T\A‘D“‘)
General Manager

Manhattan Village Shopping Center
jones Lang LaSalle



Manhattan Village Shopping Center
Errata Sheet
April 29, 2014 City Council

City Council Resolution No. RES 14-0026
1. Page 404, Section 1- last line-
“Master Sign Program” not “Master Sign Permit”
2. Page 404- Section 7- third line...
”Master Use Permit” not “Master Sign Permit”
3. Page 414- Section 13, 2., a.- Top of page verbiage in Planning Commission Resolution
deleted, add back in:

Noise Element

Measures are included to insure no unmitigated construction or operational impacts on
surrounding commercial and residential receptors. Construction hours are limited, and
construction is phased to minimize synergistic noise that could exceed codified
standards. Buildings to be constructed along major arterials will be designed to meet
reasonable interior noise levels.

Policy N-2.5: Require that the potential for noise be considered when approving new
development to reduce the possibility of adverse effects related to noise generated by
new development, as well as impacts from surrounding noise generators on the new
development.

4. Page 409- Section 13, 1, d., v.- Modify this section
“Building Orientation—The Sepulveda Boulevard and Rosecrans Avenue corner
buildingsand-ether improvements will be designed as an architectural entry statement
to emphasize the importance of this key corner Gateway into the City.”

DISTRIBUTED BY QUINN BARROW






SMITH ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT

Briggs Law Corp. Ex. "A"

April 28, 2014

Mr. Corry Briggs
99 East “C” Street
Suite 111

Upland, CA 91786

Subject: Manhattan Village Shopping Center Project
' P13008

Dear Mr. Briggs:

Per your request | have reviewed the traffic and transportation aspects of the
Final Environmental Impact Report VVolume Il (the “FEIR”) for the proposed
Manhattan Village Shopping Center Expansion (the “Project”). Previously |
reviewed the original volume of the FEIR and the Draft Environmental Impact
Report (the “DEIR”) that preceded it and the supporting documentation in the
various appendices to both those documents and commented on those
documents in a letter dated October 8, 2013 which was entered into the record of
the Manhattan Beach (“the City”) City Council meeting of that same date. Those
comments are now identified in FEIR Volume Il as comment letter 29,

My qualifications to perform this review include registration as a Civil and Traffic
Engineer in California, over 40 years of professional consulting practice in the
field of traffic and transportation engineering and both preparation and review of
the traffic and transportation components of numerous environmental
documents. My professional resume is attached.

My technical comments follow.

SMITH Engineering & Management ¢ 5311 Lowry Road, ¢ Union City, CA 94587 -



Mr. Corry Briggs
April 28, 2014
Page 2

The FEIR Volume Il Responses to Comment Letter 29 Are Evasive and
Circularly Referencing ’

The first part of our comment detailed how the DEIR understated the net traffic
that would be added by the Project by deducting all of the traffic generated by
Fry's without adjusting for the portion of that traffic attracted from passer-by
traffic, traffic that would remain on the area roadways even if Fry's were no

no longer there. FEIR Volume IlI's Response NO. 29-1 claims that the DEIR
traffic analysis was conservative in that it took no passer-by traffic deducations
on any part of the center, but that claim that the analysis is conservative is
incorrect and misleading. In fact, the number of passer-by trips attracted by
Fry's dwarfs the number of passer-by trips that would be attracted by

the net proposed new uses in the Center. The fact that there are many passer-
by trips attracted by the other parts of the Center is an irrelevancy since this will
remain the same and the fact that those passer-by trips were ignored in the
analysis does not add to the conservatism of the analysis.

The next section of our comment noted that the EIR’s parking analysis is
inconsistent with the trip generation analysis used in the traffic impact study
because, given an average duration of stay of one to two hours and 500 new
parking spaces are truly needed, this would be indicative of an increase in peak
hour trip generation of from 500 to 1000 vehicles in the peak hours instead of the
net trip reductions projected in the DEIR trip generation analysis. Response No.
29-2 mischaracterizes the comment by claiming we assume every Project trip
occupies a parking space for a full hour. This is not true. We simply state that if
the average duration of parking at the Center is between one and two hours,
which we are confident is consistent with most reasonable people's perception,
the added parking would be consistent with an added peak period traffic flow of
500 to 1000 vehicles. Response 29-2 goes on to claim trip generation and
parking accumulation are not directly comparable. It cites statistics showing that
the Fry's parking has typical occupancy of between 30 and 60 minutes while the
other uses in the Center have occupancies averaging between 90 to 120
minutes. If these parking turnover rates are true, then the data in the response,
while purporting to disprove our comment, actually confirms the notion in the
comment that the average parking occupancy for the site as a whole (including
Fry's) is somewhere between 1 and 2 hours. Thus, our conclusion that the 500
added parking spaces implies 500 to 1000 added peak hour trips remains
unrefuted. The illogic of the response is further underlined by the fact that in the
current evolution of the Project Definition, the Fry's store remains in place. We

SMITH Engineering & Management ¢ 5311 Lowry Road, * Union City, CA 94587 «



Mr. Corry Briggs
April 28, 2014
Page 3 -

also note that, although parking spaces in this area are not counted in the FEIR
parking analysis, the current site plan is increasing the number of parking spaces
in the former railroad cut area near the northeast corner of the site that is leased
from the City by the Center. This suggests yet more actual trip generation than
accounted in the traffic analysis and also that the Project sponsors don't really
believe that the nominal parking ratio being maintained, 4 spaces per 1000
square feet of development, is sufficient for the Center's parking needs.

