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CITY OF
PLANNING, BUILDING, & CODE ENFORCEMENT

MEMORANDUM
TO: CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION

AND CODE ENFORCEMENT

SEPTEMBER 23, 2008

SUBJECT: ST. JOHN ISHER CHURCH CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT
#96 - REVISION "D", GRADING PERMIT, MINOR EXCEPTION PERMIT
AND SIGN PERMIT(CASE NO. ZON2007-00492); PROJECT ADDRESS:
5448 CREST ROAD

Staff Coordinator: Leza Mikhail, Associate Planner@

DATE:

FROM:

RECOMMENDATION

1) Review the revised design and additional information provided by the applicant to
determine whether the modifications and additional information address the Commission's
concerns with the proposed project, review and comment on the attached Draft Conditions
of Approval and close the public hearing; and

2) If the Commission's concerns have been addressed, then certify the Mitigated Negative
Declaration (MND) and direct Staff to bring back the appropriate Resolution and Mitigation
Monitoring Program for formal adoption at the October 14, 2008 Planning Commission
meeting; and

3) If the Commission's concerns have been addressed, then conditionally approve the St.
John Fisher Master Plan project, including CUP #96 - Revision "0," Grading Permit, Minor
Exception Permit and Sign Permit Case No. ZON2007-00492 and direct Staff to bring back
the appropriate Resolution for adoption at the October 14, 2008 Planning Commission
meeting.

BACKGROUND

On June 24,2008, the Planning Commission considered the above-referenced case for the
proposed St. John Fisher Master Plan project. Staff's recommendation at that time was to
review the proposed project and direct the applicant to modify the design of the proposed
sanctuary by reducing the height of the steeple and continue the hearing to the July 22,
2008 Planning Commission meeting. As noted in the previous analysis (June 24, 2008
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Staff Report attached), Staff supported the applicant's request for a Sign Permit, Grading.
Permit and Minor Exception Permit, however felt that the mandatory findings for the
Conditional Use Permit could only be made provided that the height of the steeple on the
proposed sanctuary was reduced.

After hearing the public testimony and discussing the various aspects of the project, the
Planning Commission identified concerns with the height of the proposed sanctuary steeple
and requested clarification on additional aspects of the project. More specifically, the
Commission requested clarification on a).the methodology used to determine the number
of provided parking spaces, and b) clarification from the City Attorney regarding any
limitations the Planning Commission may have for restrictions on sounding bells. After
identifying these concerns, the Planning Commission agreed to continue the public hearing
to July 22, 2008. The approved Minutes of the June 24,2008 meeting are attached.

On July 22, 2008, the Planning Commission reviewed the revised sanctuary design and
location which included the following: 1) a reduction in height of the proposed steeple by
14'-0",2) an overall reduction in height of the sanctuary by up to 6'-0",3) elimination of the
stepped roof lines along the south side of the sanctuary, 4) a reduction in the footprint of
the sanctuary from 18,400 square feet to 17,000 square feet, 5) the addition of a 900
square foot basement beneath the sanctuary to accommodate mechanical equipment, 6)
an increase in the Crest Road street side yard setback from 48'-0" to 62'-0",7) an increase
in the Crenshaw Boulevard street side yard setback from 40'-0" to 57'-0", and 8) a
reduction in the footprint of the administrative building from 8,968 square feet to 7,488
square feet.

After reviewing the modifications to the proposed sanctuary and hearing public testimony,
the Planning Commission requested that the applicant consider providing the following
additional information for review by the Commission: 1) a sound study to determine if any
significant impacts would result from the proposed bells, 2) a shadow study to determine if
the height and/or scale of the sanctuary would create any significant impacts to
surrounding properties, 3) a copy of St. John Fisher's historic parking counts, 4) further
clarification from the applicant on the parking analysis, and 5) consideration from th~

applicant to create a joint use parking agreement with the adjacent property (Daughters of
Mary and Joseph) to provide additional parking on high peak days. After identifying these
concerns, the Planning Commission agreed to continue the public hearing to September
~3, 2008 to allow the applicant sufficient time to meet the Commissions requests. The
approved Minutes of the July 22,2008 meeting are attached.

DISSCUSSION

In response to the concerns identified at the July 22,2008 Planning Commission meeting,
the applicant submitted a sound study, a shadow study, and supplemental parking data.
Subsequently, Staff sent an update through the listservfeature on the City's website noting
that the noise study and shadow study were received and are available for viewing at the
Planning Department or online through the City's website. Below, Staff has provided a
discussion of the additional information that was submitted by the applicant. The respective
studies and supplemental parking information are attached at the end of this report.
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Sound Study (Carillon Bells)

As noted in previous Staff Reports (attached), the City does not have a noise ordinance
establishing a maximum decibel level for any specified activity, use or source of sound. As
there is a lack of any codified sound regulations, the applicant did not identify a decibel
level for the proposed carillon bells. Given the concerns raised by neighbors regarding the
expected noise levels of the bells, the applicant contracted with a professional engineer to
perform a focused carillon sound study. Although the existing property does not currently
have carillon bells onsite for the purpose of conducting the study, the applicant simulated
the sound of the proposed carillon bells. The applicant also proposes to play the sound of
the proposed bells at the public hearing. The purpose of the sound study (attached) is to
evaluate the potential impact of the carillon bells sound level upon surrounding land uses.

The applicant hired Dudek, a consulting firm, to conduct the noise study. The noise study
was performed by simulating the location, height and direction of the proposed speakers
for the carillon bells and monitoring the decibel levels at seven locations on or around the
St. John Fisher property. The applicant's noise study determined that the carillon bells
sound levels will be 50 decibels or less at the nearest sensitive receptor locations Oust
outside the closest residential properties), as noted on page 5 of the noise study. The
applicant's consultant concluded that the noise impacts from the proposed carillon bells are
considered less than significant.

To ensure that the noise impacts from carillon bells are less than significant and minimized
to surrounding neighbors, Staff is recommending multiple conditions of approval related to
the bells. Furthermore, Staff is proposing that the bells be subject to a 2-month review,
after which effectiveness of the conditions will be re-visited by the Planning Commission.
The proposed Conditions of Approval (Draft Conditions of Approval attached) are noted
below:

=> Speakers for the carillon bells shall face the interior of the lot and shall not
directly face any adjacent residential properties.

=> Speakers for the carillon bells shall not exceed a maximum height of 16'-0", as
measured from grade, adjacent to the location of the bells on the sanctuary.

=> Speakers for the carillon bells shall be setback a minimum of 110'-5" from any
property line, as noted on the project plans.

=> Chiming of the bells shall be limited to the following days and times:

o Monday through Saturday at 8:00 AM, 12:00 PM, and 6:00 PM; and
o Sunday at 8:50 AM, 10:35 AM, 12:00 PM, 12:20 PM, 4:50 PM and 6:00 PM;

and
o Christmas; and
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o Easter; and
o the following 4 Holy Holidays: 1) Christmas (December 24),2) Assumption

(August 15), 3) All Saints Day (November 1), and 4) Feast of Immaculate
Conception (December 8).

=> The carillon bells shall not chime for more than a period of 60 seconds at each
allotted time.

=> In no case, shall the carillon bells be chimed before 7 am or after 7 pm.

=> No later than two (2) months after installation of the carillon bells, the Planning
Commission shall review the impacts of the carillon bells to assess the effectiveness
of the Conditions of Approval in minimizing the impacts of the bells to neighboring
properties. To address this concern, the applicant will be required to submit a Trust
Deposit to cover the cost of a City-Approved Noise Consultant to measure the
decibel rating of the carillon bells and prepare a report that will be presented to the
Planning Commission. At that time, the Planning Commission may add, delete or
modify any of the respective conditions of approval or may prohibit the use of bells if
the Commission determines that the imposed conditions are not effective in
minimizing sound effects to neighbors. Said modifications shall not result in
substantial changes to the design of the sanctuary or other ancillary structures.
Notice of said review hearing shall be published and provided to owners of property
within a 500-foot radius of the subject site, to persons requesting a notice, to all
affected homeowner associations and to the property owner in accordance with the
RPVMC. The Planning Commission may require such subsequent additional
reviews, as the Planning Commission deems appropriate.

In response to the strong concerns expressed by neighbors regarding the proposed bells,
Staff believes that imposing multiple conditions of approval that restrict the placement,
frequency and sound direction of the carillon bells would reduce the impact of the bell
sound so that the bells would not result in a significant adverse effect on adjacent property.

Shadow Study (Sanctuary Design and Location)

As noted in the June 24,2008 Staff Report (attached), Staff was originally not able to make
finding #3 or #4 of the Conditional Use Permit findings based on Staff's concern with the
overall height of the proposed steeple. Finding #3 states, "In approving the subject use at
the specific location, there will be no significant adverse effect on adjacent property or the
permitted use thereof." Finding #4 states, "The proposed use is not contrary to the General
Plan." At the time, Staff noted that the abovementioned findings could be made if the
applicant reduced the overall height of the steeple portion of the sanctuary. Additionally, at
the June 24, 2008 public hearing, the Planning Commission agreed with Staff's concerns
and directed the applicant to consider a reduction in the height of the sanctuary.

In order to address the concerns of the Commission, Staff and the public, the applicant
redesigned the sanctuary with the following modifications:
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1) A reduction in height of the proposed steeple by 14'-0", resulting in a
maximum height of 60'-0" to the top ofthe steeple and 74'-0"to the top of the
cross, and

2) A reduction in the overall height of the sanctuary structure by up to 6'-0", and
3) Elimination of stepped roof lines along the south side of the sanctuary to

reduce the overall appearance of the steeple from neighboring properties,
and

4) Reduction the footprint of the sanctuary by 1,400 square feet, from 18,400
square feet to 17,000 square feet, and

6) Increased the north street side yard setback along Crest Road from 48'-0" to
62'-0", and

7) Increased the west street side yard setback along Crenshaw Boulevard from
40'-0" to 57'-0", and

8) Reduced the footprint of the administrative building by 1,488 square feet,
from 8,968 square feet to 7,488 square feet, to accommodate the relocation
of the proposed sanctuary.

As recommended by the Planning Commission at the July 22, 2008 public hearing, the
applicant conducted a shadow study to provide further evidence that the revised sanctuary
would not result in significant adverse effects to surrounding properties. The shadow study
was conducted by Dudek, a professional planning consulting firm hired by the applicant.
The study (attached) focuses on the effects of shadows that would be cast at varying times
of the year by on-site structures towards off-site areas. The study concludes that the
longest shadows would be cast by the proposed steeple during the Winter Solstice
(December 21-22) and, while the extent of said shadow would encroach onto the public
street, the shadow would not impact surrounding properties.

Therefore, Staff is of the opinion that the applicant has adequately addressed the concerns
originally identified in the June 24,2008 Staff report which recommended a reduction in the
height of the sanctuary steeple. This is because in conjunction with reducing the steeple
height by 14'-0", the applicant also reduced the overall height of the sanctuary structure by
up to 6 feet and significantly increased the street-side setbacks to further mitigate the
impacts of the proposed steeple. In addition, through a shadow study, the applicant has
provided further evidence that the proposed sanctuary will not cast shadows on adjacent
properties. Furthermore, the applicant now intends to leave many of the existing mature
trees along the west side of the property in place and plant new trees at the corner of Crest
and Crenshaw to soften the view of the sanctuary building from the street. As a result of
these circumstances, Staff believes that the proposed sanctuary building would not result
in significant adverse effects on adjacent properties. Notwithstanding Staff's position,
numerous residents still have some concerns with the size and height of the building and
the Planning Commission itself raised a number of concerns with the building. Therefore,
Staff is recommending that the Planning Commission determine whether the project, as
conditionally proposed, adequately addresses the previous Planning Commission
concerns.
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Parking

As noted in previous Staff Reports, if the City's parking requirements were strictly applied
to all individual uses within the proposed master plan, the applicant would be required to
provide 657 parking spaces. The St. John Fisher Master Plan will have two main operating
functions: 1) the primary function of an elementary school that operates Monday through
Friday and 2) a sanctuary with multiple masses conducted on Saturdays and Sundays and
intermittent small masses throughout the week. In addition to the two primary operating
functions of the St. John Fisher property, outside organized groups utilize the St. John
Fisher facilities after school hours to conduct meetings during week nights.

Due to the fact that Staff is aware that all uses on the property would not function
concurrently and thus all 657 code-required parking spaces would not be utilized at the
same time, Staff required the applicant to prepare a parking analysis that describes the
operating facilities on the property throughout a typical week. The analysis found that
Sundays between 10:00 AM and 12:00 PM generate the highest parking demand under
the assumption that the sanctuary is filled to capacity (870 seats, with a code requirement
for 290 parking spaces) and religious education classes occur simultaneously. These
classes, by themselves, require 38 parking spaces and the rectory (single-family residence)
requires 3 parking spaces. Together, the parking analysis concluded that this worst case
scenario generates a parking demand of 331 parking spaces. Thus, a total of 331 parking
spaces is being provided to accommodate this worst case parking scenario. As noted in
the July 22, 2008 Staff Report, the City has used this approach with other commercial
and/or institutional mixed-use properties throughout the City and this parking analysis has
been reviewed and approved by the City's Traffic Engineer.

At the July 22,2008 public hearing, the Planning Commission relayed additional concerns
with the proposal of providing only 331 spaces. The Commission asked that the applicant
consider approaching the neighboring property, Daughters of Mary and Joseph, to
establish a joint-use parking agreement for overflow parking when necessary. The property
owner submitted a letter from the Daughters of Mary and Joseph (attached) property
indicating that they would be receptive to such an agreement if deemed necessary by the
Planning Commission. The applicant however, felt that a better alternative would be to
provide overflow parking on the St. John Fisher property by installing wear-resistant turf
throughout the property. Section 17.50.040(1) (Seasonal or Peak Parking Areas) of the
Development Code allows the Planning Commission to waive or conditionally waive a
portion of the required parking spaces where:

1. The applicant can show what portion of the required spaces are required only on a
periodic basis, such as seasonal or once a week;

2. The parking area is planted in turf of a wear-resistant type; and
3. Provision is made for irrigation and maintenance of the turf.

In order to address the Commissions concerns with overflow parking, the applicant has
identified areas throughout the property that would accommodate an additional 61 parking
spaces. These spaces would be available once a week (on Sundays), during high peak
seasons (such as Christmas and Easter) or whenever deemed necessary. In order to
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1. The applicant can show what portion of the required spaces are required only on a
periodic basis, such as seasonal or once a week;

2. The parking area is planted in turf of a wear-resistant type; and
3. Provision is made for irrigation and maintenance of the turf.

In order to address the Commissions concerns with overflow parking, the applicant has
identified areas throughout the property that would accommodate an additional 61 parking
spaces. These spaces would be available once a week (on Sundays), during high peak
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ensure that safety is not an issue for the function of the elementary school, Staff has
proposed a condition of approval that prohibits the use of the seasonal/peak parking area
while the school is in operation (Monday through Friday, between 7:00 AM and 6:00 PM).

As such, based on the parking analysis and the addition of 61 seasonal and peak parking
spaces provided on-site, Staff is of the opinion that the applicant has effectively provided
parking for the St. John Fisher property. In addition, as noted in previous Staff Reports, the
City's Traffic Engineer reviewed the applicant's parking analysis and determined that the
assumptions and conclusions contained in the parking analysis appear to be valid and 331
parking spaces is sufficient to accommodate the highest demand of parking based on'
concurrent uses.

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

Public Comments

Since the July 22,2008 Planning Commission meeting, Staff has received 140 additional
comment letters (attached). The majority of the correspondence continues to raise
concerns regarding the height of the originally proposed sanctuary, the sounding of bells
on the property, parking and traffic congestion asa result of construction equipment. All of
these issues have been addressed in this report, previous Staff Reports and/or the
Mitigated Negative Declaration (attached). As a reminder, Staff has created a website with
a listserv feature, where any person can add their email address to receive updates on the
proposed project. Anyone can subscribe to the St. John Fisher listserv through the
following website by clicking on the subscribe box for St. John Fisher:
http://www.palosverdes.comlrpv/listserver/index.cfm . If approved, Staff will continue to
update all members of the Iistserv regarding future construction activities for the St. John
Fisher Master Plan.

Draft Conditions of Approval

Attached to this report are Draft Conditions of Approval for the Commissions review. If the
Commission finds that the applicant has addressed its concerns, Staff recommends that
the public hearing be closed so that the Commission can begin discussing the conditions
by adding, modifying or deleting conditions as deemed appropriate.

CONCLUSION

Based on the modifications made to the project to address multiple public concerns, as
well as the various studies and analyses in the current and previous Staff Reports, Staff
supports the applicant's request for CUP #96 - Revision "0", Grading Permit, Minor
Exception Permit and Sign Permit. Based on the recent studies submitted by the applicant,
the revised design of the sanctuary and previous analysis, Staff is of the opinion that the
proposed St. John Fisher Master Plan, as conditioned, would not have any significant
adverse impacts on adjacent properties. Therefore, Staff recommends that the Planning
Commission review the modifications and additional information submitted by the applicant
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to determine if the additional information addresses the Commission's concerns, review the
Draft Conditions of Approval and close the public hearing. Further, Staff recommends that
the Commission certify the Mitigated Negative Declaration, approve the proposed St. John
Fisher Master Plan (Case No. ZON2007-00492) and direct Staff to bring the appropriate
Resolutions to the October 14,2008 Planning Commission meeting.

ALTERNATIVES

The following alternatives are available f<:>r the Planning Commission to consider:

1) Identify any issues of concern with the proposed project, provide Staff and/or the
applicant with direction in modifying the project, and continue the public hearing to
October 14, 2008.

2) Deny, without prejudice, Conditional Use Permit #96 - Revision "0", Grading Permit,
Minor Exception Permit and Sign Permit and direct Staff to prepare the appropriate
resolutions and return to the October 14, 2008 Planning Commission meeting.

Attachments:

• Draft Conditions of Approval
• Noise Study (Carillon Bells)
• Shadow Study
• Supplemental Parking Data
• Letter from Daughters of Mary and Joseph
• Model Photograph
• Additional Public Correspondence
• July 22, 2008 Planning Commission Staff Report
• July 22, 2008 Planning Commission Late Correspondence
• July 22, 2008 Planning Commission Approved Minutes
• June 24, 2008 Staff Report - 
• June 24, 2008 Planning Commission Late Correspondence
• June 24, 2008 Planning Commission Approved Minutes
• Additional Public Correspondence (Pre-Prepared Binder)
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51. John Fisher Master Plan
CUP #96 - Revision "0", Grading Permit, Minor Exception Permit and Sign Permit

Case No. ZON2007-00982
Draft Conditions of Approval

General Conditions:

1. The applicant shall comply with all mitigation measures as identified in the
Mitigation Monitoring Program for the Certified Mitigated Negative Declaration for
the project.

2. Prior to the submittal of plans into Building and Safety plan check, the applicant and
the property owner shall submit to the City a statement, in writing, that they have
read, understand and agree to all conditions of approval listed below. Failure to
provide said written statement within ninety (90) days following the date of this
approval shall render this approval null and void.

3. Prior to the submittal of plans into Building and Safety plan check, the applicant
shall obtain an encroachment permit from the Director of Public Works for any curb
cuts or any other temporary or permanent improvements within the public rights-of
way.

4. Approval of this permit shall not be construed as a waiver of applicable and
appropriate zoning regulations, or any Federal, State, County and/or City laws and
regulations. Unless otherwise expressly specified, all other requirements of the City
of Rancho Palos Verdes Municipal Code shall apply.

5. The project development on the site shall conform to the specific standards
contained in these conditions of approval or, if not addressed herein, shall conform
to the institutional development standards of the City's Municipal Code.

6. Failure to comply with and adhere to all of these conditions of approval may be
cause to revoke the approval of the project pursuant to the revocation procedures
contained in Section 17.86.060 of the City's Municipal Code.

7. In the event that any of these conditions conflict with the recommendations and/or
requirements of another permitting agency or City department, the stricter standard
shall apply.

8. Unless otherwise designated in these conditions, all construction shall be
completed in substantial conformance with the plans stamped APPROVED by the
City with the effective date of the Notice of Decision.

9. The construction site and adjacent public and private properties and streets shall
be kept free of all loose materials resembling trash and debris in excess of that
material used for immediate construction purposes. Such excess material may
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include, but not be limited to: the accumulation of debris, garbage, lumber, scrap
metal, concrete asphalt, piles of earth, salvage materials, abandoned or discarded
furniture, appliances or fixtures. .

10. All applicable permits required by the Building and Safety Division shall be obtained
by the applicant prior to the commencement of construction.

11. All mechanical equipment, whether roof-mounted or ground-mounted, shall be
adequately screened from other properties and/or rights-of-way.

12. The project applicant shall maintain, in good condition, two access driveways. One
access driveway shall be maintained from Crest Road and a second access
driveway shall be maintained from Crenshaw Boulevard.

Project Description

13. This approval establishes a Master Plan (St. John Fisher Master Plan) for the St.
John Fisher property located at 5448 Crest Road. The approved Master Plan
denotes a combined total of 10,329 square feet of existing facilities including'
offices, a youth building and the existing rectory along the north property line. In
addition, the Master Plan allows 26,544 square feet of the existing facilities to be
remodeled, including converting the exiting convent into a new rectory, converting
the existing sanctuary into a new gymnasium and remodeling existing classrooms
and offices.

14. The approved St. John Fisher Master Plan allows for the following additions to the
property:

• A new 17,000 square foot sanctuary (to replace the existing 15,402 square
foot sanctuary) to be located at the northwest corner of the subject
property. The sanctuary also includes a 900 square foot basement for the
housing of mechanical equipment. The new sanctuary will be circular in
shape, whereby the main structure will range in height from 15'-0" at the
northeast end of the structure to 43'-0" at the southwest. In addition, the
new sanctuary will include a steeple, at the west end of the structure, with a
maximum height of 60'-0" to the top of the steeple and 74'-0" to the top of
the cross which is affixed to the top of the steeple. The proposal includes
the installation of speakers in the steeple and the operation of recorded
carillon bells.

• A new 9,788 square foot administration building (7,488 square foot first
floor and 2,300 square foot basement); and

• A 1,074 square foot addition for the creation of a new two-classroom
preschool; and
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• A new 1,289 square foot art room at the northwest corner of the existing
classrooms; and

• A new 1,217 square foot school library at the northeast corner of the
existing classrooms; and

• A 304 square foot expansion to Barrett Hall for storage area; and

• A new 454 square foot garage at the southeast corner of the property,
adjacent to the priest's new 'rectory (previously a convent); and

• A 400 square foot addition north of the existing music room to
accommodate two (2) new offices.

Lighting

15. Exterior lighting shall be in compliance with the standards of Section 17.56.040 of
the Rancho Palos Verdes Development Code and as identified in the Certified
Mitigated Negative Declaration. No outdoor lighting is permitted where the light
source is directed toward or results in direct illumination of a parcel of property or
properties other than that upon which such light source is physically located.

Grading and Drainage

16. This approval allows a total of 30,688 cubic yards of grading with the following
quantity breakdown:

• 19,694 cubic yards of excavation
• 10,994 cubic yards of fill

17. A maximum of 8,700 cubic yards of excavation is permitted for export.

18. The applicant is proposing a total of five (5) retaining walls as described below:

• A combination wall along the east property line, adjacent to the existing
driveway, which will exceed an allowed height of 8'-0" and will reach a
maximum height of 11'-6",

• A combination wall along the west side of the existing driveway, accessed
from Crest Road (proposed maximum height of 11'-6"),

• A combination wall to accommodate new parking along the south property
line (proposed maximum height of 11'-6"),

• A new retaining wall, just north of the proposed parking lot (maximum
height of 7'-6",
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• A new garden wall to accommodate a new walkway from the corner of
Crest and Crenshaw to the new sanctuary and

• An 8'-0" tall retaining wall between the proposed gymnasium and new
sanctuary for a columbarium.

19. The applicant shall install wrought-iron fencing for all proposed combination walls.
The wrought-iron fencing shall meet the code definition for "fence" pursuant to the
RPVMC.

20. Construction of buildings is prohibited on extreme slopes (35% or greater slope).

Parking

21. Only the uses listed in the parking analysis shall be allowed to operate on the St.
John Fisher property. These uses are:

• Sanctuary (assembly space)
• Elementary School
• Preschool
• Administrative Offices
• School Library
• Barrett Hall (assembly space)
• Gymnasium (assembly space)
• Fireside Room (assembly space)
• Multi-purpose room (assembly space)
• Rectory (single-family residential)
• K-8 Religious education (in existing structures)

22. On Saturdays and Sundays, the only uses that are permitted to operate
concurrently are the sanctuary and religious education classes. All other uses are
not permitted to be utilized during mass times or within a half an hour before or
after mass.

23. The project applicant shall provide a minimum of 331 parking spaces as depicted in
the Planning Commission approved site plan.

24. Of the 331 required parking spaces, 265 standard parking spaces shall meet the
minimum dimensions set forth in Section 17.50 of the RPVMC (9' width by 20'
depth).

25. Of the 331 required parking spaces, a maximum 66 compact parking spaces are
permitted, provided the spaces meet the minimum dimensions set forth in Section
17.50 of the RPVMC (8' width by 15' depth).

26. In addition to the required 331 parking spaces, the applicant shall provide a
minimum of 3 loading spaces and shall meet the minimum dimensions set forth in
Section 17.50 of the RPVMC (10' width by 20' depth with 14' clearance).
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27. In addition to the required 331 parking spaces, the property owner shall maintain 61
additional seasonal/peak parking spaces for overflow parking once a week. Said
parking shall not be used during school operating hours or one hour before school
and two hours after school. Specifically, seasonal parking shall not be used
Monday through Friday, between the hours of 7:00 AM and 6:00 PM.

28. The seasonal/peaking park areas shall be planted and maintained with turf that is
wear-resistant.

29. The seasonal/peak parking areas shall be located in the areas depicted on the
Planning Commission approved site plan.

Building Heights and Square Footage

30. The new sanctuary shall not exceed a maximum footprint of 17,000 square feet
with a 900 square foot basement beneath the main floor. The new sanctuary shall
not exceed a maximum height of 15'-0" at the northeast end of the structure and
60'-0" at the top of the steeple and 74'-0" at the top of the cross at the southwest
end of the structure. The sanctuary shall be setback a minimum of 57'-0" from the
west street-side property line along Crenshaw Boulevard and 62'-0" from the north
street-side property line along Crest Road.

BUILDING AREA CERTIFICATION IS REQUIRED. A LICENSED CIVIL
ENGINEER OR SURVEYOR SHALL PREPARE THE CERTIFICATION.
CERTIFICATION SHALL BE SUBMITTED TO THE CITY'S BULDING OFFICIAL
FOR REVIEW AND APPROVAL PRIOR TO BULDING PERMIT FINAL.

SETBACK CERTIFICATION IS REQUIRED. A LICENSED CIVIL ENGINEER OR
SURVEYOR SHALL PREPARE THE CERTIFICATION. CERTIFICATION SHALL
BE SUBMITTED TO THE CITY'S BUILDING OFFICIAL FOR REVIEW AND
APPROVAL PRIOR TO POURING OF FOOTINGS.

BUILDING HEIGHT CERTIFICATION IS REQUIRED. A LICENSED CIVIL
ENGINEER OR SURVEYOR SHALL PREPARE THE CERTIFICATION.
CERTIFICATION SHALL BE SUBMITTED TO THE CITY'S BUILDING OFFICIAL
FOR REVIEW AND APPROVAL PRIOR TO ROOF FRAMING/SHEETING
INSPECTION.

31. The new administrative building, along the west side of the existing school, shall
not exceed a maximum footprint of 7,488 square feet. Additionally, a 2,300 square
foot basement beneath the main floor shall be permitted. The new administrative
building shall not exceed a maximum height of 26'-0", as measured from lowest
adjacent grade.

BUILDING AREA CERTIFICATION IS REQUIRED. A LICENSED CIVIL
ENGINEER OR SURVEYOR SHALL PREPARE THE CERTIFICATION.
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BUILDING AREA CERTIFICATION IS REQUIRED. A LICENSED CIVIL
ENGINEER OR SURVEYOR SHALL PREPARE THE CERTIFICATION.
CERTIFICATION SHALL BE SUBMITTED TO THE CITY'S BULDING OFFICIAL
FOR REVIEW AND APPROVAL PRIOR TO BULDING PERMIT FINAL.

Phasing

32. The proposed St. John Fisher Master Plan is broken up into two main phases as
described below. If within one year of the final effective date of the Notice of
Decision, the applicant has not submitted an application for a building permit for the
approved project or not commenced the approved project as described in Phase
One and Phase Two below, approval of the project shall expire and be of no further
effect unless, prior to expiration, a written request for extension is filed with the
Department of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement and approved by the
Director. Phase One and Phase Two are described as follows:

• Phase One: Phase One includes the construction of the new sanctuary,
remodel of the existing sanctuary into a gymnasium/parish activity center,
construction of a new parking lot, demolition of the existing rectory and
youth building on the east side of the property, remodel/conversion of
existing convent into rectory and site work that will not be impacted by
future phase construction. The Planning Entitlements for all construction
described under "Phase One" shall remain in full force and effect for a
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Landscape Consultant prior to issuance of a Building Permit or Grading Permit. The
proposed landscaping shall indicate how the landscaping will substantially screen
the new sanctuary from neighboring properties and the surrounding rights-of-way.
The landscaping plan shall also indicate the species, growth rate and maximum
heights of all proposed trees.

35. Prior to removal of any trees on the property, the applicant shall submit a plan to
the Planning Department indicating which trees will be removed. Said plan shall be
approved by the Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement.

36. All existing trees that are not affected by the proposed construction, shall be
maintained in a thriving manner.

37. The applicant shall retain a majority of the existing mature trees located along the
west street side property, along Crest Road.

Bell Schedule

38. The carillon bells are permitted to ring on the following days and times only:
• Monday through Saturday at 8:00 AM, 12:00 PM, and 6:00 PM; and
• Sunday at 8:50 AM, 10:35 AM, 12:00 PM, 12:20 PM, 4:50 PM and 6:00

PM; and
• Christmas; and
• Easter; and
• the following 4 Holy Holidays: 1) Christmas (December 24), 2) Assumption

(August 15), 3) All Saints Day (November 1), and 4) Feast of Immaculate
Conception (December 8).

39. The carillon bells shall not chime for more than a period of 60 seconds at each
allotted time.

40. In no case, shall the carillon bells be chimed before 7 am or after 7 pm.

41. The speakers for the carillon bells shall face the interior of the lot and shall not
directly face any adjacent residential properties.

42. The speakers for the carillon bells shall not exceed a maximum height of 16'-0", as
measured from grade, adjacent to the location of the bells on the sanctuary.

43. The speakers for the carillon bells shall be setback a minimum of 110'-5" from any
property line, as noted on the approved project plans.

44. No later than two (2) months after installation of the carillon bells, the Planning
Commission shall review the impacts of the carillon bells to assess the
effectiveness of the Conditions of Approval in minimizing the impacts of the bells to
neighboring properties. To address this concern, the applicant will be required to
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submit a Trust Deposit to cover the cost of a City-Approved Noise Consultant to
measure the decibel rating of the carillon bells and prepare a report that will be
presented to the Planning Commission. At that time, the Planning Commission may
add, delete or modify any of the respective conditions of approval or may prohibit
the use of bells if the Commission determines that the imposed conditions are not
effective in minimizing sound effects to neighbors. Said modifications shall not
result in substantial changes to the design of the sanctuary or other ancillary
structures. Notice of said review hearing shall be published and provided to owners
of property within a SOD-foot radius of the subject site, to persons requesting a
notice, to all affected homeowner associations and to the property owner in
accordance with the RPVMC. The Planning Commission may require such
subsequent additional reviews, as the Planning Commission deems appropriate.
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August 3 I, 2008

Mrs. Shelly Hyndman

Hyndman & Hyndman
261 I South Coast Highway 10 I, Suit 20 I

Cardiff, CA 92007

SUBJECT: FOCUSED CARILLON SOUND STUDY for "ST. JOHN FISHER" CHURCH

Dear Shelly:

6147-3

Dudek has completed a carillon bells sound level study for the St. john Fisher Church in the City of

Rancho Palos Verdes, California. The purpose of this study is to evaluate the potential impact of the

carillon bells sound level upon surrounding land uses.

The results of our analysis our summarized in this report, which includes the following sections:

I) Project Background and Setting; 2) Terminology; 3) Criteria; 4) Impact Analysis; 5) Conclusions.

1.0 PROJECT BACKGROUND AND SETTING

The St. john Fisher Church is located at 5448 Crest Road, at the intersection with Crenshaw Boulevard,

in the City of Rancho Palos Verdes, California. (Figures I and 2). The project proposes to develop a new

church building at the site that would include a carillon. The purpose of this sound study is to evaluate

the carillon bells' sound levels and its potential noise impact upon surrounding land uses.

Sensitive receivers nearest to the church site potentially impacted by the sound of the carillon bells

include: the Daughters of Mary and joseph Retreat Center to the East; the Ridgecrest Rancho residential

neighborhood to the North; the Villa Verde residential neighborhood to the Northwest; the Island View

residential neighborhood to the West; and the Rancho Crest residential neighborhood to the south

(Figure 2).

The anticipated carillon schedule is:

• Monday through Saturday: 8:00 a.m.; 12:00 noon; 5:05 p.m; 6:00 p.m.

• Sunday: 8:50 a.m.; 10:35 a.m.; 12:00 noon; 12:20 p.m.; 4:50 p.m.; 6:00 p.m
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In addition to the above regular schedule, the carillon may also be used for funerals, weddings, Holy

Day masses (7 times per year). In no case would the carillon be used prior to 8:00 a.m. or after 6:00

p.m.

2.0 COMMUNITY NOISE CHARACTERISTICS

To evaluate impacts upon areas that are sensitive to community noise, measurement scales that simulate

human perception are customarily used. These. measurement scales, basic noise terminology, concepts,

and human perception of sound are described in the following paragraphs.

Sound (noise) levels are measured in decibels (dB). Community noise levels are measured in terms of

an A-weighted sound level. The A-weighted scale of frequency sensitivity accounts for the sensitivity of

the human ear, which is less sensitive to low frequencies, and correlates well with human perception of

the annoying aspects of sound. The A-weighted decibel scale (dBA) is cited in most community noise

criteria. All sound levels discussed in this report are A-weighted.

Human activities cause community noise levels to be widely variable over time. For simplicity, sound

levels are usually best represented by an equivalent level over a given time period (Leq). The Leq, or

equivalent sound level, is a single value (in dBA) for any desired duration, which includes all of the time

varying sound energy in the measurement period, usually one hour. Technical terms used in this report

are summarized in Table I

Table I

Terms and Definitions

Ambient Noise Level The composite of noise from all sources near and far. The normal or existing level of

environmental noise at agiven location.

A-Weighted Sound Level, dBA The sound pressure level in decibels as measured on a sound level meter using the

A-weighted filter network. The A-weighting filter de-emphasizes the very low and very

high frequency components of the sound in a manner similar to the frequency

response of the human ear and correlates well with subjective reactions to noise.

Decibel, dB A unit for measuring sound pressure level and is equal to 10 times the logarithm to the

base 10 of the ratio of the measured sound pressure squared to a reference pressure,

which is 20 micropascals.

Equivalent Noise Level, Leq The sound level corresponding to a steady state sound level containing the same total

energy as a time varying signal over a given sample period. Leq is designed to

average all of the loud and quiet sound levels occurring over atime period.
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Community noise levels are usually related to the intensity of nearby human activity. Community noise

levels are generally considered low when ambient levels are below 45 dBA, moderate in the 45 to 60

dBA range, and high above 60 dBA. In wilderness areas, the noise levels can be below 35 dBA. In small

towns or wooded and lightly used residential areas, the noise levels are more likely to be around 50 or

60 dBA. Community noise levels around 75 dBA are more common in busy urban areas and levels up to

85 dBA occur near major freeways and airports. Common A-weighted sound levels for various indoor

and outdoor noise sources are shown in Table 2.

Table 2

Common Outdoor and Indoor Noise Levels (dBA)

110 Rock Band

Commercial Jet at 200 ft 105

100 Inside Subway Train

Gas Lawnmower at 3 ft 95

90

Diesel Truck at 50 ft 85 Food Blender at 3 ft

Noisy Urban Daytime 80 Garbage Disposal at 3 ft

Automobile at 50 ft 75 Shouting at 3 ft

Gas Lawnmower at 30 ft 70 Vacuum Cleaner at 10 ft

Commercial Area 65 Normal Speech at 3 ft

Heavy Traffic at 300 ft 60

Quiet Urban Daytime 50 Large Business Office

Quiet Urban Nighttime 40 Small Theater, Large Conference Room

Quiet Suburban Nighttime 35 Library

30 Bedroom at Night

Quiet Rural Nighttime 35 Concert Hall

Whisper at 6ft 20 Broadcast and Recording Studio

Human Breathing 10

0 Threshold of Hearing

It is widely accepted in the acoustical industry that a community noise level change of 3 dBA is barely

perceptible to most people, a 5-dBA change in noise level is considered readily perceptible, and a 10

dBA change is perceived as a doubling or halving of noise.
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3.0 CRITERIA

The City of Rancho Palos Verdes has no Ordinance or Municipal Code with quantitative criteria that

would apply to the carillon's sound levels. The adjacent City of Rolling Hills' Municipal Code (Title 8 

Health and Safety, Chapter 8.32 Noise) includes the following standards applicable to residential zoned

areas:

Extract of the City of Rolling Hills Municipal Code Exterior Noise Standards

A. The following exterior noise levels, unless otherwise specifically indicated, shall apply to all receptor

properties within a designated noise zone and shall constitute the ambient noise level for the

purpose of establishing standards:

--

!

Designated Noise Zone Exterior Noise Level

Land Use Time Interval (dBA)

Residential and
!

7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.

I
55

Agricultural

I I 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. I 45

B. Unless otherwise herein provided, no person shall operate or cause to be operated any source of

sound at any location within the city, or allow the creation of any noise on property owned, leased,

occupied or otherwise controlled by such person which causes the noise level when measured on

any other property to exceed the following standards:

1. "Standard NO.1" means the applicable ambient exterior noise level as set forth in subsection

A of this section plus five dB for a cumulative period of more than twenty minutes in any

hour.

2. "Standard NO.2" means the applicable ambient exterior noise level as set forth in subsection

A of this section plus ten dB for a cumulative period of more than ten minutes in any hour.

3. "Standard NO.3" means the applicable ambient exterior noise level as set forth in subsection

A of this section plus fifteen dB for a cumulative period of more than one minute in any hour.

In summary, the City of Rolling Hills' Municipal Code requires 55 dBA daytime (7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.)

and 45 nighttime (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.) ambient noise level not to be exceeded by five dBA for a

cumulative period of more than twenty minutes in any hour, by ten dBA for a cumulative period of

more than ten minutes in any hour, or by fifteen dBA for a cumulative period of more than one minute

in any hour.
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4.0 MONITORED CARILLON SOUND LEVELS

The carillon sound levels have been monitored on Friday, August 22, 2008, between approximately

10:30 a.m. and I:00 p.m. during the operation of a carillon demonstration model at the site. The carillon

loudspeaker was placed at approximately the same location and height as the planned carillon speaker,

and positioned to direct the carillon sound to the church parking lot area/southerly property line. The

amplifier used during the sound level readings was set at the "medium" loudness level.

The measurements were taken with a calibrated Rion NL 32 (Serial Number 0 I030561) integrating

sound level meter equipped with a Y2-inch pre-polarized condenser microphone with pre-amplifier. This

sound level meter meets the current American National Standards Institute standard for a Type I

precision sound level meter. The sound level meter was positioned at a height of approximately five

feet above the ground. Sound levels were monitored at the following locations (Figure 3):

Site I: On-site, at approximately 160 feet from, and in front of the carillon loudspeaker;

Site 2: At the church's southerly property-line (PL) shared with the Rancho Crest residential

neighborhood, with a direct line-of sight (not shielded by existing buildings) and in front

of the carillon loudspeaker;

Site 3: At the church's shared property-line with the Daughters of Mary and Joseph Retreat

Center to the East;

Site 4: Off-site, near the property-line of the Ridgecrest Rancho residential neighborhood to

the North;

Site 5: Off-site, near the property-line of the Villa Verde residential neighborhood to the

Northwest;

Site 6: Off-site, near the property-line of the Island View residential neighborhood to the

West;

Site 7: Off-site, in the backyard of a Rancho Crest neighborhood residence at 5465 Valley View

Road (shielded by existing buildings).

It should be noted that the sound level readings were taken during periods with no vehicles on Crest or

Crenshaw Boulevard near the monitor locations.

A summary of the sound level measurement results in terms of fast A-weighted sound pressure level 4q is

presented in Table 3.

DUDEK
5

6147-03
August 31,2008

Focused Carillon Sound Study of ....St. John Fisher' Church

4.0 MONITORED CARILLON SOUND LEVELS

The carillon sound levels have been monitored on Friday, August 22, 2008, between approximately

10:30 a.m. and I:00 p.m. during the operation of a carillon demonstration model at the site. The carillon

loudspeaker was placed at approximately the same location and height as the planned carillon speaker,

and positioned to direct the carillon sound to the church parking lot area/southerly property line. The

amplifier used during the sound level readings was set at the "medium" loudness level.

The measurements were taken with a calibrated Rion NL 32 (Serial Number 0 I030561) integrating

sound level meter equipped with a Y2-inch pre-polarized condenser microphone with pre-amplifier. This

sound level meter meets the current American National Standards Institute standard for a Type I

precision sound level meter. The sound level meter was positioned at a height of approximately five

feet above the ground. Sound levels were monitored at the following locations (Figure 3):

Site I: On-site, at approximately 160 feet from, and in front of the carillon loudspeaker;

Site 2: At the church's southerly property-line (PL) shared with the Rancho Crest residential

neighborhood, with a direct line-of sight (not shielded by existing buildings) and in front

of the carillon loudspeaker;

Site 3: At the church's shared property-line with the Daughters of Mary and Joseph Retreat

Center to the East;

Site 4: Off-site, near the property-line of the Ridgecrest Rancho residential neighborhood to

the North;

Site 5: Off-site, near the property-line of the Villa Verde residential neighborhood to the

Northwest;

Site 6: Off-site, near the property-line of the Island View residential neighborhood to the

West;

Site 7: Off-site, in the backyard of a Rancho Crest neighborhood residence at 5465 Valley View

Road (shielded by existing buildings).

It should be noted that the sound level readings were taken during periods with no vehicles on Crest or

Crenshaw Boulevard near the monitor locations.

A summary of the sound level measurement results in terms of fast A-weighted sound pressure level Leq is

presented in Table 3.
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Focused Carillon Sound Study of "St. John Fisher' Church

Table 3
Monitored Noise Levels

The data in Table 3 indicates that the on-site carillon sound level was 66 dBA at approximately 160 feet

from, and in front of, the carillon loudspeaker (monitor Site I). Sound levels monitored at the off site

property line locations (Sites 2 through 6) ranged between 45 dBA to 50 dBA. The sound level

monitored in the backyard of a residence (monitor location 7) was 46 dBA.

It should be noted that the carillon sound was barely audible at monitor locations 4, 5, and 6, and the

readings at these locations were within one dBA, with and without the carillon being operated. With

vehicles present, vehicle noise levels at the monitor site 4, 5, and 6 ranged between 65 and 70 dBA. The

carillon sound was not audible at all at monitor location 7, due to distance sound attenuation and

shielding by buildings and topography.

5.0 CONCLUSIONS

Based on sound level measurements conducted by Dudek staff, it is anticipated that carillon sound levels

will be 50 dBA or less at the nearest sensitive receptor location. This 50-dBA carillon sound level,

occurring for short time periods (I to 2 minutes) only, is well below the City of Rolling Hills' Municipal

Code daytime 65-dBA noise level allowed for a cumulative period of ten minutes in any hour, and the 60

dBA noise level allowed for a cumulative period of twenty minutes in any hour.

The 65 dBA noise level generated by normal speech at 3 ft or the 70 dBA noise level generated by a gas

lawnmower at 30 feet distance (Table 2), are 15 to 20 dBA higher, or more than double the 50 dBA

carillon bells sound level at the nearest sensitive location.

In conclusion, the noise impacts from the carillon sound levels are considered less than significant.

1 See Figure 3
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Focused Carillon Sound Study of "St. John Fisher' Church

Should you have any questions regarding the above information, please do not hesitate to contact me at

(805) 208-4827 or coverweg@dudek.com.

Respectfully submitted,

DUDEK

~.
CORNELIS OVERWEG, P.E., LEED AP, INCE
Senior Acoustical Engineer

Enclosures:

• Figure I - Regional Location

• Figure 2 - Project Vicinity

• Figure 3 - Monitor Locations
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Focused Carillon Sound Study of "St. John Fisher" Church

REFERENCES

CITY OF ROLLING HILLS. Municipal Code (Title 8 - Health and Safety, Chapter 8.32 Noise)

HYNDMAN & HYNDMAN ARCHITECTURE. Project and Site Plans

MAAS-ROWE CARILLONS, INC. Carillon and I~udspeaker setup and operation.
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DUDEK
MAIN OHICE

60S THIRD STREET

ENCINITAS. CALIFORNIA 91024

T no 9415147 T SOO 450 ISIS F 760632 0164

September 9,2008

Shelly Hyndman
Hyndman & Hyndman
261 I South Coast Highway 101, Suit 20 I
Cardiff, CA 92007

6147-02

Subject:

Dear Shelly:

Shadow Study of St. John Fisher Church Project

Dudek has completed the shadow study for the proposed St. John Fisher project. The project includes a
proposed 870-seat sanctuary on an existing church campus on the corner of Crest Road and Crenshaw
Boulevard in Rancho Palos Verdes, California (Figures I and 2). The proposed steeple on the sanctuary
would be 60 feet tall, with a 14-foot-tall cross on top, for a total maximum height of 74 feet. A
landscape plan would include pine and pepper trees to buffer the proposed sanctuary. This study
evaluates shading effects of the existing and proposed church facilities, with an emphasis on off-site
shading effects. The results of our analysis are summarized in this report.

Background - Shading Effects

Within developed settings, buildings commonly cast shadows on adjacent and nearby properties. Shading
can have positive consequences, such as cooling effects during warm weather, and negative
consequences, such as the loss of natural light for solar energy purposes or loss of warming influences
during cool weather.

Shading from structures is a function of the location and dimensions of structures, the presentation of
the ground surface to the sun relative to the earth's axis, and the sun's position in the sky relative to the
ground. The sun's position in the sky changes as the seasons progress from summer to winter in both
the northern and southern hemisphere. These factors influence the length and position of shadows.
During any season, the sun is in its most nearly vertical position relative to the ground surface, at
approximately 12 noon. This is when shadows are the shortest. On June 21 (summer solstice), the sun
is the highest in the sky and shadows are the shortest. As winter approaches, the sun's angle relative to
the earth's horizon changes and shadow lengths become longer. On December 21 (winter solstice), the
sun is lowest in the sky, and shadows are greatest. During the spring and fall equinox, the sun rises
exactly in the east and the sun is directly above the equator.

A shadow analysis was conducted in order to assess the shadow effect of the project on adjacent areas.
The focus of this analysis was determining the effects of shadows cast at different times of the year by
the project on off-site land uses. Figures 3 through 5 illustrate the shadows cast from the proposed
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Dear Shelly:
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sanctuary, as well as from existing church structures. Figures 6 through 8 show the shadows cast from
the proposed sanctuary, proposed trees near the corner of Crenshaw Boulevard and Crest Road,
existing church buildings, and existing trees. The results of this analysis are summarized below.

Vernal and Autumnal Equinox (March 20-21 and September 22-23)

During the spring and fall equinox, shadow lengths are mid-way between summer and winter solstice.
The spring and fall equinox have shadows of equal length during all times of the day, therefore, only one
set of figures are shown to reflect both the spring and fall equinox predicted shadow lengths at 9:00 am
and 3:00 pm (see Figures 3 and 6). On this day at 9:00 am, the shadows would extend northwesterly.
Similar to the existing church structure to the immediate south of the proposed sanctuary, the
sanctuary would shade the northwest corner of the project site, as well as a small portion of
northbound Crenshaw Boulevard. As shown in Figure 6, project landscaping would shade most of
northbound Crenshaw Boulevard and would partially shade portions of southbound Crenshaw
Boulevard adjacent to the sanctuary. Similar to the existing trees along the northern portion of the
church campus, proposed project landscaping would partially shade portions of westbound Crest Road
north of the project site. At 3:00 pm, the project shadows would be cast northeasterly. Shadows would
be confined to the project site. After 3:00 pm the shadows would continue in a northeasterly direction.
No surrounding structures or residential yards would be shaded during the vernal or autumnal
equinoxes.

Summer Solstice Oune 21-22)

As shadows are shortest on this day, the impact would be the most minimal of any day of the year.
Figures 4 and 7, Summer Solstice Shadows, depict predicted shadow lengths at 9:00 am and 3:00 pm. At
9:00 am, the shadows would extend westerly and the sanctuary would produce a relatively small shadow
that is confined to the church campus and does not extend into Crenshaw Boulevard. As shown in
Figure 7, the sanctuary and project landscaping would partially shade the northbound lanes of Crenshaw
Boulevard adjacent to the project site. After 9:00 am, the shadows would begin to move easterly. At
3:00 pm the shadows would continue to extend easterly and would remain confined to the church
campus. After 3:00 pm, the shadows would continue to move easterly. No offsite structures or
residential yards would be shaded during the summer solstice.

Winter Solstice (December 21-22)

The sun's angle is at its lowest during winter solstice, therefore the shadows are longest, and potential
shadow impacts are greatest. Therefore, this time period represents the worst-case shading scenario.
Figures 5 and 8, Winter Solstice Shadows, depict predicted shadow lengths at 9:00 am and 3:00 pm. As
shown in Figure 5, at 9:00 am, shadows from one existing structure and the proposed sanctuary would
cast in a northwesterly direction upon portions of Crenshaw Boulevard and Crest Road. No shadows
are cast onto adjacent residential properties as a result of proposed structures.

When existing and project landscaping is included, as shown in Figure 8, shadows would cover additional
portions of Crenshaw Boulevard and Crest Road. Also, four backyards in the residential neighborhood

2
6147-02

September 2008

Shelly Hyndman
Subject Shadow Study of St. John Fisher Church Project

sanctuary, as well as from existing church structures. Figures 6 through 8 show the shadows cast from
the proposed sanctuary, proposed trees near the corner of Crenshaw Boulevard and Crest Road,
existing church buildings, and existing trees. The results of this analysis are summarized below.

Vernal and Autumnal Equinox (March 20-21 and September 22-23)

During the spring and fall equinox, shadow lengths are mid-way between summer and winter solstice.
The spring and fall equinox have shadows of equal length during all times of the day, therefore, only one
set of figures are shown to reflect both the spring and fall equinox predicted shadow lengths at 9:00 am
and 3:00 pm (see Figures 3 and 6). On this day at 9:00 am, the shadows would extend northwesterly.
Similar to the existing church structure to the immediate south of the proposed sanctuary, the
sanctuary would shade the northwest corner of the project site, as well as a small portion of
northbound Crenshaw Boulevard. As shown in Figure 6, project landscaping would shade most of
northbound Crenshaw Boulevard and would partially shade portions of southbound Crenshaw
Boulevard adjacent to the sanctuary. Similar to the existing trees along the northern portion of the
church campus, proposed project landscaping would partially shade portions of westbound Crest Road
north of the project site. At 3:00 pm, the project shadows would be cast northeasterly. Shadows would
be confined to the project site. After 3:00 pm the shadows would continue in a northeasterly direction.
No surrounding structures or residential yards would be shaded during the vernal or autumnal
equinoxes.

Summer Solstice Oune 21-22)

As shadows are shortest on this day, the impact would be the most minimal of any day of the year.
Figures 4 and 7, Summer Solstice Shadows, depict predicted shadow lengths at 9:00 am and 3:00 pm. At
9:00 am, the shadows would extend westerly and the sanctuary would produce a relatively small shadow
that is confined to the church campus and does not extend into Crenshaw Boulevard. As shown in
Figure 7, the sanctuary and project landscaping would partially shade the northbound lanes of Crenshaw
Boulevard adjacent to the project site. After 9:00 am, the shadows would begin to move easterly. At
3:00 pm the shadows would continue to extend easterly and would remain confined to the church
campus. After 3:00 pm, the shadows would continue to move easterly. No offsite structures or
residential yards would be shaded during the summer solstice.

Winter Solstice (December 21-22)

The sun's angle is at its lowest during winter solstice, therefore the shadows are longest, and potential
shadow impacts are greatest. Therefore, this time period represents the worst-case shading scenario.
Figures 5 and 8, Winter Solstice Shadows, depict predicted shadow lengths at 9:00 am and 3:00 pm. As
shown in Figure 5, at 9:00 am, shadows from one existing structure and the proposed sanctuary would
cast in a northwesterly direction upon portions of Crenshaw Boulevard and Crest Road. No shadows
are cast onto adjacent residential properties as a result of proposed structures.

When existing and project landscaping is included, as shown in Figure 8, shadows would cover additional
portions of Crenshaw Boulevard and Crest Road. Also, four backyards in the residential neighborhood

2
6147-02

September 2008



33

Shelly Hyndman
Subject Shadow Study ofSt John Fisher Church Project

north of the project site would be completely or partially shaded due to shadows cast by existing and
proposed landscaping. It is noted that the majority of these shadows result from existing church campus
landscaping, and shading resulting from proposed landscaping would cover the intersection and the
southwest portion of one residential backyard on the corner of Crenshaw Boulevard and Crest Road.

At 3:00 pm, the project would cast shadows in a northeasterly direction, and shadows resulting from
existing and proposed structures would be confined to the church campus, as shown in Figure 5.
Existing and proposed landscaping would shade a portion of Crest Road along the north side of the
church campus, with the greatest extent of shading resulting from the existing campus trees (Figure 8).
No residential structures or yards would be shaded. The shading impacts of the project would occur
for a short period of time throughout the day due to the sun's motion in the sky.

Summary

Overall, offsite shading impacts would be greatest during the winter solstice, and would predominantly
result in shading to adjacent roadways. Under existing conditions, and not as a result of proposed
landscaping or structures, shading of four residential yards to the north of Crest Road would result
during the morning hours during the winter months. The proposed sanctuary would result in shading to
the Crest Road/Crenshaw Boulevard intersection roadways only. Proposed landscaping would result in
shading to a portion of one residential backyard on the northeast corner of Crest Road/Crenshaw
Boulevard.

Should you have any questions regarding the above information, please do not hesitate to contact me at
760.479.4228 or sshamlou@dudek.com.

Respectfully submitted,

Environmental Project Manager

Enc: Figure I - Regional Location
Figure 2 - Project Vicinity
Figures 3 through 8 - Shadow Study graphics
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St. John Fisher Catholic Church
Supplemental Parking Data

Hyndman & Hyndman
September 16, 2008

St. John Fisher Catholic Church
5448 Crest Road

Supplemental Parking Data

Historical Parking Count Data and Analysis

Added Parking for Seasonal and Peak Hour Uses

Comparative Parking Data from other Churches

General: This supplemental parking data is provided in response to comments made and discussions
in public hearings and is intended to supplement the parking tables found in the project drawings

sheet AO.9 and the parking calculation table found on sheet AO.O in the project drawings.
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St. John Fisher Historical Parking Counts
General:
The following represents counts taken at the church over the past 4 months on Sundays at peak times
which demonstrate a pattern of large numbers of un-used spaces in the existing parking lot. For reference,
the parking tables submitted with the project CUP application on sheet AO.9 used the same peak hour times
to arrive at the required parking of 331 spaces.

Date 9:30 AM Time of Count Taken
Sunday Peak Hour Number of Empty Parking Spaces

6/22/08 153

6/29/08 163

7/13/08 Not Taken

7/20/08 Not Taken

7/27/08 188

8/3/08 Not Taken

8/31/08 178

9/7/08 122

9/14/08 158

11:15 AM Time of Count Taken
Number of Empty Parking Spaces

163

Not taken

139

109

144

168

181

84 Time & Talent Festival Event

116

Conclusions:

Parking for Normal Sunday Peak Hour uses using Historical Data Methodology
359 Existing Spaces including play area in parking
-109 Historical Spaces not used at Maximum normal usage

250 Spaces Used
+73 Additional spaces required for increase in sanctuary from 650 to 870 seats

(870-650=220 added seats/3 seats per parking space per RPV code 17.50.020=73 added)
323 Spaces Required using Historical Data Methodology, 331 provided

Parking for Normal Sunday Peak Hour uses using Historical Data Methodology with Seasonal Event
359 Existing Spaces including play area in parking
-84 Spaces not used at Peak Sunday hour with Seasonal Event such as 9/7/08 above

275 Spaces Used
+73 Additional spaces required for increase in sanctuary from 650 to 870 seats

(870-650=220 added seats/3 seats per parking space per RPV code 17.50.020=73 added)
348 Spaces Required using Historical Data Methodology with Seasonal Event

(note: Time & Talent Festival is recruiting of volunteers for ministries and charities)
For seasonal or peak parking requirements an additional 61 spaces of turf parking will be made
available as outlined on the following pages bringing the available parking to 392 spaces.
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St. John Fisher Turf Area & Overflow Parking

General:

The following plan diagrams labeled Exhibit A, B, and C, represent additional turf parking areas that
comply with RPV code section 17.50.040 (I. Seasonal or Peak Parking Areas). These parking areas will be
planted in turf of a wear resistant type with provisions made for irrigation and maintenance of the turf as
required by the referenced code section. These areas will be made available for all seasonal or peak
parking requirements only on a periodic basis such as seasonal or once a week. The required parking for
regular uses based on data shown on project drawing sheet AO.9 for scheduled uses is summarized is as
follows:

290 Spaces for 870 seats in sanctuary based on RPV code section 17.50.020 table 50-A
1 space for every 3 permanent seats

38 Spaces for Religious Education Classes concurrent with peak hour masses per RPV code
section 17.50.020 table 50-A
2 spaces for each classroom x 19 classrooms

3 Spaces for RectorylPriest's Residence

331 Total Spaces + 3 loading spaces

61 Spaces provided for Overflow on turf

392 TOTAL SPACES AVAILABLE

In addition to the provisions made available for turf parking on-site, we have also attached a letter written
by the Daughters of Mary and Joseph expressing their willingness to share their parking area with us for
seasonal and peak parking demands. Although the city's traffic engineer and city staff have recommended
approval of our originally proposed parking, we would like to fully address the commissioner's concerns
which we believe are addressed in the turf parking solution. We prefer the on-site turf parking area
solution to addressing the parking concerns over entering into a more cumbersome formal joint-use
agreement with the Daughters of Mary and Joseph. Notwithstanding this decision, the Daughter's of Mary
and Joseph parking areas will remain open to our shared use on an informal basis.
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St. John Fisher Catholic Church
Supplemental Parking Data

Hyndman & Hyndman
September 16, 2008

St. John Fisher Turf Area & Overflow Parking

General:

The following plan diagrams labeled Exhibit A, B, and C, represent additional turf parking areas that
comply with RPV code section 17.50.040 (I. Seasonal or Peak Parking Areas). These parking areas will be
planted in turf of a wear resistant type with provisions made for irrigation and maintenance of the turf as
required by the referenced code section. These areas will be made available for all seasonal or peak
parking requirements only on a periodic basis such as seasonal or once a week. The required parking for
regular uses based on data shown on project drawing sheet AO.9 for scheduled uses is summarized is as
follows:

290 Spaces for 870 seats in sanctuary based on RPV code section 17.50.020 table 50-A
1 space for every 3 permanent seats

38 Spaces for Religious Education Classes concurrent with peak hour masses per RPV code
section 17.50.020 table 50-A
2 spaces for each classroom x 19 classrooms

3 Spaces for RectorylPriest's Residence

331 Total Spaces + 3 loading spaces

61 Spaces provided for Overflow on turf

392 TOTAL SPACES AVAILABLE

In addition to the provisions made available for turf parking on-site, we have also attached a letter written
by the Daughters of Mary and Joseph expressing their willingness to share their parking area with us for
seasonal and peak parking demands. Although the city's traffic engineer and city staff have recommended
approval of our originally proposed parking, we would like to fully address the commissioner's concerns
which we believe are addressed in the turf parking solution. We prefer the on-site turf parking area
solution to addressing the parking concerns over entering into a more cumbersome formal joint-use
agreement with the Daughters of Mary and Joseph. Notwithstanding this decision, the Daughter's of Mary
and Joseph parking areas will remain open to our shared use on an informal basis.
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St. John Fisher Catholic Church
Supplemental Parking Data

89113912088 15: 52 3Ul371G303 ST. JOHN FISHER PARIS

Hyndman & Hyndman
September 16, 2008

PAGE 61

Regional Offices
5300 Crest Road, Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275·5004

July 14, 2008
Ms. Leza Mikhail, Assistant .P1amtet'
City of'.Rancho Palos Vdds Platming Department
30940Ha'Wfhome Blvd.
RanehoPaloa Verdes. CA 90215

RB:. ~UsePel.mit,. Grading Permit, B1M:l'onmental~
Sjp:Pemrlt, Minor Bxoeption PeJ:mit
Case No. ZQ'N2007..00492
SIw'ed hddDg

·DarLeza,

We lIft). d1epropertyO'WJ:lem~yeut ofthe St. 30hn FisbetCh'urch~. Fiat
and formrrost,OW' letter ofSeptember 1~ 2007, wri1teb. in support orthe project, still
reflects our fee:linr$ and we lift) hopefbJ fhe project will be appro'lCd. by the planning
comsnisaion.

.We ate: writing 1his Jetter to inform y,)U that: we haw4i~~ a sbaml
parking ammsementwith St.lohn Fisher Churchwh~ Ibe nellld ad$es. for extra
patkb:Ig spmes. Weun~ that the chm'chhas provided apa.rkina ana1yslt
dmno~ that au~.needs arc Dlet w:iUt the proposed~on sif;e. Based on
ourexp~ ofwalking _ugh the abln'b pmkins Jot over tho years to attend Masses.
we agree with the cb'liWCh. that: tho~ park:i:ag lot..never tiillother than at Chtisbnas
and:&stet and that the new proposed paddngwm be more than adequate.

Notwithst:and.fns thi~ appa.l1llltly there hasbeen public comment that the proposed church
pddn,wmbe~. White we do not agree 'Wit11these~. we WI.>U1d like
to assist the ohtmlbm~this con~ Wecummtl.y have~ 100
spaces. in ourparking; lot. In the spirit orgood~, we are open to sbaring our
padciDg$paces withthe churdt We almldy'have amutual~ in this~
~~~be~~ro~m~an~entM~tbat:be~~~bcMdro
ob1ain final a.pproval.

Thank you.

~~~~~~r
SisterNuala Briody;RegionalAdm~
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PAGE 01

Regional Offices
5300 Crest Road, :Rancho Pal03Verdes, CA90275·5004

July 14, 2008
M$. La:a Mikhail, A&sistant ,Plam:J.el'
Ci1;y ofB.mcho Palos Vctdds Planning Department
30940Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

RB: ~U.Pemsit,Qmdinghmrlt,~~

SignPemUt, MinorBxoepticm Penttit
Case No. ZON2901..00492
SIand h:tkiDI

·near Lez:a,

We ~.1he propertyowners~yeut ofthe St. John Fisher Cbureh property. First
and mmnost,OW' httet of~ 1St 2007, wrilteo in supportofbproject. stm
reflects our feelin.p and we are hopeibJ f11e project will be approved by the pIannisg
commission.

.We are wrltingthis Jetter to inform~ that we have diSCllSSed providing a sbared
parking ammgememwith St John Fisher Churoh whenever the need~:for e&tt'a
parldDg spaces. Wetm~ that the chumhhas provided aparking anaJ.yslI
dmno~that all parid.q.IHeds. arc met wUh the proposedpatItins on site. Based on
ow:exp~ ofwaildng fbtouab the chm'cb paddns.lot over1he .years to attend Muses,
we agree with the ch'WtCh tbat tho exi#ing·par1c;inslot.nevet :1UJl·other than at Chdstmas
and iuter and that the new proposedpar:kiqwi.n be more thanad~.

Notwithstandins this, apparently there hasbeen public comment that the proposed cburch
parldn&wiHbe~. White" do not agree withthese~. we would like
to BSSistthe.ob.mcb in~ this concern- We curmttJ.y have~ 100
spaees. in ODrpatldng lot. mthe spiritofgood~, we are open to sharing Out
patIciDg spaces with the church. We almldy have a·mntual~ in this rqard.
~~~h~~~~m~g~~m~~~~~~~c~w
obtain final approval.

'I'hankyou..

~~~~~~r
SistetNuala Briody.·ReaionalAdm~
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St. John Fisher Catholic Church
Supplemental Parking Data

Hyndman & Hyndman
September 16, 2008

Similar Projects Comparative Parking

General:

The following list of projects provides additional similar projects with previously issued discretionary
pennits and verifiable parking approved relative to uses and square footages. The intent of this summary is
to validate the methodology used to establish the St. John Fisher required parking by establishing a pattern
of church projects approved with parking provisions that are tied almost solely to the number of seats in the
sanctuary as is consistent with the St. John Fisher approach and as was recommended for approval by city
staff and the city's traffic engineer.

1 St. Peters by the Sea Presbyterian Church
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA

Seating in Sanctuary 500 (500/3 seats per parking space=167 spaces)
8,400 sf Sanctuary
3,000 sf Preschool
1,475 sf Fireside Room
5,750 sf Classrooms & Administration

180 parking spaces provided (leaves 13 for uses other than sanctuary seating)

2 Ascension Lutheran Church
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA

Seating in Sanctuary 220 (220/3 seats per parking space=73 spaces)
3,025 sf Sanctuary
1,000 sf Administration
360 sf Classrooms/Nursery
4,200 sf Preschool
3,050 sf Social Hall

86 Parking spaces provided (leaves 13 for uses other than sanctuary seating)

3 St. Gregory the Great Catholic Church
11451 Blue Cypress Drive, Scripps Ranch, CA

Seating in Sanctuary 858 (858/3 seats per parking space=286 spaces)
16,016 sf Sanctuary
3,340 sf Chapel
4,725 sf AdministrationlPastoral Center
9,950 sf Parish Center/Social Hall
3,250 sfYouth/Daycare

283 Parking spaces provided (leaves zero for other uses than sanctuary seating)

CUP # C21459, Issued August 6, 1997. City of San Diego
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Similar Projects Comparative Parking
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The following list of projects provides additional similar projects with previously issued discretionary
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of church projects approved with parking provisions that are tied almost solely to the number of seats in the
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staff and the city's traffic engineer.

1 St. Peters by the Sea Presbyterian Church
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA
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180 parking spaces provided (leaves 13 for uses other than sanctuary seating)
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1,000 sf Administration
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St. John Fisher Catholic Church
Supplemental Parking Data

4 St. Gregory the Great Catholic Community Center
15315 Stonebridge Parkway, Scripps Ranch, CA

5,508 sf Chapel
7,477 Library & Administration
25,148 sf Assembly Multi-Purpose/Gymnasium
32,000 sfK-8 Parochial School

Hyndman & Hyndman
September 16, 2008

244 Parking spaces provided (governed by largest assembly building on site Gym only)

CUP # 279200 PDP 279201 Issued November 16, 2006, City of San Diego

5 St. William of York Catholic Church (now St. Therese of Carmel)
Carmel Valley, CA

Seating in Sanctuary 999 (999/3 seats per parking space=333 spaces)
17,000 sf Sanctuary
15,000 sf Social Hall
32,432 sfK-8 Parochial School + Preschool
6,560 sf Parish Center
1,280 sf Administration

343 Parking spaces provided (leaves 10 spaces for other uses than sanctuary seating)

Site Development Permit SDP #5908, Issued January 28,2003, City of SanDiego

6 St. Stanislaus Catholic Church
Modesto, CA

Seating in Sanctuary 1300 (1300/4 seats per parking space req'd=325 spaces)
27,200 sf Sanctuary
27,800 sf Ministries Center w/administration, social hall, youth

362 Parking spaces provided (leaves 37 spaces for other uses than sanctuary seating, note 1
per 4 seats rather than 1 per 3 however=less parking)

PDP Discretionary Permit #571 Resolution #2005 March 8,2005, City of Modesto

7 Our Lady Queen of Angels Catholic Church
Alpine, CA

Seating in Sanctuary 740 (740/4 seats per parking space req'd=185 spaces)
16,120 sf Sanctuary
7,200 sf Administration
22,000 sf Social Hall

227 Parking spaces provided (leaves 42 spaces for other uses than sanctuary seating, note 1
per 4 seats rather than 1 per 3 however=less parking)

MUP Discretionary Permit #P-83-954W, December 5, 2007 , County of San Diego
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4 St. Gregory the Great Catholic Community Center
15315 Stonebridge Parkway, Scripps Ranch, CA
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St. John Fisher Catholic Church
Supplemental Parking Data

8 St. Vincent de Paul Catholic Church
Huntington Beach, CA

Hyndman & Hyndman
September 16, 2008

Seating in Sanctuary 829 (829/3 seats per parking space =276 spaces)
12,275 sf Sanctuary
6,560 sf Administration + meeting rooms
9,474 sf Social Hall
5,600 sf Priest's Residence

276 Parking spaces provided (leaves zero spaces for other uses than sanctuary seating)

Entitlement Plan Amendment #99-01, August 24, 1999, City of Huntington Beach

9 Visalia United Methodist Church
Visalia, CA

Seating in Sanctuary 1200 ( 1200/4 seats per parking space req'd =300 spaces)
25,000 sf Sanctuary
3,600 sf Administration
9,000sf Social Hall
18,000 sf School

400 Parking spaces provided (leaves 100 spaces for other uses than sanctuary seating, note 1
per 4 seats rather than 1 per 3 however=less parking)

CUP #90-38, June 3, 1991, City of Visalia

10 St. Mark Presbyterian Church
Newport Beach, CA

Seating in Sanctuary 386 (386/3 seats per parking space req'd =129 spaces)
10,169 sf Sanctuary
3,550 sf Administration
7,603 sf Social Hall
3,608 sfPreschool
5,183 sfexpansion meeting rooms
1,002 sf Fireside Room

202 Parking spaces provided (leaves 73 spaces for other uses than sanctuary seating, note
campus was split by large canyon separating into north and south campus thus parking had to
be provided in excess of 1 per 3 seats in sanctuary due to site features)

CUP #2003-015, General Plan Amend #2003-002, City of Newport Beach
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09/09/2008 15:52 3103775303 ST.JOHN FISHER PARIS PAGE 01

Regional Offices
5300 Crest Road, Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275-5004

July 14, 2008
Ms. Leza Mikhail, Assistant Planner
City ofRancho Palos Verdds Planning Department
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes. CA 9027S

RE: Conditional Use Pennit, Grading Permit, Environmental Assessment
Sign: Pennit, Minor Exception Permit
Csse No. ZON2007-00492
Sh8red Pdlddng

Dear Leza,

We are the property owners directly east ofthe St. Job,tt Fisher Ch'Q1'Ch property. Pirst
and foremost, our letter ofSeptember IS, 2007, written. in support ofthe project, still
reflects our feelings and we are hopeful the project will be approved by the planning
commission.

,We are writing this Jetter to inform. yl=tu that we have disoussed providing a shared
parking auangement with St. John FISher Church wheneve:J:' the need arises for extra
parking spaces. We understand that the church has provided a parking analysis
demonstrating that aU parking needs are met with the proposed parking on site. Based on
our experience ofwalking through the ohurch parJdng lotover the years to attend Masses,
we agree With the church that the existing parking lot is never full other than at Christmas
and Eastet and that the new proposed paiking win be more than adequate•.

Notwithstanding this, apparently there has been pubJj(: comment that the proposed church
parking will be ~adequate. While we do not agree with these comments~ \1Ii'e would like
to assist the ohurch in addressing this concern. We cUlTently have approxin:lately 100
spaces in our parking lot. In the spirit ofgood neighborliness, we are open to sharingour
parking spaces with the church. We already have a mutual arrangement in this regard.
We would be happy to formalize an agJ:eement should that be necessary for the church tQ
obtain .final approval. •

Thank you,

~jzk.~~d~~
SisterNuala Briody, 'Regional Administrator
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IMPORTANT INFORMATION IN REGARD TO THE ST. JOHN FISHER DEVELOPMENT~e€EIVED
Greetings, Neighbors: SEP 17 2008
A hearing has been scheduled for Tuesday, September 23, 2008, at 7:00 PM at Hesse Park for Q!M·NI~B\J.~NGAND
regarding the proposed building project by St. John Fisher Church (The Applicant). While suppa iR~dicEMENT

the stated purposes of the proposed project, many residents in the surrounding neighborhoods (Islan lew,
Mela Lane, Valley View Road, Burrell Lane, Park Place, Del Cerro, Mesa Palos Verdes and Ridgecrest) share 3
primary concerns regarding some aspects of the proposal.

1. The size and mass of the new sanctuary. The Applicant proposes to build a new 17,000 sq. ft. sanctuary
with a tower and steeple towering 74 feet above the ground. The Applicant is requesting to position the new
sanctuary on its 9-acre (400,000 sq. ft.) lot at the corner of Crest and Crenshaw, where the 74-ft. height of the
building would be added to a building pad that is already 15 to 20 ft. above the Crenshaw street level. At this
location, the bUilding would have a very prominent presence to be seen by all travelling along Crest Rd. and
Crenshaw Blvd. and would loom over residences directly across the street in the Island View - where building
pads are 10 feet or more below the Crenshaw street level, further exacerbating the appearance of height, bulk
and mass of the structure. The dimensions of the structure and its positioning at the corner are inconsistent with
RPV norms of neighborhood compatibility and maintaining the rural and open character of the community (as
stated in the City's General Plan), especially in light of the fact that the area is composed of single family homes,
and is at the gateway to one of the most scenic areas of open space and major trails in the City as well as rural
Rolling Hills.

2. The adeguacy of parking. The City's General Plan and Development Code require that adequate off-street
parking be prOVided for all existing and future development. The Applicant seeks to increase the seating
capacity of its sanctuary from 650 to 870, while decreasing the on-site parking from 359 spaces to 331. The
existing parking space is barely adequate for the current use of the site and parking occasionally spills onto
Crenshaw and neighboring residential streets. A reduction in on-site parking spaces, while increasing the
capacity of the sanctuary, would undoubtedly exacerbate neighboring street parking problems.

3. Noise. The City's General Plan says that the policies of the City are to provide for a quiet and serene
residential community, to control community noise to assure an environment free of unnecessary noise, and to
regulate land use so that there is a minimal degree of noise impact on adjacent land uses. The Applicant has
proposed to ring bells several times during the day, seven days a week, plus after weddings and funerals.
Since the formation of RPV in 1973, no church has been permitted to ring bells, and the City should not depart
from this precedent.

If you want the Planning Co
and mail it to:

Joel Rojas, Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement, City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard, Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

Dear Mr. Rojas:
I share the concerns and values of my neighbors. I encourage the RPV Planning Department and Planning
Commission to work with the Applicant to develop a plan that allows the Applicant to bUild their improvements in
a way that addresses the issues stated above and is compatible with the surrounding community. Additionally,
Ihj.ve not.eda~~ have with regard to this proj;,ct. ~.....\
f~Acb ~~ /J...I, OeGltN f+tfJ-C;-.!).e R..f' y {j?ez-~
(Name) 1<./ N iffrfJ B I~ (Address or Neighborhood)

You can also fax this letter to the Planning Department at 310-544-5293
Comments should be sent As Soon as Possible (by Sept. 16, 2008, if possible)

IMPORTANT INFORMATION IN REGARD TO THE ST. JOHN FISHER DEVELOPMENT fte€eIVED
Greetings, Neighbors: SEP 17 2008
A hearing has been scheduled for Tuesday, September 23, 2008, at 7:00 PM at Hesse Park for Q.·NI~i\JtrcftNC;AND
regarding the proposed building project by St. John Fisher Church (The Applicant). While suppa' ~R~~CEMENT

the stated purposes of the proposed project, many residents in the surrounding neighborhoods (lslan Jew,
Mela Lane, Valley View Road, Burrell Lane, Park Place, Del Cerro, Mesa Palos Verdes and Ridgecrest) share 3
primary concerns regarding some aspects of the proposal.

1. The size and mass of the new sanctuary. The Applicant proposes to build a new 17,000 sq. ft. sanctuary
with a tower and steeple towering 74 feet above the ground. The Applicant is requesting to position the new
sanctuary on its 9-acre (400,000 sq. ft.) lot at the corner of Crest and Crenshaw, where the 74-ft. height of the
building would be added to a building pad that is already 15 to 20 ft. above the Crenshaw street level. At this
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Crenshaw Blvd. and would loom over residences directly across the street in the Island View - where building
pads are 10 feet or more below the Crenshaw street level, further exacerbating the appearance of height, bulk
and mass of the structure. The dimensions of the structure and its positioning at the corner are inconsistent with
RPV norms of neighborhood compatibility and maintaining the rural and open character of the community (as
stated in the City's General Plan), especially in light of the fact that the area is composed of single family homes,
and is at the gateway to one of the most scenic areas of open space and major trails in the City as well as rural
Rolling Hills.

2. The adequacy of parking. The City's General Plan and Development Code require that adequate off-street
parking be provided for all existing and future development. The Applicant seeks to increase the seating
capacity of its sanctuary from 650 to 870, while decreasing the on-site parking from 359 spaces to 331. The
existing parking space is barely adequate for the current use of the site and parking occasionally spills onto
Crenshaw and neighboring residential streets. A reduction in on-site parking spaces, while increasing the
capacity of the sanctuary, would undoubtedly exacerbate neighboring street parking problems.

3. Noise. The City's General Plan says that the policies of the City are to provide for a quiet and serene
residential community, to control community noise to assure an environment free of unnecessary noise, and to
regulate land use so that there is a minimal degree of noise impact on adjacent land uses. The Applicant has
proposed to ring bells several times during the day, seven days a week, plus after weddings and funerals.
Since the formation of RPV in 1973, no church has been permitted to ring bells, and the City should not depart
from this precedent.

If you want the Planning Co
and mail it to:

Joel Rojas, Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement, City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard, Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

Dear Mr. Rojas:
I share the concerns and values of my neighbors. I encourage the RPV Planning Department and Planning
Commission to work with the Applicant to develop a plan that aUows the Applicant to build their improvements in
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Ihj.ve noteda~~ have with regard to this proj~ct. ~"""'\
~<:1Acb ~~ ~/J OeGltN{+tfL2;- J)£. R-P y (jf;z-~
(Name) kt N iffrtJ B I {!:1Ivt2 (Address or Neighborhood)

You can also fax this letter to the Planning Department at 310-544-5293
Comments should be sent As Soon as Possible (by Sept. 16, 2008, if possible)
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RECEIVED
SEP 17 2008

LAW OFFICES OF

ROBERT J. REAMER
A PROFESSIONAL. CORPORATION

PLANNING. BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT

DEL AMO FINANCIAL CENTER

21535 HAWTHORNE BOULEVARD, 5UITE 390

TORRANCE, CALIFORNIA 90503

TELEPHONE (310) 792-3777

FAC51MILE (310) 792-3785

September 16, 2008

Ms. Leza Mikhail
Rancho Palos Verdes Planning Commission
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard
Rancho Palos Verdes, California 90275

RE: St. John Fisher Church Building Application
Our File No: H08001

Dear Ms. Mikhail:

I am writing to urge approval of the church building project of St.
John Fisher Catholic Church. My wife and I have been parishioners
of St. John Fisher Church for 25 years and, while we now reside in
Palos Verdes Estates, we previously resided in the Villa Verde
development across the street from St. John Fisher Church. I have
reviewed the Church's plans for our new church and have followed
the news reports on the City hearings on the project. It seems to
me that. the Church has gone the extra mile to accommodate the
concerns of its neighbors and the City with regard to the planned
new church. The project's height, shadow, sound and silhouette
have all been shown to have minimum, if any, impact on the
surrounding area. There will be no "use" change at all since the
current number of parishioners will remain constant. I know, from
having resided there for 4 years, that only a handful of Villa
Verde residents can even see the church property from their homes.

St. John Fisher Church has been a good neighbor for decades,
benefitting the City by its presence. We wish to continue that
tradition in our new church. I urge the Planning Commission and
City Council to allow the project to proceed at once.