The next section of our comment concerned the fact that the DEIR and FEIR only
assessed traffic impacts for the average weekday and average Saturday peaks.
We presented data from the trip generation reference source relied upon by the
DEIR/FEIR's traffic analysts that 1) shows that, in shopping centers of the subject
Project's size, average Friday peaks are 18.3 to 21.8 percent more than the
average weekday pm peak hour traffic on Mondays through Thursdays and 2)
shows that in the December peak shopping month, traffic will be 41.8 percent
higher than average. Response 29-3 attempts to evade the comment through
the unsubstantiated claim that the traffic analysis conforms to purported industry
standards and asserts that most of the added December peak shopping traffic
occurs in off-peak hours. Neither assertion is factually correct.

Regarding purported industry standards, when a particular use under
consideration exhibits a very regular pattern of peaking on weekdays such as a
residential development or an office complex, the normal practice is to evaluate
traffic for the average weekday peak. But when a particular use exhibits a
markedly different peaking pattern than that of the average weekday peaks, both
the ethics of good engineering practice and the good faith effort to disclose
impact demanded by CEQA require that the impacts of those unique peaking
patterns be evaluated.

There are numerous examples of this. For instance, in the Napa Valley where
the combination of greatly elevated agricultural traffic during the grape harvest
season together with a related peak in tourism traffic in that same season results
in markedly greater overall peak hour traffic than in the rest of the year, most
traffic impact analyses are required to analyze impacts for "crush season"
weekday and Saturday peaks as well as average weekday and Saturday peaks.
Another example is the case of large professional football and baseball stadiums
large basketball and hockey arenas. Not only do traffic impact analyses of these
venues assess the impacts of arriving and departing crowds at typical scheduled
starting and completion times and days for events; they also assess the impacts
of such irregularly occurring events as nationally televised games like Monday
night football or weeknight World Series baseball where the desire to have the
broadcast at "prime time" on the East Coast forces event start times here on the
West Cost that place the bulk of the event arrival traffic in complete overlap to the
ordinary weekday evening commute period. Many communities do require traffic

SMITH Engineering & Management « 5311 Lowry Road, « Union City, CA 94587 «



Mr. Corry Briggs
April 28, 2014
Page 4

impact analyses of large shopping complexes to specifically assess traffic
impacts for the December shopping peaks. The fact that the reference source
relied upon by the DEIR/FEIR analysts includes the seasonal shopping center
data already presented in our 10-8-13 comment letter as well as specific peak
hour data for December weekdays and Saturdays is indicative that it is within the
standards of practice to conduct specific impact analysis of shopping center
traffic for the peak December shopping season.

With regard to Response 29-3's claim that most added shopping center traffic in
the December peak shopping season occurs in off-peak hours, data in Trip
Generation, 8th Edition shows this claim to be untrue. Explicit data contained
therein shows that the December Saturday peak hour genération for shopping
centers is 20 percent higher than in the overall average Saturday peak hours.'

The last comment of our 10-8-13 letter was a concern that traffic data relied on in the
DEIR/FEIR analysis is stale, having been collected in 2008, and unrepresentative,
having been collected in an economically depressed year. Response 29-4 replies by
reference to the same rationalization that was the object of our objection to reliance of
the hodge-podge of dated and current traffic data. This response is inadequate.

Why are the above inadequate responses to comments on the DEIR/FEIR important?
Some individuals may be dismissive of this issue because the Project as currently
proposed is smaller than that evaluated in the documents on which the comments were
made. However, the FEIR Volume Il analysis essentially rationalizes that the current
Project’s impacts relative to the ones disclosed for the earlier version analyzed in the
original DEIR and FEIR. What our October 2013 comments and the inadequate
response to them demonstrate is that the original analysis of the DEIR is so inadequate
that it is a completely inappropriate yardstick or baseline for measuring the currently
proposed Project's impacts.

Traffic Geometrics In Revised Site Plan Pose Operational Safety Issues

The revised site plan includes a new connection between the lower parking field and
Carlotta Way. This connection has sharp curvature and steep vertical alignment and
connects to Carlotta Way at an unusual angle and its overall character is more like a
helical ramp in a parking structure than a "two way roadway" as it is described on FEIR
Volume Il page VI-15. The curvature, grade and connection angle of this ramp appears
to pose sight distance issues that could compromise traffic safety. Also, the curvature
on the ramp and at the north end of the lower lot appear operationally problematic if
large vehicles happen to attempt to use the lower lot area. These issues should be
addressed in the FEIR.

! This is derived by comparison of data from Trip Generation, 8th Edition pages 1506 and 1508.

SMITH Engineering & Management ¢ 5311 Lowry Road, * Union City, CA 94587 -
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.Conclusion

Given the foregoing, the FEIR is inadequate and unsuitable for certification.