Very truly yours,

LAW OFFICES OF ROBERT J. REAMER

ROBERT J.I REMER

.,j" .\..- f'l I
,;, .';.~ ,RJR;hh

cc: . St.John Fisher Church
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Leza Mikhail

From: Joel Rojas [joelr@rpv.com]

Sent: Wednesday, September 17, 2008 11 :56 AM

To: 'Leza Mikhail'

Subject: FW: SJF

From: fritz baumgartner [mailto:f.baumgartner@earthlink.net]
Sent: Tuesday, September 16,20089:44 PM
To: pc@rpv.com
Subject: SJF

AMDG

Fritz Baumgartner,MD
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA
14 Sep 2008

TO: RPV PLANNING COMMISSION
RE: SJF DEVELOPMENTAL PROJECT

Our family has been a part of Rancho Palos Verdes for many years. We are parishioners of St.
John Fisher Church and our children attend St John Fisher School. My parents immigrated from
Switzerland and Germany and my wife from Russia, and as immigrants the constant belief was that this
was a fair and honest country where legitimate opportunity could be achieved by anyone, without the
bias of prejudice.

We now have an instance where the legitimate opportunity for St. John Fisher to improve its
circumstances is being blocked. St John Fisher is a tremendous asset to the community of Rancho Palos
Verdes, producing outstanding, caring graduates who are willing to give back to the community.

Some of the criticisms raised seem almost whimsical. The church steeple as a problem? Why?
There is no view of the ocean to be blocked! And it goes on and on. I, and others, have an increasing
sense that it is not the steeple itself which is the issue, but what is displayed atop the steeple the cross of
Christ. Is it akin to the ACLU bullying the city of Los Angeles in erasing the tiny little cross from the
city seal, thereby denying the true history of California? One has to wonder.

I wholeheartedly support the parish of St. John Fisher in its rebuilding program, and hope the
city of Rancho Palos Verdes will act fairly and respectfully in allowing the parish and its parishioners
and schoolchildren to fulfill their dream.

Sincerely,

9/17/2008
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Fritz Baumgartner,MD
Clinical Assistant Professor of Surgery
UCLA School of Medicine
Division ofCardiothoracic Surgery, Harbor-UCLA Medical Center
Vascular Surgery Associates, Los Alamitos

Natalia Baumgartner
Homemaker, Rancho Palos Verdes

fritz baumgartner
f. baumgartner@earthlink.net
Why Wait? Move to EarthLink.

9/17/2008
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September 16,2008

Mr. Joel Rojas
Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard, Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

Dear Mr. Rojas:

Re: Proposed Building Project by St. John Fisher Church

I own the house located at 35 Oceanaire Drive, Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275 in the Del Cerro Park
community. Please direct all future notices regarding this matter to me at 4718 Halbrent Avenue, Sherman
Oaks, CA 91403 and/or at this e-mail address.

This letter expresses my concerns, set forth below, regarding the proposed bUilding project by St. John Fisher
Church (The Applicant). I ask the RPV Planning Department and Planning Commission to work with the
Applicant to develop a plan that would allow the Applicant to build their improvements in a way that addresses
the issues stated below and is compatible with the surrounding community.

1. The size and mass of the new sanctuary. The Applicant proposes to build a new 17,000 sq. ft. sanctuary
with a tower and steeple towering 74 feet above the ground. The Applicant is requesting to position the new
sanctuary on its 9-acre (400,000 sq. ft.) lot at the corner of Crest and Crenshaw, where the 74~ft. height of the
building would be added to a building pad that is already 20 ft. above the Crenshaw street level. At this location,
the building would have a very prominent presence to be seen by all travelling along Crest Rd. and Crenshaw
Blvd. and would loom over residences directly across the street in the Island View - where building pads are 10
feet or more below the Crenshaw street level, further exacerbating the appearance of height, bulk and mass of
the structure. The dimensions of the structure and its positioning at the corner are inconsistent with RPV norms
of neighborhood compatibility and maintaining the rural and open character of the community (as stated in the
City's General Plan), especially in light of the fact that the area is composed of single family homes, and is at the
gateway to one of the most scenic areas of open space and major trails in the City as well as rural Rolling Hills.

2. The adequacy of parking. The City's General Plan and Development Code require that adequate off-street
parking be provided for all existing and future development. The Applicant seeks to increase the seating
capacity of its sanctuary from 650 to 870, while decreasing the on-site parking from 359 spaces to 331. The
existing parking space is barely adequate for the current use of the site and parking occasionally spills onto
Crenshaw and neighboring residential streets. A reduction in on-site parking spaces, while increasing the
capacity of the sanctuary, would undoubtedly exacerbate neighboring street parking problems.

3. Noise. The City's General Plan says that the policies of the City are to provide for a quiet and serene
residential community, to control community noise to assure an environment free of unnecessary noise, and to
regulate land use so that there is a minimal degree of noise impact on adjacent land uses. The Applicant has
proposed to ring bells several times during the day, seven days a week, plus after weddings and funerals.
Since the formation of RPV in 1973, no church has been permitted to ring bells, and the City should not depart
from this precedent.

Truly yours,

Lauren M. Yu
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IMPORTANT INFORMATION IN REGARD TO THE ST. JOHN FISHER DEVELOPMENT PROJECT

Greetings, Neighbors:

A hearing has been scheduled for Tuesday, September 23, 2008, at 7:00 PM at Hesse Park for public comment
regarding the proposed building project by St. John Fisher Church (The Applicant). While supporting many of
the stated purposes of the proposed project, many residents in the surrounding neighborhoods (Island View,
Mela Lane, Valley View Road, Burrell Lane, Park Place, Del Cerro, Mesa Verde and Ridgecrest) share 3
primary concerns regarding some aspects of the proposal.

1. The size and mass of the new sanctuary. The Applicant proposes to build a new 17,000 sq. ft. sanctuary
with a tower and steeple towering 74 feet above the ground. The Applicant is requesting to position the new
sanctuary on its 9-acre (400,000 sq. ft.) lot at the corner of Crest and Crenshaw, where the 74-ft. height of the
building would be added to a building pad that is already 20 ft. above the Crenshaw street level. At this location,
the building would have a very prominent presence to be seen by all travelling along Crest Rd. and Crenshaw
Blvd. and would loom over residences directly across the street in the Island View - where building pads are 10
feet or more below the Crenshaw street level, further exacerbating the appearance of height, bulk and mass of
the structure. The dimensions of the structure and its positioning at the corner are inconsistent with RPV norms
of neighborhood compatibility and maintaining the rural and open character of the community (as stated in the
City's General Plan), especially in light of the fact that the area is composed of single family homes, and is at the
gateway to one of the most scenic areas of open space and major trails in the City as well as rural Rolling Hills.

2. The adequacy of parking. The City's General Plan and Development Code require that adequate off-street
parking be provided for all existing and future development. The Applicant seeks to increase the seating
capacity of its sanctuary from 650 to 870, while decreasing the on-site parking from 359 spaces to 331. The
existing parking space is barely adequate for the current use of the site and parking occasionally spills onto
Crenshaw and neighboring residential streets. A reduction in on-site parking spaces, while increasing the
capacity of the sanctuary, would undoubtedly exacerbate neighboring street parking problems.

3. Noise. The City's General Plan says that the policies of the City are to provide for a quiet and serene
residential community, to control community noise to assure an environment free of unnecessary noise, and to
regulate land use so that there is a minimal degree of noise impact on adjacent land uses. The Applicant has
proposed to ring bells several times during the day, seven days a week, plus after weddings and funerals.
Since the formation of RPV in 1973, no church has been permitted to ring bells, and the City should not depart
from this precedent.

Please add other comments or concerns you may have:

If you want the Planning Commission to address the concerns listed above, please sign the statement below
and mail it to:

Joel Rojas, Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement, City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard, Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

Dear Mr. Rojas:
I share the concerns and values of my neighbors. I encourage the RPV Planning Department and Planning
Commission to work with the Applicant to develop a plan that allows the Applicant to build their improvements in
a way that addresses the issues stated above and is compatible with the surrounding community. Additionally,
I have noted above other concerns I have with regard to this project.
__Lynda Heran _Del Cerro---,, _
(Name) (Address or Neighborhood)

You can also fax this letter to the Planning Department at 310-544-5293
Comments should be sent As Soon as Possible (not later than Sept. 16, 2008)
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Leza Mikhail

From: ironduke2@verizon.net

Sent: Wednesday, September 17, 20082:47 PM

To: LezaM@rpv.com

Subject: Saint John Fisher Building Project

The proposed structure is indeed a real plus to the beautification of our Peninsula!

As a 31 year resident, I cannot recall a single buIlding project that adds more in terms of a significant
upgrade; accordingly, I look forward to your approval.

Joseph C Wellington
7213 Rue La Fleur
Rancho Palos Verdes

9/17/2008
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Leza Mikhail

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Hi Leza-

Bill Stein [bstein1946@yahoo.com]
Wednesday, September 17, 20084:25 PM
LezaM@rpv.com
St. John Fisher Project

My name is Bill Stein and I am an RPV resident living at 28325 Lunada Ridge Drive.

I am planning to attend next Tuesday's Planning Commission meeting and speaking on the St. John Fisher
project. In order to prepare, I have reviewed the video and minutes of the Commission's July 22 meeting as well
as the staff report dated dated July 22.

Have there been or will there be any subsequent staff reports prior to the Commission's September 23 meeting
and when will I be able to access them on the RPV website?

Thanks.

Bill Stein
(310) 377-5648
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Leza Mikhail

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
SUbject:

Lenee Bilski [lenee910@intergate.com]
Tuesday, September 16, 2008 3:42 PM
PC@rpv.com
L. Bilski
St John Fisher project - Sept. 23rd,2008 Agenda

Dear Planning Commissioners,

I am writing in support of the proposed St. John Fisher building project.

There have been a lot a false statements about this project in letters submitted to the city and to the local
newspaper. This is unfortunate, but I trust the the members of the Planning Commission realize the falacies and
disregard them, and will make the decision based on the facts.

The proposed church building is a beautiful, stately design which meets the city's development codes and
regulations, and which will provide much needed improvements to the SJF Parish facility. Pastor Msgr. Sork
met with some of the neighbors prior to the June 24th public hearing to explain the project and to answer their
questions.

It is my understanding that the reason that the public hearing was continued from July 22nd to Sept. 23rd is
because of a Public Records Request for communications documents made by those in opposition to the
project. This is an unfortunate delay of the decision making process.

However, the parish has used the time since July 22nd to provide additional data and studies, and voluntarily
built a 3-dimensional model (prepared to scale at great expense) showing not only the SJF project but also the
nearby properties, to supplement the existing
drawings and plans. The parish also planned three (3) informational
meetings/tours on the site for the neighbors sending individual invitations to each home in the nearby
Homeowners Association. You will be given the attendance count at the hearing.

I was shocked by some of the disrespectful comments and accusations of
those speaking in opposition to the project at the July 22nd
Planning Commission public hearing.

Even though the project as proposed could have been approved as presented, that original project - which
serves a parish of 3,000+ families - was revised and downsized after the June 24th hearing to answer the
concerns of a few people.

Therefore, in all fairness, since the neighborhood concerns and Commissioners' concerns have been addressed
by the revision, the additional studies, and the on-site information sessions, the development should be
permitted to proceed without further changes and
certainly without further delay. As you know, construction
scheduling can be a time-sensitive matter, especially when there is a parish school schedule to take into
consideration!

While a few people may not like this proposed development, members of the St. John Fisher parish community
contribute much to the city of Rancho Palos Verdes. This building project will enhance the city as well as better
serve the needs of St. John Fisher Parish. The applicant has modified the original project and done everything

1

Leza Mikhail

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Lenee Bilski [lenee910@intergate.com]
Tuesday, September 16,2008 3:42 PM
PC@rpv.com
L. Bilski
St John Fisher project - Sept. 23rd,2008 Agenda

Dear Planning Commissioners,

I am writing in support of the proposed St. John Fisher building project.

There have been a lot a false statements about this project in letters submitted to the city and to the local
newspaper. This is unfortunate, but I trust the the members of the Planning Commission realize the falacies and
disregard them, and will make the decision based on the facts.

The proposed church building is a beautiful, stately design which meets the city's development codes and
regulations, and which will provide much needed improvements to the SJF Parish facility. Pastor Msgr. Sork
met with some of the neighbors prior to the June 24th public hearing to explain the project and to answer their
questions.

It is my understanding that the reason that the public hearing was continued from July 22nd to Sept. 23rd is
because of a Public Records Request for communications documents made by those in opposition to the
project. This is an unfortunate delay of the decision making process.

However, the parish has used the time since July 22nd to provide additional data and studies, and voluntarily
built a 3-dimensional model (prepared to scale at great expense) showing not only the SJF project but also the
nearby properties, to supplement the existing
drawings and plans. The parish also planned three (3) informational
meetings/tours on the site for the neighbors sending individual invitations to each home in the nearby
Homeowners Association. You will be given the attendance count at the hearing.

I was shocked by some of the disrespectful comments and accusations of
those speaking in opposition to the project at the July 22nd
Planning Commission public hearing.

Even though the project as proposed could have been approved as presented, that original project - which
serves a parish of 3,000+ families - was revised and downsized after the June 24th hearing to answer the
concerns of a few people.

Therefore, in all fairness, since the neighborhood concerns and Commissioners' concerns have been addressed
by the revision, the additional studies, and the on-site information sessions, the development should be
permitted to proceed without further changes and
certainly without further delay. As you know, construction
scheduling can be a time-sensitive matter, especially when there is a parish school schedule to take into
consideration!

While a few people may not like this proposed development, members of the St. John Fisher parish community
contribute much to the city of Rancho Palos Verdes. This building project will enhance the city as well as better
serve the needs of St. John Fisher Parish. The applicant has modified the original project and done everything

1
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to answer the concerns and questions of the Planning Commissioners and the public,

Please do not delay, make your decision on Sept. 23rd and please vote in favor ofthe St. John Fisher proposed
project.

Thank you for all you do for RPVI

Sincerely,

Lenee Bilski
RPV resident

This message was sent using IMP, the Internet Messaging Program.

2

to answer the concerns and questions of the Planning Commissioners and the public,

Please do not delay, make your decision on Sept. 23rd and please vote in favor of the St. John Fisher proposed
project.

Thank you for all you do for RPV!

Sincerely,

Lenee Bilski
RPV resident

This message was sent using IMP, the Internet Messaging Program.
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Leza Mikhail

From: Del McCormick [dmccormick@sjf.org]

Sent: Wednesday, September 17,20088:47 AM

To: dtomblin@sbcglobal.com

Cc: LezaM@rpv.com

SUbject: St. John Fisher Building project

September 17, 2008

Mr. Dave Tomblin:

I am Adele G. McCormick and I am a resident of Rancho Palos Verdes. I am in favor of the St. John
Fisher Building Project.

The need is great as St. John Fisher Parish has many charitable outreach ministries it supports and in
order to continue to

help the poor and less fortunate, the parish facilities need to be expanded. We are adding more space to
carry our work-

not more people, so claims that we need additional parking or we will increase traffic in the neighborhood
are bogus claims.

Also, the parish school has issues that need addressing - for the safety of the children. Again, we simply
are adding more

space to the school facilities. In order to accomplish this and improve our worship space, it is necessary
to re-configure and

add to our present facilities without requiring additional parking or traffic to the neighborhood.

Thank you for your time and for your service to the city of RPV.

Adele G. McCormick
28209 Ridgethorne Court
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

9/17/2008
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Leza Mikhail

From: Del McCormick [dmccormick@sjf.org]

Sent: Wednesday, September 17, 2008 8:47 AM

To: dtomblin@sbcglobal.com

Cc: LezaM@rpv.com

Subject: St. John Fisher Building project

September 17I 2008

Mr. Dave Tomblin:

I am Adele G. McCormick and I am a resident of Rancho Palos Verdes. I am in favor of the St. John
Fisher Building Project.

The need is great as St. John Fisher Parish has many charitable outreach ministries it supports and in
order to continue to

help the poor and less fortunate, the parish facilities need to be expanded. We are adding more space to
carry our work-

not more people, so claims that we need additional parking or we will increase traffic in the neighborhood
are bogus claims.

Also, the parish school has issues that need addressing - for the safety of the children. Again, we simply
are adding more

space to the school facilities. In order to accomplish this and improve our worship space, it is necessary
to re-configure and

add to our present facilities without requiring additional parking or traffic to the neighborhood.

Thank you for your time and for your service to the city of RPV.

Adele G. McCormick
28209 Ridgethorne Court
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

9/17/2008
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Ssp 15 08 12:15p ELENA FUNADA (310) 377-2277 p.1

IMPORTANT INFORMATION IN REGARD TO THE ST JOHN FISHER PROJECT

Greetings
A hearing has been scheduled for Tuesday, September 23, 2008, at 7:00 PM at Hesse Park
for pUblic comment regarding the proposed building project by 51. John Fisher Church (The
Applicant). While supporting many of the stated purposes of the proposed project, many
residents in the surrounding neighborhoods (Island View, Mela Lane, Valley View Road,
SurreH Lane, Park Place, Del Cerro, Mesa Verde and Ridgecrest) share 3 primary concerns
regarding some aspects of the proposal.

1. The size and mass of the new sanctuary. The Applicant proposes to build a new 17,000
sq. ft. sanctuary with a tower and steeple towering 74 feet above the ground. The Applicant
has chosen to position the new sanctuary on its 9 acre (400,OOO sq. ft.) lot at the corner of
Crest and Crenshaw. The building looms over residences directly across the street in the
Island View (where building pads are 20 feet below the Applicanfs bUilding pad, further
exacerbating the appearance of height, bulk and mass of the structure.) The dimensions of
the structure and its positioning at the corner is inconsistent with RPV norms of community
compatibility, especially in light of the fact that the area is composed of single family homes,
and is at the gateway to one of the major trails in the City.

2. The adequacy of parking. The applicant seeks to increase the seating capacity of its
sanctuary from 650 to 870. while decreasing the on site parking from 359 spaces to 331.
The proposed parking is inadequate given the current use of the site thereby increasing street
parking in neighborhoods surrounding the Applicant.

3. Noise. The Appficant has proposed to ring bells several times during-the day; seven days- 
a week. Since the formation of RPV in 1973, no church has been permitted to ring bells, and
the City should not depart from this precedent.

If you want the Planning Commission to address the concerns listed above, please sign the
statement below and mail it to:

Joel Rojas, Director of Planning, City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard, Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca 90275

(Address or Neighborhood)(Name)

Dear Mr. Rojas:
I share the concerns and values of my neighbors. I encourage the Planning Department and
Planning Commission to work with the Applicant to develop a plan that allows the Appli~nt to
build their improvements in a way that addresses the issues stated above and is compatible
with the sum~unding community. Additionally, I have noted above other concerns I have with
regard to this project.

aL~
You can also fax this letter to the Planning Department at 310-544-5293

Comments ShOLild be sent As Soon as Possible (Sept 16, 2008)
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IMPORTANT INFORMATION IN REGARD TO THE ST JOHN FISHER PROJECT

Greetings
A hearing has been scheduled for Tuesday, September 23, 2008, at 7:00 PM at Hesse Park
for pUblic comment regarding the proposed building project by 51. John Fisher Church (The
Applicant). While supporting many of the stated purposes of the proposed project, many
residents in the surrounding neighborhoods (Island View, Mela Lane, Valley View Road,
SurreH Lane, Park Place, Del Cerro, Mesa Verde and Ridgecrest) share 3 primary concerns
regarding some aspects of the proposal.

1. The size and mass of the new sanctuary. The Applicant proposes to build a new 17,000
sq. ft. sanctuary with a tower and steeple towering 74 feet above the ground. The Applicant
has chosen to position the new sanctuary on its 9 acre (400,OOO sq. ft.) lot at the corner of
Crest and Crenshaw. The building looms over residences directly across the street in the
Island View (where building pads are 20 feet below the Applicanfs bUilding pad, further
exacerbating the appearance of height, bulk and mass of the structure.) The dimensions of
the structure and its positioning at the corner is inconsistent with RPV norms of community
compatibility, especially in light of the fact that the area is composed of single family homes,
and is at the gateway to one of the major trails in the City.

2. The adequacy of parking. The applicant seeks to increase the seating capacity of its
sanctuary from 650 to 870. while decreasing the on site parking from 359 spaces to 331.
The proposed parking is inadequate given the current use of the site thereby increasing street
parking in neighborhoods surrounding the Applicant.

3. Noise. The Appficant has proposed to ring bells several times during-the day; seven days- 
a week. Since the formation of RPV in 1973, no church has been permitted to ring bells, and
the City should not depart from this precedent.

If you want the Planning Commission to address the concerns listed above, please sign the
statement below and mail it to:

Joel Rojas, Director of Planning, City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard, Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca 90275

(Address or Neighborhood)(Name)

Dear Mr. Rojas:
I share the concerns and values of my neighbors. I encourage the Planning Department and
Planning Commission to work with the Applicant to develop a plan that allows the Appli~nt to
build their improvements in a way that addresses the issues stated above and is compatible
with the sum~unding community. Additionally, I have noted above other concerns I have with
regard to this project.

aur~
You can also fax this letter to the Planning Department at 310-544-5293

Comments ShOLild be sent As Soon as Possible (Sept 16, 2008)
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Sep 15 08 01 :56p Bergsteinsson 310-541-2562 p.1

IMPORTANT INFORMATION IN REGARD TO THE ST JOHN FISHER PROJECT

Greetings
A hearing has been scheduled for Tuesday, September 23,2008, at 7:00 PM at Hesse Park
for public comment regarding the proposed building project by 81. John Fisher Church (The
Applicant). While supporting many of the stated purposes of the proposed project, many
residents in the surrounding neighborhoods (Island View, Mela Lane, Valley View Road,
Burrell Lane. Park Place, Del Cerro, Mesa Verde and Ridgecrest) share 3 primary concerns
regarding some aspects of the proposal.

1. The size and mass of the new sanctuary:. The Applicant proposes to build a new 17,000
sq. ft. sanctuary with a tower and steeple towering 74 feet above the ground. The Applicant
has chosen to position the new sanctuary on its 9 acre (400,000 sq. ft.) lot at the corner of
Crest and Crenshaw. The buikJing looms over residences directly across the street in the
Island View (where building pads are 20 feet below the Applicant's building pad, further
exacerbating the appearance of height, bulk and mass of the structure.) The dimensions of
the structure and its positioning at the corner is inconsistent with RPV norms of community
compatibility. especially in light of the fact that the area is composed of single family homes,
and is at the gateway to one of the major trails in the City.

2. The adeguacy of parJdng. The applicant seeks to increase the seating capacity of its
sanctuary from 650 to 870, while decreasing the on site parking from 359 spaces to 331.
The proposed parking is inadequate given the current use of the site thereby increasing street
parking in neighborhoods surrounding the Applicant.

3. Noise. The Applicant has-proposed to ring bells severaI·-times during the day, seven -days
a week. Since the formation of RPV in 1973, no church has been permitted to ring bells, and
the City should not depart from this precedent.

Joel Rojas, Director of Planning, City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthome Boulevard, Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca 90275

Dear Mr. Rojas:
I share the concems and values of my neighbors. I encourage the Planning Department and
Planning Commission to work with the Applicant to develop a plan that allows the Applicant to
build their improvements in a way that addresses the issues stated above and is compatible
with the surrounding community. Additionally, I have noted above other concerns I have with
~; this project.

g~(N:---a'·m---J3e~)~~a.p~~\~e;~\n~SSil-/o.:)-I",*'\.,--- ~5S S9-mc... ,&(kr~. i,b-'--C'---__
cJ (Address or Neighborhood)

You can also fax this letter to the Planning Department at 310-544-5293
Comments shoUld be sent As Soon as Possible (Sept. 16, 2008)
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IMPORTANT INFORMATION fN REGARD TO THE ST JOHN FISHER PROJECT

Greetings
A hearing has been scheduled for Tuesday, September 23, 2008 1 at 7:00 PM at Hesse Park
for public comment regarding the proposed building project by 81. John Fisher Church (The
Applicant). While supporting many of the stated purposes of the proposed project, many
residents in the surrounding neighborhoods (Island View, Mela Lane, Valley View Road,
Burrell Lane, Park Place, Del Cerro, Mesa Verde and Ridgecrest) share 3 primary concerns
regarding some aspects of the proposal.

1. The size and mass of the new sanctuary. T~e Applicant proposes to build a new 17,000
sq. ft. sanctuary with a tower and steeple towering 74 feet above the ground. The Applicant
has chosen to position the new sanctuary on its 9 acre (400]000 sq. ft.) lot at the corner of
Crest and Crenshaw. The buikJjng looms over residences directly across the street in the
Island View (where building pads are 20 feet below the Applicant's building pad. further
exacerbating the appearance of height, bulk and mass of the structure.) The dimensions of
the structure and its positioning at the corner is inconsistent with RPV norms of community
compatibility, especially in light of the fact that the area is composed of single famUy homes,
and is at the gateway to one of the major trails in the City.

2. The adequacy of parJdng. The applicant seeks to increase the seating capacity of its
sanctuary from 650 to 870, while decreasing the on site parking from 359 spaces to 331.
The proposed parking is inadequate given the current use of the site thereby increasing street
parking in neighborhoods surrounding the Applicant.

3. Noise. The Appticant has-proposed to ring bells several"times cJuring the day, seven -days
a week. Since the formation of RPV in 1973, no church has been permitted to ring belJs, and
the City should not depart from this precedent.

Joel Rojas, Director of Planning, City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthome Boulevard. Rancho Palos Verdes. Ca 90275

Dear Mr. Rojas:
I share the concerns and values of my neighbors. I encourage the Planning Department and
Planning Commission to work with the Applicant to develop a plan that allows the AppHcant to
buiJd their rmprovements in a way that addresses the issues stated above ,and is compatible
with the surrounding community. Addftionallys I have noted above other concerns I have with

r~llhlSproject.

g~'.)~g~~/m~;c:;~'e~;\nw-.;SS~)"\4-,' bK &9>mc.., &rkv-4.. \b..........c'--~_
(Name) d (Address or Neighborhood)

You can also fax this letter to the Planning Department at 310-544-5293
Comments shoUld be sent As Soon as Possible (Sept. 16, 2008)
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SEP-16-2008 14:47 FROM: TO: 13105445293 P.l

IMPORTANT INFORMATION IN REGARD TO THE ST JOHN FISHER PROJECT

Greetings
A hearing has been scheduled for Tuesday, September 23, 2008, at 7:00 PM at Hesse Park
for public comment regarding the proposed building project by St. John Fisher Church (The
Applicant). While supporting many of the stated purposes of the proposed project, many
residents in the surrounding neighborhoods (Island View, Mela Lane, Valley View Road,
Burrell Lane, Park Place, Del Cerro, Mesa Verde and Ridgecrest) share 3 primary concerns
regarding some aspects of the proposal.

1. The size and mass of the new sanctuary. The Applicant proposes to build a new 17,000
sq. ft. sanctuary with a tower and steeple'towering 74 feet above the ground. The Applicant
has chosen to position the new sanctuary on its 9 acre (400,000 sq. ft.) lot at the corner of
Crest and Crenshaw. The building looms over residences directly across the street in the
Island View (where building pads are 20 feet below the Applicant's building pad, further
exacerbating the appearance of height, bulk and mass of the structure.) The dimensions of
the structure and its positioning at the corner is inconsistent with RPV norms of community
compatibility, especially in light of the fact that the area is composed of single family homes,
and is at the gateway to one of the major trails in the City.

2. The adequacy of parking. The applicant seeks to increase the seating capacity of its
sanctuary from 650 to 870, while decreasing the on site parking from 359 spaces to 331.
The proposed parking is inadequate given the current use of the site thereby increasing street
parking in neighborhoods surrounding the Applicant.

3. Noise. The Applicant has proposed to ring bells several times during the day, seven days
a week. Since the formation of RPV in 1973, no church has been permitted to ring bells, and
the City should not depart from this precedent.

-------------'II"'R~E~Ct\\JED
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If ou want the Plannin Commission to address the concerns listed' n the
statement below and mail it to:

Joel Rojas, Director of Planning, City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard, Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca 90275

.Dear Mr. Rojas:
I share the concerns and values of my neighbors. I encourage the Planning Department and
Planning Commission to work with the Applicant to develop a plan that allows the Applicant to
build their improvements in a way that addresses the issues stated above and is compatible
with the surrounding community. Additionally, I have noted above other concerns I have with
reg rd to this p oject.

You can also fax this letter to the Planning Department at 310-544-5293
Comments shoUld be sent As Soon as Possible (Sept. 16, 2008)
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IMPORTANT INFORMATION IN REGARD TO THE ST JOHN FISHER PROJECT

Greetings
A hearing has been scheduled for Tuesday, September 23, 2008, at 7:00 PM at Hesse Park
for public comment regarding the proposed building project by St. John Fisher Church (The
Applicant). While supporting many of the stated purposes of the proposed project, many
residents in the surrounding neighborhoods (Island View, Mela Lane, Valley View Road,
Burrell Lane, Park Place, Del Cerro, Mesa Verde and Ridgecrest) share 3 primary concerns
regarding some aspects of the proposal.

1. The size and mass of the new sanctuary. The Applicant proposes to build a new 17,000
sq. ft. sanctuary with a tower and steeple'towering 74 feet above the ground. The Applicant
has chosen to position the new sanctuary on its 9 acre (400,000 sq. ft.) lot at the corner of
Crest and Crenshaw. The building looms over residences directly across the street in the
Island View (where building pads are 20 feet below the Applicant's building pad, further
exacerbating the appearance of height, bulk and mass of the structure.) The dimensions of
the structure and its positioning at the corner is inconsistent with RPV norms of community
compatibility, especially in light of the fact that the area is composed of single family homes,
and is at the gateway to one of the major trails in the City.

2. The adequacy of parking. The applicant seeks to increase the seating capacity of its
sanctuary from 650 to 870, while decreasing the on site parking from 359 spaces to 331.
The proposed parking is inadequate given the current use of the site thereby increasing street
parking in neighborhoods surrounding the Applicant.

3. Noise. The Applicant has proposed to ring bells several times during the day, seven days
a week. Since the formation of RPV in 1973, no church has been permitted to ring bells, and
the City should not depart from this precedent.
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If ou want the Plannin Commission to address the concerns listed' n the
statement below and mail it to:

Joel Rojas, Director of Planning, City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard, Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca 90275

.Dear Mr. Rojas:
I share the concerns and values of my neighbors. I encourage the Planning Department and
Planning Commission to work with the Applicant to develop a plan that allows the Applicant to
build their improvements in a way that addresses the issues stated above and is compatible
with the surrounding community. Additionally, I have noted above other concerns I have with
reg rd to this p oject.

You can also fax this letter to the Planning Department at 310-544-5293
Comments shoUld be sent As Soon as Possible (Sept. 16, 2008)
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SEP-16-2008 14:47 FROM: TO: 13105445293 P.2

RECEIVED

IMPORTANT INFORMATION IN REGARD TO THE ST JOHN FISHER PROJECT

Greetings
A hearing has been scheduled for Tuesday, September 23.2008. at 7:00 PM at Hesse Park
for public comment regarding the proposed building project by St. John Fisher Church (The
Applicant). While supporting many of the stated purposes of the proposed project, many
residents in the surrounding neighborhoods (Island View, Mela Lane, Valley View Road,
Burrell Lane, Park Place, Del Cerro, Mesa Verde and Ridgecrest) share 3 primary concerns
regarding some aspects of the proposal.

1. The size and mass of the new sanctuary. The Applicant proposes to build a new 17,000
sq. ft. sanctuary with a tower and steeple towering 74 feet above the ground. The Applicant
has chosen to position the new sanctuary on its 9 acre (400,000 sq. ft.) lot at the corner of
Crest and Crenshaw. The building looms over residences directly across the street in the
Island View (where building pads are 20 feet below the Applicant's building pad, further
exacerbating the appearance of height, bulk and mass of the structure.) The dimensions of
the structure and its positioning at the corner is inconsistent with RPV norms of community
compatibility, especially in light of the fact that the area is composed of single family homes,
and is at the gateway to one of the major trails in the City.

2. The adequacy of parking. The applicant seeks to increase the seating capacity of its
sanctuary from 650 to 870, while decreasing the on site parking from 359 spaces to 331.
The proposed parking is inadequate given the current use of the site thereby increasing street
parking in neighborhoods surrounding the Applicant.

3. Noise. The Applicant has proposed to ring bells several times during the day, seven days
a week. Since the formation of RPV in 1973, no church has been permitted to ring bells, and
the City should not depart from this precedent.

SEP 17 2008
PlANNING. BUILDING AND

CODE ENFORCEMENT

If you want the Planning Commission to address the concerns listed above, please sign the
statement below and mail it to:

Joel Rojas, Director of Planning, City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard, Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca 90275

Dear Mr. Rojas:
I share the concerns and values of my neighbors. I encourage the Planning Department and
Planning Commission to work with the Applicant to develop a plan that allows the Applicant to
build their improvements in a way that addresses the issues stated above and is compatible
with the surrounding community. Additionally, I have noted above other concerns Illave with
regard to this project.

td!m~r 4~11At !lwtp(Addfi!if1reig~jrh~&Jf(cdl RPv
You can also fax this letter to the Planning Department at 310-544-5293

Comments shoUld be sent As Soon as Possible (Sept. 16, 2008)
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RECEIVED

IMPORTANT INFORMATION IN REGARD TO THE ST JOHN FISHER PROJECT

Greetings
A hearing has been scheduled for Tuesday, September 23, 2008, at 7:00 PM at Hesse Park
for pUblic comment regarding the proposed building project by St. John Fisher Church (The
Applicant). While supporting many of the stated purposes of the proposed project, many
residents in the surrounding neighborhoods (Island View, Mela Lane, Valley View Road,
Burrell lane, Park Place, Del Cerro, Mesa Verde and Ridgecrest) share 3 primary concerns
regarding some aspects of the proposal.

1. The size and mass of the new sanctuarY. The Applicant proposes to build a new 17,000
sq. ft. sanctuary with a tower and steeple towering 74 feet above the ground. The Applicant
has chosen to position the new sanctuary on its 9 acre (400,000 sq. ft.) lot at the corner of
Crest and Crenshaw. The building looms over residences directly across the street in the
Island View (where building pads are 20 feet below the Applicanfs building pad, further
exacerbating the appearance of height, bulk and mass of the structure.) The dimensions of
the structure and its positioning at the corner is inconsistent with RPV norms of community
compatibility. especially in light of the fact that the area is composed of single family homes,
and is at the gateway to one of the major trails in the City.

2. The adequacy of parking. The applicant seeks to increase the seating capacity of its
sanctuary from 650 to 870, while decreasing the on site parking from 359 spaces to 331.
The proposed parking is inadequate given the· current use of the site thereby increasing street
parking in neighborhoods surrounding the Applicant.

3. Noise. The Applicant has proposed to ring bells several times during the day. seven days
a week. Since the formation of RPV in 1973, no church has been permitted to ring bells, and
the City should not depart from this precedent.

SEP 17 2008
PlANNING. BUILDING AND

CODE ENFORCEMENT

If you want the Planning Commission to address the concerns listed above, please sign the
statement below and mail it to:

Joel Rojas. Director of Planning, City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard t Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca 90275

'Dear Mr. Rojas:
I share the concerns and values of my neighbors. I encourage the Planning Department and
Planning Commission to work with the Applicant to develop a plan that allows the Appli~nt to
buiJd their improvements in a way that addresses the issues stated above and is compatible
with the surrounding community. Additionally, f have noted above other concerns I !'lave with
regard to this project.

~f 4[)M16U1~ ~(AddfJf£:(ig~jWJ&J ((cadi R.N
You can also fax this letter to the Planning Department at 310-544..5293

Comments shoUld be sent As Soon as PossIble (Sept. 16, 2008)



75

RECEIVED
IMPORTANT INFORMATION IN REGARD TO THE ST. JOHN FISHER DEVELOPMENT PROJECT

SEP 16 2008
Greetings, Neighbors:

PLANNING, BUILDING AND
A hearing has been scheduled for Tuesday, September 23,2008, at 7:00 PM at Hesse Park forpU~~EMENT
regarding the proposed building project by St. John Fisher Church (The Applicant). While supporting many of
the stated purposes of the proposed project, many residents in the surrounding neighborhoods (Island View,
Mela Lane, Valley View Road, Burrell Lane, Park Place, Del Cerro, Mesa Palos Verdes and Ridgecrest) share 3
primary concerns regarding some aspects of the proposal.

1. The size and mass of the new sanctuary. The Applicant proposes to build a new 17,000 sq. ft. sanctuary
with a tower and steeple towering 74 feet above the ground. The Applicant is requesting to position the new
sanctuary on its 9-acre (400,000 sq. ft.) lot at the corner of Crest and Crenshaw, where the 74-ft. height of the
bUilding would be added to a building pad that is already 15 to 20 ft. above the Crenshaw street level. At this
location, the building would have a very prominent presence to be seen by all travelling along Crest Rd. and
Crenshaw Blvd. and would loom over residences directly across the street in the Island View - where building
pads are 10 feet or more below the Crenshaw street level, further exacerbating the appearance of height, bulk
and mass of the structure. The dimensions of the structure and its positioning at the corner are inconsistent with
RPV norms of neighborhood compatibility and maintaining the rural and open character of the community (as
stated in the City's General Plan), especially in light of the fact that the area is composed of single family homes,
and is at the gateway to one of the most scenic areas of open space and major trails in the City as well as rural
Rolling Hills.

2. The adequacy of parking. The City's General Plan and Development Code require that adequate off-street
parking be provided for all existing and future development. The Applicant seeks to increase the seating
capacity of its sanctuary from 650 to 870, while decreasing the on-site parking from 359 spaces to 331. The
existing parking space is barely adequate for the current use of the site and parking occasionally spills onto
Crenshaw and neighboring residential streets. A reduction in on-site parking spaces, while increasing the
capacity of the sanctuary, would undoubtedly exacerbate neighboring street parking problems.

3. Noise. The City's General Plan says that the policies of the City are to provide for a quiet and serene
residential community, to control community noise to assure an environment free of unnecessary noise, and to
regulate land use so that there is a minimal degree of noise impact on adjacent land uses. The Applicant has
proposed to ring bells several times during the day, seven days a week, plus after weddings and funerals.
Since the formation of RPV in 1973, no church has been permitted to ring bells, and the City should not depart
from this precedent.

Please add other comments or concerns you may have:

~~ UJ::L w-eAtl/ "~"LJ&Qt,dtp U.aJQ.ez..... tAda ~., "
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If ou want the Plannin Commission to
and mail it to:

Joel Rojas, Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement, City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard, Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

Dear Mr. Rojas:
I share the concerns and values of my neighbors. I encourage the RPV Planning Department and Planning
Commission to work with the Applicant to develop a plan that allows the Applicant to build their improvements in
a way that addresses the issues stated above and is compatible with the surrounding community. Additionally,
I have noted above 0thEW concerns I have with regard to this project.
f3r;j0.6~ Uaf£& ~aM~- &.r!~

(Name) (Address or Neighborhood)

You can also fax this letter to the Planning Department at 310-544-5293
Comments should be sent As Soon as Possible (by Sept. 16, 2008, if possible)

RECEIVED
IMPORTANT INFORMATION IN REGARD TO THE ST. JOHN FISHER DEVELOPMENT PROJECT

SEP 16 2008
Greetings, Neighbors:

PLANNING, BUILDING AND
A hearing has been scheduled for Tuesday, September 23,2008, at 7:00 PM at Hesse Park forpU~~EMENT
regarding the proposed building project by St. John Fisher Church (The Applicant). While supporting many of
the stated purposes of the proposed project, many residents in the surrounding neighborhoods (Island View,
Mela Lane, Valley View Road, Burrell Lane, Park Place, Del Cerro, Mesa Palos Verdes and Ridgecrest) share 3
primary concerns regarding some aspects of the proposal.

1. The size and mass of the new sanctuary. The Applicant proposes to build a new 17,000 sq. ft. sanctuary
with a tower and steeple towering 74 feet above the ground. The Applicant is requesting to position the new
sanctuary on its 9-acre (400,000 sq. ft.) lot at the corner of Crest and Crenshaw, where the 74-ft. height of the
bUilding would be added to a building pad that is already 15 to 20 ft. above the Crenshaw street level. At this
location, the building would have a very prominent presence to be seen by all travelling along Crest Rd. and
Crenshaw Blvd. and would loom over residences directly across the street in the Island View - where building
pads are 10 feet or more below the Crenshaw street level, further exacerbating the appearance of height, bulk
and mass of the structure. The dimensions of the structure and its positioning at the corner are inconsistent with
RPV norms of neighborhood compatibility and maintaining the rural and open character of the community (as
stated in the City's General Plan), especially in light of the fact that the area is composed of single family homes,
and is at the gateway to one of the most scenic areas of open space and major trails in the City as well as rural
Rolling Hills.