Sincerely,

Smith Engineering & Management
A California Corporation

Daniel T. Smith Jr., P.E.
President

SMITH Engineering & Management * 5311 Lowry Road, Union City, CA 94587 -
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Briggs Law Corp. Ex. "B"
Previous code sectionNext code section

Public Resources Code

Pub Res C § 21082.1. (a) Any draft environmental impact report, environmental impact report,
negative declaration, or mitigated negative declaration prepared pursuant to the requirements of this
division shall be prepared directly by, or under contract to, a public agency.

(b) This section is not intended to prohibit, and shall not be construed as prohibiting, any person from
submitting information or other comments to the public agency responsible for preparing an
‘environmental impact report, draft environmental impact report, negative declaration, or mitigated
negative declaration. The information or other comments may be submitted in any format, shall be
considered by the public agency, and may be included, in whole or in part, in any report or
declaration.

(c) The lead agency shall do all of the following:

(D ‘Indepe‘ndénﬂy review and analyze any report or declaration required by this division.

(2) Circulate draft documents that reflect its independent judgment.

(3) As part of the adoptlon ofa negatwe declaration or a mitigated negatlve declaration, or
certification of an env1r0nmental impact report, find that the report or declaration reflects the
independent judgment of the lead agency.

(4) Submit a sufficient number of copies of the draft environmental impact report, proposed negative
declaration, or proposed mitigated negative declaration, and a copy of the report or declaration in an
-electronic form as required by the guidelines adopted pursuant to Section 21083, to the State
Clearinghouse for review and comment by state agencies, if any of the following apply:

(A) A state agency is any of the following:
- (i) The lead agency.
(ii) A responsible agency.
(iii) A trustee agency.
(B) A state agency otherwise has jurisdiction by law with respect to the project.
(C) The proposed project is of sufficient statewide, regional, or areawide environmental significance

as determined pursuant to the guidelines certified and adopted pursuant to Section 21083. [Amended
by Stats. 2002, Ch. 1052, Sec. 1. Effective January 1, 2003]

http://online.ceb.com/CalCodes/PRC/21082.1.html 4/29/2014
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Phase I Environmental Site Assessment

Manhattan Village Mall
Manhattan Beach, California

for

Madison Marquette Retail Services
Irvine, California

Clayton Project No/80-00245.00
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Mr. Andy Fisher, Director of Construction, Madison Marquette Retail Services, retained
Clayton Group Services, Inc. (Clayton) to conduct a Phase I Environmental Site
Assessment of the Manhattan Village Mall located in Manhattan Beach, California, the
subject property. The objective of the assessment was to provide an independent,
professional opinion regarding recognized environmental conditions, as defined by
ASTM, associated with the subject property. This assessment was requested in
association with an acquisition.

This assessment was performed in accordance with Proposal Number 00SCAEMR054
dated April 6, 2000, the terms and conditions set forth therein, and ASTM E1527-97,
Standard Practice for Environmental Site Assessments: Phase [ Environmental Site
Assessment Process. Any exceptions to, additions to, or deletions from the ASTM
practice are described in the report. Details of the work performed, sources of
information, and findings are presented in the report. Limitations of the assessment are
described in Sections 1.2 and 1.3,

The subject property is a regional shopping center located on 43.15 acres of fand. The
subject property consists of 16 free-standing structures containing a total of 424,112
square feet of interior floor space. The subject property is used for retail sales and
includes a shopping mall. Seven of the mall’s buildings are multi-tenant
retail/commercial buildings. The remaining nine are free-standing, single-tenant
buildings. A former Santa Fe Railroad right-of-way traverses the northern portion of the
subject property; the right-of~way is approximately 100 feet wide and 1,000 feet long and
is currently used as a parking area for employees and patrons of Fry’s Electronics (3600
N. Sepulveda Boulevard) and the medical building (1200 Rosecrans Avenue). The
subject property includes Village Drive, an interior roadway that extends along the
property’s €astern boundary and provides access to the property via Rosecrans Avenue.
The portions of the subject property not occupied by buildings are either paved parking
lots or landscaped areas.

Most of the Manhattan Village Mall buildings were constructed in 1980. The Fry’s
Electronics building (3600 N. Sepulveda Boulevard) was built in 1978 and the medical
building (1200 Rosecrans Avenue) in 1985, The planned short-term use for the subject
property is redevelopment of the northern quarter of the subject property, which includes
the demolition of the Fry’s Electronics store, movie theatre and Tequila Willies
restaurant, and continued operation of the remainder of the mall.