2. The adequacy of parking. The City's General Plan and Development Code require that adequate off-street
parking be provided for all existing and future development. The Applicant seeks to increase the seating
capacity of its sanctuary from 650 to 870, while decreasing the on-site parking from 359 spaces to 331. The
existing parking space is barely adequate for the current use of the site and parking occasionally spills onto
Crenshaw and neighboring residential streets. A reduction in on-site parking spaces, while increasing the
capacity of the sanctuary, would undoubtedly exacerbate neighboring street parking problems.

3. Noise. The City's General Plan says that the policies of the City are to provide for a quiet and serene
residential community, to control community noise to assure an environment free of unnecessary noise, and to
regulate land use so that there is a minimal degree of noise impact on adjacent land uses. The Applicant has
proposed to ring bells several times during the day, seven days a week, plus after weddings and funerals.
Since the formation of RPV in 1973, no church has been permitted to ring bells, and the City should not depart
from this precedent.

Please add other comments or concerns you may have:

~~ UJ::L w-eAtl/ "~"LJ&Qt,dtp U.aJQ.ez..... tAda ~., "
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Joel Rojas, Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement, City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard, Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

Dear Mr. Rojas:
I share the concerns and values of my neighbors. I encourage the RPV Planning Department and Planning
Commission to work with the Applicant to develop a plan that allows the Applicant to build their improvements in
a way that addresses the issues stated above and is compatible with the surrounding community. Additionally,
I have noted above 0thEW concerns I have with regard to this project.
f3r;j0.6~ Uaf£& ~aM~- &.r!~

(Name) (Address or Neighborhood)

You can also fax this letter to the Planning Department at 310-544-5293
Comments should be sent As Soon as Possible (by Sept. 16, 2008, if possible)
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RECEIVED
IMPORTANT INFORMATION IN REGARD TO THE ST JOHN FISHER PR&Mct6 2008

PlANNING, BUILDING AND
Greetings CODIE ENFORCEMENT
A hearing has been scheduled for Tuesday, September 23, 2008, at 7:00 PM at Hesse Park
for pUblic comment regarding the proposed building project by St. John Fisher Church (The
Applicant). While supporting many of the stated purposes of the proposed project, many
residents in the surrounding neighborhoods (Island View, Mela Lane, Valley View Road,
Burrell Lane, Park Place, Del Cerro, Mesa Verde and Ridgecrest) share 3 primary concerns
regarding some aspects of the proposal.

1. he size and mass of the new sanctua . The Applicant proposes to build a new 17,000
. ft. sanctuary with a tower and steeple towering 74 feet above the ground. The Applicant

has chosen to position the new sanctuary on its 9 acre (400,000 sq. ft.) lot at the corner of
Crest and Crenshaw. The building looms over residences directly across the street in the

__....:..,..,.. Island View (where building ~ads are 20 feet below the Applicant's building pad, further
.~xacerbating the appearance of height, bulk and mass of the structure.) The dimensions of
the structure and its positioning at the corner is inconsistent with RPV norms of community
compatibility, especially in light of the fact that the area is composed of single family homes,
and is at the gateway to one of the major trails in the City.

2. The adequacy of parking. The applicant seeks to increase the seating capacity of its
sanctuary from 650 to 870, while decreasing the on site parking from 359 spaces to 331.
The proposed parking is inadequate given the current use of the site thereby increasing street
parking in neighborhoods surrounding the AppUcant.

00ise. The Applicant has proposed to ring bells several times during the day, seven days
~Since the formation of RPV in 1973, no church has been permitted to ring bells, and

the City should not depart from this precedent.

.3;~ TA- *!>A-r-4 F f"....J V(;v.J)
(Address or Neighborhood)

Dear Mr. Rojas:
I share the concerns and values of my neighbors. I encourage the Planning Department and
Planning Commission to work with the Applicant to develop a plan that allows the Applicqnt to
build their improvements in a way that addresses the issues stated above and is compatible
with the surrounding community'" Additionally, I have noted above other concerns I tlave with
regard to this project.

!Aftrck~/
(Name)

OM f'l'?"'l. CLrn <;Wk"r CVl.R 11"2 mtllS rf.....¥L"f --tk- ru..tJ srew-tf-~
ctTroDft 'thi];w!.J\ lo-o-m£ 56%' 1u.'j~~~~veJr§l.~Jl ~r
cit 7 fiv.- O>.os:.rr;; ..ur~9< 0 ' NA~ CwvIR-/Il'l. ~p-
If ou want the Plannin Commissio to address the ncerns listed above lease si n the
statement below and mail it to: .1'fttL~J~
Joel Rojas, Director of Planning, City of Rancho Palos Verdes t£NL. a..i4D a....~ ~C(;l--lif
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard, Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca 90275 C;.:tq .s~~ ma.1m.1a--~

no b.«.1.t7:;;~ oa-okQ p

You can also fax this letter to the Planning Department at 310-544-5293
Comments shoUld be sent As Soon as Possible (Sept. 16, 2008)

ECEIVED
IMPORTANT INFORMATION IN REGARD TO THE ST JOHN FISHER PR&~cl6 2008

PLANNING, BUILDING AND
Greetings COD~ ENFORCEMENT
A hearing has been scheduled for Tuesday, September 23, 2008, at 7:00 PM at Hesse Park
for public comment regarding the proposed building project by 51. John Fisher Church (The
Applicant). While supporting many of the stated purposes of the proposed project, many
residents in the surrounding neighborhoods (Island View, Mela Lane, Valley View Road,
Burrell Lane, Park Place, Del Cerro, Mesa Verde and Ridgecrest) share 3 primary concerns
regarding some aspects of the proposal.

1. he size and mass of the new sanctua . The Applicant proposes to build a new 17,000
. ft. sanctuary with a tower and steeple towering 74 feet above the ground. The Applicant

has chosen to position the new sanctuary on its 9 acre (400,000 sq. ft.) lot at the corner of
Crest and Crenshaw. The building looms over residences directly across the street in the

_....o:".:;p. Island View (where building pads are 20 feet below the Applicant's building pad. further
~xacerbating the appearance of height, bulk and mass of the structure.) The dimensions of
the structure and its positioning at the corner is inconsistent with RPV norms of community
compatibility, especially in light of the fact that the area is composed of single family homes,
and is at the gateway to one of the major trails in the City.

2. The adequacy of parking. The applicant seeks to increase the seating capacity of its
sanctuary from 650 to 870, while decreasing the on site parking from 359 spaces to 331.
The proposed parking is inadequate given the current use of the site thereby increasing street
parking in neighborhoods surrounding the Applicant.

00;se. The Applicant has proposed to ring bells several times during the day, seven days
~Since the formation of RPV in 1973, no church has been permitted to ring bells, and

the City should not depart from this precedent.

.21 -S4-.vrA- f,,4,kA- (csbv.Jv~J
(Address or Neighborhood)

Dear Mr. Rojas:
I share the concerns and values of my neighbors. I encourage the Planning Department and
Planning Commission to work with the Applicant to develop a plan that allows the Applicqnt to
build their improvements in a way that addresses the issues stated above and js compatible
with the surrounding community.'1 Additionally, I have noted above other concerns I Mave with
regard to this project.

&rc1r~d/
(Name)

OM ;nhl'hr 6rn G.v?,.,r ~ -ou ma..r-.st=~of --fk-)utJ .sr-&<K'+~

ctiroort fu);'w.U\.~ SOt: 1u.,~~guvwatkJ.JU4j(.thvceP ___
;I) ~( .

at 7 f1vL CMsr7;; ~cZr~ 0 "' !vLA 17~H ~It; 6Lr
If au want the Plann;n Commissio to address the ncarns listed above lease 5i n the
statement below and mail it to: .1ftrL ~J!vd.R.r

Joel Rojas, Director of Planning, City of Rancho Palos Verdes tLniL a.iA.D a..- ':it QmC(;V'1

30940 Hawthorne Boulevard, Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca 90275 OtCj .s~of M~1a-~
no~~7;;~ ca-6lJ2. p

You can also fax this letter to the Planning Department at 310-544..5293
Comments shOUld be sent As Soon as Possible (Sept. 16, 2008)
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Sep 16 08 01:33p SHER FAMILY 3105413376

SEP 1B
IMPORTANT INFORMATION IN REGARD TO THE ST JOHN FISHER PNRONGJECT

PCPi. N! . BUILDING AND
. CODe ENFORCEMENT

Greetmgs
A hearing has been scheduled for Tuesday, September 23, 2008, at 7:00 PM at Hesse Park
for public comment regarding the proposed building project by S1. John Fisher Church (The
Applicant). While supporting many of the stated purposes of the proposed project, many
residents in the surrounding neighborhoods (Island View, Mela Lane, Valley View Road,
Burrell Lane, Park Place, Del Cerro, Mesa Verde and Ridgecrest) share 3 primary concerns
regarding some aspects of the proposal.

1. The size and mass of the new sanctuary. The Applicant proposes to build a new 17,000
sq. ft. sanctuary with a tower and steeple'towering 74 feet above the ground. The Applicant
has chosen to position the new sanctuary on its 9 acre (400,000 sq. ft.) lot at the corner of
Crest and Crenshaw. The building looms over residences directly across the street in the
Island View (where building pads are 20 feet below the Applicant's building pad, further
exacerbating the appearance of height, bulk and mass of the structure.) The dimensions of
the structure and its positioning at the corner is inconsistent with RPV norms of community
compatibility, especially in light of the fact that the area is composed of single family homes,
and is at the gateway to one of the major trails in the City.

~2. The adequacy of parking. The applicant seeks to increase the seating capacity of its
sanctuary from 650 to 870, while decreasing the on site parking from 359 spaces to 331.
The proposed parJdng is inadequate given the current use of the site thereby increasing street
parking in neighborhoods surrounding the Applicant.

3. Noise. The Applicant has proposed to ring bells several times during the day, seven days
a week. Since the formation of RPV in 1973, no church has been permitted to ring bells, and
the City should not depart from this precedent.

Joel Rojas, Director of Planning, City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard, Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca 90275

. Dear Mr. Rojas:
I share the concerns and values of my neighbors. I encourage the Planning Department and
Planning Commission to work with the Applicant to develop a plan that allows the Applicant to
build their improvements in a way that addresses the issues stated above and is compatible
with the surrounding community. Additionally, I have noted above other concems I have with
regard to this project.

(Name)
53St-J- \/0-Il~ VI' euJ "Rc:r:u;A

(Address or Neighborh ad)

You can also fax this letter to the Planning Department at 310-544-5293
Comments should be sent As Soon as Possible (Sept. 16, 2008)

Sep 16 08 01:33p SHER FAMILY 3105413376

SEP 1B
IMPORTANT INFORMATION IN REGARD TO THE ST JOHN FISHER PNRONGJECT

PCPi. N! . BUILDING AND
. CODe ENFORCEMENT

Greetmgs
A hearing has been scheduled for Tuesday, September 23, 2008, at 7:00 PM at Hesse Park
for public comment regarding the proposed building project by S1. John Fisher Church (The
Applicant). While supporting many of the stated purposes of the proposed project, many
residents in the surrounding neighborhoods (Island View, Mela Lane, Valley View Road,
Burrell Lane, Park Place, Del Cerro, Mesa Verde and Ridgecrest) share 3 primary concerns
regarding some aspects of the proposal.

1. The size and mass of the new sanctuary. The Applicant proposes to build a new 17,000
sq. ft. sanctuary with a tower and steeple'towering 74 feet above the ground. The Applicant
has chosen to position the new sanctuary on its 9 acre (400,000 sq. ft.) lot at the corner of
Crest and Crenshaw. The building looms over residences directly across the street in the
Island View (where building pads are 20 feet below the Applicant's building pad, further
exacerbating the appearance of height, bulk and mass of the structure.) The dimensions of
the structure and its positioning at the corner is inconsistent with RPV norms of community
compatibility, especially in light of the fact that the area is composed of single family homes,
and is at the gateway to one of the major trails in the City.

~2. The adequacy of parking. The applicant seeks to increase the seating capacity of its
sanctuary from 650 to 870, while decreasing the on site parking from 359 spaces to 331.
The proposed parJdng is inadequate given the current use of the site thereby increasing street
parking in neighborhoods surrounding the Applicant.

3. Noise. The Applicant has proposed to ring bells several times during the day, seven days
a week. Since the formation of RPV in 1973, no church has been permitted to ring bells, and
the City should not depart from this precedent.

Joel Rojas, Director of Planning, City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard, Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca 90275

. Dear Mr. Rojas:
I share the concerns and values of my neighbors. I encourage the Planning Department and
Planning Commission to work with the Applicant to develop a plan that allows the Applicant to
build their improvements in a way that addresses the issues stated above and is compatible
with the surrounding community. Additionally, I have noted above other concems I have with
regard to this project.

(Name)
53St-J- \/0-Il~ VI' euJ "Rc:r:u;A

(Address or Neighborh ad)

You can also fax this letter to the Planning Department at 310-544-5293
Comments should be sent As Soon as Possible (Sept. 16, 2008)
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Sep 16 08 10:17a RECEIVED
SEP 16 2008

IMPORTANT INFORMATION IN REGARD TO THE 8T JOHN FISHE!'R\~Jm.m1PINGAND
CODE ENfORCEMENT

Greetings
A hearing has been scheduled for Tuesday, September 23, 2008, at 7:00 PM at Hesse Park
for public comment regarding the proposed building project by St. John Fisher Church (The
Applicant). While supporting many of the stated purposes of the proposed project, many
residents in the surrounding neighborhoods (Island View, Mela Lane, Valley View Road,
Burrell Lane, Park Place, Del Cerro, Mesa Verde and Ridgecrest) share 3 primary concerns
regarding some aspects of the proposal.

1. The size and mass of the new sanctum. The Applicant proposes to build a new 17,000
sq. ft. sanctuary with a tower and steeple towering 74 feet above the ground. The Applicant
has chosen to position the new sanctuary on its 9 acre (400,000 sq. ft.) lot at the corner of
Crest and Crenshaw. The building looms over residences directly across the street in the
Island View (where bUilding pads are 20 feet below the Applicant's bUilding pad, further
exacerbating the appearance of height, bulk and mass of the structure.) The dimensions of
the structure and its positioning at the corner is inconsistent with RPV norms of community
compatibility, especially in light of the fact that the area is composed of single family homes,
and is at the gateway to one of the major trails in the City.

2. The adequacy of parking. The applicant seeks to increase the seating capacity of its
sanctuary from 650 to 870, while decreasing the on site parking from 359 spaces to 331.
The proposed parking is inadequate given the current use of the site thereby increasing street
parking in neighborhoods surrounding the Applicant.

3. Noise. The Applicant has proposed to ring bells several times during the day, seven days
a week. Since the formation of RPV in 1973, no church has been permitted to ring bells, and
the City should not depart from this precedent.

If you want the Planning Commission to address the concerns listed above, please sign the
statement below and mail it to:

Joel Rojas, Director of Planning, City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard, Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca 90275

. Dear Mr. Rojas:
I share the concerns and values of my neighbors. I encourage the Planning Department and
Planning Commission to work with the Applicant to develop a plan that allows the Applicqnt to
build their improvements in a way that addresses the issues stated above and is compatible
with the surrounding community. Additionally, I have noted above other concerns I have with
regard to this project.

,;::~ t!/!J(J,<.. £r!7· Vi. V,
(~~1/' 1\,--_ (Address or Neig borhood)

You can also fax this letter to the Planning Department at 310-544-5293
Comments should be sent As Soon as Possible (Sept. 16, 2008)

Sep 16 08 10:17a RECEIVED
SEP 16 2008

IMPORTANT INFORMATION IN REGARD TO THE 8T JOHN FISHE!'R\~Jm.m1PINGAND
CODE ENfORCEMENT

Greetings
A hearing has been scheduled for Tuesday, September 23, 2008, at 7:00 PM at Hesse Park
for public comment regarding the proposed building project by St. John Fisher Church (The
Applicant). While supporting many of the stated purposes of the proposed project, many
residents in the surrounding neighborhoods (Island View, Mela Lane, Valley View Road,
Burrell Lane, Park Place, Del Cerro, Mesa Verde and Ridgecrest) share 3 primary concerns
regarding some aspects of the proposal.

1. The size and mass of the new sanctum. The Applicant proposes to build a new 17,000
sq. ft. sanctuary with a tower and steeple towering 74 feet above the ground. The Applicant
has chosen to position the new sanctuary on its 9 acre (400,000 sq. ft.) lot at the corner of
Crest and Crenshaw. The building looms over residences directly across the street in the
Island View (where bUilding pads are 20 feet below the Applicant's bUilding pad, further
exacerbating the appearance of height, bulk and mass of the structure.) The dimensions of
the structure and its positioning at the corner is inconsistent with RPV norms of community
compatibility, especially in light of the fact that the area is composed of single family homes,
and is at the gateway to one of the major trails in the City.

2. The adequacy of parking. The applicant seeks to increase the seating capacity of its
sanctuary from 650 to 870, while decreasing the on site parking from 359 spaces to 331.
The proposed parking is inadequate given the current use of the site thereby increasing street
parking in neighborhoods surrounding the Applicant.

3. Noise. The Applicant has proposed to ring bells several times during the day, seven days
a week. Since the formation of RPV in 1973, no church has been permitted to ring bells, and
the City should not depart from this precedent.

If you want the Planning Commission to address the concerns listed above, please sign the
statement below and mail it to:

Joel Rojas, Director of Planning, City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard, Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca 90275

. Dear Mr. Rojas:
I share the concerns and values of my neighbors. I encourage the Planning Department and
Planning Commission to work with the Applicant to develop a plan that allows the Applicqnt to
build their improvements in a way that addresses the issues stated above and is compatible
with the surrounding community. Additionally, I have noted above other concerns I have with
regard to this project.

,;::~ tI/!?'¥-- £r!7· Vi. V,
(~~1/' 1\,--_ (Address or Neig borhood)

You can also fax this letter to the Planning Department at 310-544-5293
Comments should be sent As Soon as Possible (Sept. 16, 2008)
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09/15/2008 07: 34 3105414498 PAULSON f~ ""PAGE 01 .

~'(E EIVED
IMPORTANT INFORMATION IN REGARD TO THE ST JOHN FISHER PRo§~b,l6 2008

Pl.ANNlNG, BUiLDING AND
Greetings CODE ENFORCEMENT
A hearing has been scheduled for Tuesday, September 23, 2008, at 7:00 PM at Hesse Park
for public comment regarding the proposed building project by St. John Fisher Church (The
Applicant). While supporting many of the stated purposes of the proposed project, many
residents in the surrounding neighborhoods (Island View. Mela Lane, Valley View Road,
Burrell Lane, Park Place, Del Cerro, Mesa Verde and Ridgecrest) share 3 primary concerns
regarding some aspects of the proposal.

1. The size and mass of the new sanctuary. The Applicant proposes to build a new 17,000
sq. ft. sanctuary with a tower and steeple towering 74 feet above the ground. The Applicant
has chosen to position the new sanctuary on its 9 acre (400,000 sq. ft.) lot at the corner of
Crest and Crenshaw. The bUilding looms over residences directly across the street in the
Island View (where building pads are 20 faet below the Applicant'S building pad, further
exacerbating the appearance of height. bUlk and mass of the structure.) The dimensions of
the structure and its positioning at the corner is inconsistent with RPV norms of community
compatibility, especially in light of the fact that the area is composed of single family homes,
and is at the gateway to one of the major trails in the City.

2. The adeguacx of parkUJg. The applicant seeks to increase the seating capacity of its
sanctuary from 650 to 870, while decreasing the on site parking from 359 spaces to 331.
The proposed parking is inadequate given the current use of the site thereby increasing street
parking in neighborhoods surrounding the Applicant.

3. Noise. The Applicant has proposed to ring bells several times during the day, seven days
a week. Since the formation of RPV in 1973, no church has been permitted to ring bells, and
the City should not depart from this precedent.

If you want the Plannin..Q.Commisslon to address the concerns listed above, Qlease sign the
statement below and mail it to:

Joel Rojas, Director of Planning, City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne BOUlevard, Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca 90275

(Address or Neighborhood) ((Name)

Dear Mr. Rojas:
I share the concerns and values of my neighbors. I encourage the Planning Department and
Planning Commission to work with the Applicant to develop a plan that allows the Applicant to
build their improvements in a way that addresses the issues stated above and is compatible
with the surrQunding community. Additionally, I have noted above other concerns I have with
regard to this project.

'1"'Lh0~
You can also fax this letter to the Planning Department at 310-544..5293

Comments shoUld be sent As Soon as Possible (Sept. 16. 2008)

09/15/2008 07: 34 3105414498 PAULSON I<EPAGEt1 D

IMPORTANT INFORMATION IN REGARD TO THE ST JOHN FISHER PRo§~b,l6 2008
Pl.ANNlNG, BUiLDING AND

Greetings CODE ENFORCEMENT
A hearing has been scheduled for Tuesday, September 23, 2008, at 7:00 PM at Hesse Park
for public comment regarding the proposed building project by 8t. John Fisher Church (The
Applicant). While supporting many of the stated purposes of the proposed project, many
residents in the surrounding neighborhoods (Island View. Mela Lane, Valley View Road,
Burrell Lane, Park Place, Del Cerro, Mesa Verde and Ridgecrest) share 3 primary concerns
regarding some aspects of the proposal.

1. The size and mass of the new sanctuary. The Applicant proposes to build a new 17,000
sq. ft. sanctuary with a tower and steeple towering 74 feet above the ground. The Applicant
has chosen to position the new sanctuary on its 9 acre (400,000 sq. ft.) lot at the corner of
Crest and Crenshaw. The bUilding looms over residences directly across the street in the
Island View (where building pads are 20 faet below the Applicant'S building pad, further
exacerbating the appearance of height. bUlk and mass of the structure.) The dimensions of
the structure and its positioning at the corner is inconsistent with RPV norms of community
compatibility, especially in light of the fact that the area is composed of single family homes,
and is at the gateway to one of the major trails in the City.

2. The adeguacx of parkUJg. The applicant seeks to increase the seating capacity of its
sanctuary from 650 to 870, while decreasing the on site parking from 359 spaces to 331.
The proposed parking is inadequate given the current use of the site thereby increasing street
parking in neighborhoods surrounding the Applicant.

3. Noise. The Applicant has proposed to ring bells several times during the day, seven days
a week. Since the formation of RPV in 1973, no church has been permitted to ring bells, and
the City should not depart from this precedent.

If you want the Plannin..Q.Commisslon to address the concerns listed above, Qlease sign the
statement below and mail it to:

Joel Rojas, Director of Planning, City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne BOUlevard, Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca 90275

(Address or Neighborhood) ((Name)

Dear Mr. Rojas:
I share the concerns and values of my neighbors. I encourage the Planning Department and
Planning Commission to work with the Applicant to develop a plan that allows the Applicant to
build their improvements in a way that addresses the issues stated above and is compatible
with the surrQunding community. Additionally, I have noted above other concerns I have with
regard to this project.

'fLn4.0,~
You can also fax this letter to the Planning Department at 310-544..5293

Comments should be sent As Soon as Possible (Sept. 16. 2008)
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SEP 15 2008 11:4?AM HP LASERJET 3200

IMPORTANT INFORMATION IN REGARD TO THE ST. JOHN f:ISHER DEVELOPMENT PROJECT

Greetings, Neighbors:

A hearing has been scheduled for Tuesday, September 23, 2008, at 7:00 PM at Hesse Park for public comment
regarding the proposed building project by St. John Fisher Church (The Applicant). While supporting many of
the stated purposes Of the proposed project, many residents in the surrounding neighborhoods (Island View,
Mela Lane, Valley View Road, BurreR Lane, Park Place, Del Cerro. Mesa Veme and Ridgecrest) share 3
primary concerns regarding some aspects of the proposal.

1. The size and mass of the new sanctuary. The Applcant proposes to bUild a new 17,000 sq. ft. sanctuary
with a tower and steeple towering 74 feet above the ground. The ApPlicant is requesting to position the new
sanctuary on its 9-acre (400,000 sq. ft.) lot at the comer of Crest and Crenshaw, where the 74·ft. height ofthe
building would be added to a buikfing pad that is already 20 ft. above the Crenshaw street level. At this location,
the bUilding would have a very prominent presence 10' be seen by all travelling along Crest Rd. and Crenshaw
Blvd. and would loom over residences directJy across the street in the Istand View - where building pads are 10
feet or more below the Crenshaw street level, further exacerbating the appearance of height. bulk and mass of
the structure. The dimensions of the stlUClure and itS posmoning at thl~ comer are inconsistent with RPV noons
of neighbOrhood compatibility and maintaining the rural and open character of the community (as stated in the
City's General Plan), especially in IIght·of the fact that the area is comlposed of single family homes, and is at the
gateway to one of the most scenic areas of open space and major trails in the City as well as rural Rolling Hills.

2. The adeguacy of parking. The City's General Plan and Developmont Code require that adequate off-street
parking be prOVided for all existing and future development. The Applicant seeks to increase the seating
capacity of its sanctuary from 650 to 870, while decreasing the on-site parking from 359 spaces to 331. The
existing parking space is barely adequate for the current use of the site and p8I1dng occasionallY spills onto
Crenshaw and neighboring residential streets. A reduction in on-site Jll8f'king spaces, while increasing the
capacity of the sanctuary, would undoubtedly exacerbate neighboring street parking problems.

3. Noise. The City's General Plan says that the policies of the City alre to provide for a quiet and serene
residential community, to control community noise to assure an environment free of unnecessary noise, and to
regulate land use so that there is a minimal degree of noise impact on adjacent land uses. The Applicant has
proposed to ring belts several times during the day, seven days a week, plus after weddings and funerals.
Since the formation of RPV in 1973, no cl'luteh has been pennitted to ring beHs, and the City should not depart
from this precedent.

Please add other comments or concerns you may have:

If you want the Planning Commission to address the concerns listed llbove. Qlease sign the statement below
and mail it to:

Joel Rojas, Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement, ely of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard, Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

Dear Mr. Rojas:
I share the concerns and values of my neighbors. I encourage the RIPV Planning Department and Planning
Commission to work with the Applicant to develop a plan that allows llhe Applicant to build their improvements in
a way that addresses the issues stated above and is compatible with the surrounding community. Additionally,
I have~bove .other concerns I have with ?Id to this project.
~~ 1 ~4e. j;~ 1lt. jl,e~2

(Name) (Address or Neigh~ODd)

You can also fax this tetter to the Planning Depa:rtrnenI at 310-544-5293
Comments shoutd be sent As Soon as Possible (ftilJt later than sept. 16, 2008)

p. 1SEP 15 2008 11:47AM HP LASERJET 3200

IMPORTANT INFORMATION IN REGARD TO THE ST_ JOHN f=ISHER DEVELOPMENT PROJECT

Greetings, Neighbors:

A hearing has been scheduled for Tuesday, September 23, 2008, at 7~OO PM at Hesse Park for public comment
regarding the proposed building project by Sl John Fisher Church (The Applicant). While supporting many of
the stated purposes Of the proposed project. many residents in the surrounding neighborhoods (Island View.
MeJa Lane, VaJley View Road. Burrell Lane. Park: Place, Del Cerro~ Mesa Veme and Ridgecrest) share 3
primary concerns regarding some aspects of the proposal.

1. The size and mass of the new sanctuary. The Applcant proposes to bUild a new 17,000 sq. ft. sanctuary
with a tower and steeple towering 74 feel above the ground. The ApPlicant is requesting to position the new
sanctuary on its 9-acre (400,000 sq. ft.) tot at the comer of Crest and Crenshaw. where the 74-ft. height ofthe
building would be added to a building pad that is already 20 ft. above the Crenshaw street level. At this location,
the bUilding wouJd have a very prominent presence 10' be seen by aU travelling along Crest Rd. and Crenshaw
Blvd. and would 100m over residences direcUy across the street in the Istand View - where building pads are 10
feet or more below the Crenshaw street level, further exacerbating the appearance of height. bulk and mass of
the structure. The dimensions of the slmcture and its positioning at th.~ comer are inconsistent with RPV nonns
of neighbOrhood compatibility and maintaining the rural and open character of the community (as stated in the
Ctly's General Plan), especially in light of the fact that the area is COffllposed of single family homes, and is at the
gateway to one of the most scenic areas of open space and major trails in the City as well as rural Rolling Hills. .

2. The adeguacy of parking. The City's General Plan and Developmunt Code require that adequate off-street
parking be provided for all existing and future development. The Applicant seeks to increase the seating
capacity of its sanctuary from 650 to 870, while decreasing the on-site parking from 359 spaces to 331. The
existing parking space is barely adequate for the current use of the site and parking occasionallY spitls onto
Crenshaw and neighboring restdential streets. A reduction in on-site ~f81'king spaces, whfte increasing the
capacity of the sanctuary, would undoubtedly exacerbate neighboring street parking problems.

3. Noise. The City's General Plan says that the policies of the City sire to provide fOr a quiet and serene
residential community, to control community noise to assure an enviltmmem free of unnecessary noise, and to
regulate land use so that there is a minimal degree of noise impact. 0111 adjacent land uses. The Applicant has
proposed to ring bells several times during the day. seven days a 'Meek, ptus after weddings and funerals.
Since the formation of RPV in 1973. no ctluteh has been pennitted to ring belts. and the City should not depart
from this precedent.

Please add other comments or concerns you may have:

If you want the Planning Commission to address the concerns listed 2lbove. please sign the statement below
and mail if to:

Joel Rojas. Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement, Ciy of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne BoUlevard, Rancho Palos Verdes. CA 90275

Dear Mr. Rojas:
I share the concerns and values of my neighbors. I encourage the RIPV Planning Department and Planning
Commission to work with the Applicant to develop a plan that allows 1lhe Applicant to build their improvements in
a way that addresses the issues stated above and is compatible with the surrounding community. Additionally,
I have~bove 91her concerns I have with.rdto this project.
~~ 1 ~iut~~7k; jle~2

(Name) (Address or Neigh~ood)

You can also fax this letter to the Planning Depa:rtmenI at 310-544-5293
Comments shoutd be sent As SOon as Possible (Riot later than sept. 16, 2008)
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SEP-17-2008 09:00 FROM: TO: 13105445293 P.1

RECEIVED
IMPORTANT INFORMATION IN REGARD TO THE ST JOHN FISHER PRo.iliETl 7 2008

G t
· PLANNING. BUILDING AND

ree Ings .CODE EblFORCEMENT
A hearing has been scheduled for Tuesday, September 23, 2008, at 7:00 PM at Hesse parK
for public comment regarding the proposed building project by St. John Fisher Church (The
Applicant). While supporting many of the stated purposes of the proposed project, many
residents in the surrounding neighborhoods (Island View, Mela lane, Valley View Road,
Burrell Lane, Park Place, Del Cerro, Mesa Verde and Ridgecrest) share 3 primary concerns
regarding some aspects of the proposal.

1. The size and mass of the new sanctuary. The Applicant proposes to build a new 17,000
sq. ft. sanctuary with a tower and steeple towering 74 feet above the ground. The Applicant
has chosen to position the new sanctuary on its 9 acre (400,000 sq. ft.) lot at the corner of
Crest and Crenshaw. The building looms over residences directly across the street in the
Island View (where building pads are 20 feet below the Applicant'S building pad, further
exacerbating the appearance of height, bulk and mass of the structure.) The dimensions of
the structure and its positioning at the corner is inconsistent with RPV norms of community
compatibility, especially in light of the fact that the area is composed of single family homes,
and is at the gateway to one of the major trails in the City. '

2. The adequacy of parking. The applicant seeks to increase the seating capacity of its
sanctuary from 650 to 870, while decreasing the on site parking from 359 spaces to 331.
The proposed parking is inadequate given the current use of the site thereby increasing street
parking in neighborhoods surrounding the Applicant.

3. Noise. The .Applicant has proposed to..ringbells-Several.-times during the day, seven days
a week. Since the formation of RPV in 1973, no church has been permitted to ring bells, and
the City should not depart from this precedent.

If you want the Planning Commission to address the concerns listed above. please sign the
statement below and mail it to:

Joel Rojas, Director of Planning, City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard, Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca 90275

Dear Mr. Rojas:
I share the concems and values of my neighbors. I encourage the Planning Department end
Planning Commission to work with the Applicant to develop a plan that allows the AppliCClnt to
build their improvements in a way that addresses the issues stated above and is compatible
with the surrounding community. Additionally. I have noted above other concerns I tlave with
regard to this project.

(Address or Neighborhood)

You can also fax this letter to the Planning Department at 310-544-5293
Comments should be sent As Soon as Possible (Sept. 16, 2008)
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Dear Mr. Rojas:
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Diane Cadle Trudell
26 Oceanaire Drive

Rancho Palos Verdes, California 90275

Dear Mr. Rojas,

I have attended the RPV Planning meetings
concerning the St. John Fisher project. Last
Saturday, I attended the meeting that the
church had for the neighbors that are close
to the church. I find that there are many of
the church neighbors that are opposed to the
project for legitimate reasons. The size of
the structure, the height of the bell tower and
the noise of the "bells", the lack of enough
parking spaces along with the prolonged
increase of dirt and dust to the community
are issues that I have found are never
addressed by the people who want this
project pushed ahead. The changes they
have made are minor and certainly not
drastic enough to really make a difference.
Therefore, I side with the surrounding
neighbors that oppose continuing with this
project.

Sincerely yours,

D~~~~-
15 September 2008

RE EIVED
SEP 16 'r

PLANNING, BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT
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Rancho Palos Verdes, California 90275
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are issues that I have found are never
addressed by the people who want this
project pushed ahead. The changes they
have made are minor and certainly not
drastic enough to really make a difference.
Therefore, I side with the surrounding
neighbors that oppose continuing with this
project.

Sincerely yours, RECEIVED
D~uJtoD ~~~ -
15 September 2008
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Leza Mikhail

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dear Ms.Mikhail,

Angela O'Connor [maoconnor@dmjca.org]
Tuesday, September 16, 20084:58 PM
LezaM@rpv.com
Saint John Fisher New Church

As a member of Saint John Fisher Church I strongly support the construction of our new church. I ask you to do
all in your power to make this a reality. We really need a meeting place for our teenagers to keep them safe and
to develop good and reliable citizens.

Our present church was originally intended to be a temporary place ofworship which would later become a
multi- purpose building. This did not happen. Now our parishioners are willing and eager to build a new church
as they realize that our adolescents need a safe place to gather.

Ms.Mikhail I thank you very much for considering our dilemma. I hope you will be influential in letting us have
our dream come true.

All the best to you.

Sincerely and gratefully yours,

Catherine Mary O'Connor
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Subject: St. John Fisher Master Plan
Reference: Planning Commission Hearing, 23 September 2008

This communication is intended to provide support for the subject plan, as modified and
updated, for Planning Commission review at the reference hearing. The current plan
presentation includes:

A. Revised Proposed Design dated July 2008 - Height reduction and revised location.

B. Shadow Study - proposed sanctuary shades... "intersection roadways only."
Items A & B should satisfy Planning Commission & Staff evaluation concerns.

C. Focused Carillon Sound Study - "... noise impacts ... considered less than significant."
Since Item C will be further revisited under the Conditional Use Permit, neighborhood concerns
will be addressed.

On a personal note, traffic before and after the entire range of scheduled services at St John
has never caused me to be late for a service or to be inconvenienced leaving a service. This
personal traffic study is based on attending services over a period of forty-five years.

In hopes of attending services in the new Sanctuary within my lifetime, I strongly urge the
Planning Commission to adopt those measures necessary to move this Master Plan to the City
Council.

Respectfully Submitted,

Robert B. Mucha
32460 Searaven Drive
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275
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Robert B. Mucha
32460 Searaven Drive
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275
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Leza Mikhail

From: GKOECHELER@aol.com

Sent: Sunday, September 14,20082:22 PM

To: LizaM@rpv.com

Subject: St. John Fisher Parish Project

I support the project.

When one moves next to a high school there are inherent advantages and disadvantages. Parking is going to
be one of those problems. Live with it or move! The same thing is true with a church. Churches have
steeples, bells and large numbers of people attending. Churches and their needs grow with time.
Live with it or move.

Please ask each of the plan opponents if they lived in their current residence before the church was built?
Those who moved to there current homes after the original church was built must accept the advantages and
disadvantages of living near a church. If they don't like the new church plan, they can move.

It seems fairly simple that the good of the masses should outweigh the wishes of the few.

Gene Koecheler

PssssLHave you heard the news? There's a new fashion blog. plus the latest fall trends and hair styles at
~leList.com.

9/16/2008
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Leza Mikhail

From: Daniel Mueller [ann.dan@verizonmail.com]

Sent: Sunday, September 14, 2008 9:27 AM

To: lezam@rpv.com

Subject: Question Re:SJF

Leza,

I was told by a "second hand" source that SJF was having some open houses or communications
sessions to explain what they are proposing to interested neighbors. Is that the case and do you know
when these are to happen? As one of SJF's closest neighbors, I would have expected those of us who are
residents of Mela Lane to have been notified but I was not and neither have the other residents that I
have asked. Thanks.

Dan Mueller

; ,.1...• ...
..... ~.....''.'. ~

.<' .. ••.... . f" you@usa.com
It.......•.......*•.".Jf. q . ..,:,' &$ available and 170 other frH: domains.

..... . '. Sign upal WW'W.mall.oomq* "PI. ...

9/1612008
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Leza Mikhail

From: Joel Rojas Uoe1r@rpv.com]

Sent: Tuesday, September 16,200810:44 AM

To: 'Leza Mikhail'

Subject: FW: St. John Fisher building request

From: Nancy Ganahl [mailto:diamondheadnan@netzero.com]
Sent: Tuesday, September 16, 2008 10:40 AM
To: pc@rpv.com
Subject: St. John Fisher building request

Dear Mr. Gerstner, Mr. Knight, Mr. Prestam and Mr. Ruttenberg:

Please approve the building of St. John Fisher parish's new church. We can see no downside to this
building. It will only add a beautiful new worship space on our peninsula. Everything else will be as it is
now: the same parishioners, the same level of usage, the same impact on the community as now exists ...
we are good neighbors and will remain so.

We are requesting permission to build a beautiful structure that maintains the beauty of the area on a lot
that has space for it and a good setback from the street.( Compare this to the blight that is the Peninsula
Center.)

Thank you for reading our input.

Sincerely, Robert and Nancy Ganahl

Wauna lose weight? Weight Loss Programs that work. Click here.

9/16/2008
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Leza Mikhail

From: Ed Zale [eazale@verizon.net]

Sent: Tuesday, September 16,20083:50 PM

To: LezaM@rpv.com

Subject: St. John Fisher Church

Hi: I have been a resident of RanchoPalosVerdes for nearly 25 years during which timelhaye been a parishoner
at Stjohn Fisher.Beyond its religious goal 1feel it has been a contrbuter to the betterment of life in RP\/andthe
entire South Bay.1 believe that the need to improve its church buildings and campus overql!.wIII continu~its .
contribution in thisregard.' "
I attended a meeting Sunday afternoon in which neighbors and parish members as well got a much clearer idea
of the scope of the project.Whatever questions and objections that were posed were addressed in a factual
manner.1 strongly support the proposed project and 1hope the Planning Commission will do so.Thank you.
Sincerely,
Edward Zale

9/16/2008

· Pa:gel:of 1

Leza Mikhail

From: Ed Zale [eazale@verizon.net]
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Leza Mikhail

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Joel Rojas Uoelr@rpv.com]
Tuesday, September 16, 2008 4: 15 PM
'Leza Mikhail'
FW: St John Fisher project - Sept. 23rd,2008 Agenda

-----Original Message-----
From: Lenee Bilski [mailto:lenee91O@intergate.com]
Sent: Tuesday, September 16,20083:42 PM
To: PC@rpv.com
Cc: L. Bilski
Subject: St John Fisher project - Sept. 23rd,2008 Agenda

Dear Planning Commissioners,

I am writing in support of the proposed St. John Fisher building project.

There have been a lot a false statements about this project in letters
submitted to the city and to the local newspaper. This is unfortunate,
but I trust the the members of the Planning Commission realize the
falacies and disregard them, and will make the decision based on the
facts.

The proposed church building is a beautiful, stately design which
meets the city's development codes and regulations, and which will
provide much needed improvements to the SJF Parish facility. Pastor
Msgr. Sork met with some of the neighbors prior to the June 24th
public hearing to explain the project and to answer their questions.