Review of historical resources revealed that the southern end of the subject property was
occupied in the 1920s by a portion of a Chevron oil storage area that extended eastward
to Redondo Avenue comprising 186 acres of land that included four large concrete-lined
reservoirs which served Chevron’s El Segundo refinery, located approximately % mile
northwest of the subject property. The reservoirs were taken out of service in the late
1960s. In 1976, Chevron planned to develop the site. Approximately 2.4 million cubic
yards of oily soil were discovered when the reservoirs were removed. The oil-soaked
soils were removed from the ground and stockpiled prior to mixing in order for aeration

iv
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This report prepared by:

This report reviewed by:

EE\REPOR TS\00000\80-0024 5draft

Marco Pecile
Environmental Consultant
Environmental Services

Shannon Gillespie, REA No. 03582
Supervisor, Environmental Assessments
Environmental Services

DATE
Clayton Project No. 80-00245.00

61



FIGURES



PHOTOGRAPHS



APPENDIX A-

RESUMES OF ENVIRONMENTAL PRO;F ESSIONALS



APPENDIX B

LIST OF SOURCES/REFERENCES



LIST OF SOURCES/REFERENCES

EEREPORTS\00000\80~00243draft



APPENDIX C

HISTORICAL TENANT REPORT



APPENDIX D

BBL ENVIRONMENTAL RECORD SEARCH



" APPENDIX E

DAMES & MOORE 1999 ANNUAL METHANE MONITORING REPORT



Briggs Law Corp. Ex. "D

Stormwater Infiltration Efficacy Studv ay !



gnvironmental, inc

June 8, 2011
File Number 1010-001-400

RREEF
535 Anton Blvd, Suite 200
Costa Mesa, CA 92626

Attention: Mr. Russell Binggeli

Subject: Engineering Evaluation of Stormwater Infiltration Efficacy
Proposed Manhattan Village Shopping Center Enhancement Project
Sepulveda Boulevard, Manhattan Beach, California

Dear Mr. Binggeli:

This letter and accompanying materials summarizes the findings of a feasibility study
conducted by Murex Environmental (Murex) on the efficacy of future storm water
infiltration at the Manhattan Village Shopping Center (hereafter referred to as the
Shopping Center Site) located at the southeast corner of Sepulveda Boulevard and
Rosecrans Avenue in Manhattan Beach, California (see Figures 1 and 2).

The Shopping Center Site includes an enclosed, main mall building and several freestanding
buildings. RREEF is involved in planning stages of the Manhattan Village Shopping Center
Enhancement Project (Project). The Project would involve an increase of approximately
123,672 square feet of net new retail and restaurant area (approximately 190,000 square
feet of new building area and demolition of approximately 66,328 square feet of existing
retail, restaurant, and cinema area) within an approximate 18 acre portion (hereafter
referred to as the Development Area) within the Shopping Center Site.

The City of Manhattan Beach is in the process of drafting a Low-Impact Development (LID)
ordinance that would apply to redevelopment projects in the City. Although the LID
ordinance has not been adopted, the draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the
Project will analyze LID’s stormwater management techniques.

The retention and infiltration of storm water is a key component of LID. In order to
understand the potential opportunities and obstacles of such infiltration, Murex conducted
a study on behalf of RREEF to evaluate its feasibility by studying available reports on the

2640 Walnut Ave, Unit F, Tustin, CA 92780 | 714.508.0800 ph | 714.508.0880 fx | www.murexenv.com
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WATER SUPPLY AND WATER SYSTEM REPORT

MANHATTAN VILLAGE SHOPPING CENTER ENHANCEMENT PROJECT
3200 NORTH SEPULVEDA BOULEVARD
MANHATTAN BEACH, CA 90266

PREPARED FOR

RREEF AMERICA REIT II CORP. BBB

June 1, 2012

PREPARED BY:

R. T. QUINN & ASSOCIATES
1907 BORDER AVENUE
TORRANCE, CALIFORNIA 93023
(310) 320-4125

PROJECT NO. 209075-002
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SEWER CAPACITY STUDY

MANHATTAN VILLAGE SHOPPING CENTER ENHANCEMENT PROJECT
3200 NORTH SEPULVEDA BOULEVARD
MANHATTAN BEACH, CA 90266

PREPARED FOR

RREEF AMERICA REIT II CORP. BBB

June 1, 2012

PREPARED BY:

R. T. QUINN & ASSOCIATES
1907 BORDER STREET
TORRANCE, CALIFORNIA 93023
PROJECT NO. 209075-002
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. THE LIGHTING DESIGN
ALLIANCE, ING.

LOS ANGELES
CHICAGO
DUBAL UAE

LOS ANGELES
2830 TEMPLE AVENUE
LONG BEAGH, CA 90806-2213

T:662.989.3843
F: 562,989,3847

Manhattan Village Parking Garage Lighting Impact Study

February 22, 2012

Summary

With the addition of new parking garages to the Manhattan Village shopping center, the
question is raised as to how the lighting poles atop the structures would impact the
surrounding residences. With the help of the project area sections, a site map, and detailed
lighting calculations we can address the issue light intrusion to the sensitive use receptors in
nearby areas and determine if the new installation increases light levels by a maximum of two
foot-candles in these zones.

Using the aforementioned information LDA was able to fully survey the current lighting as well
as the proposed new lighting in the shopping center and the nearby sensitive use areas. In
doing so, LDA has proved that there is no measurable lighting impact on areas outside of the
premises of Manhattan Village Shopping Center.

Analysis

LDA created a comprehensive lighting calculation model which incorporated all elements of
the buildings, site topography, and properties of the light fixtures to produce the impact
analysis. There are two separate models, one for each scenario, which are documented in the
11"x17" “Existing Site Plan” and “Concept Plan” calculation documents which follow behind. In
each of these, you will see the site plans, topography, and buildings documented in black
lines while the foot-candle values are shown as black numerical values. The light levels are
also identified like a topographical map with green, maroon, blue, lime and red isolines
representing 5, 2, 1, 0.5 and 0.2 foot-candles in circles about the fixtures.

In both calculation models, all other lighting is ignored except for the LED pole lights that are
being used in the parking lots, and proposed on the new parking garages. Light as a quantity
on a surface is additive so the street lighting for Sepulveda and Rosecrans, the building
lighting at the commercial establishments and other lighting that is unaffected by construction
can be ignored in the calculation because the values they provide would be the same in either
case. LDA also visited the site and took an array of lighting measurements and noted any
unique situations that were not originally shown in the documents. The values measured on
site were also used to verify the accuracy of the base calculation to ensure that the
comparison was accurate with real life installations. After completion of these studies, the
values were analyzed to determine the amount of additional lighting provided by the lighting
install atop the garages.

LDA used a smaller LED light fixture with forward throw optics at the parking garage with a
16'-0" pole to minimize light spill off of the garage decks. LED light fixtures have very
specialized optics which direct the light in defined patterns giving greater control of the light
from the fixture. These fixtures also have cutoff optics which directs less than 10% of the light
from the fixture above 80 degrees from nadir (straight down) and no light above 90 degrees
(the horizon). The light fixtures around the deck perimeters used the house-side shield option
to further prevent light from spilling off of the edge of the parking structure. The cutsheets for
the medium LED fixture in the parking lots and small LED fixture for the parking garages
follow behind this document.

Viewing both of the calculation summary documents it is clear that there is no lighting
trespass in the area of any sensitive use receptor. The greatest impact shown is off of Marine
Avenue where 0.1 foot-candles is produced, but this low level of illuminance is produced in
both cases with no increase. The rest of the site shows 0 foot-candles, indicating that there is
no measureable light reaching outside the premises, which does not exceed the two foot-
candle threshold. This is due to the highly controlled optics of the LED fixtures as well as the
design of the layouts and the use of shield options to prevent excess lighting from intruding on
surrounding areas.
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Beyond the calculated light levels off site, there are numerous other factors which will
decrease the sightlines and the glare of the proposed lighting of the garages. There is a very
large distance between the parking garages and the nearest sensitive use receptor, which
prevents lighting from traveling into a sensitive use area. In this distance, there are sizeable
deciduous trees and retail buildings which limit direct view of the parking garages to very
small windows from the sensitive receptors. Because of the narrow viewing window, light
intrusion and glare are so limited that they become a nonfactor. There are also major streets
intersecting the distance between the shopping center and the receptors, in which the light
levels and glare are significantly higher. The streetlights will act as a barrier, creating a bright
foreground to the receptors thus making the background more difficult to view. Combining the
site conditions with the calculation data it is clear that the Concept Plan for the Manhattan
Village Shopping Center will not have a negative lighting impact on the sensitive use areas
nearby.

Manhattan Village Shopping Center Page 2
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ey W G
transportation consulting, inc.

Gibson Transportation Consulting, Inc. was formed in 2009 to provide the highest quality traffic engineering,
transportation planning, and parking consulting services to both public and private sector clients. We offer
over 160 years of collective transportation analysis experience, most of which has been gained on projects
located in Southern California and across the western United States. We specialize in the preparation of the
transportation and parking sections of environmental documents for large and small development projects,
general and specific plans, and regional and local transportation projects. We work collaboratively with
multi-disciplinary teams to produce clear, logical, and readable technical reports, and we excel in interaction
with the public and with decision-makers to explain the analyses and the mitigation programs contained in
those reports. We work on a wide variety of projects that vary in both size and scope, and our primary goal is
to effectively serve all of our clients.

Gibson Transportation Consulting staff members have prepared transportation studies for some of the largest
and most controversial development projects in Southern California including Playa Vista, the Disneyland
Resort expansion, NBC Universal Evolution Plan, Metro Universal transit-oriented development, the Bakersfield
Commons Mixed-Use Development Master Plan, the Los Angeles Convention Center Expansion Plan, and the
Wilshire Grand Redevelopment Project in downtown Los Angeles.

Gibson Transportation Consulting is currently conducting transportation analyses for Dodger Stadium, the
AMPAS Academy Museum of Motion Pictures, The Citadel Outlets, and Century City Center. We are also
conducting studies for the LAX Northside Plan Update, as well as the Master Plans for Paramount Pictures
Studios, the University of Southern California, the University of Redlands, and The Huntington Library
Education and Visitors Center Project. We recently completed studies for a proposed minor league professional
baseball stadium in the Central Valley, a renewable energy center in Rialto and for Disney | ABC at its Golden
Oak Ranch in the unincorporated Santa Clarita Valley area of Los Angeles County.