It is my understanding that the reason that the public hearing was
continued from July 22nd to Sept. 23rd is because of a Public Records
Request for communications documents made by those in opposition to
the project. This is an unfortunate delay of the decision making
process.

However, the parish has used the time since July 22nd to provide
additional data and studies, and voluntarily built a 3-dimensional
model (prepared to scale at great expense) showing not only the SJF
project but also the nearby properties, to supplement the existing
drawings and plans. The parish also planned three (3) informational
meetings/tours on the site for the neighbors sending individual
invitations to each home in the nearby Homeowners Association. You
will be given the attendance count at the hearing.

I was shocked by some of the disrespectful comments and accusations of
those speaking in opposition to the project at the July 22nd
Planning Commission public hearing.
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Even though the project as proposed could have been approved as
presented, that original project - which serves a parish of 3,000+
families - was revised and downsized after the June 24th hearing to
answer the concerns of a few people.

Therefore, in all fairness, since the neighborhood concerns and
Commissioners' concerns have been addressed by the revision, the
additional studies, and the on-site information sessions, the
development should be permitted to proceed without further changes and
certainly without further delay. As you know, construction
scheduling can be a time-sensitive matter, especially when there is a
parish school schedule to take into consideration! .

While a few people may not like this proposed development, members of
the St. John Fisher parish community contribute much to the city of
Rancho Palos Verdes. This building project will enhance the city as
well as better serve the needs of St. John Fisher Parish. The
applicant has modified the original project and done everything to
answer the concerns and questions of the Planning Commissioners and
the public,

Please do not delay, make your decision on Sept. 23rd and please
vote in favor of the St. John Fisher proposed project.

Thank you for all you do for RPVl

Sincerely,

Lenee Bilski
RPV resident

This message was sent using IMP, the Internet Messaging Program.
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To: Leza Mikhail, Assistant Planner
The City of Rancho Palos Verdes Planning Department
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes CA 90275

, ,

September 15, 2008

RE ENEO
St.? 161UU~

G BU\lO\NG AND
Subject: ~\,Il\N~ri'i £NfORCEtJ\l:.Ni

The St. John Fisher Proposed Project: Deficiencies in Silhouetting P~~ess; Request for
Full Environmental Impact Report in lieu of Mitigated Negative Declaration; Parking
Concerns; Applicant's Parking Plan Options

Dear Leza,

The St. John Fisher Church (the "applicant") has been a valued member of the
surrounding neighborhoods since its formation and many parishioners reside in the
surrounding homes. We welcome the applicant's expansion to meet their needs.
However, they are now a component of the surrounding neighborhood and must expand
within the City's building codes and General Plan's policies.

Item 1 below addresses neighborhood compatibility. Item 2 documents the widespread
neighborhood dissatisfaction with the silhouetting process approved by the City for the
applicant's proposed expansion. Item 3 addresses the need for a full Environmental
Impact Report on this project and Item 4 identified options the applicant may consider to
mitigate the project shortcomings.

Neighborhood Compatibility

The applicant did not seem to embrace the need for neighborhood compatibility in
designing the proposed expansion until recently requested by the Planning Commission
to meet with neighbors and discuss the proposed project at neighborhood meetings
held between September 13 and 17, 2008. The church pastor earlier wrote a letter to
the City stating that residents (and by inference the City) were unqualified to comment
on the design of a Catholic Church, thereby inferring the applicant's campus expansion
is immune to neighborhood compatibility issues.

The City's institutional building codes are thin on detailed requirements for
neighborhood compatibility, unlike those meticulously detailed in the residential codes.
This is undoubtedly because of the infrequent occurrence of institutional projects
throughout the City's existence. In the absence of detailed institutional building criteria
in the City's Building Codes, the Planning Commission and City Council must therefore
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look to the City's General Plan to understand the intent of our founders and top City
policies regarding proposed institutional projects like the proposed SJF expansion.

The City's General Plan states on page 93, "Policies" no. 6, "It is the intent of the City to
review location & site design of future institutional uses very carefully to ensure their
compatibility with adjacent sites." The applicant is surrounded by ranch &
Mediterranean-style residences with a semi-rural ambiance. The applicant's existing
campus blends with its surroundings nicely. Their proposed expansion, with its modern
architecture, is positioned to dominate the Crest-Crenshaw intersection and nearby
neighbors with its high cross and bell tower structure. It would be fine mid-campus
where it wouldn't tower over neighbors and over the main traffic artery. As proposed, it
is incompatible with the surrounding neighborhood architecture, ambience and scale of
structure. The proposed project is also adjacent to a major access route into rural
Rolling Hills and the primary access route to the Palos Verdes Nature Reserve.

Silhouetting Process

The applicant's expansion project silhouette process was prejudicial to the surrounding
community. It was installed without prior notification to hundreds of residents who pass
the applicant's property every day. It was in place for 2 weeks (code requires it to stay
up until the appeal process is complete) and was not up for much of the 1O-day period
due to balloons losing helium, being wrapped around poles, or being displaced by
winds. This action deprived many residents who were on vacation or out of town from
any knowledge of the silhouette.

The stated reason for the short silhouette period was safety. The City should have
required the applicant to build a silhouette of sufficient strength to endure the normal
multi-month duration mandated by code and to assure the safety of the silhouetted
area. Moreover, the applicant should not have built an unsafe silhouette.

In addition, the design of the major building in the project was modified as a result of
some of the early comments and Planning Commission reactions to the original design.
The modified was not silhouetted, so neighbors were not able to evaluate the effects for
themselves, but rather were forced to rely on photos taken by the City to estimate the
impact of the revisions, which did not always represent the impact on their specific
property.

It is respectfully requested that the public comment period be extended and a second
silhouette be placed on the site to enable independent evaluation by the neighbors.

Full EIR Required
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The applicant's proposed expansion plan has many serious deficiencies and does not
deserve staff's proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) in lieu of a full,
independent Environmental Impact Report (EIR). In particular:

• The traffic study did not assess project traffic impact on Crenshaw Blvd south of
Crest Rd.
This is the only ingress/egress for 160 homes in Del Cerro, Valley View, Park
Place, and Burrell Lane. This corridor is vital to the health and welfare of more than
500 residents in this area.

• The MND also does not address traffic on this street during the proposed multi
year construction project, or any measures to mitigate the impact of construction
traffic on it.

• The applicant's parking analysis and design are several hundred spaces short of
that required by Code. Actual vehicle occupancy rates observed at the applicant's
campus over the past 5 Sundays (between 8:15 am and 11:15 am) show
occupancy averaging 1.6 people per vehicle, far less than the code value of 3 per
vehicle. See this author's letter on parking issues. The issue deserves a
professional and independent study to assure the parking lot is properly sized to
minimize on-street parking, and that a traffic analysis is performed with the proper
parking assumed.

• The applicant proposes adding a new use, preschool classes, to the site and has
made no provisions for this expanded activity in their proposed parking capacity
analysis.

• The applicant has stated in their outreach meetings with surrounding residents on
September 13th and 14th that they plan to continue on-site masses, educational
classes and other activities throughout the construction phase. However, we have
found no plans or analyses regarding where their parishioners will park for church
services or other activities during this time. The viability of concurrent full use of the
current facilities during a significant demolition and construction activity dictates a
thorough environmental assessment to assure these concurrent activities can be
performed in a safe manner without a significant adverse impact on the
parishioners and surrounding neighborhoods.

• A detailed analysis of the impact of noise, dust, construction traffic routing, on-site
parking limitations and other impacts on the on-going campus activities should be
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VIA HAND DELIVERY

Planning Commission
City ofRancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

September 16, 2008
RECEIVED

SEP 16 2008
PLANNING. BUILDING AND

CODe ENFORCEMENT

Re: St. John Fisher Project
Request for Prohibition Against Windows in Western End of
Proposed ParishIYouth Center

Dear Sirs:

We understand that the current St. John Fisher sanctuary will be renovated to
serve as a gymnasium and parish activity/youth center. Because the placement of
windows on the western end of this building overlooking Crenshaw may seriously and
adversely affect our privacy, we request that the Planning Commission include in any
conditional use permit a provision prohibiting the placement of windQws on the western
end of the building, now and in the future. Even if the applicant has no current plans to
place windows in the western end of that building, then the prohibition against the
placement ofwindows is still necessary to prevent the placement ofwindows there in the
future.

Our property on 15 Santa Barbara Drive in Island View including home, yard, and
swimming pool is located directly across'the street from the present sanctuary on
Crenshaw Boulevard. (See Exhibit 1, attached.) The proposed parish activity/youth
center sits at an elevation of 1,218.80 feet, which is over 30 feet above our property. (See
Exhibit 2, attached.) At the western end of the building, there will be rooms on two
levels-first, at the height/level of the existing sanctuary (see Exhibit 3, attached), and
second, we believe, at a downstairs level currently used for various purposes. Given the
proximity of our property to the western end of this building and the height of the two
levels of rooms on the western end overlooking our property, windows placed at the
sanctuary level and possibly at the lower level may well look over the hedge bordering
our property and into our house, yard, and/or swimming pool, thus seriously and
adversely affecting our privacy. These windows may also negatively impact the privacy
ofour neighbors.

On Saturday, September 13, 2008, we attended an open session given by the
applicant. At that function, we expressed our concern and suggested that there be no
windows in the western end of the proposed parish activity/youth center to protect our
privacy. Our suggestion was noted but we do not know what action, ifany, is needed or
will be taken in response. We do not know how many levels are currently planned for this
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In light of the above, we respectfully request the Planning Commission to include
in any conditional use permit a prohibition against the placement of windows in the
western end of the proposed parish activity/youth center, at any level, now and in the
future. In this regard, we understand that there is now one window in the lower level of
the western end ofthe building. We request that opaque glass be placed in that window.

Thank you for your consideration ofthis important privacy issue.

Sincerely,

Y;1?~tl41.{;1f~ P-tM-o
Vincent and Lynne Belusko
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Page 1 of 1

Leza Mikhail

From: Ray BARTHEL [rtbarthel@msn.com]

Sent: Monday, September 15,20084:54 PM

To: LezaM@rpv.com

Subject: St John Fisher Building Plans

I sent this message with your name and e-mail address misspelled, so here's the corrected
version.

Attn: Leza Mikhail

Unfortunately I will not be able to attend the upcoming Planning Commission meeting scheduled
for this coming September 23rd. But I did want to express my concern over the objections that
are being levied against the church's building plan.

The voices in opposition to the bUilding of a beautiful new church appear to be obstructionists
without just cause in attempting to stop this building request. I don't recall any major objections
or any uproar to the building of the Assisted Living Marriott facility on Crestridge, a much bigger
building than the proposed new church. Furthermore, there are several churches and a
Synagogue located on this street that appear not to have had major resistance to their building
sizes and/or additions. I reflect on these because of their close proximity to the site in question
and to those neighbor objectors.

To stand in the way of God's work is blasphemy! The church actually will add to the community's
value by improving the land use with an architecturally pleasing building and beautification of all
the surrounding landscape. The ringing of chimes is a pleasant sound, unlike all the disruptive
noises one might hear in the course of the day. I've also heard that there are those who are
objecting to a perceived traffic problem. How short-sighted and unfounded is this concern when
as a parishioner who has attended church at St John Fisher since 1970 I can tell you that the only
two occasions each year that the church experiences any kind of traffic problem is both at
Christmas time and on Easter Sunday when those who do not attend regularly bring themselves
to church on these particular days of the year.

The long and short is that we are seeing a handful of dissenters become an activist type group to
stop the construction of a new church just because they don't want it. What their motivation may
be, only God knows and maybe that should frighten them more than their concern for
the bUilding of an improved house of worship.

Please list my wife and me as solidly in support of the Planning Commission approval of the
bUilding plans that have taken into account modifications to appease those who may have had
some legitimate concerns earlier which have been addressed and should now pave the way for
the go-ahead of this project.

Sincerely,
Ray Barthel

9/15/2008
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Page 1 of 1

Leza Mikhail

From: Joel Rojas [joelr@rpv.com]

Sent: Tuesday, September 16, 2008 10:44 AM

To: 'Leza Mikhail'

Subject: FW: St. John Fisher building request

From: Nancy Ganahl [mailto:diamondheadnan@netzero.com]
Sent: Tuesday, September 16, 2008 10:40 AM
To: pc@rpv.com
Subject: St. John Fisher building request

Dear Mr. Gerstner, Mr. Knight, Mr. Prestam and Mr. Ruttenberg:

Please approve the building ofSt. John Fisher parish's new church. We can see no downside to this
building. It will only add a beautiful new worship space on our peninsula. Everything else will be as it is
now: the same parishioners, the same level of usage, the same impact on the community as now exists...
we are good neighbors and will remain so.

Weare requesting permission to build a beautiful structure that maintains the beauty of the area on a lot
that has space for it and a good setback from the street.( Compare this to the blight that is the Peninsula
Center.)

Thank you for reading our input.

Sincerely, Robert and Nancy Ganahl

Wanna lose weight? Weight Loss Programs that work. Click here.

9/16/2008
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09/15/2008 23:07 FAX 141 001

IMPORTANT INFORMATION IN REGARD TO THE ST JOHN FISHER PROJECT

Greetings
A hearing has been scheduled for Tuesday, September 23, 2008, at 7:00 PM at Hesse Park
for public comment regarding the proposed building project by St. John Fisher Church (The
Applicant). While supporting many of the stated purposes of the proposed project, many
residents in the surrounding neighborhoods (Island View, Mela Lane, Valley View Road,
Burrell Lane

l
Park Place, Del Cerro, Mesa Verde and Ridgecrest) share 3 primary concerns

regarding some aspects of the proposal.

1. The size and rpass oftbe new sanctuary. The Applicant proposes to build a new 17.000
sq. ft. sanctuary with a tower and steeple towering 74 feet above the ground. The Applicant
has chosen to position the new sanctuary on its 9 acre (400,000 sq. ft.) lot at the corner of
Crest and Crenshaw. The building looms over residences directly across the street in the
Island View (where building pads are 20 feet below the Applicant's building pad, further
exacerbating the appearance of height, bulk and mass of the structure.) The dimensions of
the structure and Its positioning at the corner is inconsistent with RPV norms of community
compatibility, especially in light of the fact that the area is composed of single family homes,
and is at the gateway to one of the major trails in the City.

2. The adeguacy of parking. The applicant seeks to increase the seating capacity of its
sanctuary from 650 to 870, while decreasing the on site parking from 359 spaces to 331.
The proposed parking is inadequate given the current use of the site thereby increasing street
parking in neighborhoods surrounding the Applicant.

3. Noise. The Applicant has proposed to ring bells several times during the day, seven days
a week. Since the formation of RPV in 1973, no church has been permitted to ring bells, and
the City shOUld not depart from this precedent.

Joel Rojas, Director of Planning, City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthome Boulevard, Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca 90275

PlANNING. BUILDING AND
Dear Mr. ROjas: CODE ENFORCEMENT

I share the concerns and values of my neighbors. I encourage the Planning Department and
PI~nning. ~ommission to work with the Applicant to develop a plan that allows the AppliCl!!nt to
build their Improvements in a way that addresses the Issues stated above and is compatible
with the surrounding community. AdditionallY, I have noted above other concerns lliave with
regard to this project.

~a:::......!.;R:l<-,,;(_<:_'" -..::=;GtJ...:,.rt..:..;...,IJ~Cb~.::::..CJO....:..:.N~ S 3 7~ VA ((.6( tit6r;J 1< 1)
(Name) (Address or Neighborhood)

You can also fax this letter to the Planning Department at 310-544-5293
Comments should be sent As Soon as Possible (Sept. 16; 2008)

09/15/2008 23:07 FAX 141 001

IMPORTANT INFORMATION IN REGARD TO THE ST JOHN FISHER PROJECT

Greetings
A hearing has been scheduled for Tuesday, September 23, 2008, at 7:00 PM at Hesse Park
for public comment regarding the proposed building project by St. John Fisher Church (The
Applicant). While supporting many of the stated purposes of the proposed project, many
residents in the surrounding neighborhoods (Island View, Mela Lane, Valley View Road,
Burrell Lane

l
Park Place, Del Cerro, Mesa Verde and Ridgecrest) share 3 primary concerns

regarding some aspects of the proposal.

1. The size and rpass oftbe new sanctuary. The Applicant proposes to build a new 17.000
sq. ft. sanctuary with a tower and steeple towering 74 feet above the ground. The Applicant
has chosen to position the new sanctuary on its 9 acre (400,000 sq. ft.) lot at the corner of
Crest and Crenshaw. The building looms over residences directly across the street in the
Island View (where building pads are 20 feet below the Applicant's building pad, further
exacerbating the appearance of height, bulk and mass of the structure.) The dimensions of
the structure and Its positioning at the corner is inconsistent with RPV norms of community
compatibility, especially in light of the fact that the area is composed of single family homes,
and is at the gateway to one of the major trails in the City.

2. The adeguacy of parking. The applicant seeks to increase the seating capacity of its
sanctuary from 650 to 870, while decreasing the on site parking from 359 spaces to 331.
The proposed parking is inadequate given the current use of the site thereby increasing street
parking in neighborhoods surrounding the Applicant.

3. Noise. The Applicant has proposed to ring bells several times during the day, seven days
a week. Since the formation of RPV in 1973, no church has been permitted to ring bells, and
the City shOUld not depart from this precedent.

Joel Rojas, Director of Planning, City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthome Boulevard, Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca 90275

PlANNING. BUILDING AND
Dear Mr. ROjas: CODE ENFORCEMENT

I share the concerns and values of my neighbors. I encourage the Planning Department and
PI~nning. ~ommission to work with the Applicant to develop a plan that allows the AppliCl!!nt to
build their Improvements in a way that addresses the Issues stated above and is compatible
with the surrounding community. Additionally, I have noted above other concerns lliave with
regard to this project.

~a:::..!;R~(,...,;;;<:_'" -::GtL.:..rt.~1J .=:!!oCb~::::..CJO....:..::.N ~ S 37~ (JIt ((.6( tit6r;J 1< 1)
(Name) (Address or Neighborhood)

You can also fax this letter to the Planning Department at 310-544-5293
Comments should be sent As Soon as Possible (Sept. 16; 2008)
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IMPORTANT rNFORMAnON IN REGARD TO THE ST JOHN FISHER PROJECT

Greetings

A heari~g has been scheduled for Tuesday, September 23, 2008, at 7:00 PM at Hesse Park
for p~bllc comm~nt regard!ng the proposed building project by Sf. John Fisher Church (The
Ap~"cant~. W~lIe SUPP0!'llnQ many of the stated purposes of the proposed project, many
reSIdents In the surroundIng neighborhoods (Island View, Mela Lane, Valley View Road.
Burrell Lane, Park Place, Del Cerro, Mesa Verde and Ridgecrest) share 3 primary concerns
regarding some aspects of the proposal.

1. The size and mass of the new sanctuary. The Applicant proposes to build a new 17,000
SQ. ft. sanctuary with a tower and steeple towering 74 feet above the ground. The Applicant
has chosen to position the new sanctuary on its 9 acre (400,000 sq. ft.) lot at the corner of
Crest and Crenshaw. The bUilding looms over residences directly across the street in the
Island View (where building pads are 20 feet below the Applicant's bUilding pad, further
exacerbating the appearance of height, bulk and mass of the structure.) The dimensions of
the structure and its positioning at the corner is inconsistent with RPV norms of community
compatibility, especially in light of the fact that the area is composed of single family homes,
and is at the gateway to one of the major trails in the City.

2. The adeguacy of parkjng. The applicant seeks to increase the seating capacity of its
sanctuary from 650 to 870, while decreasing the on site parking from 359 spaces to 331.
The proposed parking is inadequate given the current use of the site thereby increasing street
parking in neighborhoods surrounding the Applicant.

3. Nols~. The Applicant has proposed to ring bells severa' times dUrin~ the da~, seven days
a week. Since the formation of RPV in 1973, no church has been permItted to nng bells, and
the City should D.Q1.depart from this precedent.

ncerns Iiste

nO'~NII-331
l.l.69t>l.l.:£0t:£

f he Ian i m iss'o
st@t'tlJ§ot bglOW @nd m@iI it to:

Joel Rojas, Director of Planning, City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard, Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca 90275 pLANNING, ~UI!.D\NG ~ND

cODE tN'fORCEMENT

Dear Mr. Rojas: PI . 0 rtment and
I share the concerns and values of my neighbors. I encourage the anOlng epa .
Planning Commission to work with the Applicant to develop a plan that allows t~e APPh~~t to
build their improvements in a way that addresses the issues stated above and IS compall ~th
with the surrounding community. Additionally, I have noted above other concerns I have WI

regard to this project.

~1/i7!v -i)lff eit/-tA£ C:£ eerJfb'lJ
(N~ (Address or Nelg borhood)

You can also fax this letter to the Planning Oepanment at 310..544-5293
Comments should be sent As Soon .8 Possible (Sept. 16, 2008)

,. ,......-.r-o.-'-.-..--""'------'.--.-.-.....-~----...I--.i--to"d

IMPORTANT rNFORMAnON IN REGARD TO THE ST JOHN FISHER PROJECT

Greetings

A heari~g has been scheduled for Tuesday, September 23, 2008, at 7:00 PM at Hesse Park
for p~bllc comm~nt regard!ng the proposed building project by Sf. John Fisher Church (The
Applicant). W~lIe supporting many of the stated purposes of the proposed project many
residents in the surrounding neighborhoods (Island View, Mela Lane, Valley View Road,
Burrell Lane, Park Place, Del Cerro, Mesa Verde and Ridgecrest) share 3 primary concerns
regarding some aspects of the proposal.

1. The size and mass of the new sanctuary. The Applicant proposes to build a new 17,000
SQ. ft. sanctuary with a tower and steeple towering 74 feet above the ground. The Applicant
has chosen to position the new sanctuary on its 9 acre (400,000 sq. ft.) lot at the corner of
Crest and Crenshaw. The bUilding looms over residences directly across the street in the
Island View (where building pads are 20 feet below the Applicant's bUilding pad, further
exacerbating the appearance of height, bulk and mass of the structure.) The dimensions of
the structure and its positioning at the corner is inconsistent with RPV norms of community
compatibility, especially in light of the fact that the area is composed of single family homes,
and is at the gateway to one of the major trails in the City.

2. The adeguacy of parkjng. The applicant seeks to increase the seating capacity of its
sanctuary from 650 to 870, while decreasing the on site parking from 359 spaces to 331.
The proposed parking is inadequate given the current use of the site thereby increasing street
parking in neighborhoods surrounding the Applicant.

3. Nols~. The Applicant has proposed to ring bells severa' times dUrin~ the da~, seven days
a week. Since the formation of RPV in 1973, no church has been permitted to nng bells, and
the City should D.Q1.depart from this precedent.

st@t'tlJ§ot bglOW @nd m@iI it to:

Joel Rojas, Director of Planning, City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard, Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca 90275

nO"~NII-331
l.l.69t>l.l.:£0t:£

pLANNING, ~UI!.D\NG ~ND
cODE tN'fORCEMENT

Dear Mr. Rojas: PI . 0 rtment and
I share the concerns and values of my neighbors. I encourage the anOlng epa .
Plannin Commission to work with the Applicant to develop a plan that allows t~e Apph~nt to
build th:ir improvements in a way that addresses the issues stated above and IS compatlbl~ h
with the surrounding community. Additionally, I have noted above other concerns I have Wit

regard to this project.

~~ -!~eit!yff C£e~rJN)J
(N~ (Address or Nelg borhood)

You can also fax this letter to the Planning Oepanment at 310..544-5293
Comments should be sent As Soon .8 Possible (Sept. 16, 2008)

,. ,......-.r-o.-'-.-..--""'------'.--.-.-.....-~----...I--.i--to"d
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IMPORTANT INFORMATION IN REGARD TO THE ST JOHN FISHER PROJECT

Greetings
A hearing has been scheduled for Tuesday, September 23,2008, at 7:00 PM at Hesse Park
for public comment regarding the proposed bUilding project by St. John Fisher Church (The
Ap~licant). While supporting·many of the stated purposes of the proposed project, many
residents in the surrounding neighborhoods (Island View, Mela Lane, Valley View Road,
Burrell Lane, Park Place, Del Cerro, Mesa Verde and Ridgecrest) share 3 primary concerns
regarding some aspects of the proposal.

1. The size and mals of the new sanctuaO!. The Applicant proposes to build a new 17,000
sq. ft. sanctuary with a tower and steeple towering 74 feet above the ground. The Applicant
has chosen to position the new sanctuary on itS 9 acre (400,000 sq. ft.) lot at the corner of
Crest and Crenshaw. The building looms over residences directly across the street in the
Island View (where bUilding pads are 20 feet below the Applicant's building pad, further
exacerbating the appearance of height, bulk and mass of the structure.) The dimensions of
the structure and Its positioning at the corner is inconsistent with RPV norms of community
compatibility, especially in light of the fact that the area is composed of single family homes,
and is at the gateway to one of the major trails in the City.

2. The adegu8gy of parking. The applicant seeks to increase the seating capacity of its
sanctuary from 650 to 870, while decreasing the on site parking from 359 spaces to 331.
The proposed parking is inadequate given the current use of the site thereby increasing street
parking in neighborhoods surrounding the Applicant. .

3. Noise. The Applicant has proposed to ring bells several times during the day, seven days
a week. Since the formation of RPV in 1973, no church has been permitted to ring bells, and
the City should not depart from this precedent.

If ~ou want th§ planning Commission to address the concerns listed above. please sign the
statemenl below and mail It to: RE E D
Joel Rojas, Director of Planning, City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard, Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca 90275 SEP 16

PLANNING. BUILDING AND
Dear Mr. Rojas: CODE ENFORCEMENT
I share the concerns and values of my neighbors. I encourage the Planning Department and
Planning Commission to work with the Applicant to d~velop a plan that allows t.he Appli~nt to
build their improvements in a way that addresses the Issues stated above and IS compatlbl~

with the surrounding community. Additionally, I have noted above other concerns I have With
regard to this project.

~cy 6c.hwM±i~ OlJ:S:,Z I .L-.Mc-h\a\uft Df) ;.pi/I C,
(Name) J (Address or Neighborhood) 0\ 0 J...1 S;

You can also fax this letter to the Planning Department at 310·544·5293
Comments should be sent As Soon 88 Possible (Sept. 18. 2008)
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IMPORTANT INFORMATION IN REGARD TO THE ST JOHN FISHER PROJECT

Greetings
A hearing has been scheduled for Tuesday, September 23,2008, at 7:00 PM at Hesse Park
for public comment regarding the proposed bUilding project by St. John Fisher Church (The
Ap~licant). While supporting·many of the stated purposes of the proposed project, many
residents in the surrounding neighborhoods (Island View, Mela Lane, Valley View Road,
Burrell Lane, Park Place, Del Cerro, Mesa Verde and Ridgecrest) share 3 primary concerns
regarding some aspects of the proposal.

1. The size and mals of the new sanctuaO!. The Applicant proposes to build a new 17,000
sq. ft. sanctuary with a tower and steeple towering 74 feet above the ground. The Applicant
has chosen to position the new sanctuary on itS 9 acre (400,000 sq. ft.) lot at the corner of
Crest and Crenshaw. The building looms over residences directly across the street in the
Island View (where bUilding pads are 20 feet below the Applicant's building pad, further
exacerbating the appearance of height, bulk and mass of the structure.) The dimensions of
the structure and Its positioning at the corner is inconsistent with RPV norms of community
compatibility, especially in light of the fact that the area is composed of single family homes,
and is at the gateway to one of the major trails in the City.

2. The adegu8gy of parking. The applicant seeks to increase the seating capacity of its
sanctuary from 650 to 870, while decreasing the on site parking from 359 spaces to 331.
The proposed parking is inadequate given the current use of the site thereby increasing street
parking in neighborhoods surrounding the Applicant. .

3. Noise. The Applicant has proposed to ring bells several times during the day, seven days
a week. Since the formation of RPV in 1973, no church has been permitted to ring bells, and
the City should not depart from this precedent.

If ~ou want th§ planning Commission to address the concerns listed above. please sign the
statemenl below and mail It to: R·E',r~ D...

. . ~Ptt: .
Joel Rojas, Director of Planning, City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard, Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca 90275 SEP 16

PLANNING. BUILDING AND
Dear Mr. Rojas: CODE ENFORCEMENT
I share the concerns and values of my neighbors. I encourage the Planning Department and
Planning Commission to work with the Applicant to d~velop a plan that allows t.he Appli~nt to
build their improvements in a way that addresses the Issues stated above and IS compatlbl~

with the surrounding community. Additionally, I have noted above other concerns I have With
regard to this project.

ALley 6c.hWtl.f±-'J1q 9.J:S:~ I .[...p,,)(c-h\olurt bf) ~PVI C,
(Name) J (Address or Neighborhood) 0\ 0 J...1 S;

You can also fax this letter to the Planning Department at 310·544·5293
Comments should be sent As Soon 88 Possible (Sept. 18. 2008)

to'd LL691>LL£0t£
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IMPORTANT INFORMATION IN REGARD TO THE 8T JOHN FISHER PROJECT

Greetings
A hearing has been scheduled for Tuesday, September 23, 2008. at 7:00 PM at Hesse Park
for public comment regarding the proposed bUilding project by St. John Fisher Church (The
Applicant). While supporting many of the stated purposes of the proposed project, many
residents In the surrounding neighborhoods (Island View, Mela Lane, Valley View Road,
Burrell Lane, Park Place. Del Cerro, Mesa Verde and Ridgecrest) share 3 primary concerns
regarding some aspects of the proposal.

1. The &'i:fil unA mass of the new HrletuaQ'. The Applicant proposes to build a new 17,000
sq. ft. sanctuary with a tower and steeple towering 74 feet above the ground. The Applicant
has chosen to position the new sanctuary on its 9 acre (400.000 sq. ft.) lot at the corner of
Crest and Crenshaw. The bUilding looms over residences directly across the street in the
Island View (where building pads are 20 feet below the Applicant's building pad, further
exacerbating the appearance of height. bulk and mass of the structure.) The dimensions of
the structure and its positioning at the corner is inconsistent with RPV norms of community
compatibility. especially in light of the fact that the area Is composed of single family homes,
and is at the gateway to one of the major trails in the City.

2. The adeQU~ of parking. The applicant seeks to increase the seating capacity of its
sanctuary from 650 to 870, while decreasing the on site parking from 359 spaces to 331.
The proposed parking is inadequate given the current use of the site thereby increasing street
parking in neighborhoods surrounding the Applicant.

3. ~. The Applicant has proposed to ring bells several times during the day, seven days
a week. Since the formation of RPV in 1973. no church has been permitted to ring bel/s, and
the City should nsn.depart from this precedent.

WyO\, want the Planning Commissloo to address the concerns listed above, please sign Cbll
statem§JJt below and..mail it to:

Joel
4
ROjaS, Director of Planning. City of Rancho Palos Verdes RE EIVED

309 0 Hawthorne Boulevard, Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca 90275
. SEP 16 1U08
Dear Mr. Rojas:
I share the concerns and values of my neighbors. I encourage the~etaABjBgIUlijj~ij~t and
Planning Commission to work with the Applicant to develop a plan th'at>ii1IfN$>ffi$~licant to
build their improvements in a way that addresses the issues stated above and is compatible
with the surrounding community. Additionally, I have noted above other concerns I have with
regard to this project.

30j/l Cav-lter j?/(
(Address or Neighborhood)

You can also fax this letter to the Planning Department at 310-544·5293
Comments should be sent A!s Soon 88 P088lble (Sept. 16, 2008)

90"d .1...1..691:>.1...1..£01:£

IMPORTANT INFORMATION IN REGARD TO THE 8T JOHN FISHER PROJECT

Greetings
A hearing has been scheduled for Tuesday, September 23, 2008. at 7:00 PM at Hesse Park
for public comment regarding the proposed bUilding project by St. John Fisher Church (The
Applicant). While supporting many of the stated purposes of the proposed project, many
residents In the surrounding neighborhoods (Island View, Mela Lane, Valley View Road,
Burrell Lane, Park Place. Del Cerro, Mesa Verde and Ridgecrest) share 3 primary concerns
regarding some aspects of the proposal.

1. The &Ii:fil unA mass of the new HrletuaQ'. The Applicant proposes to build a new 17,000
sq. ft. sanctuary with a tower and steeple towering 74 feet above the ground. The Applicant
has chosen to position the new sanctuary on its 9 acre (400.000 sq. ft.) lot at the corner of
Crest and Crenshaw. The bUilding looms over residences directly across the street in the
Island View (where building pads are 20 feet below the Applicant's building pad, further
exacerbating the appearance of height. bulk and mass of the structure.) The dimensions of
the structure and its positioning at the corner is inconsistent with RPV norms of community
compatibility. especially in light of the fact that the area Is composed of single family homes,
and is at the gateway to one of the major trails in the City.

2. The adeQU~ of parking. The applicant seeks to increase the seating capacity of its
sanctuary from 650 to 870, while decreasing the on site parking from 359 spaces to 331.
The proposed parking is inadequate given the current use of the site thereby increasing street
parking in neighborhoods surrounding the Applicant.

3. ~. The Applicant has proposed to ring bells several times during the day, seven days
a week. Since the formation of RPV in 1973. no church has been permitted to ring bel/s, and
the City should nsn.depart from this precedent.

WyO\, want the Planning Commissloo to address the concerns listed above, please sign Cbll
statem§JJt below and..mail it to:

Joel
4
ROjaS, Director of Planning. City of Rancho Palos Verdes RE EIVED

309 0 Hawthorne Boulevard, Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca 90275
. SEP 16 1U08
Dear Mr. Rojas:
I share the concerns and values of my neighbors. I encourage the~etaABjBgIUlijj~ij~t and
Planning Commission to work with the Applicant to develop a plan th'at>ii1IfN$>ffi$~licant to
build their improvements in a way that addresses the issues stated above and is compatible
with the surrounding community. Additionally, I have noted above other concerns I have with
regard to this project.

30j/l Cav-lter j?/(
(Address or Neighborhood)

You can also fax this letter to the Planning Department at 310-544·5293
Comments should be sent A!s Soon 88 P088lble (Sept. 16, 2008)

90"d .1...1..691:>.1...1..£01:£
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SEP-16-2008 14:16 FROM: TO: 13105445293 P.2

IMPORTANT INFORMATION IN REGARD TO THE ST JOHN FISHER PROJECT

Greetings
A hearing has been scheduled for Tuesday, September 23,2008, at 7:00 PM at Hesse Park
for public comment regarding the proposed building project by St. John Fisher Church (The
Applicant). While supporting many of the stated purposes of the proposed project, many
residents in the surrounding neighborhoods (Island View, Mela Lane, Valley View Road,
Burrell Lane, Park Place, Del Cerro, Mesa Verde and Ridgecrest) share 3 primary concerns
regarding some aspects of the proposal.

1. The size and mass of the new sanctuary. The Applicant proposes to build a new 17,000
sq. ft. sanctuary with a tower and steeple towering 74 feet above the ground. The Applicant
has chosen to position the new sanctuary on its 9 acre (400,000 sq. ft.) lot at the corner of
Crest and Crenshaw. The building looms over residences directly across the street in the
Island View (where building pads are 20 feet below the Applicant's bUilding pad, further
exacerbating the appearance of height, bulk and mass of the structure.) The dimensions of
the structure and its positioning at the corner is inconsistent with RPV norms of community
compatibility, especially in light of the fact that the area is composed of single family homes,
and is at the gateway to one of the major trails in the City.

2. The adequacy of parking. The applicant seeks to increase the seating capacity of its
sanctuary from 650 to 870, While decreasing the on site parking from'359 spaces to 331.
The proposed parking is inadequate given the current use of the site thereby increasing street
parking in neighborhoods surrounding the Applicant.

3. Noise. The Applicant has proposed to ring bells several times during the day, seven days
a week. Since the formation of RPV in 1973, no church has been permitted to ring bells, and
the City should not depart from this precedent.

If ou want the Plannin Commission to address the concerns listed
statement below and mail it to:

Joel Rojas, Director of Planning, City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard, Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca 90275

SEP 16 2008
PLANNING, BUILDING AND

. Dear Mr. Rojas: CODE ENFORCEMENT

I share the concerns and values of my neighbors. I encourage the Planning Department and
Planning Commission to work with the Applicant to develop a plan that allows the Applicant to
build their improvements in a way that addresses the issues stated above and is compatible
with the surrounding community. Additionally, I have noted above other concerns I have with
regard to this project.

~771V~6/tt O~/£~/c~~ V.7f4Lr£'j" 1///"34/ f2et
(Name) ,. (Address or Neighborhood)

You can also fax this letter to the Plahning Department at 310-544-5293
Comments shOUld be sent As Soon as Possible (Sept. 16. 2008)

SEP-16-2008 14:16 FROM: TO: 13105445293 P.2

IMPORTANT INFORMATION IN REGARD TO THE ST JOHN FISHER PROJECT

Greetings
A hearing has been scheduled for Tuesday, September 23,2008, at 7:00 PM at Hesse Park
for public comment regarding the proposed building project by St. John Fisher Church (The
Applicant). While supporting many of the stated purposes of the proposed project, many
residents in the surrounding neighborhoods (Island View, Mela Lane, Valley View Road,
Burrell Lane, Park Place, Del Cerro, Mesa Verde and Ridgecrest) share 3 primary concerns
regarding some aspects of the proposal.

1. The size and mass of the new sanctuary. The Applicant proposes to build a new 17,000
sq. ft. sanctuary with a tower and steeple towering 74 feet above the ground. The Applicant
has chosen to position the new sanctuary on its 9 acre (400,000 sq. ft.) lot at the corner of
Crest and Crenshaw. The building looms over residences directly across the street in the
Island View (where building pads are 20 feet below the Applicant's bUilding pad, further
exacerbating the appearance of height, bulk and mass of the structure.) The dimensions of
the structure and its positioning at the corner is inconsistent with RPV norms of community
compatibility, especially in light of the fact that the area is composed of single family homes,
and is at the gateway to one of the major trails in the City.

2. The adequacy of parking. The applicant seeks to increase the seating capacity of its
sanctuary from 650 to 870, While decreasing the on site parking from'359 spaces to 331.
The proposed parking is inadequate given the current use of the site thereby increasing street
parking in neighborhoods surrounding the Applicant.

3. Noise. The Applicant has proposed to ring bells several times during the day, seven days
a week. Since the formation of RPV in 1973, no church has been permitted to ring bells, and
the City should not depart from this precedent.

If ou want the Plannin Commission to address the concerns listed
statement below and mail it to:

Joel Rojas, Director of Planning, City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard, Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca 90275

SEP 16 2008
PLANNING, BUILDING AND

. Dear Mr. Rojas: CODE ENFORCEMENT

I share the concerns and values of my neighbors. I encourage the Planning Department and
Planning Commission to work with the Applicant to develop a plan that allows the Applicant to
build their improvements in a way that addresses the issues stated above and is compatible
with the surrounding community. Additionally, I have noted above other concerns I have with
regard to this project.

~771V~6/tt O~/£~/c~~ V.7f4Lr£'j" 1///"34/ f2et
(Name) ,. (Address or Neighborhood)

You can also fax this letter to the Plahning Department at 310-544-5293
Comments shOUld be sent As Soon as Possible (Sept. 16. 2008)
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IMPORTANT INFORMATION IN REGARD TO THE ST JOHN FISHER PROJECT

Greetings
A hearing has been scheduled for Tuesday, September 23, 2008, at 7:00 PM at Hesse Park
for public comment regarding the proposed building project by St. John Fisher Church (The
Applicant). While supporting many of the stated purposes of the proposed project, many
residents in the surrounding neighborhoods (Island View, Mela Lane, Valley View Road,
Burrell Lane, Park Place, Del Cerro, Mesa Verde and Ridgecrest) share 3 primary concerns
regarding some aspects of the proposal.

1. The size and mass of the new §anctuary. The Applicant proposes to build a new 17,000
sq. ft. sanctuary with a tower and steeple towering 74 feet above the ground. The Applicant
has chosen to position the new sanctuary on its 9 acre (400,000 sq. ft.) lot at the comer of
Crest and Crenshaw. The building looms over residences directly across the street in the
Island View (where bUilding pads are 20 feet below the Applicant's building pad, further
exacerbating the appearance of height, bulk and mass of the structure.) The dimensions of
the structure and its positioning at the corner is inconsistent with RPV norms of community
compatibility. especially in light of the fad that the area is composed of single family homes,
and is at the gateway to one of the major trails in the City.

2. The adegya~Qf parking. The applicant seeks to increase the seating capacity of its
sanctuary from 650 to 870, while decreasing the on site parking from 359 spaces to 331.
The proposed parking is inadequate given the current use of the site thereby increasing street
parking in neighborhoods surrounding the Applicant.

3. Noise. The Applicant has proposed to ring bells several times during the day, seven days
a week. Since the formation of RPV in 1973, no church has been permitted to ring bells, and
the City should .D.Q1.depart from this precedent.

If you want the PlanlJing Commission to addre~~rns listed above. pi'ease sign the
statement below andmail it to:

tl tJoel Rojas, Director of Planning, City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard, Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca 90275 SEP 16 ~.UU~

AND
Dear Mr.Rojas:N.ANN1\\\G, BUI\.: EN.l
I share the concerns and values of my neighbors. I encourage the p~At1 rtment and
Planning Commission to work with the Applicant to develop a plan that allows the Applicant to
build their improvements in a way that addresses the issues stated above and is compatible
with the surrounding community. Additionally, I have noted above other concerns I have with
regard to this project.

~~!!~,*~./~. [J. VI.

You can also fax this letter to the Planning Department at 310·544·5293
Comments should be sent As Soon 8S Possible (Sept. 16, 2008)

£0"d LL69t>LL£0t£
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IMPORTANT INFORMATION IN REGARD TO THE ST JOHN FISHER PROJECT

Greetings
A hearing has been scheduled for Tuesday, September 23, 2008, at 7:00 PM at Hesse Park
for public comment regarding the proposed building project by St. John Fisher Church (The
Applicant). While supporting many of the stated purposes of the proposed project, many
residents in the surrounding neighborhoods (Island View, Mela Lane, Valley View Road,
Burrell Lane, Park Place, Del Cerro, Mesa Verde and Ridgecrest) share 3 primary concerns
regarding some aspects of the proposal.

1. The size and mass of the new §anctuary. The Applicant proposes to build a new 17,000
sq. ft. sanctuary with a tower and steeple towering 74 feet above the ground. The Applicant
has chosen to position the new sanctuary on its 9 acre (400,000 sq. ft.) lot at the comer of
Crest and Crenshaw. The building looms over residences directly across the street in the
Island View (where bUilding pads are 20 feet below the Applicant's building pad, further
exacerbating the appearance of height, bulk and mass of the structure.) The dimensions of
the structure and its positioning at the corner is inconsistent with RPV norms of community
compatibility. especially in light of the fad that the area is composed of single family homes,
and is at the gateway to one of the major trails in the City.

2. The adegya~Qf parking. The applicant seeks to increase the seating capacity of its
sanctuary from 650 to 870, while decreasing the on site parking from 359 spaces to 331.
The proposed parking is inadequate given the current use of the site thereby increasing street
parking in neighborhoods surrounding the Applicant.

3. Noise. The Applicant has proposed to ring bells several times during the day, seven days
a week. Since the formation of RPV in 1973, no church has been permitted to ring bells, and
the City should .D.Q1.depart from this precedent.

If you want the PlanlJiag Commission to addre~~rns listed above. pie"ase sign the
statement below MIlmail ~ !!!: RE E E
Joel Rojas, Director of Planning, City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard, Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca 90275 SEP 16 ~.UU~

\NGA.NODear Mr.Rojas:N.ANN1\\\G, BUllO EMEN.l
I share the concerns and values of my neighbors. I encourage the P~Ati~8~artment and
Planning Commission to work with the Applicant to develop a plan that allows the Applicant to
build their improvements in a way that addresses the issues stated above and is compatible
with the surrounding community. Additionally, I have noted above other concerns I have with
regard to this project.

~~!Z~,*~r-·/~. [J. VI.
You can also fax this letter to the Planning Department at 310·544·5293

Comments should be sent As Soon 8S Possible (Sept. 16, 2008)

£0"d LL69t>LL£0t£
....__ _--_ _-_.
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IMPORTANT INFORMATION IN REGARD TO THE ST JOHN FISHER PROJECT

Greetings
A hearing has been scheduled for Tuesday. September 23,2008, at 7:00 PM at Hesse Park
for public comment regarding the proposed building project by St. John Fisher Church (The
Applicant). While supporting many of the stated purposes of the proposed project, many
residents in the surrounding neighborhoods (Island View, Mela Lane, Valley View Road,
Burrell Lane, Park Place. Del Cerro, Mesa VerdA Anti RirtOAr.rp.~t ) share 3 primary conc~mlil

regarding some aspects of the proposal.

1, The size and mass of the~ sanctuary. The Applicant proposes to build a new 17,000
~'1 ft ~~n...tlla"'V ...Ith .,. \0'-"-101" Qnd II:!It~QP'O toworl"B ., ... foot: ADO....O tho around. Tht;o ~f'plit;o....n'
has chosen to position the new sanctuary on its 9 acre (400,000 sq. ft.) lot at the corner of
Crest and Crenshaw. The building looms over residences directly across the street in the
Island View (where building pads are 20 feet below the Applicant's building pad, further
exacerbating the appearance of height, bulk and mass of the structure.) The dimensions of
the structure and its positioning at the corner is inconsistent with RPV norms of community
compatibility, especially in light of the fact that the area is composed of single family homes,
and is at the gateway to one of the major trails In the City.

2. The §Qeguac;y of parking. The applicant seeks to increase the seating capacity of its
sanctuary from 650 to 870, while decreasing the on site parking from 359 spaces to 331.
The proposed parking is Inadequate given the current use of the site thereby increasing street
parking in neighborhoods surrounding the Applicant.

3. ~. The Applicant has proposed to ring bells several times during the day, seven days
a week. Since the formation of RPV in 1973, no church has been permitted to ring bells, and
the City should not depart from this precedent.

If you want the Planning Corr)missloo 12 §ddress the concerns listed abOve. please sign the
ltatement below and mail It to: 0
Joel Rojas, Director of Planning, City of Rancho Palos Verdes Rt "An'

30940 Hawthorne Boulevard. Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca 90275 St.? 16 Ii

O M R IJ)\NG ANDear r. ojas: , &\\'<\\NG, If}\.i\ :j;N\tNl
I share the concerns and values of my neighbors. I encourage thePlcf~ent and
Planning Commission to work with the Applicant to develop a plan that allows the Appliatnt to
build their improvements in a way that addresses the issues stated above and is compatible
with the surrounding community. Additionally, I have noted Itbove other concerns I have with
regard to this project.

You can also fax this letter to the Plsnning Department at 310-544-5293
Comments should be sent As Soon ss Poulble (Sept. 16, 2008)

t>0"d .L!..69t>LL£:0 t £:

IMPORTANT INFORMATION IN REGARD TO THE ST JOHN FISHER PROJECT

Greetings
A hearing has been scheduled for Tuesday. September 23,2008, at 7:00 PM at Hesse Park
for public comment regarding the proposed building project by St. John Fisher Church (The
Applicant). While supporting many of the stated purposes of the proposed project, many
residents in the surrounding neighborhoods (Island View, Mela Lane, Valley View Road,
Burrell Lane, Park Place. Del Cerro, Mesa VerdA Anti RirtOAr.rp.~t ) share 3 primary conc~mlil

regarding some aspects of the proposal.

1, The size and mass of the~ sanctuary. The Applicant proposes to build a new 17,000
~'1 ft ~~n...tlla"'V ...Ith .,. \0'-"-101" Qnd II:!It~QP'O toworl"B ., ... foot: ADO....O tho around. Tht;o ~f'plit;o....n'
has chosen to position the new sanctuary on its 9 acre (400,000 sq. ft.) lot at the corner of
Crest and Crenshaw. The building looms over residences directly across the street in the
Island View (where building pads are 20 feet below the Applicant's building pad, further
exacerbating the appearance of height, bulk and mass of the structure.) The dimensions of
the structure and its positioning at the corner is inconsistent with RPV norms of community
compatibility, especially in light of the fact that the area is composed of single family homes,
and is at the gateway to one of the major trails In the City.

2. The ilrJeguac;y of parking. The applicant seeks to increase the seating capacity of its
sanctuary from 650 to 870, while decreasing the on site parking from 359 spaces to 331.
The proposed parking is Inadequate given the current use of the site thereby increasing street
parking in neighborhoods surrounding the Applicant.

3. ~. The Applicant has proposed to ring bells several times during the day, seven days
a week. Since the formation of RPV in 1973, no church has been permitted to ring bells, and
the City should not depart from this precedent.

If you want the Planning Corr)missloo 12 ijddress the concerns listed abOve. please sign the
atatement below and mail It to:

Joel Rojas, Director of Planning, City of Rancho Palos Verde. R'EC'E, A"~ .

30940 Hawthorne Boulevard. Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca 90275 St.? 16 Ii

D M R IJ)\NG ANDear r. ojas: , &\\'<\\NG, If}\.i\ :j;N\tNl
I share the concerns and values of my neighbors. I encourage thePlcf~ent and
Planning Commission to work with the Applicant to develop a plan that allows the Appliatnt to
build their improvements in a way that addresses the issues stated above and is compatible
with the surrounding community. Additionally, I have noted Itbove other concerns I have with
regard to this project.

You can also fax this letter to the Planning Department at 310-544-5293
Comments should be sent As Soon 8S Possible (Sept. 16, 2008)

t>0"d .L!..69t>LL£:0 t £:
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IMPORTANT INFORMATION IN REGARD TO THE ST JOHN FISHER PROJECT

Greetings
A hearing has been scheduled for Tuesday, September 23, 2008, at 7:00 PM at Hesse Park
for public comment regarding the proposed bUilding project by 81. John Fisher Church (The
Applicant). While supporting many of the stated purposes of the proposed project, many
residents in the surrounding neighborhoods (Island View, Mela Lane, Valley View Road,
Burrell Lane, Park Place, Del Cerro, Mesa Verde and Ridgecrest) share 3 primary concerns
regarding some aspects of the proposal.

1. The size and mm.Qf1b.i new sanctuaIY. The Applicant proposes to build a new 17,000
sq. ft. sanctuary with a tower and steeple towering 74 feet above the ground. The Applicant
has chosen to position the new sanctuary on its 9 acre (400,000 sq. ft.) lot at the corner of
Crest and Crenshaw. The building looms over residences directly across the street in the
Island View (where building pads are 20 feet below the Applicant's building pad, further
exacerbating the appearance of height, bulk and mass of the structure.) The dimensions of
the structure and its positioning at the corner is inconsistent with RPV norms of community
compatibility, especially in light of the fact that the area is composed of single family homes,
and is at the gateway to one of the major trails in the City.

2. 1lli.ilAegLlil'fY of parking. The applicant seeks to increase the seating capacity of its
sanduary from 650 to 870, while decreasing the on site parking from 359 spaces to 331.
The proposed parking Is inadequate given the current use of the site thereby increasing street
parking in neighborhoods surrounding the Applicant

3..~~ The ~ppli~nt has proposf.1Q to. rin(l.be.Jls..s.everaLtimes..dwing-the-day,..seven-day8 -.... - ._- .
a week. Since the formation of RPV in 1973, no church has been permitted to ring bells, and
the City should w;4.depart from this precedent.

RE 'E
SEP l~

Joel Rojas, Director of Planning, City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthome Boulevard, Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca 90275

11 mu .01 tlmflioning"C900mjs$iQn to address the concerns Iiste" abpve, please Sign the'"
statement below and mall It to:

Dear Mr. Rojas: PlANNING. BUILDING AND
I share the concerns and values of my neighbors. I encourage the PlanJldftl~i~tM~~nd
Planning Commission to work with the Applicant to develop a plan that allows the Appli~nt to
build their improvements in a way that addresses the issues stated above and is compatible
with the surrqunding community, Additionally, I have noted above other concerns Illave with

J)l~~
You can also fax this letter to the Planning Department at 310·544·5293

Comments shoUld be ..nt As Soon 88 Poeslble (Sept. 16, 2008)

£0"d .!...!..6917.!...!..£0l£

IMPORTANT INFORMATION IN REGARD TO THE ST JOHN FISHER PROJECT

Greetings
A hearing has been scheduled for Tuesday, September 23, 2008, at 7:00 PM at Hesse Park
for public comment regarding the proposed bUilding project by 81. John Fisher Church (The
Applicant). While supporting many of the stated purposes of the proposed project, many
residents in the surrounding neighborhoods (Island View, Mela Lane, Valley View Road,
Burrell Lane, Park Place, Del Cerro, Mesa Verde and Ridgecrest) share 3 primary concerns
regarding some aspects of the proposal.

1. The size and mm.Qf1b.i new sanctuaIY. The Applicant proposes to build a new 17,000
sq. ft. sanctuary with a tower and steeple towering 74 feet above the ground. The Applicant
has chosen to position the new sanctuary on its 9 acre (400,000 sq. ft.) lot at the corner of
Crest and Crenshaw. The building looms over residences directly across the street in the
Island View (where building pads are 20 feet below the Applicant's building pad, further
exacerbating the appearance of height, bulk and mass of the structure.) The dimensions of
the structure and its positioning at the corner is inconsistent with RPV norms of community
compatibility, especially in light of the fact that the area is composed of single family homes,
and is at the gateway to one of the major trails in the City.

2. 1lli.ilAegLlil'fY of parking. The applicant seeks to increase the seating capacity of its
sanduary from 650 to 870, while decreasing the on site parking from 359 spaces to 331.
The proposed parking Is inadequate given the current use of the site thereby increasing street
parking in neighborhoods surrounding the Applicant

3..~~ The ~ppli~nt has proposf.1Q to. rin(l.be.Jls..s.everaLtimes..dwing-the-day,..seven-day8 -.... - ._- .
a week. Since the formation of RPV in 1973, no church has been permitted to ring bells, and
the City should w;4.depart from this precedent.

RE 'E
SEP l~

Joel Rojas, Director of Planning, City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthome Boulevard, Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca 90275

11 mu .01 tlmflioning"C900mjs$iQn to address the concerns Iiste" abpve, please Sign the'"
statement below and mall It to:

Dear Mr. Rojas: PlANNING. BUILDING AND
I share the concerns and values of my neighbors. I encourage the PlanJldftl~i~tM~~nd
Planning Commission to work with the Applicant to develop a plan that allows the Appli~nt to
build their improvements in a way that addresses the issues stated above and is compatible
with the surrqunding community, Additionally, I have noted above other concerns Illave with

J)l~~
You can also fax this letter to the Planning Department at 310·544·5293

Comments shoUld be ..nt As Soon 88 Poeslble (Sept. 16, 2008)

£0"d .!...!..6917.!...!..£0l£



110

IMPORTANT INFORMATION IN REGARD TO THE ST JOHN FISHER PROJECT

Greetings
A hearing has been scheduled for Tuesday, September 23.2008, at 7:00 PM at Hesse Park
for public comment regarding the proposed buildingrproject by St. John Fisher Church (The
Applicant). While supporting many of the stated purposes of the proposed project, many
residents in the surrounding neighborhoods (Island View, Mela Lane, Valley View Road,
Burrell Lane, Park Place, Del Cerro. Mesa Verde and Ridgecrest) share 3 primary concerns
regarding some aspects of the proposal.

1. The size and mass of the D§W sanctuary. The Applicant proposes to build a new 17,000
sq. ft. sanctuary with a tower and steeple towering 74 feet above the ground. The Applicant
has chosen to position the new sanctuary on its 9 acre (400,000 sq. ft.) lot at the corner of
Crest and Crenshaw. The building looms over residences directly across thestrest in the
Island View (where building pads are 20 feet below the Applicant's building padl further
exacerbating the appearance of height, bulk and mass of the structure.) The dimensions of
the structure and its positioning at the corner is inconsistent with RPV norms of community
compatibility, especially in light of the fact that the area is composed of single family homes.
and is at the gateway to one of the major trails in the City.

2. The adeguat;Y Of parking. The applicant seeks to increase the seating capacity of its
sanctuary from 650 to 870, while decreasing the on site parking from 359 spaces to 331.
The proposed parking is inadequate given the current use of the site thereby increasing street
parking in neighborhoods surrounding the Applicant.

3. Noise. The Applicant has proposed to ring bells several times during the day, seven days
a week. Since the formation of RPV in 1973, no church has been permitted to ring bells, and
the City should !!Q1.depart from this precedent.

.. ....,

d:lll ...,

If you want the Planning Commission to address the concerns listed above. please sign the
statement belgw and mall II to:

iREJoel Rojas, Dfrector of Planning. City of Rancho Palos Verdes .. "'"
30940 Hawthorne Boufevard, Rancho Palos Verdes, CS 90275SEP 1~

Dear Mr Rojas' PLANNING. QUllDING A~tl
I share the con~rns and values of my neighbors. I encourage the PlarttffAaNQ':~:~~~nt and
Planning Commission to work with the Applicant to develop a plan that allows the Applicant to
build their improvements in a way that addresses the issues stated above and is compatible
with the surrounding community. Additionally, I have noted above other concerns I have with
regard to this project.

(Nam~" (Address or NeiflhborhOod)

You can also fax this letter to the Planning Department at 310-544..s293
Comments should be sent As Soon as Possible (Sept. 16, 2008)

IMPORTANT INFORMATION IN REGARD TO THE ST JOHN FISHER PROJECT

Greetings
A hearing has been scheduled for Tuesday, September 23.2008, at 7:00 PM at Hesse Park
for public comment regarding the proposed buildingrproject by St. John Fisher Church (The
Applicant). While supporting many of the stated purposes of the proposed project, many
residents in the surrounding neighborhoods (Island View, Mela Lane, Valley View Road,
Burrell Lane, Park Place, Del Cerro. Mesa Verde and Ridgecrest) share 3 primary concerns
regarding some aspects of the proposal.

1. The size and mass of the D§W sanctuary. The Applicant proposes to build a new 17,000
sq. ft. sanctuary with a tower and steeple towering 74 feet above the ground. The Applicant
has chosen to position the new sanctuary on its 9 acre (400,000 sq. ft.) lot at the corner of
Crest and Crenshaw. The building looms over residences directly across thestrest in the
Island View (where building pads are 20 feet below the Applicant's building padl further
exacerbating the appearance of height, bulk and mass of the structure.) The dimensions of
the structure and its positioning at the corner is inconsistent with RPV norms of community
compatibility, especially in light of the fact that the area is composed of single family homes.
and is at the gateway to one of the major trails in the City.

2. The adeguat;Y Of parking. The applicant seeks to increase the seating capacity of its
sanctuary from 650 to 870, while decreasing the on site parking from 359 spaces to 331.
The proposed parking is inadequate given the current use of the site thereby increasing street
parking in neighborhoods surrounding the Applicant.

3. Noise. The Applicant has proposed to ring bells several times during the day, seven days
a week. Since the formation of RPV in 1973, no church has been permitted to ring bells, and
the City should !!Q1.depart from this precedent.

"'''''7

d:lll ...,

If you want the Planning Commission to address the concerns listed above. please sign the
statement balmY and mall 'I to:

Joel Rojas, Dfrector of Planning. City of Rancho Palos Verdes RE Ej
30940 Hawthorne Boufevard, Rancho Palos Verdes, CS 90275SEP 1~

Dear Mr Rojas' PLANNING. QUllDING A~tl
I share the con~rns and values of my neighbors. I encourage the PlarttffAaNQ':~:~~~nt and
Planning Commission to work with the Applicant to develop a plan that allows the Applicant to
build their improvements in a way that addresses the issues stated above and is compatible
with the surrounding community. Additionally, I have noted above other concerns I have with
regard to this project.

(Nam~" (Address or Neiflhborhood)

You can also fax this letter to the Planning Department at 310-544..s293
Comments should be sent As Soon as Possible (Sept. 16, 2008)
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IMPORTANT INFORMATION IN REGARD TO THE 8T JOHN FISHER PROJECT

Greetings
A hearing has been scheduled for Tuesday, September 23,2008, at 7:00 PM at Hesse Park
for public comment regarding the proposed building project by St. John Fisher Church (The
Applicant). While supporting many of the stated purposes of the proposed project, many
residents in the surrounding neighborhoods (Island View, Mela Lane, Valley View Road,
Burrell Lane, Park Place, Del Cerro, Mesa Verde and Ridgecrest) share 3 primary concerns
regarding some aspects of the proposal.

1. The size and ma.§s of the new §snetu8lY. The Applicant proposes to build a new 17,000
sq. ft. sanctuary with a tower and steeple lowering 74 feet above the ground. The Applicant
has chosen to position the new sanctuary on its 9 acre (400,000 sq. ft.) lot at the corner of
Crest and Crenshaw. The building looms over residences directly across the street in the
Island View (where bUilding pads are 20 feet below the Applicant's building pad. further
exacerbating the appearance of height, bulk and mass of the structure.) The dimensions of
the structure and its positioning at the comer is inconsistent with RPV norms of community
compatibility, especially in light of the fact that the area is composed of single family homes,
and is at the gateway to one of the major trails in the City.

2. The QdequaQl of parking. The applicant seeks to increase the seating capacity of its
sanctuary from 650 to 870, while decreasing the on site parking from 359 spaces to 331.
Tt,le proposed parking is inadequate given the current use of the site thereby increasing street
parking in neighborhoods surrounding the Applicant.

3. f:,Ioj§~. The Appli~nt has proposed to ring bells several times during the day, seven days
a week. Since the formation of RPV In 1973, no church has been permitted to ring bells. and
the City shoUld nQ.tdepart from this precedent.

.• ~ -.eJ. I

.. . ..
11' ,. ...

:l _.

if ~QU want the Planning Commis.§i~ tQ a,gdtesS .tt1e.COlleen" listed ab,Qve, giei'se-sign thi
sti3temeptbelpw @nd mail it to: RECE
Joel Rojas, Director of Plenning, City of Rancho Palos Verdes '1003
30940 Hawthorne BOUlevard, Rancho Palos Verdes, Cs 90275 SEP 16 l .

• PU~NNING. eUILOING A~~O
Dear Mr. ROJas: coo~ ~NrORC~MENf
I share the concems and values of my neighbors. I encourage the Planning Department and
Planning Commission to work with the Applicant to develop a ptan that allows the Applicant to
buitd their improvements in a way that addresses the issues stated above and Is compatible
with the surrounding community. Additionally. I have noted above other concerns I have with
regard to this project.

J.tv;. . ~t.$-O
(Name)

he OLea.~~ .Yr. Rp V," C~ 10)7;
(Address or NeighbOrhood)

You can also fax this letter to the Planning Department at 310..544·5293
Comments shOUld be sent As Soon 8S Possible (Sept. 16, 2008)

Wd Z0:60 800Z-~t-d3S
nO'~NI-'-33-'
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IMPORTANT INFORMATION IN REGARD TO THE 8T JOHN FISHER PROJECT

Greetings
A hearing has been scheduled for Tuesday, September 23,2008, at 7:00 PM at Hesse Park
for public comment regarding the proposed building project by St. John Fisher Church (The
Applicant). While supporting many of the stated purposes of the proposed project, many
residents in the surrounding neighborhoods (Island View, Mela Lane, Valley View Road,
Burrell Lane, Park Place, Del Cerro, Mesa Verde and Ridgecrest) share 3 primary concerns
regarding some aspects of the proposal.

1. The size and mailS of the new §snetu8lY. The Applicant proposes to build a new 17,000
sq. ft. sanctuary with a tower and steeple lowering 74 feet above the ground. The Applicant
has chosen to position the new sanctuary on its 9 acre (400,000 sq. ft.) lot at the corner of
Crest and Crenshaw. The building looms over residences directly across the street in the
Island View (where bUilding pads are 20 feet below the Applicant's building pad. further
exacerbating the appearance of height, bulk and mass of the structure.) The dimensions of
the structure and its positioning at the comer is inconsistent with RPV norms of community
compatibility, especially in light of the fact that the area is composed of single family homes,
and is at the gateway to one of the major trails in the City.

2. The QdequaQl of parking. The applicant seeks to increase the seating capacity of its
sanctuary from 650 to 870, while decreasing the on site parking from 359 spaces to 331.
Tt,le proposed parking is inadequate given the current use of the site thereby increasing street
parking in neighborhoods surrounding the Applicant.

3. f:,Ioj§~. The Appli~nt has proposed to ring bells several times during the day, seven days
a week. Since the formation of RPV In 1973, no church has been permitted to ring bells. and
the City shoUld nQ.tdepart from this precedent.

-.eJ • I

.. . ~
11' ,. ...

:l _.

if ~QU want the Planning Commis.§i~ tQ a,gdtesS .tt1e.COlleen" listed aggve, giei'se-sign thi
sti3temeptbelpw @nd mail it to: RECE
Joel Rojas, Director of Plenning, City of Rancho Palos Verdes '1003
30940 Hawthorne BOUlevard, Rancho Palos Verdes, Cs 90275 SEP 16 l v

• PU~NNING. eUILOING A~~O
Dear Mr. ROJas: coo~ ~NrORC~MENf
I share the concems and values of my neighbors. I encourage the Planning Department and
Planning Commission to work with the Applicant to develop a ptan that allows the Applicant to
buitd their improvements in a way that addresses the issues stated above and Is compatible
with the surrounding community. Additionally. I have noted above other concerns I have with
regard to this project.

J.tv;. . ~t.$-O
(Name)

he OLea.~~ .Yr. Rp V," C~ 10)7;
(Address or NeighbOrhood)

You can also fax this letter to the Planning Department at 310..544·5293
Comments shOUld be sent As Soon 8S Possible (Sept. 16, 2008)

Wd Z0:60 800Z-~t-d3S
nO'~NI-'-33-'

Z0'd



112

IMPORTANT INFORMATION IN REGARD TO THE ST JOHN FISHER PROJECT

Greetings
A hearing has been scheduled for Tuesday, September 23, 2008, at 7:00 PM at H~ssePark
for public comment regarding the proposed bUilding project by St. John Fisher Church (The
Applicant). While supporting many of the stated purposes of the proposed project, many
residents in the surrounding neighborhoods (Island View, Mela lane. Valley View Ro~d,

Burrell Lane. Park Place, Del Cerro. Mesa Verde and Ridgecrest) share 3 primary concerns
regarding some aspects of the proposal.

1... The size and mass of the new sSlnguafY. The Applicant proposes to build a new 17,000
sq. ft. sanctuary with a tower and steeple towering 74 feet above the ground. The Applicant
has chosen to position the new sanctuary on its 9 acm (400,000 sq. ft.) lot at the corner of
Crest and Crenshaw. The building looms over residences directly across the street in the
Island View (where building pads are 20 feet below the Applicant's building pad, further
exacerbating the appearance of height, bulk and mass of the structure.) The dimensions of
the structure and its positioning at the comer is inconsistent with RPV norms of community
compatibility. especially in light of the fact that the area is composed of single family homes,
and is at the gateway to one of the major trails in the City. .

2. TJ"te adeguagy of parking. The applicant seeks to increase the seating capacity of its
sanctuary from 650 to 870. while decreasing the on·site parking from 359 spaces to 331.
The proposed parking is inadequate given the current use of the site thereby increasing street
parking in neighborhoods surrounding the Applicant.

3. ~. The Applicant has proposed to ring belts several times during the day. seven days
a week. Since the formation of RPV in 1973, no church has been permitted to ring bells, and
the City should Dot depart from this precedent•

• iIIIIo _

Joel Rojas, Director of Planning. City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard, Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca 90275

Dear Mr. Rojas:
I share the concems and values of my neighbors. I encourage the Planning Department and
Planning Commission to work with the Applicant to develop a plan that allows the Applicant to
build their improvements in a way that addresses the issu8$ stated above and Is compatible
with the surrounding community. Additionally, I have noted above other concerns I have with
regard to this project.

You can elso fax this letter to the Planning Depanment at 31Q..544·5293
Comments should be sent As Soon 88 Possible (Sept. 16, 2008)

Wd l0:60 800Z-~l-d3S
no"~NI-'-33-'
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IMPORTANT INFORMATION IN REGARD TO THE ST JOHN FISHER PROJECT

Greetings
A hearing has been scheduled for Tuesday, September 23, 2008, at 7:00 PM at H~ssePark
for public comment regarding the proposed bUilding project by St. John Fisher Church (The
Applicant). While supporting many of the stated purposes of the proposed project, many
residents in the surrounding neighborhoods (Island View, Mela lane. Valley View Ro~d,

Burrell Lane. Park Place, Del Cerro. Mesa Verde and Ridgecrest) share 3 primary concerns
regarding some aspects of the proposal.

1... The size and mass of the new sSlnguafY. The Applicant proposes to build a new 17,000
sq. ft. sanctuary with a tower and steeple towering 74 feet above the ground. The Applicant
has chosen to position the new sanctuary on its 9 acm (400,000 sq. ft.) lot at the corner of
Crest and Crenshaw. The building looms over residences directly across the street in the
Island View (where building pads are 20 feet below the Applicant's building pad, further
exacerbating the appearance of height, bulk and mass of the structure.) The dimensions of
the structure and its positioning at the comer is inconsistent with RPV norms of community
compatibility. especially in light of the fact that the area is composed of single family homes,
and is at the gateway to one of the major trails in the City. .

2. TJ"te adeguagy of parking. The applicant seeks to increase the seating capacity of its
sanctuary from 650 to 870. while decreasing the on·site parking from 359 spaces to 331.
The proposed parking is inadequate given the current use of the site thereby increasing street
parking in neighborhoods surrounding the Applicant.

3. ~. The Applicant has proposed to ring belts several times during the day. seven days
a week. Since the formation of RPV in 1973, no church has been permitted to ring bells, and
the City should Dot depart from this precedent.

. .... -

Joel Rojas, Director of Planning. City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard, Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca 90275

Dear Mr. Rojas:
I share the concems and values of my neighbors. I encourage the Planning Department and
Planning Commission to work with the Applicant to develop a plan that allows the Applicant to
build their improvements in a way that addresses the issu8$ stated above and Is compatible
with the surrounding community. Additionally, I have noted above other concerns I have with
regard to this project.

I Otltt1fslYf~ UJ/..JAlfJ~2.t
(Address or Neighborhood) .

You can elso fax this letter to the Planning Depanment at 31Q..544·5293
Comments should be sent As Soon 88 Possible (Sept. 16, 2008)

Wd l0:60 800Z-~l-d3S
no"~NI-'-33-'

l0"d
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FROM :DON DELL FAX NO. :310 541 1332 Sep. 15 2008 07:46PM P1

IMPORTANT INFORMATION IN REGARD TO THE 5T JOHN FISHER PROJECT

Greetings
A hearing has been scheduled for Tuesday, September 23, 2008, at 7:00 PM at Hesse Park
for pUblic comment regarding the proposed bUilding project by 5t. John Fisher Church (The
Applicant). While supporting many of the stated purposes of the proposed project, many
residents in the surrounding neighborhoods (Island View, Mera Lane, Valley View Road,
Burrell Lane, Park Place, Del Cerro, Mesa Verde and Ridgecrest) share 3 primary concerns
regarding some aspects of the proposal.

1. The size and mass of the new sanctuary. The Applicant proposes to build a new 17,000
sq. ft. sanctuary with a tower and steeple towering 74 feet above the ground. The Applicant
has chosen to position the new sanctuary on its 9 acre (400,000 sq. ft.) lot at the corner of
Crest and Crenshaw. The buiJding looms over residences directly across the street in the
Island View (where building pads are 20 feet below the Applicant's building pad, further
exacerbating the appearance of height, bulk and mass of the structure.) The dimensions of
the structure and Its positioning at the corner is inconsistent with RPV norms of community
compatibility. especially in light of the fact that the area is composed of single family homes,
and is at the gateway to one of the major trails in the City. .

2. Th§ adequacy of parking. The applicant seeks to increase the seating capacity of its
sanctuary from 650 to 870, while decreasing the on site parking from 359 spaces to 331.
The proposed parking is inadequate given the current use of the site thereby increasing street
parking in neighborhoods surrounding the Applica.nt.

has J)J4o)?)

:R.UJ2ALt
~

_... _..~~~-9.I~~ ·"\tf:1.e,,.tY.?$.!~tqa.,t ~.@Ul..mP.o$.~d to ring bells several.times dUri~. the·da~,. seven-days ..
a week. Since the formation of RPV In 1973, no church has been permitted to nng bells, and
the..City should not depart from this precedent.

eC!\Q. ~'51l1§ eOn set di}Hs Cd.£ whtGh l~iJiadlottW

1J~, Q\f4~ a&'!nnnwa fa hut aUL <1.J.tUJ

SEP 16 2008Joel Rojas, Director of Planning, City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard, Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca 90215

PLANNING. BUILDING AND
Dear Mr. Rojas: CODE ENFORCEMENT

f share the concerns and values of my neighbors. I encourage the Planning Department and
Planning Commission to work With the Applicant to develop a plan that allows the Appli~nt to
build their improvements in a way that addresses the issues stated above and is~ 'J,f.7-
with the surrounding,commun~. Additionally. I fiave noted above offier concems ve ith
regard to this project.

~ San.-htDwneu 8)/: CLSflnioL~
(Address or Neighborhood)

You can also fax this letter to the Planning Department at 31Q-544.5293
Comments shoUld be sent As Soon as Possible (Sept 16,2008)

FROM :DON DELL FAX NO. :310 541 1332 Sep. 15 2008 07:46PM P1

IMPORTANT INFORMATION IN REGARD TO THE 5T JOHN FISHER PROJECT

Greetings
A hearing has been scheduled for Tuesday, September 23, 2008, at 7:00 PM at Hesse Park
for pUblic comment regarding the proposed bUilding project by 5t. John Fisher Church (The
Applicant). While supporting many of the stated purposes of the proposed project, many
residents in the surrounding neighborhoods (Island View, Mera Lane, Valley View Road,
Burrell Lane, Park Place, Del Cerro, Mesa Verde and Ridgecrest) share 3 primary concerns
regarding some aspects of the proposal.

1. The size and mass of the new sanctuary. The Applicant proposes to build a new 17,000
sq. ft. sanctuary with a tower and steeple towering 74 feet above the ground. The Applicant
has chosen to position the new sanctuary on its 9 acre (400,000 sq. ft.) lot at the corner of
Crest and Crenshaw. The buiJding looms over residences directly across the street in the
Island View (where building pads are 20 feet below the Applicant's building pad, further
exacerbating the appearance of height, bulk and mass of the structure.) The dimensions of
the structure and Its positioning at the corner is inconsistent with RPV norms of community
compatibility. especially in light of the fact that the area is composed of single family homes,
and is at the gateway to one of the major trails in the City. .

2. Th§ adequacy of parking. The applicant seeks to increase the seating capacity of its
sanctuary from 650 to 870, while decreasing the on site parking from 359 spaces to 331.
The proposed parking is inadequate given the current use of the site thereby increasing street
parking in neighborhoods surrounding the Applica.nt.

has J)J4o)?)

:R.UJ2ALt
~

_... _..~~~-9.I~~ ·"\tf:1.e,,.tY.?$.!~tqa.,t ~.@Ul..mP.o$.~d to ring bells several.times dUri~. the·da~,. seven-days ..
a week. Since the formation of RPV In 1973, no church has been permitted to nng bells, and
the..City should not depart from this precedent.

eC!\Q. ~'51l1§ eOn set di}Hs Cd.£ UJhtGh l~iJiadlottW

1J~, Q\f4~ a&'!nnnwa fa hut aUL <1.J.tUJ

SEP 16 2008Joel Rojas, Director of Planning, City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard, Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca 90215

PLANNING. BUILDING AND
Dear Mr. Rojas: CODE ENFORCEMENT

f share the concerns and values of my neighbors. I encourage the Planning Department and
Planning Commission to work With the Applicant to develop a plan that allows the Appli~nt to
build their improvements in a way that addresses the issues stated above and is~ 'J,f.7-
with the surrounding,commun~. Additionally. I fiave noted above offi'er concems ve ith
regard to this project.

~ San.-htDwneu 8)/: CLSflnioL~
(Address or Neighborhood)

You can also fax this letter to the Planning Department at 31Q-544.5293
Comments shoUld be sent As Soon as Possible (Sept 16,2008)
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IMPORTANT INFORMATION IN REGARD TO THE ST JOHN FISHER PROJECT

Greetings
A hearing has been scheduled for Tuesday, September 23, 2008, at 7:00 PM at Hesse Park
for public comment regarding the proposed building project by St. John Fisher Church (The
Applicant). While supporting many of the stated purposes of the proposed project, many
residents in the surrounding neighborhoods (Island View, Mela Lane, Valley View Road,
Burrell Lane, Park Place, Del Cerro, Mesa Verde and Ridgecrest) share 3 primary concerns
regarding some aspects of the proposal.

1. The size and mass of the new sanctuary. The Applicant proposes to build a new 17,000
sq. ft. sanctuary with a tower and steeple towering 74 feet above the ground. The Applicant
has chosen to position the new sanctuary on its 9 acre (400,000 sq. ft.) lot at the corner of
Crest and Crenshaw. The building looms over residences directly across the street in the
Island View (where bUilding pads are 20 feet below the Applicant's building pad, further
exacerbating the appearance of height, bulk and mass of the structure.) The dimensions of
the structure and its positioning at the corner is inconsistent with RPV norms of community
compatibility, especially in light of the fact that the area is composed of single family homes,
and is at the gateway to one of the major trails in the City.

2. The adequacy of parking. The applicant seeks to increase the seating capacity of its
sanctuary from 650 to 870, while decreasing the on site parking from 359 spaces to 331.
The proposed parking is inadequate given the current use of the site thereby increasing street
parking in neighborhoods surrounding the Applicant.

3. Noise. The Applicant has proposed to ring bells several times during the day, seven days
a week. Since the formation of RPV in 1973, no church has been permitted to ring bells, and
the City should not depart from this precedent.

If ou want the Plannin Commission to address the concerns Iiste
statement below and mail it to:

the

t;~te.l V<L\}~ ~=-:-:-1~-..:::.0::::.-;]1~_~_~J__
(Address or Nei9iij)rhood)

SEP 16Joel Rojas, Director of Planning, City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard, Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca 90275

PlANNiNG, BUILDING AND
·0 MR· CODE ENFORCEMENT

ear r. oJas:
I share the concerns and values of my neighbors. I encourage the Planning Department and
Planning Commission to work with the Applicant to develop a plan that allows the Applicqnt to
build their improvements in a way that addresses the issues stated above and is compatible
with the surrounding community. Additionally, I have noted above other concerns I have with
regard to this project.

~L!)\L-
(Name) }

You can also fax this letter to the Planning Department at 310-544-5293
Comments shoUld be sent As Soon as Possible (Sept. 16, 2008)

1 • d uattbl

IMPORTANT INFORMATION IN REGARD TO THE ST JOHN FISHER PROJECT

Greetings
A hearing has been scheduled for Tuesday, September 23, 2008, at 7:00 PM at Hesse Park
for public comment regarding the proposed building project by St. John Fisher Church (The
Applicant). While supporting many of the stated purposes of the proposed project, many
residents in the surrounding neighborhoods (Island View, Mela Lane, Valley View Road,
Burrell Lane, Park Place, Del Cerro, Mesa Verde and Ridgecrest) share 3 primary concerns
regarding some aspects of the proposal.

1. The size and mass of the new sanctuary. The Applicant proposes to build a new 17,000
sq. ft. sanctuary with a tower and steeple towering 74 feet above the ground. The Applicant
has chosen to position the new sanctuary on its 9 acre (400,000 sq. ft.) lot at the corner of
Crest and Crenshaw. The building looms over residences directly across the street in the
Island View (where bUilding pads are 20 feet below the Applicant's building pad, further
exacerbating the appearance of height, bulk and mass of the structure.) The dimensions of
the structure and its positioning at the corner is inconsistent with RPV norms of community
compatibility, especially in light of the fact that the area is composed of single family homes,
and is at the gateway to one of the major trails in the City.

2. The adequacy of parking. The applicant seeks to increase the seating capacity of its
sanctuary from 650 to 870, while decreasing the on site parking from 359 spaces to 331.
The proposed parking is inadequate given the current use of the site thereby increasing street
parking in neighborhoods surrounding the Applicant.

3. Noise. The Applicant has proposed to ring bells several times during the day, seven days
a week. Since the formation of RPV in 1973, no church has been permitted to ring bells, and
the City should not depart from this precedent.