We are preparing, or have prepared, traffic and parking studies for Westfield LLC at its regional shopping
centers at Culver City, Eastland, North County, Plaza Camino Real, Santa Anita, Topanga; The Village at Westfield
Topanga, University Towne Centre, Valencia Town Center, and West Covina; for The Irvine Company and its
regional shopping centers at Fashion Island, Irvine Spectrum Center, and Tustin Marketplace, as well as its
entire neighborhood shopping center portfolio; for RREEF/Jones Lang LaSalle at Manhattan Village and Villa
Marina Marketplace; for Macerich at Lakewood Center, Los Cerritos Center, Panorama Mall, Santa Monica Place,
and the Westside Pavilion; for General Growth Properties at Stonestown Galleria in San Francisco and Fallbrook
Center in Los Angeles; and for The Original Farmers Market in Los Angeles.

Gibson Transportation Consulting staff members have extensive experience in event center and stadium
planning, and have conducted traffic and parking studies, prepared parking lot designs, and developed
parking management plans for Dodger Stadium and STAPLES Center in Los Angeles; The Gardens Casino in
Hawaiian Gardens; the Honda Center in Anaheim; the University of Phoenix Stadium (Arizona Cardinals
Stadium) and Jobing.com Arena (Phoenix Coyotes Arena) in Glendale, Arizona; LEGOLAND California theme
park in Carlsbad, California; Huangguoshu Falls in Guizhou Province, China; and the Dubailand Theme Parks in
Dubai, United Arab Emirates.

We prepared the shared parking element of the award-winning Fullerton Transportation Center (FTC) Specific
Plan for thd we worked with thlanning the traffic and parking
requirements o growing E-Zone entertainment districtQther recent projects include parking and traffic
studies for t@heim, Brea, Culver City, Pomona, San Marino, and Santa Monica, ansl for the Port of

Los Angeles. Our financial pro formra amatysestavesupported-thesale of parking revenue bonds for the
Aquarium of the Pacific garage in Long Beach and the PETCO Park ballpark garage in downtown San Diego.

Gibson Transportation Consulting is a certified Small (Micro) Business Enterprise with the State of California
and a certified Small Local Business with th€ City of Los Angeles,

. 523 W. 6th Street, Suite 1234 Los Angeles, CA 90014 p.213.683.0088 f.213.683.0033
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I INTRODUCTION

Kaku Associates has been retained by Madison Marquette to analyze the traffic and parking

implications of an expansion of the existing Manhattan Village Shopping Center in Manhattan
Beach, Caiifornia.

This report presents the results of a traffic impact analysis, a review of the parking supply and
demand conditions at the center and a series of recommendations aimed at improving internal
circulation and parking operations. ‘

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The Manhattan Village Shopping Center is located on the southeast comer of Sepulveda
Boulevard and Rosecrans Avenue in the City of Manhattan Beach. The project site is bounded
by Rosecrans Avenue to the north, Marine Avenue to the south, Sepulveda Boulevard to the
west, and Village Drive to the east. Figure 1 illustrates the location of the proposed project in
relation to the surrounding street system. Currently, the Manhattan Village Shopping Center
consists of the following:

e Shopping Center — 435,435 square feet (s.f.)
includes 354,622 s.f. of retail,
63,313 s.f. of restaurant and
17,500 s.f. of theater

. e Ancillary Uses — 73,975 square feet
includes 54,909 s.f. of offices and banks
19,066 s.f. of medical office uses

Total On-site Area —~ 509,410 s.f.
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The proposed project would provide the existing shopping center with a net increase of 16,000
s.f., resulting in an overall total of 451,435 s.f. of shopping center with no change in size to the
office component. '

REPORT CONTENTS

Chapter Il of this report summarizes the traffic implications of adding 16,000 s.f. of retail space
to the existing center.

Chapter Ill presents the evaluation of the parking demand on the site and recommends a
parking ratio to be applied to the future site. This recommended parking ratio is based on the

peak demand projected to occur on the busiest day of the year at the center.

Chapter IV addresses the design and layout of the parking lot serving the center and presents
recommendations for controlling internal circulation.

Finally, Chapter V summarizes the analyses.
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March 14, 2003

Ms. Jennifer Thayer

Procurement and Contracting Services
California State University, Chico

400 West First Street

Chico, California 95929-0245

Re:  Request for Proposal Ref: P3144
Professional Services to Prepare
Parking Needs Analysis
California State University, Chico

Dear Ms. Thayer:

Kaku Associates, Inc., in association with International Parking Design (IPD), is pleased to
respond to your Request for Proposal (RFP) to prepare a parking needs analysis and to develop
and implement plans for projected population growth for the California State University, Chico
campus. Having been involved with the parking studies for four CSU campuses and with the
development of campus master plans on several other campuses, we are cognizant of and

sensitive to the nature and potential issues associated with the parking conditions on your
campus.

Kaku Associates, Inc., a certified Minority Business Enterprise specializing in parking analyses
and traffic engineering, provides a blend of strong technical expertise in conducting parking
studies with a familiarity with the traffic and parking issues associated with campus environments
such as CSU Chico. The firm was founded in 1983 and has been providing consulting services to
its clients from its offices in Santa Monica since then. The firm has about 30 employees and has
been involved in projects throughout northern and southern California, Hawaii, Arizona,
Washington, and Virginia. Kaku Associates has conducted a variety of traffic and parking studies
throughout the State of California, including traffic and parking studies for California State
University, San Jose, CSU Northridge, CSU Long Beach and Cal Poly Pomona. We have also
completed traffic and parking studies for many other college campuses, including eight of the nine

Los Angeles Community Colleges, University of Redlands, Santa Monica Community College,
and Pasadena City College.

Having worked on a variety of college campuses, we are extremely aware that the size and
location of the parking supply is a significant issue to most of your students and faculty/staff. Our
proposed study team has extensive experience in the development of parking improvement




Ms. Jennifer Thayer
March 14, 2003
Page 2

programs for a varlety of high activity environments, especially on college campuses. Members of
the study team have been involved in all aspects of parking analyses, including demand and
revenue forecasts, development of comprehensive capital improvement programs, preparation
and implementation of parking management plans, parking operations, parking conceptual layout,
and the design of new facilities. We are confident that our experience can respond to the challen-
ges of your RFP and will lead to a product that will maintain and improve the successful public
environment being created on the CSU Chico campus. '

The knowledge and credibility we have gained through our involvement in previous campus
projects provides us with the skills and background necessary to conduct this study for the CSU
Chico campus. In preparing our proposal we have included several elements we feel are of
particular significance to you in your selection process:

e A study team with broad experience in parking studies for a variety of uses including
projects for many CSU campuses. Kaku Associates has recently completed, or is
currently conducting, parking studies for CSU San Jose, CSU Northridge, CSU Long
Beach, Cal Poly Pomona, CSU San Bernardino, Santa Monica College, Pierce
College, East Los Angeles College, Downtown Santa Monica, Downtown Huntington
Beach, Downtown San Jose, St. John's Medical Center, and the new arena and new
NFL stadium in Glendale, Arizona.

e A work program which combines the most current technical methodologies of parking
analysis, both manual and computer-assisted, with an awareness of, and sensitivity to,
the need for public and official input as an integral part of the planning process. A
similar process was successfully used for CSU San Jose and California State
Polytechnic University Pomona to develop products that were well documented and
therefore capable of generating broad-based public and official support.

« A recognition of the multiple modes of transportation commonly used by students on
campus inclucing bicycles and buses as well as walking and private vehicles, Also,
the fact that a high percentage of students reside within close proximity of the campus
creates an unusual parking demand condition, especially as compared to many of the
more commuter-criented campuses in California.

e An expectation of the diversity of the needs of the CSU Chico campus and the reliance
that the community places upon many of its facilities, highlighting the important role of
solid quantitative analysis in achieving consensus among all campus sources,

community needs, public safety, commercial activities, other events and visitors to the
campus.

The ability of a project team to successfully complete its assignment is dependent upon the
individuals assigned, and those designated for assignment to this project will be available to fulfill
their respective roles in the highly professional manner that is a tradition with Kaku Associates.
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Mr. Pat Gibson will serve as the Project Director for this project. He has functioned in a similar
capacity for numerous parking studies for projects throughout California, Washington and
Arizona, and will be responsible for all administrative and technical issues related to the
completion of the project. Recently completed or currently ongoing projects include the CSU San
Jose and CSUN parking studies, the University of Redlands parking master plan, and parking
studies for downtown San Jose, Tacoma, Brea, Hollywood, Glendale and lrvine. Mr. Gibson's
daughter recently graduated from CSU Chico and he is familiar with the parking issues on
campus.

Mr. Thomas Gaul will serve as Project Manager for the study. He recently completed parking
studies for CSUN and Cal Poly Pomona, Pierce College, Santa Monica College, the Santa Monica’
Civic Center, and the Santa Monica Coastal area. He also completed parking studies for the
Westwood Village and Venice areas of Los Angeles and a parking plan for Downtown Glendale
as part of the Glendale Downtown Strategic Plan.

International Parking Design, Inc. (IPD) will serve as a subcontractor on this assignment. We
have worked with IPD on several recent projects including the work for the CSU Northridge
campus and the parking study at Cal Poly Pomona. We are also working together at Exposition
Park and Hollywood, and have completed projects together in Phoenix and Irvine.

Our proposal reflects a total commitment by Kaku Associates to continue our success in
conducting parking and transportation planning projects for campuses in the CSU system. We
trust that the presentation of our approach, capabilities, and qualifications will demonstrate our
ability and interest in assisting you on this project. We also affirm our availability to complete this
project for CSU Chico and to maintain the timeline that is consistent with your needs.

Please feel free to contact me should any questions arise during the proposal review.

Sincerely,

Dick S. Kaku
President

Enclosure
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PATRICK A. GIBSON
Vice President

Oakland University, B.S., Engineering Science
Northwestern University, M.S., Transportation Engineering

Barton-Aschman Associates, Inc., Senior Vice President
Michigan Department of State Highways, Traffic Engineer

University and Campus Experience. Directed campus traffic planning for
California State University Northridge, UCLA West Campus, California State
University Long Beach, University of Redlands, University of Arizona, Oakland
University in Rochester, Michigan; and University of lllinois, Chicago Circle
Campus.