If you want the Planning Commission to address the concerns IisteRre'Elrv~& the
statement below and mail it to:

t;~te.l V<L\}~ ~=-=-'~-.::!:.0::::.-;]1~_~_~J__
(Address or Nei9iij)rhood)

SEP 16Joel Rojas, Director of Planning, City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard, Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca 90275

PlANNiNG, BUILDING AND
·0 MR· CODE ENFORCEMENT

ear r. oJas:
I share the concerns and values of my neighbors. I encourage the Planning Department and
Planning Commission to work with the Applicant to develop a plan that allows the Applicqnt to
build their improvements in a way that addresses the issues stated above and is compatible
with the surrounding community. Additionally, I have noted above other concerns I have with
regard to this project.

~L()\L-
(Name) }

You can also fax this letter to the Planning Department at 310-544-5293
Comments shoUld be sent As Soon as Possible (Sept. 16, 2008)

1 • d uattbl
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(Address or Neighborhood)

Joel Rojas, Director of Planning. City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard, Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca 90275

IMPORTANT INFORMATION IN REGARD TO THE ST JOHN FISHER PROJECT

Greetings
A hearing has been scheduled for Tuesday, September 23, 2008, at 7:00 PM at Hesse Park
for public comment regarding the proposed building project by St. John Fisher Church (The
Applicant). While supporting many of the stated purposes of the proposed project, many
residents in the surrounding neighborhoods (Island View, Mela Lane, Valley View Road,
Burrell Lane, Park Place, Del Cerro, Mesa Verde and Ridgecrest) share 3 primary concerns
regarding some aspects of the proposal.

1. The size and mass of the new sanctuary. The Applicant proposes to build a new 17,000
sq. ft. sanct.uary with a tower and steeple towering 74 feet above the ground- The Applicant
has chosen to position the new sanctuarY on its 9 aCre (400,000 sq. ft) lot at the corner of
Crest and Crenshaw. The building looms over residences directly across the street in the
Island View (where building pads are 20 feet below the Applicant's building padj further
exacerbating the appearance of height, bulk and mass of the structure.) The dimensions of
the structure and its positioning at the corner is inconsistent with RPV norms of community
compatibility, especially in light of the fact that the area is composed of single family homes,
and is at the gateway to one of the major trails in the City.

2. The adequacy of Qarking. The applicant seeks to increase the seating capacity of its
sanctuary from 650 to 870, while decreasing the on site parking from 359 spaces to 331"
The propolred parking is inadequate given the current use of the site thereby increasing street
parking in neighborhoods surrounding the Applicant.

3. Noise. The Applicant has proposed to ring bells several times during the day, seven days
a week. Since the formation of RPV in 1973. no church has been permitted to ring bells, and
the City should not depart from this precedent.

!f.y:ou want the Planning Commission to address the concerns listed above, please sign the
statement below and mail it to:

RE eiVED
Dear Mr. Rojas: SEP 16
I share the concerns and values of my neighbors. I encourage the Plann~etrD1!~
PI~nning,~()mmission to ~orkwith the Applicant to develop a plan thatall~~Atto
b~"d their Improvements In a way tnat addresses the issues stated above and is compatible
with the surrQunding community, AdditionallYt r have noted above other concerns I Iiave with

r~0r}e~r .
\I\\&'<1e\ +NlX~~
(Name) .

You can also fax this letter to the Planning Department at 31O~4-5293
Comments should be sent As Soon as Possible (Sept. 16j 2008)

(Address or Neighborhood)

Joel Rojas, Director of Planning. City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard, Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca 90275

IMPORTANT INFORMATION IN REGARD TO THE ST JOHN FISHER PROJECT

Greetings
A hearing has been scheduled for Tuesday, September 23, 2008, at 7:00 PM at Hesse Park
for public comment regarding the proposed building project by St. John Fisher Church (The
Applicant). While supporting many of the stated purposes of the proposed project, many
residents in the surrounding neighborhoods (Island View, Mela Lane, Valley View Road,
Burrell Lane, Park Place, Del Cerro, Mesa Verde and Ridgecrest) share 3 primary concerns
regarding some aspects of the proposal.

1. The size and mass of the new sanctuary. The Applicant proposes to build a new 17,000
sq. ft. sanct.uary with a tower and steeple towering 74 feet above the ground- The Applicant
has chosen to position the new sanctuarY on its 9 aCre (400,000 sq. ft) lot at the corner of
Crest and Crenshaw. The building looms over residences directly across the street in the
Island View (where building pads are 20 feet below the Applicant's building padj further
exacerbating the appearance of height, bulk and mass of the structure.) The dimensions of
the structure and its positioning at the corner is inconsistent with RPV norms of community
compatibility, especially in light of the fact that the area is composed of single family homes,
and is at the gateway to one of the major trails in the City.

2. The adequacy of Qarking. The applicant seeks to increase the seating capacity of its
sanctuary from 650 to 870, while decreasing the on site parking from 359 spaces to 331"
The propolred parking is inadequate given the current use of the site thereby increasing street
parking in neighborhoods surrounding the Applicant.

3. Noise. The Applicant has proposed to ring bells several times during the day, seven days
a week. Since the formation of RPV in 1973. no church has been permitted to ring bells, and
the City should not depart from this precedent.

!f.y:ou want the Planning Commission to address the concerns listed above, please sign the
statement below and mail it to:

REceiVED
Dear Mr. Rojas: SEP 16
I share the concerns and values of my neighbors. I encourage the Plann~etrD1!~
PI~nning,~()mmission to ~orkwith the Applicant to develop a plan thatall~~Atto
b~"d their Improvements In a way tnat addresses the issues stated above and is compatible
with the surrQunding community, AdditionallYt r have noted above other concerns I Iiave with

r~0r}e~r .
\I\\&'<1e\ +NlX~~
(Name) .

You can also fax this letter to the Planning Department at 31O~4-5293
Comments should be sent As Soon as Possible (Sept. 16j 2008)
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IMPORTANT INFORMATION IN REGARD TO THE ST JOHN FISHER PROJECT

Greetings
A hearing has been scheduled for Tuesday, September 23, 2008, at 7:00 PM at Hesse Park
for public comment regarding the proposed building project by St. John Fisher Church (The
Applicant). While supporting many of the stated purposes of the proposed project, many
residents in the surrounding neighborhoods (Island View, Mela Lane, Valley View Road,
Burrell Lane, Park Place, Del Cerro, Mesa Verde and Ridgecrest) share 3 primary concerns
regarding some aspects of the proposal.

1. The size and mass of the new sanctuary. The Applicant proposes to build a new 17,000
sq. ft. sanctuary with a tower and steeple towering 74 feet above the ground. The Applicant
has chosen to position the new sanctuary on its 9 acre (400,000 sq. ft.) lot at the corner of
Crest and Crenshaw. The building looms over residences directly across the street in the
Island View (where building pads are 20 feet below the Applicant's building pad, further
exacerbating the appearance of height, bulk and mass of the structure.) The dimensions of
the structure and its positioning at the corner is inconsistent with RPV norms of community
compatibility, especially in light of the fact that the area is cOrl)posed of single family ~omes, ",.
and is at the gateway to one of the major trails in the City.~~'l' e'l cft1d'~t ~f'-.~
~~4[S/dz..w-rJet;ltZ4[.1'( t..V~~[cQ'!CJ?t.~aL'~~s,/ - ~--
2. The adequacy of parking. The applicant seeks to increase the seating capacity of its
sanctuary from 650 to 870, while decreasing the on site parking from 359 spaces to 331.
The proposed parking is inadequate given the current u~epf th~~ite thereby iflgreasi.!!9 street .•
pa~king)n n~hb0J!19.0ds surrounding the App-Jicant. ~(~'h,¥'/?f%-q)JI(/~¢MQl. ze>~ t> 1'v ~t.
'pAU/'~/tt9a/s> ~['47(.,G1?1t~ (ht:sr~("t~ e//C?;fS a~2L~/::Jr9 t .our- M/5/S f-1";Oh. ..
3. Nois~. The Applicant has proposed to ring bells several times during the day, seven days - '~~'
a week. Since the formation of RPV in 1973, no church has been permitted to ring bells, and
the City should not depart from this precedent.

Jarn~~12~16 <zt&J~d!f:'f(d11?c ~~?-
<..d. ..' k ..;.... '\ (7 /~ / ~ / ;;4&.c?2U/Z?1)' fLl',// M<J?t!t41fJ -- erC _~JdS t;j tAlK~~LU~

~?UO: -a-1/' /:.5 ~ ~': t./ ~~c: c- /

If ou want the Plannin Commissio to ress tne concerns listed above lease si n the
statement below and mail it to:

Joel Rojas, Director of Planning, City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard, Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca 90275

Dear Mr. Rojas:
I share the concerns and values of my-neighbors. I encourage the Planning Department and
Planning Commission to work with the Applicant to develop a plan that allows the Applicqnt to
build their improvements in a way that addresses the issues stated above and is compatible
with the surrounding community. Additionally, I have noted above other concerns I have with
regard to this project. RE EIVED
~;G~~~ ~./ tIw SEP 15 2000
(Name)'i\::::;:t::':::?t %\:}:/::'j;:":,;::.-,(.: (Address o'i"Neighborhood) PLANNING, BUILDING AND

CODE ENFORCEMENT

You can also fax this letter to the Planning Department at 310-544-5293
Comments shoUld be sent As Soon as Possible (Sept. 16, 2008)

IMPORTANT INFORMATION IN REGARD TO THE ST JOHN FISHER PROJECT

Greetings
A hearing has been scheduled for Tuesday, September 23,2008, at 7:00 PM at Hesse Park
for public comment regarding the proposed building project by St. John Fisher Church (The
Applicant). While supporting many of the stated purposes of the proposed project, many
residents in the surrounding neighborhoods (Island View, Mela Lane, Valley View Road,
Burrell Lane, Park Place, Del Cerro, Mesa Verde and Ridgecrest) share 3 primary concerns
regarding some aspects of the proposal.

1. The size and mass 01 the new sanctuary. The Applicant proposes to build a new 17,000
sq. ft. sanctuary with a tower and steeple towering 74 feet above the ground. The Applicant
has chosen to position the new sanctuary on its 9 acre (400,000 sq. ft.) lot at the corner of
Crest and Crenshaw. The building looms over residences directly across the street in the
Island View (where building pads are 20 feet below the Applicant's building pad, further
exacerbating the appearance of height, bulk and mass of the structure.) The dimensions of
the structure and its positioning at the corner is inconsistent with RPV norms of community
compatibility, especially in light of the fact that the area is cOllJPosed of single family ~omes, "'.
and is at the gateway to one of the major trails in the City.~~Pl' t:l cft1d'~t t::6t-:I-#~
~~4lS/c/£.w-rJt!;/cu[,~ w~f.1t..U/eCJ?r... ~aL'-/~s./ - t1 .....
2. The adequacy of parking. The applicant seeks to increase the seating capacity of its
sanctuary from 650 to 870, while decreasing the on site parking from 359 spaces to 331.
The proposed parking is inadequate given the current u~epf tt)~~ite thereby i!1greasi~ street ...
pa~king)n n~hbo~9ods surrounding the Ap~fjcant.~(aI#"/?t1/,()k/~e;/Ad,pl. ll)~~.?l; ~t.
;OAU/Jt/t·t9a/$k:4t47(,Ci1?7t~(h'fsrd-u~e//C??sa.R2L~/~r~t~~- ~/51..s E"1"~~ #'

3. Nois~. The Applicant has proposed to ring bells several times during the day, seven days -- ,~P.
a week. Since the formation of RPV in 1973, no church has been permitted to ring bells, and
the City should not depart from this precedent.

Lana ~~dfedv!&J~d! rf(c/1db~420'9
<..LL: J. ~. ./ J' '\ (7 /~ / .-:::. / )

/U~'dz?1YfL{;//&:.;-j~ -.--- dd=~~? Ufl_:4~
4?Utf .cz~ :s ~ ~' ,," t./ ~~c: c: /

If ou want the Plannin Commissio to ress the concerns listed above lease si n the
statement below and mail it to:

Joel Rojas, Director of Planning, City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard, Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca 90275