Visitor and Event Center Transportation Planning. Directed transportation/
fraffic portions of the entitlement process and currently assisting on the
implementation of transportation improvements for the Disneyland Resort
Expansion in Anaheim, California. Conducted traffic and parking analyses for
Downtown Disney at Disney World in Crlando, Florida. Directed parking
analyses for Club Disney in Thousand Oaks, California. Analyzed traffic issues
for long-range plan scenarios for Universal Studios in Hollywood and in
Southeast Asia. Directed traffic studies for Great America Theme Parks.
Directed transportation plans for the Staples Arena in downtown Los Angeles,
Anaheim Stadium, The Rose Bowl, University of Arizona Stadium, the
Arrowhead Pond of Anaheim, Long Beach Convention Center, Long Beach

Aquarium of the Pacific, The Queen Mary and the Los Angeles Convention
Center.

Parking. Conducted parking needs, feasibility, and functional design studies in
San Francisco, Culver City, Arcadia, Long Beach, West Hollywood, Beverly
Hills, Anaheim, Santa Rosa, Santa Monica, and Hollywood, California; Reno,
Nevada; Boise, Idaho; Tucson, Arizona.

New Town Transportation Planning. Directed long-range transportation
planning for new towns or large-scale multi-use developments in Playa Vista,
Los Angeles, Long Beach, Anaheim, San Ramon, Redwood City, Santa
Monica, and Richmond, California; Shenandozh, Georgia; and Erin Mills and
Meadowvale in Toronto, Ontario, Canada.

Transportation Planning. Served as the joint venture team project director on
the Los Angeles Community Plan Revision Program which developed updated
specific plans for the 35 planning areas in the City of Los Angeles. Directed
the transportation planning team in the development of the Los Angeles
Downtown Strategic Plan. Directed areawide transportation planning studies in
San Bernardino County, Irvine, Santa Clarita, Riverside, and Mountain View,
California; and San Juan, Puerto Rico. Thoroughfare and general plan
updates in Los Angeles, Long Beach, Hollywood, Malibu, Morgan Hill and
Riverside, California.




Gibson, continued

License

Affiliations

Transit Planning. Directed light rail transit corridor studies in Pasadena, San
Gabriel Valley, and San Diego; and transit development programs in Irvine, Del
Mar, San Diego, Santa Cruz, California and Reno, Nevada. Directed light rail
transit corridor studies in San Gabriel Valley (Los Angeles) and San Diego.
Conducled transit terminal studies in Pasadena, Los Angeles, San Diego,
Sacramento, San Jose, and Long Beach, California.

Land Use Planning. Conducted citywide growth management studies in
Oceanside, San Clemente, and Moorpark, California.

Traffic Engineering. Pedestrian, bicycle and school safety studies in Arcadia,
Los Angeles, Pasadena, Palo Alto and Cupertino, California; and Reno,
Nevada. Central Business District traffic studies in Los Angeles, Glendale,
Long Beach, Culver City, Santa Rosa, and Santa Monica, California; Las
Vegas, Reno, and Carson City, Nevada; Boise, Idaho; Bellevue, Washington;
Phoenix and Tucson, Arizona. Office and industrial park traffic planning in
Irvine, Los Angeles, Long Beach, Redwood City, San Francisco, Thousand
Oaks, Riverside, Glendale, Pasadena, Mountain View, Sunnyvale, and Santa
Clara, California; Reno and Stead, Nevada. Suburban regional shopping
centers in Chino, Anaheim, Riverside, Moreno Valley, Redwood City, Irvine,
Larkspur, Pleasanton, San Jose, and Santa Clara, California; Reno and Las
Vegas, Nevada; Olympia and Tacoma, Washington; Tucson, Phoenix,
Glendale, and Paradise Valley, Arizona. Urban and downtown regional
shopping centers in Glendale, Los Angeles, Pasadena, Oakland, Santa
Monica, and Santa Rosa, California; Portland, Oregon; and Anchorage,
Alaska, Regional shopping center expansions in Arcadia, North Hollywood,
Pasadena, Redondo Beach, Los Angeles, Riverside, Monterey, San Mateo,
Concord, and San Francisco, California; Bellevue, Washington; Tucson and
Tempe, Arizona. Neighborhood and community shopping centers in
Pasadena, Riverside, Fairfield, Arroyo Grande, San Jose, Newark, Sunnyvale,
Sonoma, Concord, Saratoga, and Cupertino, California; and Renton,
Washington. Traffic signal system analyses in Culver City, Los Gatos, San
Mateo, Santa Monica, and Santa Rosa, California; Reno, Nevada; and
Bellevue, Washington. Traffic signal timing/ phasing analyses in Anaheim,
Arcadia, Lawndale, Redwood City, San Francisco, San Jose, Santa Clara, and
South Pasadena, California; Phoenix and Tucson, Arizona; and Carson City
and Reno, Nevada.

Research/Teaching. Co-authored textbook for Federal Highway Administration
course on ftraffic safety and design in highway construction work zones and
currently teaches the course nationally. Has been a guest lecturer for
California State University, Los Angeles; University of California, Los Angeles;
San Jose State University; University of California, Berkeley; California

Polytechnic University, Pomona; and the Northwestern University Traffic
Institute.

Civil Engineer, States of lllinois and Nevada
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