Dear Mr. Rojas:
I share the concerns and values of l1l¥'neighbors. I encourage the Planning Department and
Planning Commission to work with the Applicant to develop a plan that allows the Applicqnt to
build their improvements in a way that addresses the issues stated above and is compatible
with the surrounding community. Additionally, I have noted above other concerns I have with
regard to this project. RECEIVED
~~~~~ ~e/tIw SEP 15 2000
(Name) ;n6··,~~:\::::<:.<i?rft:::: \~),:}::.('~:)::::~::':\::{::\:. (Address dtNeighborhood) PLANNING, BUILDiNG AND

CODE ENFORCEMENT

You can also fax this letter to the Planning Department at 310-544..5293
Comments shoUld be sent As Soon as Possible (Sept. 16, 2008)
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IMPORTANT INFORMATION IN REGARD TO THE ST. JOHN FISHER DEVELOPMENT PROJECT

Greetings. Neighbors:

A hearing has been scheduled for Tuesday. September 23. 2008. at 7:00 PM at Hesse Park for pUblic comment
regarding the proposed building project by 5t. John Fisher Church (The Applicant). While supporting many of
the stated purposes of the proposed project. many residents in the surrounding neighborhoods (Island View,
Mela Lane, Valley View Road, Burrell Lane, Park Place. Del Cerro, Mesa Palos Verdes and Ridgecre.st) share 3
primary concerns regarding some aspects of the proposal.

1. The size and mass of the new sanctuary. The Applicant proposes to build a new 17,000 sq. ft. sanctuary
with a tower and steeple towering 74 feet above the ground. The Applicant is requesting to position the new
sanctuary on its 9-acre (400,000 sq. ft.) lot at the corner of Crest and Crenshaw. where the 74-ft. height of the
building would be added to a building pad that is already 15 to 20 ft. above the Crenshaw street level. At this
location, the building would have a very prominent presence to be seen by all travelling along Crest Rd. and
Crenshaw Blvd. and would loom over residences directly across the street in the Island View - where bUilding
pads are 10 feet or more below the Crenshaw street level. further exacerbating the appearance of height, bulk
and mass of the structure. The dimensions of the structure and its positioning at the comer are inconsistent with
RPV norms of neighborhood compatibility and maintaining the rural and open character of the community (as
stated in the City's General Plan), especially in light of the fact that the area is composed of single family homes,
and is at the gateway to one of the most scenic areas of open space and major trails in the City as well as rural
Rolling Hills.

2. The adequacy of parking. The City's General Plan and Development Code require that adequate off-street
parking be provided for all existing and future development. The Applicant seeks to increase the seating
capacity of its sanctuary from 650 to 870, while decreasing the on-site parking from 359 spaces to 331. The
existing parking space is barely adequate for the current use of the site and parking occasionally spills onto
Crenshaw and neighboring residential streets. A reduction in on-site parking spaces, while increasing the
capacity of the sanctuary, would undoubtedly exacerbate neighboring street parking problems.

3. Noise. The City's General Plan says that the policies of the City are to provide for a uiet nd serene
.. residential community, to contro~mmulli1YnOiseJo assure an environment free of unne ary noise, and to
regulate land use so tMf'£hetG1fimmii iiSfd1i9rJe of noise impact on adjacent land uses. The Applicant has
proposed to ring bells several times during the day, seven days a week, plus after weddings and funerals.
Since the formation of RPV in 1973, no church has been permitted to ring bells, and the City should not depart
from this precedent

Please add other comments or concerns you may have:

J~:$&&uv~~&~~~
~ . . ~~$do~aJ~

~ IfI, L//fI"6
If ou want the Plannin CO ISSI to address the concerns listed above lease si n the statement low

and mail it to: .:50~ ~~~~4/~~

Joel Rojas, Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforce~nt. City of R~hO Palos Verdes •

30940 Hawthorne BoUlevard, Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275 . . IA../A.~:t",a~.~.»~

Dear Mr. Rojas: ~~~ao~;:IZ~7~
I share the concerns and values'of~ neighbors. I enco~~ the RPV ~n9lJepartmentand Planning C

Commission to work with the Applicant to develop a plan that allows the Applicant to build their improvements in
a way that addresses the issues stated above and is compatible with the surrounding community. Additionally,
I hav oted ove other co ems I have with. regard~ this project.
~.4'l4~ra.:::+:L~~"'~- $.i {.J(lAa&:kct< 17r. lKp/

(ACfcfress or Neighborhood)

You can also fax this letter to the Planning Department at 310-544-5293 RECEIVE0
Comments should be sent As Soon as Possible (by Sept 16, 2008, if possible)

SEP 15 2008
PLANNING, BUILDING AND

CODE ENFORCEMENT

IMPORTANT INFORMATION IN REGARD TO THE ST. JOHN FISHER DEVELOPMENT PROJECT

Greetings, Neighbors:

A hearing has been scheduled for Tuesday, September 23, 2008, at 7:00 PM at Hesse Park for pUblic comment
regarding the proposed building project by St. John Fisher Church (The Applicant). While supporting many of
the stated purposes of the proposed project, many residents in the surrounding neighborhoods (Island View,
Mela Lane, Valley View Road, Burrell Lane, Park. Place, Del Cerro, Mesa Palos Verdes and Ridgecre.st) share 3
primary concerns regarding some aspects of the proposal.

1. The size and mass of the new sanctuary. The Applicant proposes to build a new 17,000 sq. ft. sanctuary
with a tower and steeple towering 74 feet above the ground. The Applicant is requesting to position the new
sanctuary on its 9-acre (400,000 sq. ft.) lot at the corner of Crest and Crenshaw, where the 74-ft. height of the
building would be added to a building pad that is already 15 to 20 ft. above the Crenshaw street level. At this
location, the building would have a very prominent presence to be seen by all travelling along Crest Rd. and
Crenshaw Blvd. and would loom over residences directly across the street in the Island View - Where bUilding
pads are 10 feet or more below the Crenshaw street level, further exacerbating the appearance of height, bulk
and mass of the structure. The dimensions of the structure and its positioning at the corner are inconsistent with
RPV norms of neighborhood compatibility and maintaining the rural and open character of the community (as
stated in the City's General Plan), especially in light of the fact that the area is composed of single family homes,
and is at the gateway to one of the most scenic areas of open space and major trails in the City as well as rural
Rolling Hills.

2. The adequacy of parking. The City's General Plan and Development Code require that adequate off-street
parking be provided for all existing and future development. The Applicant seeks to increase the seating
capacity of its sanctuary from 650 to 870, while decreasing the on-site parking from 359 spaces to 331. The
existing parking space is barely adequate for the current use of the site and parking occasionally spills onto
Crenshaw and neighboring residential streets. A reduction in on-site parking spaces, while increasing the
capacity of the sanctuary, would undOUbtedly exacerbate neighboring street parking problems.

3. Noise. The City's General Plan says that the policies of the City are to provide for a uiet nd serene
.. residential community, to contro~mmu~nOiseJo assure an environment free of unne ary noise, and to
regulate land use so that'therEMTnhIii i .rd'e of noise impact on adjacent land uses. The Applicant has
proposed to ring bells several times during the day, seven days a week, plus after weddings and funerals.
Since the formation of RPV in 1973, no church has been permitted to ring bells, and the City should not depart
from this precedent

Please add other comments or concerns you may have:

J~~&&uv~~~f#'&~~~
c{- . . . a;~do~aJ~

~ ~ /1;: L//fr6
If ou want the Plannin Co ISS1 to address the concerns listed above lease SI n the statement low

and mail it to: .;j,()..;J ~~~d/...-av~
Joel Rojas, Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforce~nt, City of R~hO Palos Verdes •

30940 Hawthorne BOUlevard, Rancho Palos '(erdes, CA 90275 . . IA.I./~.ed;-p.~.»~

Dear Mr. Rojas:~~~~~h~7~
I share the concerns and values'of~ neighbors. I enco~~ the RPV ~nQlJepartmentand Planning C'

Commission to work with the Applicant to develop a plan that allows the Applicant to build their improvements in
a way that addresses the issues stated above and is compatible with the surrounding community. Additionally,
I hav oted ove other co erns I have with. regard~ this project.
--'~~~c..+-4I.4~~dI)~_ $$ U(l@k14£c~ Pre ,KJ::?/

(Adaress or Neighborhood)

You can also fax: this letter to the Planning Department at 310-544-5293 RE EIVE0
Comments should be sent As Soon as Possible (by Sepl16, 2008, if possible)

SEP 15 2008
PLANNING, BUILDING AND

CODe ENFORCEMENT
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IMPORTANT INFORMATION IN REGARD TO THE ST JOHN FISHER PROJECT

Greetings
A hearing has been scheduled for Tuesday, September 23, 2008, at 7:00 PM at Hesse Park
for public comment regarding the proposed bUilding project by St. John Fisher Church (The
Applicant). While supporting many of the stated purposes of the proposed project, many
residents in the surrounding neighborhoods (Island View, Mela Lane, Valley View Road,
Burrell Lane, Park Place, Del Cerro, Mesa Verde and Ridgecrest) share 3 primary concerns
regarding some aspects of the proposal.

1. The size and mass of the new sanctuary. The Applicant proposes to build a new 17,000
sq. ft. sanctuary with a tower and steeple towering 74 feet above the ground. The Applicant
has chosen to position the new sanctuary on its 9 acre (400,000 sq. ft.) lot at the corner of
Crest and Crenshaw. The building looms over residences directly across the street in the
Island View (where building pads are 20 feet below the Applicant's bUilding pad, further
exacerbating the appearance of height, bulk and mass of the structure.) The dimensions of
the structure and its positioning at the corner is inconsistent with RPV norms of community
compatibility, especially in light of the fact that the area is composed of single family homes,
and is at the gateway to one of the major trails in the City.

2. The adequacy of parking. The applicant seeks to increase the seating capacity of its
sanctuary from 650 to 870, while decreasing the on site parking from 359 spaces to 331.
The proposed parking is inadequate given the current use of the site thereby increasing street
parking in neighborhoods surrounding the AppJjcant.

EIVEDRE

3. Noise. The Applicant has proposed to ring bells several times during the day, seven days
a week. Since the formation of RPV in 1973, no church has been permitted to ring bells, and
the City should not depart from this precedent.

SEP 15 70:;0
PIANr~ING, BUILDING ANI)

CODE ENFORCEMENT

If you want the Planning Commission to address the concerns listed above, please sign the
statement below and mail it to:

Joel Rojas, Director of Planning, City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard, Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca 90275

Dear Mr. Rojas:
I share the concerns and values of my neighbors. I encourage the Planning Department and
Planning Commission to work with the Applicant to develop a plan that allows the Appli~nt to
build their improvements in a way that addresses the issues stated above and is compatible
with the surrounding community. Additionally, I have noted above other concerns I have with
regard to this project.

You can also fax this letter to the Planning Department at 310-544-5293
Comments shoUld be sent As Soon as Possible (Sept. 16, 2008)

IMPORTANT INFORMATION IN REGARD TO THE ST JOHN FISHER PROJECT

Greetings
A hearing has been scheduled for Tuesday, September 23, 2008, at 7:00 PM at Hesse Park
for public comment regarding the proposed bUilding project by St. John Fisher Church (The
Applicant). While supporting many of the stated purposes of the proposed project, many
residents in the surrounding neighborhoods (Island View, Mela Lane, Valley View Road,
Burrell Lane, Park Place, Del Cerro, Mesa Verde and Ridgecrest) share 3 primary concerns
regarding some aspects of the proposal.

1. The size and mass of the new sanctuary. The Applicant proposes to build a new 17,000
sq. ft. sanctuary with a tower and steeple towering 74 feet above the ground. The Applicant
has chosen to position the new sanctuary on its 9 acre (400,000 sq. ft.) lot at the corner of
Crest and Crenshaw. The building looms over residences directly across the street in the
Island View (where building pads are 20 feet below the Applicant's bUilding pad, further
exacerbating the appearance of height, bulk and mass of the structure.) The dimensions of
the structure and its positioning at the corner is inconsistent with RPV norms of community
compatibility, especially in light of the fact that the area is composed of single family homes,
and is at the gateway to one of the major trails in the City.

2. The adequacy of parking. The applicant seeks to increase the seating capacity of its
sanctuary from 650 to 870, while decreasing the on site parking from 359 spaces to 331.
The proposed parking is inadequate given the current use of the site thereby increasing street
parking in neighborhoods surrounding the AppJjcant.

EIVEDRE

3. Noise. The Applicant has proposed to ring bells several times during the day, seven days
a week. Since the formation of RPV in 1973, no church has been permitted to ring bells, and
the City should not depart from this precedent.

SEP 15 70:;0
PIANr~ING, BUILDING ANI)

CODE ENFORCEMENT

If you want the Planning Commission to address the concerns listed above, please sign the
statement below and mail it to:

Joel Rojas, Director of Planning, City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard, Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca 90275

Dear Mr. Rojas:
I share the concerns and values of my neighbors. I encourage the Planning Department and
Planning Commission to work with the Applicant to develop a plan that allows the Appli~nt to
build their improvements in a way that addresses the issues stated above and is compatible
with the surrounding community. Additionally, I have noted above other concerns I have with
regard to this project.

You can also fax this letter to the Planning Department at 310-544-5293
Comments shoUld be sent As Soon as Possible (Sept. 16, 2008)
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IMPORTANT INFORMATION IN REGARD TO THE ST. JOHN FISHER DEVELOPMENT PROJECT

Greetings, Neighbors:

A hearing has been scheduled for Tuesday, September 23, 2008, at 7:00 PM at Hesse Park for public comment
regarding the proposed building project by Sf. John Fisher Churoh (The Applicant). While supporting many Of
the stated purposes of the proposed project, many residents in the surrounding neighborhoods (Island View,
Mela lane, Valley View Road, Burrell Lane, Park Place, Del Cerro, Mesa Verde and Ridgecrest) share 3
primaryconcems regarding some aspects of the proposal.

1. The size and mass of the new sanctuar;y. The Applicant proposes to build a new 17,000 sq. ft. sanctuary
with a tower and steeple towering 74 feet above the ground. The Applicant is requesting to position the new
sanctuary on its 9-aore (400,000 sq. ft.) lot at the corner of Crest and Crenshaw, where the 74-ft. height of the
building would be added to a building pad that is already 20 ft. above the Crenshaw street level. At this location,
the building would have a very prominent presence to be seen by all travelling along Crest R.d. and Crenshaw
Blvd. and would loom over residences directly across the street in the Island View ~ where building pads are 10
feet or more~ the Crenshaw street level, further exacerbating the appearance of height, bulk and mass of
the structure. The dimensions of the structure and its positioning at the corner are inconsistent with RPV norms
of neighborhood compatibility and maintaining the rural and open character oftha community (as stated in the
City's General Plan), especially in light of the fact that the area is composed of single family homes, and is at the
gateway to one of the most scenic areas of open space and major trails in the City as well as rural Rolling Hills.

2. Tne adequacy of parking. The City's General Plan and Development Code require that adequate off-street
parking be provided for all existing and future development. The Applicant seeks to increase the seating
capacity of its sanctuary from 650 to 870, while decreasing the on-site parking from 359 spaces to 331. The
existing parking space IS barely adequate for the current use of the site and parking occasionally spills onto
Crenshaw and neighboring residential streets. A reduction in on~$ite parking spaces, while increasing the
capacity of the sanctuary, would undoubtedly exacerbate neighboring street parking problems.

3. Npjse. The City's General Plan says that the policies of the City are to provide for a quiet and serene
residential community, to control community noise to assure an environment free of unnecessary noise, and to
regulate land use so that there is a minimal degree of noise impact on adjacent land uses. The Applicant has
proposed to ring bells several times during the day, seven days a week, plus after weddings and funerals.
Since the formation of RPV in 1973, no church has been permitted to ring bells, and the City should .!1Q.tdepart
from this precedent.

Please add other comments or concerns you may have:

Joel Rojas, Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement, City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard, Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

You can also fax this letter to the Planning Department at 310-544"5293
Comments should be sent As Soon as Possible (not later than Sept. 16,2008)

09/12/2008 05:24 3235545842 JONES LUMBER PAGE 02

IMPORTANT INFORMATION IN REGARD TO THE ST. JOHN FISHER DEVELOPMENT PROJECT

Greetings, Neighbors:

A hearing has been scheduled for Tuesday, September 23, 2008, at 7:00 PM at Hesse Park for public comment
regarding the proposed building project by Sf. John Fisher Churoh (The Applicant). While supporting many Of
the stated purposes of the proposed project, many residents in the surrounding neighborhoods (Island View,
Mela lane, Valley View Road, Burrell Lane, Park Place, Del Cerro, Mesa Verde and Ridgecrest) share 3
primaryconcems regarding some aspects of the proposal.

1. The size and mass of the new sanctuar;y. The Applicant proposes to build a new 17,000 sq. ft. sanctuary
with a tower and steeple towering 74 feet above the ground. The Applicant is requesting to position the new
sanctuary on its 9-aore (400,000 sq. ft.) lot at the corner of Crest and Crenshaw, where the 74-ft. height of the
building would be added to a building pad that is already 20 ft. above the Crenshaw street level. At this location,
the building would have a very prominent presence to be seen by all travelling along Crest R.d. and Crenshaw
Blvd. and would loom over residences directly across the street in the Island View ~ where building pads are 10
feet or more~ the Crenshaw street level, further exacerbating the appearance of height, bulk and mass of
the structure. The dimensions of the structure and its positioning at the corner are inconsistent with RPV norms
of neighborhood compatibility and maintaining the rural and open character oftha community (as stated in the
City's General Plan), especially in light of the fact that the area is composed of single family homes, and is at the
gateway to one of the most scenic areas of open space and major trails in the City as well as rural Rolling Hills.

2. Tne adequacy of parking. The City's General Plan and Development Code require that adequate off-street
parking be provided for all existing and future development. The Applicant seeks to increase the seating
capacity of its sanctuary from 650 to 870, while decreasing the on-site parking from 359 spaces to 331. The
existing parking space IS barely adequate for the current use of the site and parking occasionally spills onto
Crenshaw and neighboring residential streets. A reduction in on~$ite parking spaces, while increasing the
capacity of the sanctuary, would undoubtedly exacerbate neighboring street parking problems.

3. Npjse. The City's General Plan says that the policies of the City are to provide for a quiet and serene
residential community, to control community noise to assure an environment free of unnecessary noise, and to
regulate land use so that there is a minimal degree of noise impact on adjacent land uses. The Applicant has
proposed to ring bells several times during the day, seven days a week, plus after weddings and funerals.
Since the formation of RPV in 1973, no church has been permitted to ring bells, and the City should .!1Q.tdepart
from this precedent.

Please add other comments or concerns you may have:

Joel Rojas, Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement, City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard, Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

You can also fax this letter to the Planning Department at 310-544"5293
Comments should be sent As Soon as Possible (not later than Sept. 16,2008)
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IMPORTANT INFORMATION IN REGARD TO THE ST JOHN FISHER PROJECT

Greetings
A hearing has been scheduled for Tuesday, September 23,2008, at 7:00 PM at Hesse Park
for public comment regarding the proposed building project by St. John Fisher Church (The
Applicant). While supporting many of the stated purposes of the proposed project, many
residents in the surrounding neighborhoods (Island View, Mela Lane, Valley View Road,
Burrell Lane, Park Place, Der Cerro, Mesa Verde and Ridgecrest) share 3 primary concerns
regarding some aspects of the proposal.

1. The size and mass of the new sanctuarv.. The Applicant proposes to build a new 17,000
sq. ft. sanctuary with a tower and steeple towering 74 feet above the ground. The Applicant
has chosen to position the new sanctuary on its 9 acre (400,000 sq. ft.) lot at the corner of
Crest and Crenshaw. The building looms over residences directly across the street in the
Island View (where building pads are 20 feet below the Applicant's building pad, further
exacerbating the appearance of height, bulk and mass of the structure.) The dimensions of
the structure and its positioning at the corner is inconsistent with RPV norms of community
compatibility, especially in light of the fact that the area is composed of single family homes,
and is at the gateway to one of the major trails in the City.

2. The adequacy of parking. The applicant seeks to increase the seating capacity of its
sanctuary from 650 to 870, while decreasing the on site parking from 359 spaces to 331.
The proposed parking is inadequate given the current use of the site thereby increasing street
parking in neighborhoods surrounding the Applicant.

3. Noise. The.Applicant has proposed to ring bells several times during the day, seven days 
a week. Since the formation of RPV in 1973, no church has been permitted to ring bells, and
the City should not depart from this precedent.

---rhe- b» Idl!!J i 2 fw h(JJ. .f /.40(· :I obad wctd. ?'~
~Jihe< chVfLh ~n Cteit5h:4v 0 r I'n'f neJ(jhmrhoc> tG-Ie! £10 JYL -f-ju..+. .~~
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If you want t lanning Co ission to ad ess the concerns listed above. please sign the .be-/I,
statement below and mail it to:

Joel Rojas, Director of Planning, City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard, Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca 90275

. . A Sfp 15
Dear Mr.ROJas:'!.AJvtv~
Jshare the concerns and values of my neighbors. I encourage thePlannin~~.~nd
Planning Commission to work with the Applicant to develop a plan that allows the~. ~
build their improvements in a way that addresses the issues stated above and is compati
with the surrounding community. Additionally, I have noted above other concerns I !'lave with
regard to this project.

-:I.s/6-hcl VlJ.-...:'.f!=....~--:::.:--- _
(Address or Neighborhood)

You can also fax this letter to the Planning Department at 310-544-5293
Comments shOUld be sent As Soon as Possible (Sept. 16, 2008)
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IMPORTANT INFORMATION IN REGARD TO THE ST JOHN FISHER PROJECT

Greetings
A hearing has been scheduled for Tuesday, September 23, 2008, at 7:00 PM at Hesse Park
for pubUc comment regarding the proposed building project by 81. John Fisher Church (The
Applicant). While supporting many of the stated purposes of the proposed project, many
residents in the surrounding neighborhoods (Island View, Mela Lane, Valley View Road,
Burrell Lane. Park Place, Der Cerro, Mesa Verde and Ridgecrest) share 3 primary concerns
regarding some aspects of the proposal.

1. The size and mass of the new sanctuarY,. The Applicant proposes to build a new 17,000
sq. ft. sanctuary with a tower and steeple towering 74 feet above the ground. The Applicant
has chosen to position the new sanctuary on its 9 acre (400,000 sq. ft.) lot at the corner of
Crest and Crenshaw. The building looms over residences directly across the street in the
Island View (where building pads are 20 feet beiow the Applicant's building pad, further
exacerbating the appearance of height, burk and mass of the structure.) The dimensions of
the structure and its positioning at the corner is inconsistent with RPV norms of community
compatibility, especially in light of the fact that the area is composed of single family homes,
and is at the gateway to one of the major trails in the City.

2. The adequacy of parking. The applicant seeks to increase the seat;ng capacity of its
sanctuary from 650 to 870, while decreasing the on site parking from 359 spaces to 331.
The proposed parking is inadequate given the current use of the site thereby increasing street
parking in neighborhoods surrounding the AppHcanl.

3. Noise. IheAtppllcant has proposed to ring beUs several times during the day. seven days 
a week. Since the formation of RPV in 1973, no church has been permitted to ring belrs, and
the City shouJd not depart from this precedent.

~> bJ; Id0J ;2 Iw h!!i" *" /.4cJe.· :I do nat weLdr~
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ff you want t Janning Co ission to ad ass the concerns listed above, please sign the i?e-/I,
statement below and mail it to:

Joel Rojas, Director of Planning, City of Rancho PalosVerdes·C~J~..
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard, Rancho Patos Verdes, Ca 90275 c:/ .

. S£P. .
D~ar Mr. Rojas: . P1.AJvIV~ 1/) t~71
J share the concerns and values of my neJghbors. I encourage theprannin~~~~nd
Planning Commission to work with the Applicant to develop a plan that allows the~. J\O
build their improvements in a way that addresses the issues stated above and is campau
with the surrounding community. Additionally~ I have noted above other concerns I tlave with
regard to this project.

:Ts/IA hCr VI:·-e u..J
-:--~:-------~---

(Address or Neighborhood)

You can also fax this letter to the Pfanning Department at 310-544-5293
Comments shoUld be sent As Soon as Possible (Sept. 16, 2008)
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IMPORTANT INFORMATION IN REGARD TO THE ST JOHN FISHER PROJECT

Greetings
A hearing has been scheduled for Tuesday, September 23, 2008, at 7:00 PM at Hesse Park
for public comment regarding the proposed building project by St. John Fisher Church (The
Applicant). While supporting many of the stated purposes of the proposed project, many
residents in the surrounding neighborhoods (Island View, Mela Lane, Valley View Road,
Burrell Lane, Park Place, Del Cerro, Mesa Verde and Ridgecrest) share 3 primary concerns
regarding some aspects of the proposal.

1. The size and mass of the new sanctuary.' The Applicant proposes to build a new 17,000
sq. ft. sanctuary with a tower and steeple towering 74 feet above the ground. The Applicant
has chosen to position the new sanctuary on its 9 acre (400,000 sq. ft.) lot at the corner of
Crest and Crenshaw. The building looms over residences directly across the street in the
Island View (where building pads are 20 feet below the Applicant's building pad, further
exacerbating the appearance of height, bulk and mass of the structure.) The dimensions of
the structure and its positioning at the corner is inconsistent with RPV norms of community
compatibility, especially in light of the fact that the area is composed of single family homes,
and is at the gateway to one of the major trails in the City.

2. The adequacy of parking. The applicant seeks to increase the seating capacity of its
sanctuary from 650 to 870, while decreasing the on site parking from 359 spaces to 331.
The proposed parking is inadequate given the current use of the site thereby increasing street
parking in neighborhoods surrounding the Applicant.

3. Noise. The Applicant has proposed to- ring bells several times during the day, seven days
a week. Since the formation of RPV in 1973, no church has been permitted to ring bells, and
the City should not depart from this precedent.

If ou want the prannin Commission to address the concerns listed above
statement below and mail it to:

Joel Rojas, Director of Planning, City of Rancho Palos Verdes A Sfp 1S ')
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard, Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca 90275 ~"'II\IG 6 ~i?{JlJ

!Dc ftVl:. YILDIIV,
Dear Mr. Rojas: ORCfA;f,GAifvD

I share the concerns and values of my neighbors. I encourage the Planning Departme~t'cmd
Planning Commission to work with the Applicant to develop a plan that allows the Appli~ntto
build their improvements in a way that addresses the issues stated above and is compatible
with the surrounding community. Additionally, I have noted above other concerns I 11ave with
regard to this project.

JUiu'Ll !!1~
(Name) gc ~L!WD llt~J

,

(Address or Neighborhood)

You can also fax this letter to the Planning Department aI310-544-5293
Comments shoUld be sent As Soon as Possible (Sept. 16, 2008)

d88:eo eo 8 ~ des

IMPORTANT INFORMATION IN REGARD TO THE ST JOHN FISHER PROJECT

Greetings
A hearing has been scheduled for Tuesday, September 23, 2008, at 7:00 PM at Hesse Park
for public comment regarding the proposed building project by St. John Fisher Church (The
Applicant). While supporting many of the stated purposes of the proposed project, many
residents in the surrounding neighborhoods (Island View, Mela Lane, Valley View Road,
Burrell Lane, Park Place, Del Cerro, Mesa Verde and Ridgecrest) share 3 primary concerns
regarding some aspects of the proposal.

1. The size and mass of the new sanctuary.' The Applicant proposes to build a new 17,000
sq. ft. sanctuary with a tower and steeple towering 74 feet above the ground. The Applicant
has chosen to position the new sanctuary on its 9 acre (400,000 sq. ft.) lot at the corner of
Crest and Crenshaw. The building looms over residences directly across the street in the
Island View (where building pads are 20 feet below the Applicant's building pad, further
exacerbating the appearance of height, bulk and mass of the structure.) The dimensions of
the structure and its positioning at the corner is inconsistent with RPV norms of community
compatibility, especially in light of the fact that the area is composed of single family homes,
and is at the gateway to one of the major trails in the City.

2. The adequacy of parking. The applicant seeks to increase the seating capacity of its
sanctuary from 650 to 870, while decreasing the on site parking from 359 spaces to 331.
The proposed parking is inadequate given the current use of the site thereby increasing street
parking in neighborhoods surrounding the Applicant.

3. Noise. The Applicant has proposed to- ring bells several times during the day, seven days
a week. Since the formation of RPV in 1973, no church has been permitted to ring bells, and
the City should not depart from this precedent.

If ou want the prannin Commission to address the concerns listed above . n the
statement below and mail it to: l
Joel Rojas, Director of Planning, City of Rancho Palos Verdes A Sfp 1S ')
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard, Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca 90275 ~"'II\IG 6 ~i?{JlJ

!Dc ftVl:. YILDIIV,
Dear Mr. Rojas: ORCfA;f,GAifvD

I share the concerns and values of my neighbors. I encourage the Planning Departme~t'cmd
Planning Commission to work with the Applicant to develop a plan that allows the Appli~ntto
build their improvements in a way that addresses the issues stated above and is compatible
with the surrounding community. Additionally, I have noted above other concerns I 11ave with
regard to this project.

JUiu'Ll !!1~
(Name) gc ~L!WD llt~J

,

(Address or Neighborhood)

You can also fax this letter to the Planning Department aI310-544-5293
Comments shoUld be sent As Soon as Possible (Sept. 16, 2008)

d88:eo eo 8 ~ des
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IMPORTANT INFORMATION IN REGARD TO THE ST JOHN FISHER PROJECT

Greetings
A hearing has been scheduled for Tuesday, September 23, 2008, at 7:00 PM at Hesse Park
for public comment regarding the proposed bUilding project by 51. John Fisher Church (The
Applicant). While supporting many of the stated purposes of the proposed project, many
residents in the surrounding neighborhoods (Island View, Mela Lane, Valley View Road,
Burrell Lane, Park Place, Del Cerro, Mesa Verde and Ridgecrest) share 3 primary concerns
regarding some aspects of the proposal.

1. The size and mass of the new sanctuary. The Applicant proposes to build a new 17,000
sq. ft. sanctuary with a tower and steeple towering 74 feet above the ground. The Applicant
has chosen to position the new sanctuary on its 9 acre (400,000 sq. ft.) lot at the corner of
Crest and Crenshaw. The building looms over residences directly across the street in the
Island View (where building pads are 20 feet below the Applicanfs building pad, further
exacerbating the appearance of height, bulk and mass of the structure.) The dimensions of
the structure and its positioning at the corner is inconsistent with RPV norms of community
compatibility, especially in light of the fact that the area is composed of single family homes,
and is at the gateway to one of the major trails in the City.

2. The adeguaqy of parking. The applicant seeks to increase the seating capacity of its
sanctuary from 650 to 870, while decreasing the on site parking from 359 spaces to 331.
The proposed parking is inadequate given the current use of the site thereby increasing street
parking in neighborhoods surrounding the Applicant.

3. Noi~e. The.App'rl~_l'!.t ha~J~!op.9S.~9 to r.ln..g bell~J~j:w~r~Hir.nesJf.uringthe day, seven days
a week. Since the formation of RPV in 1973, no church has been permitted to ring bells, and
the City should not depart from this precedent.

If you want the Planning Commission to address the concerns listed above, please sign the
statement below and mail it to:

Joel Rojas, Director of Planning, City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard, Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca 90275

Dear Mr. Rojas:
I share the concerns and values of my neighbors. I encourage the Planning Department and
Planning Commission to work with the Applicant to develop a plan that allows the Applicqnt to
build their improvements in a way that addresses the issues stated above and is compatible
with the surrounding community. Additionally, I have noted above other concerns I have with
regard to this project.

/ i~

You ca also fax his fetter to the Planning Department at 310-544-5293
Co ments should be sent As Soon as Possible (Sept. 16,2008)

Sep 16 08 05:02p Suzanne Sobel 31 0-541-6965 p.1

IMPORTANT INFORMATION IN REGARD TO THE ST JOHN FISHER PROJECT

Greetings
A hearing has been scheduled for Tuesday, September 23, 2008, at 7:00 PM at Hesse Park
for public comment regarding the proposed bUilding project by 51. John Fisher Church (The
Applicant). While supporting many of the stated purposes of the proposed project, many
residents in the surrounding neighborhoods (Island View, Mela Lane, Valley View Road,
Burrell Lane, Park Place, Del Cerro, Mesa Verde and Ridgecrest) share 3 primary concerns
regarding some aspects of the proposal.

1. The size and mass of the new sanctuary. The Applicant proposes to build a new 17,000
sq. ft. sanctuary with a tower and steeple towering 74 feet above the ground. The Applicant
has chosen to position the new sanctuary on its 9 acre (400,000 sq. ft.) lot at the corner of
Crest and Crenshaw. The building looms over residences directly across the street in the
Island View (where building pads are 20 feet below the Applicanfs building pad, further
exacerbating the appearance of height, bulk and mass of the structure.) The dimensions of
the structure and its positioning at the corner is inconsistent with RPV norms of community
compatibility, especially in light of the fact that the area is composed of single family homes,
and is at the gateway to one of the major trails in the City.

2. The adeguaqy of parking. The applicant seeks to increase the seating capacity of its
sanctuary from 650 to 870, while decreasing the on site parking from 359 spaces to 331.
The proposed parking is inadequate given the current use of the site thereby increasing street
parking in neighborhoods surrounding the Applicant.

3. Noi~e. The.App'rl~_l'!.t ha~J~!op.9S.~9 to r.ln..g bell~J~j:w~r~Hir.nesJf.uringthe day, seven days
a week. Since the formation of RPV in 1973, no church has been permitted to ring bells, and
the City should not depart from this precedent.

If you want the Planning Commission to address the concerns listed above, please sign the
statement below and mail it to:

Joel Rojas, Director of Planning, City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard, Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca 90275

Dear Mr. Rojas:
I share the concerns and values of my neighbors. I encourage the Planning Department and
Planning Commission to work with the Applicant to develop a plan that allows the Applicqnt to
build their improvements in a way that addresses the issues stated above and is compatible
with the surrounding community. Additionally, I have noted above other concerns I have with
regard to this project.

/ i~

also fax his fetter to the Planning Department at 310-544-5293
ments should be sent As Soon as Possible (Sept. 16,2008)
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IMPORTANT INFORMATION IN REGARD TO THE ST JOHN FISHER PROJECT

Greetings
A hearing has been scheduled for Tuesday, September 23, 2008, at 7:00 PM at Hesse Park
for public comment regarding the proposed building project by St. John Fisher Church (The
Applicant). While supporting many of the stated purposes of the proposed project, many
residents In the surrounding neighborhoods (Island View, Mela Lane, Valley View Road,
Burrell Lane, Park Place, Del Cerro, Mesa Verde and Ridgecrest) share 3 primary concerns
regarding some aspects of the proposel.

1. The size and mass of the new sanctuary:. The Applicant proposes to build a new 17,000
sq. ft. sanctuary with a tower and steeple towering 74 feet above the ground. The Applicant
has chosen to position the new sanctuary on its 9 acre (400,000 sq. ft.) lot at the corner of
Crest and Crenshaw. The bUilding looms over residences directly across the street in the
Island View (where building pads are 20 feet below the Applicant's bUilding pad, further
exacerbating the appearance of height. bulk and mass of the structure.) The dimensions of
the structure and its positioning at the comer is inconsistent with RPV norms of community
compatibility; especially In light of the fact that the area is composed of single family homes,
and is at the gateway to one of the major trails in the City.

2. The adeguacy of parJdng. The applicant seeks to increase the seating capacity of its
sanctuary from 650 to 870. while decreasing the on site parking from 359 spaces to 331.
The proposed parking is inadequate given the current use of the site thereby increasing street
parking in neighborhoods surrounding the Applicant.

3. Npise. The Appli~r:atbas.proposed to ring bells several times during the day, seven days
a week. Since the formation of RPV in 1973. no church has been permitted to ring bells, and
the City should not depart from this precedent.

Joel Rojas. Director of Planning, City of Rancho Palos Verdes 0

30940 Hawthorne BoUlevard, Rancho Palos Vardes, ca 90275 , <ifl> j i5 ,', •

Dear Mr. Rojas: CODc.c.s, 8lJ;l
I share the concerns and values Of my neighbors. I encourage the Plan",ffif~tntand
Planning Commission to work with the Applicant to develop a plan that allowS'thW~fjUcantto
build their improvements in a way that addresses the issues stated above and Is compatible
with the surrQunding community. Additionally, I have noted above other concerns I have with
regard to this project. ~ V~

fllhwA~~ ~~. /q444l~.tP/l·}f(~(/
~. (Name) (Address or Neighborhood)

You can also fax this tetter to the Planning Department at 310-544-5293
Comments should be sent As Soon as Possible (Sept. 16. 2008)
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IMPORTANT INFORMATION IN REGARD TO THE ST JOHN FISHER PROJECT

Greetings
A hearing has been scheduled for Tuesday, September 23, 2008, at 7:00 PM at Hesse Park
for public comment regarding the proposed building project by St. John Fisher Church (The
Applicant). While supporting many of the stated purposes of the proposed project, many
residents In the surrounding neighborhoods (Island View, Mela Lane, Valley View Road,
Burrell Lane, Park Place, Del Cerro, Mesa Verde and Ridgecrest) share 3 primary concerns
regarding some aspects of the proposel.

1. The size and mass of the new sanctuary:. The Applicant proposes to build a new 17,000
sq. ft. sanctuary with a tower and steeple towering 74 feet above the ground. The Applicant
has chosen to position the new sanctuary on its 9 acre (400,000 sq. ft.) lot at the corner of
Crest and Crenshaw. The bUilding looms over residences directly across the street in the
Island View (where building pads are 20 feet below the Applicant's bUilding pad, further
exacerbating the appearance of height. bulk and mass of the structure.) The dimensions of
the structure and its positioning at the comer is inconsistent with RPV norms of community
compatibility; especially In light of the fact that the area is composed of single family homes,
and is at the gateway to one of the major trails in the City.

2. The adeguacy of parJdng. The applicant seeks to increase the seating capacity of its
sanctuary from 650 to 870. while decreasing the on site parking from 359 spaces to 331.
The proposed parking is inadequate given the current use of the site thereby increasing street
parking in neighborhoods surrounding the Applicant.

3. Npise. The Appli~r:atbas.proposed to ring bells several times during the day, seven days
a week. Since the formation of RPV in 1973. no church has been permitted to ring bells, and
the City should not depart from this precedent.

Joel Rojas. Director of Planning, City of Rancho Palos Verdes 0

30940 Hawthorne BoUlevard, Rancho Palos Vardes, ca 90275 , <ifl> j i5 ,',

Dear Mr. Rojas: CODc.c.s, 8lJ;l
I share the concerns and values Of my neighbors. I encourage the Planmffifi J;Utnt and
Planning Commission to work with the Applicant to develop a plan that allows t iPfflicant to
build their improvements in a way that addresses the issues stated above and Is compatible
with the surrQunding community. Additionally, I have noted above other concerns I have with
regard to this project. ~ V~

fllhwA~~ ~~. /q444l~.tP/l·}f(~(/
~. (Name) (Address or Neighborhood)

You can also fax this tetter to the Planning Department at 310-544-5293
Comments should be sent As Soon as Possible (Sept. 16. 2008)
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IMPORTANT INFORMATION IN REGARD TO THE ST JOHN FISHER PROJECT

Greetings
A hearing has been scheduled for Tuesday, September 23, 2008, at 7:00 PM at Hesse Park
for public comment regarding the proposed building project by St. John Fisher Church (The
Applicant). While supporting many of the stated purposes of the proposed project, many
residents in the surrounding neighborhoods (Island View, Mela Lane, Valley View Road,
Burrell Lane, Park Place, Del Cerro, Mesa Verde and Ridgecrest) share 3 primary concerns
regarding some aspects of the proposal.

1. The size and mass of the new sanctuary, The Applicant proposes to build a new 17,000
sq. ft. sanctuary with a tower and steeple towering 74 feet above the ground. The Applicant
has chosen to position the new sanctuary on its 9 acre (400,000 sq. ft.) lot at the corner of
Crest and Crenshaw. The building looms over residences directly across the street in the
Island View (where building pads are 20 feet below the Applicant's building pad, further
exacerbating the appearance of height, bulk and mass of the structure.) The dimensions of
the structure and its positioning at the corner is inconsistent with RPV norms of community
compatibility, especially in light of the fact that the area is composed of single family homes,
and is at the gateway to one of the major trails in the City.

2. The adequacy of parking. The applicant seeks to increase the seating capacity of its
sanctuary from 650 to 870, while decreasing the on site parking from 359 spaces to 331.
The proposed parking is inadequate given the current use of the site thereby increasing street
parking in neighborhoods surrounding the Applicant.

3. Noise. The Applicant has proposed to ring bells_s.everal times during the day, seven days
a week. Since the formation of RPV in 1973, no church has been permitted to ring bells, and
the City should not depart from this precedent.

:23 Sank BCtJ--~ Drc,~e- t<-P V,clt 11J2. 7i-
(Address or Neighborhood) I

Joel Rojas, Director of Planning, City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard, Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca 90275 Sf?

PI A 15 ?i]flrt
Dear Mr. Rojas: "'1/IJ/IJ/IVG ' at:!

/' share the concerns and values of my neighbors. I encourage the p1~RR~~amvptand
PI~nning. ~ommission to ~ork with the Applicant to develop a plan that allow~~~trcqntto
bUIld theIr Improvements rn a way that addresses the issues stated above and is compatible
with the surrounding community. Additionally, I have noted above other concerns I have with

r(~r~ to this ~roject.~ .

.._jPfw f-{. S .tJJ~
Pav- L

If you want the Planning Commission to 51ddress the concerns listed above, please sign the
statement below and mail it to: .

You can also fax this letter to the Planning Department at 310-544-5293
Comments shOUld be sent As Soon as Possible (Sept. 16, 2008)

Sep 12 08 OS:25p John Wang 310-541-9744 ___-,-p.1 _

IMPORTANT INFORMATION IN REGARD TO THE ST JOHN FISHER PROJECT

Greetings
A hearing has been scheduled for Tuesday, September 23, 2008, at 7:00 PM at Hesse Park
for public comment regarding the proposed building project by St. John Fisher Church (The
Applicant). While supporting many of the stated purposes of the proposed project, many
residents in the surrounding neighborhoods (Island View, Mela Lane, Valley View Road,
Burrell Lane, Park Place, Del Cerro, Mesa Verde and Ridgecrest) share 3 primary concerns
regarding some aspects of the proposal.

1. The size and mass of the new sanctuary, The Applicant proposes to build a new 17,000
sq. ft. sanctuary with a tower and steeple towering 74 feet above the ground. The Applicant
has chosen to position the new sanctuary on its 9 acre (400,000 sq. ft.) lot at the corner of
Crest and Crenshaw. The building looms over residences directly across the street in the
Island View (where building pads are 20 feet below the Applicant's building pad, further
exacerbating the appearance of height, bulk and mass of the structure.) The dimensions of
the structure and its positioning at the corner is inconsistent with RPV norms of community
compatibility, especially in light of the fact that the area is composed of single family homes,
and is at the gateway to one of the major trails in the City.

2. The adequacy of parking. The applicant seeks to increase the seating capacity of its
sanctuary from 650 to 870, while decreasing the on site parking from 359 spaces to 331.
The proposed parking is inadequate given the current use of the site thereby increasing street
parking in neighborhoods surrounding the Applicant.

3. Noise. The Applicant has proposed to ring bells_s.everal times during the day, seven days
a week. Since the formation of RPV in 1973, no church has been permitted to ring bells, and
the City should not depart from this precedent.

:23 Sank BCtJ--~ Drc,~e- !Z.P V,clt 11J2. 7i-
(Address or Neighborhood) I

Joel Rojas, Director of Planning, City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard, Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca 90275 Sf?

P/.4 15 ?i]flrt
Dear Mr. Rojas: C~I\JI!VG, 8 ' at:!
/' share the concerns and values of my neighbors. I encourage the Pla~R~~amvptand
Planning Commission to work with the Applicant to develop a plan that allow~~~trcqntto
build their improvements in a way that addresses the issues stated above and is compatible
with the surrounding community. Additionally, I have noted above other concerns I have with

r(~r~ to this ~roject.~ .

.._jPfw f-{. S .tJJ~
Pav-- L

If you want the Planning Commission to 51ddress the concerns listed above, please sign the
statement below and mail it to:

You can also fax this letter to the Planning Department at 310-544-5293
Comments shOUld be sent As Soon as Possible (Sept. 16, 2008)
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RECEIVED
IMPORTANT INFORMATION IN REGARD TO THE ST. JOHN FISMSRDEVI!LOPM~ PfS!PEql5 200P

GJ8eting8, Neighbors: PLANNING, BUILDING AND
CODe ENFORCEMENT

A hearing has been scheduled for Tuesday. september 23, 2008, at 7:00 PM at Hesse Park forpublic comment
regarding the proposed building project by Sl John Asher Church (The Applicant). White supporting many of
the sI8tsd purposes of the proposed proJed. fl8lY I88idenIa in the sul'TOUnding neighborhoods (Island vttNt.
Meta Lane. Valley View Road, BuITell Lane, Park Place, Del cerro, Mesa Palos Verdes and Ridgecrest) share 3
primary COI'ICI1mS regMtlng some aspects of the proposal.

1. Iht sjg and D'fIII ofbuleWRtCl.uIry. The ApplIcant~ to build a new 17,000 sq. ft sanctI.By
with a tower and steeple tawering 74 feet aboVe the ground. The Appfioant is req.-sting to position the new
sancIuaIy on its 9-ecre (400.000 sq. ft.) lot at the comer of Crest and Crenshaw, where the 74->fl height of the
building would be added to a bUikJlng pad that is already 15 to 20 fl aboVe the CrenshaW strMt level. At thiS
1ocaIion. the building VfOUId have a very prominent pr888DOB to be seen by sit travelling along Crest Rd. and
Cr8nshaw Blvd. and would Joc:Jm tNet residences dfrectfy across the street in 1tte Island VIew - where building
pads are 10 feet or more b.ItQw the er.nshaw street levet, further exacerbating the appearance of height. bulk
and mass of the structure. The dimensions of the structure and its positioning at the comer are fnconsislent with
RPY' norms ofneighbortlood compatibllty and maintaining the rul1ll and open character ofthe community (_
&fated In the City"s Genefal Plan), especially in Hght ofthe fad:1hal the 8f9IJ is composed of singJe famHy homes,
and is at the gateway to one of the most:scenic areas of open space and majornils In the City as well as rural
Rotting Hills.

2. 1be!!ldeatJ.fR.of1!IdsJng. The Clly's General Plan and Development Code require that adequate off......
parking be proytded for all existing and fulun!l development. The Applicant aeeks to Inc....the seating
capacity of lIB senctuIry from 650 to 870. whne decNulng the on4e parking from 359 spaces to 331. The
existing parking space is barely adequate for the current use ofthe site and partdng tlCCaIlonallY spills onto
Cr8n8haw and nelghbOOng residential s1reet8. A reduction In ot'Hte parking spaces, while inerMsing the
C8PBCilY of1he ~nctusry. would undoublBdly exacerbaIe neighboring street perking problems.

3. M2tB.. The City's Generat Plan says that the policies of the City are to provide for a quiet and serene
residential community, to control oommunity noise to assure an environment 'he of unnecessary noise, and to
regUlate land use 10 that thenit is a minimal degree of noise Impact on adjacent land uses. The Applicant has
proposed to ling bells several times during Ihe day. sewn days a week. plus after weddings and funerals.
Since the fonnation ofRPV In 1973. no ehurch has been permitted to ring bells, and the City should !!2tdepart
mm~~~. '

Please add other cornments or concerns you may have: P'Lk"J=l~ No'" :
~ After attending both planning commission meetings (at Hesse park) and now recently

attending the "St.JohnFlsher meeting" on theSt. John property, we are still ope~ @
@ and havepe !!!.erv!i!tioDS ~o the proposed construction project as it stands now.

There nee s to fie more studies done with more concrete and evaluative reports!
i results to show actual impact to the neighboring communities, which we still believe
j negatively impacts the neighboring areas as stated in the above concerns. t

..~~ Joel Rojas, Director of Planning, BUilding and Code Enforoement, City of Rancho Palos Verdes
.,.At'" 30940 Hawthorne Boufevard, Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

1'0

Dear Mr. Rojas:
I 8hate the concerns and values of my neighbors. I encourage the RPV Planning Department and Planning
Commission to work with th.e Applicant to develop a pion that allows the Appticant to bUild their improvements in
a way that addfesses the Issues stated aIXMt and is compatible with the surrounding community. Additionally,
I have noted above otherconcema I have WIth resJBn' to this project.
TtIE EJiUlAebS . 30 'SAN1'Jj. GAtAutJA R.PJ. '104'1-5,\

(Name) (Addr8SS or NeighbOrhOOd) C:Z::SLAI'Jb \II.eu/J
You can also fax this Iett8r to the Planning Department at 31Q-544..5293

ConnnlitD~ be eent As SOon as PoIJd)" (by SePt- 11, 2008. If poMJbIe)

TWAAJ'" '/,,'" NA. J:O:rA' MJR. ~/S"'ii'NIAJ4' TO D~1t CDiVt:J;R";S,.--:::- -:=:. ..

RECEIVED
IMPORTANT INFORMATtON IN REGARD TO THE ST. JOHN FISMSR DEVELOPMI?NT PfSIYEqt5 200?

Greetings. Neighbors: PlANNING, BUilDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT

A heaI'Ing has been scheduted for Tuesday. september 23, 2008, at 7:00 PM at Hesse Park forpublic comment
regarding the proposed building project by St. John Asher Church (TIle Applicant). While supporting many of
the sI8tsd purposeI 01 Ute pmposed Pf'OJeCt fl*'Y f8Sidenta in the sutTOUndlng neighborhoods (Island vttNi~
MeJa Lane. Valley View Road, BuITell Lane, Park Place. Del C8lTO, Mesa Palos Verdes and Ridgecrest) share 3
primary COI1CIRTJS regan:tlng some aspects of the proposal.

1. Tht aD and DWII of btt18WJll'JCluffy. The AppI1cant proposes to build a new 17IOOO.sq. ft sanctI&y
with a tower and steepte towering 74 feet above the ground. The Appficant is requesting to position the new
..-.cIl8y on its 94cre (400,000 Iq_ tt) lot at the comer of crest and Crenshaw, where the 74--fl height of the
building would be 8dded to a bUilding pad that is already 15 to 20 It aboVe the CrenshaW street level. At thiS
location. the buiklng would haVe 8 very prominent pNSenCe to be seen by aJI traveling along Crest Rd. and
CrwIshaw Blvd. and Would kxIm tNet residences directly across the street in 1tae .$land VIew - where buikfing
pads are 10 feet or more b!Jmy the en.nshaw street Ievet, further exacerbating the appearance of height bulk
and mass of the structure. The dimensions of the structure and its positioning at the comer are fnconsislent with
RP\I norms of neighbort1ood compatibility and malnlaining the ruRli and open character of1he community (_
stated In the Clty's Genefal Plan).~ In Hght of1he fad that the..is composed of single famRy homes,
and is at the gateway to one of the mostscenic areas of open space and major malls In the City as well as rural
Rotting Hills.

2. The I!IdIcJtMR.gf1IldsJDg. The CitYs General Plan and Development Code require that adequate off.....
partdng be proytded for all fJXi8ting and future deve1opment. The AppIieant Meka to Inc..- the seattng
capacity of lIB~ frOm 650 to 870. whne decNalng the on4e parking from 359 spaces to 331. The
existing parking space is barely adequate for the current use of the site and partdng occasionallY spflls onto
CnIn8haw and neighboring residential81reet8. A reduction In 0J"t.0de parking spaces, while irlenJMing the
capacity of the ~nctuary~would undoubledly exacerbaIe neighboring street parking problems.

3. !t2!I!!. The City's Generat Plan says that the policies of the City are to provide for a quiet and serene
residential community, to controt community noise to assure an environment free of unnecessary noise, and to
regUlate land US810 that Ihent is a minimal degree of noise impact on adjacent land UI8S. The Applicant has
proposed to ring bells several times during the day, S8Vfdl days a week. plus afterweddings and funerals.
Since the fonnation ofRPV In 1973. no church has been permitted to ring belist and the City should !l2ldepart
from this prec:edent. '

PleaSe add other COI1UlIeI11s or concerns you may have: P'Ur~~ No7It :

~ After ~ttendjng both planning commission meetings (at Hesse park) and now recently
attending the '-$t.JohnFisher meeting" on theSt. John property, we are still ope~ @

@and haver0 !!!.erv§tions ~o the proposed construction project as it stands now.
There nee s to be more studies done with more concrete and evaluative reportsl

i results to show actual impact to the neighboring communities, which we still believe
i negativefy impacts the neighboring areas as stated in the above concerns. t

.~1 Joel Rojas. Directorof Planning. BUilding and Code Enforcement City or Rancho Palos Verdes
~AW' 30940 Hawthorne Boulevard, Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

"'0
Dear Mr. ROjaS:
I 8hate the concerns and values of my neighbors. I encourage the RPV Planning Department and Planning
Commission in \VOt'k with ft\e Applicant to develop a pJen that allows the Appficant to buUd their improvements in
a way that addresses the issues stared aIXMt and is compat.IbIe WIth the surmunding community. Additionalfy,
Ihave noted above other concema Ihave WIth reo-u 10 this project.
TtJE El»uAel>S . 30 ~AN1'JJ. CA1AU tJA R.P~. '1o~1'S,\

(Name) (Addr8SS or NeighbOrhOOd) C:tSLAI'Jb \II.evJJ
You can also fax this letter to the Planning Deparbnent at 31Q-644...6293

eon.mem. ...... be aent As Soon .. PoItd).. (by SePt- 11, 2008. Ifpoglble)

TI1AJUK. y.,() NA. gO:rA' ,::c,R. ':-:IS'1'GNIAJ4' ,0 D'-'ll c.&JCJ;RAJS. •....:::- ~ ,.
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Sep 15 08 11 :05a Muttalib 3103779920 p.1

IMPORTANT INFORMAT10N iN REGARD TO THE ST JOHN F1SHER PROJECT

Greetings
A hearing has been scheduled for Tuesday, September 23, 2008, at 7:00 PM at Hesse Park.
for public comment regarding the proposed building project by St. John Fisher Church (The
Applicant). While supporting many of the stated purposes of the proposed project, many
residents in the surrounding neighborhoods (Island View, Mela Lane, Valley View Road,
Burrell Lane, Park Place, Del Cerro, Mesa Verde and Ridgecrest) share 3 primary concerns
regarding some aspects of the proposal.

1. The size and mass of the new sanctuary. The Applicant proposes to build a new 17,000
sq. ft. sanctuary with a tower and steeple towering 74 feet above the ground. The Applicant
has chosen to position the new sanctuary on its 9 acre (400,000 sq. ft.) lot at the corner of
Crest and Crenshaw. The building looms over residences directly across the street in the
Island View (where building pads are 20 feet below the Applicant's building pad, further
exacerbating the appearance of height, bulk and mass of the structure.) The dimensions of
the structure and its positioning at the comer is inconsistent with RPV norms of community
compatibility, especially in light of the fact that the area is composed of single family homes,
and is at the gateway to one of the major trails in the City.

2. The adequacy of parking. The applicant seeks to increase the seating capacity of its
sanctuary from 650 to 870. while decreasing the on site parking from 359 spaces to 331.
The proposed parking is inadequate given the current use of the site thereby increasing street
parking in neighborhoods surrounding the Applicant.

.3. Noise. Tbe APplicaoLbasproposed to ring bells several times during the day, seven days
a week. Since the formation of RPV in 1973, no church has been permitted to ring bells, and
the City should not depart from this precedent.

_WEi" ST:(orJ~U4 C l"ttJc£ AJ.L t9%Ptc..:T> Or Pf!.ofose]::) £{ rcplIv't,

PLAN Mt!tNkl ftu(!.&tt$t" o~ ITS tMflk!..T eN X'7L.1W VzEN'

1>l2or?Gt-TV! VA-WC'; bfJE":J1' "T/1f;"~ -MENTloJlfEb coJl~
'1 you want the Planning Commission to address the concerns listed above, please sign the
statement below and mail it to:

Joel Rojas, Director of Planning, City of Rancho Palos Verdes ~~C~I
30940 H~wthorne Boulevard, Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca 90275 Stp Ii

Dear Mr. Rojas: ,o~I\fI\tI/lf. 1$ t:1;;:z:;
I share the concerns and values of my neighbors. I encourage the Plan~~~~(
Planning Commission to work with the Applicant to develop a plan that allows
buHd their improvements in a way that addresses the issues stated above and is co atible
with the surrounding community. Additionafly. Ihave noted above other concerns 1l1ave with
~gard to this project. :~~~
l Pr71f!}L (vfeXrrA-t1tS) 4\fV.:.-.
(LMp?('JA Mumu~~'::llko ,r2t:; S~Jl[ CA-:1l-LtrO\ DltI~V.loo<-G__
"(Name) /;' (Address or Neighborhood)

t......

You can also fax this letter to the Planning Department at 310-544-5293
Comments should be sent As Soon as Possible (Sept. 16.2008)
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IMPORTANT INFORMAT10N iN REGARD TO THE ST JOHN F1SHER PROJECT

Greetings
A hearing has been scheduled for TuesdayI September 23, 2008, at 7;00 PM at Hesse Park .
for public comment regarding the proposed building project by St. John Fisher Church (The
Appficant). While supporting many of the stated purposes of the proposed project, many
residents in the surrounding neighborhoods (Island View, Mela Lane, Valley View Road,
Burrell Lane, Park Place, Del Cerro, Mesa Verde and Ridgecrest) share 3 primary concerns
regarding some aspects of the proposal.

1. The size and mass of the new sanctuary. The Applicant proposes to build a new 17,000
sq. ft. sanctuary with a tower and steeple towering 74 feet above the ground. The Applicant
has chosen to position the new sanctuary on its 9 acre (400,000 sq. ft) lot at the corner of
Crest and Crenshaw. The building looms over residences directly across the street in the
Island View (where building pads are 20 feet below the Applicanfs building pad; further
exacerbating the appearance of height, bulk and mass of the structure.) The dimensions of
the structure and its positioning at the comer is inconsistent with RPV norms of community
compatibility. especially in light of the fact that the area is composed of single family homes,
and is at the gateway to one of the major trans in the City.

2. The adequacy of parking. The applicant seeks to increase the seating capacity of its
sanctuary from 650 to 870. while decreasing the on site parking from 359 spaces to 331.
The proposed parking is inadequate given the current use of the site thereby increasing street
parking in neighborhoods surrounding the Applicant.

".3. Noise. TJJe APplicaoLbasproposed to ring bells several times during the day, seven days "
a week. Since the formation of RPV in 1973, no church has been permitted to ring bells. and
the City should not depart from this precedent.

j1j6" sre.orJ~u..-{ cr'tV~£ AlL t¥SPt~:U: of Pl!ofb%7) #l{rcplN;

PLAN MrtJNkl f1U(!,A-ti5:f;: or:- ITS tMfA:eT eN.:[%1'=O i/jEtv"

r>l2or?Gt-TV! \IA-UA£~ btJE·..~ J71E;"~ -MBJTlfJJIEb coJl~
If you want the Planning Commission to address the concerns listed above, please sign the
statement be10w and mail it to:

Joel Rojas, Director of Planning, City of Rancho Palos Verdes ~~Ct:"J' ~
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard, Rancho Palos Verdes, ca 90275 8£p I;;jV~D

Dear Mr. Rojas: 1>~I\fJWiIA 1$ t}f):Z:;
I share the concerns and values of my neighbors. I encourage the Plan~ ment and
Planning Commission to work wjth the Applicant to develop a plan that allows . nt to
b.uild their improvements in a way that addresses the issues stated above and is co atible
wlth the surrounding community. Additionally, I have noted above other concerns 1have with
~ard to this project. ,h-=v'~ .
l Pr~fML tvfCXffA-LIJS) LAf'7/~
(LMp?('JA Mfilrr4L',~~.", ::JjJzo' ,;2t:;~Ill: CA--7!LtfO\ ~-L-VJoo<::-G__
\.(Name) / /' (Address or Neighborhood)

" l./

You can also fax this letter to the Planning Department at 310-544-5293
Comments should be sent As Soon as Possible (Sept. 16, 2008)
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FROM :
PHONE NO. : 310 377 6106

Sep. 15 2008 11:38AM P1

IMPORTANT INFORMATION IN REGARD TO THE ST. JOHN FISHER DEVELOPMENT PROJECT

Greetings, Neighbors:

Aheartng has been scheduled for Tuesday, Septem~r 23,2008, at 7:00 p~ at Hesse ~rk for PU~lic comment 0
regarding the proposed building project by St. John Fisher Church (The APP!lcant): While 5Upportlng many ofA JI.t' :if:)) ~.
the stated purposes of the proposed project, mllny residents in the Ilurroundfng neIghborhoods (Island VIeW, ~~ <..)00 ~
Mala Lane, Valley VieW Road, Burrel/lane, Park Place, Del Cerro, Mesa Palos Verdes and Ridgecrest) Sl1aree'0a~'ltQ /'$" ';I. <.<:)
primary concerns regarding some aspects of the proposal. ~&: <9/. <.... };

.~ ~ "v(i'
0-A~'

1. The size and mass of the new sanctuary. The Applicant proposes to build anew 17,000 sq. ft. sanctuary ~'YQ
with a tower and steeple towering 74 feet above the ground. The Applicant is requesting to position the new ~ '1~
sanctuary on its 9-aGre (400,000 sq. ft.) lot at the corner of Crest and Crenshaw, where the 740ft. height of the ~ e>
bUilding would be addad to abUilaing ped that i~ lillr~~dy 15 to 20 fl. above the cren~haw street level. At this

location, the building would have avery prominent presence to be seen by.all travelling a~ong CreM Rd. ~~a
Crenshaw Blvd. and would loom over residences directly across the street In the Island View· where building
pads are 10 feet or more below the Crenshaw street level, further exacerbating the appearance of height bulk
and mass Of the structure. The dimensions of the structure and its positioning at the corner are inconsistent w~h
RPV n?nns of~~i9hborhood compatibility and ":,aintaining the rural and open character of the community (as
sta«;d In the City s General Plan), especially l~ light of the fact that the area is composed of single family homes,
and.IS at ~he gateway to one of the most sceniC areas of open space and major trails in the City as well as rural
Roiling Hills.

~. The adeauaey of parking. The Gity'S General Plan ~nQ Development Code require that adequate off-street

parking be provided for all axisting and future development. The Applicant seeks to increase the sea6ng
capacity of its sanctuary from 850 to 870, while decreasing the on·stte parking from 359 spaces to 331. The
existing parking space is barely adequate for the current use Df the SITe and parking occasionally spills onto
Crenshaw and neighboring residential streets. Areduction in on-SITe parking spaces, while increasing the
capacity of the sanctuary, would undoubtedly exacerbate neighboring street parking problems.

3. Noise. The City's General Plan says that the policies of the City are to provide for aquiet and serene
residential community, to control community noise to assure an environment free of unnecessary noise, and to
regUlate land use so that thQr~ i~ aminimal degree of noise impact on aojacent land uses. The App6cant has
proposed to ring bells several times dunng the day, seven days aweek, piUS after Weddings and funerals.

Since the formation of RPV in 1973, no church has been permitted to ring bells, and the City should not depart
from this precedent.

Please add other comments or concems you may have:

If you want the Planning Commission to address the concerns listed above, please sign the statement below
and mail it to:

Joel Rojas, Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement, City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard, Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

Dear Mr. Rojas:
I share, th~ concerns a~d values o! my neighbors. I encourage the RPV Planning Departm~nt and Planning
CommiSSion to work with ~he Applicant to develop ~ plan tha~ al!o~ the Applicant to build their improvements in
away that addresses the Issues stated above and IS compatible With the surrounding community Additional!
I have noted above other concemsl have with regard to this project. ,y,
J?O/'olll/..'l> or MMIIW G'tl/~if ~J Oe-cAi'JAlR{ J)~ , ..£ .. ,\>.:t... e't' ~ ~ Q
(Name) (Address or Neighborhood)

You can also fax this letter to the Planning Department at 310.544-5293
Comments should be sent As Soon as Possible (by Sept. 16. 2008, If possible)

FROM :
PHONE NO. : 310 377 5105

Sep. 15 2008 11:38AM P1

IMPORTANT INFORMATION IN REGARD TO THE ST. JOHN FISHER DEVELOPMENT PROJECT

Greetings, Neighbors: ~

Ahealing has been scheduled for T.-lay. Seplem~23. 2008. at 7:00 PM at Hesse ~rI< for public commenl (("0
~arriino the proposed building project by St. John Fisher Church (The APP!lcant): While 5UppOrting many ofA c.r"" '& ~.
the stated purposes of the proposed proJect, many residents in the ~urroundlng neIghborhoods (Island VIeW, ~"0 <../0 ~
Mala Lane, Valley VlewRoad, Burrell Lane, Park Place, Del Cerro, Mesa Palos Verdes and Ridgecrest) snaree'o¢~1tQ ./S-? ~'Y'
primary concerns regarding some aspects of the proposal. ~&: <9/. <~}; V

.~ ~ "'(.'b'
0--A ~.

1. The size and mass of the new sanctuary. The Applicant proposes to build anew 171000 sq. ft. sanctuary ~•vQ
with a tower and steeple towering 74 feet above ttle ground. The Applicant is requesting to position the new ~ "1~
sanctuary on its 9-acre (400,000 sq. ft.) lot at the corner of Crest and Crenshaw, where the 74--ft. height of the ~ e:>
building would be addM to abUfiding ped that io alreildy 15 to 20 ft. above the cren~haw street level. At this

location. the building would have avery prominent presence to be seen by.all travelhng a~ong CrMt Rd. ~~O
Crenshaw Blvd. and would loom over residences directly across the street In the Island View .. where building
pads are 10 feet or more below the Crenshaw street level, further exacerbating the appearance of height bulk
and mass of the structure. The dimensions of the structure and its positioning at the corner are inconsistent w~h
RPV "?rms of~~ighborhood compatibility and n:'ainfaining the rural and open character of the community (as
statt:d In the City s General Plan), especially i~ hght of the fact that the area is composed of single family homes,
and.IS at ~he gateway to one of the most scemc areas of open space and major trails in the City as well as rural
Roiling HIlls.

~. The adeauAey of parl<ing. Tne Gity'S Genera~ Plan Qno Development Code require that adequate off-street

parking be provided for all axisting and future development. The Applicant seeks to increase the sea6ng
capacity of its sanctuary from 850 to 870, while decreasing the on-sne parking from 359 spaces to 331. The
existing parking space is barely adequate for the current use of the site and parking occasionally spills onto
Crenshaw and neighboring residen~al streets. Areduction in on~site parking spaces, while increasing the
capacity of the sanctuary. would undoubtedly exacerbate neighboring street parking problems.

3. Noise. The Citra General Plan says that the policies of the City are to provide for aquiet aod serene
residential community, to control community noise to assure an environment free of unnecessary noise, and to
regulate land use so thai fhar~ iA aminimal degree of noise impact on ar;ljacent land uses. The App6cant has
proposed to ring bells several times dunng the day, seven days aweekl piUS after weddings and funerals.

Since the formation of RPV in 1973, no church has been permitted to ring bellsl and the City should net depart
from this precedent.

Please add other comment& or concerns you may have:

If YOU want the Planning Commission to address the concerns listed above. please sign the statement below
and mail it to:

Joel Rojas, Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement, City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard, Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

Dear Mr. Rojas:
I share. th~ concerns a~d values o~ my neighbors. I encourage the RPV Planning Departm~nt and Planning
COmmission to work with !he Applicant to develop ~ plan tha! allo~ the Applicant to build their improvements in
e way that addresses the Issues stated above and IS compatible With the surrounding community Additionall
I have noted above other concerns I have with regard to this project. . y,
YC?lv'/H..'P '( MJ'tf\JiJA/ G~a~/f ~3 O"l!!AAJAIR{ .:o~ 'lif - .v.,5£.... ('$' A~ Q
(Name) (Address or Neighborhood)

You can also fax this letter to the Planning Department at 310-544-5293
Comments should be sent As Soon as Possible (by Sept. 16. 2008. if possible)
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IsL{if 11\.-0{ vLew H-oll1lleOWlI\.-ers AssoC"L{iftLolI\.

P.O. 1SoX 25gb

R{ifIl\.-C"Vto p{ifLOS vero{es, CA 30275

RE EIVED
SEP 15 2008

September 12,2008

Planning Commission
City ofRancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

RE: Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration Permit
St. John Fisher Church

Oear CommissIoners:

PLANNING, BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT

I am sending you this letter at the direction of the Board ofDirectors of the Island View
Homeowners Association. The Island View is a 95 home Planned Unit Development located
south of Crest Road and immediately west of Crenshaw Boulevard. St John Fisher Church is
our neighbor across Crenshaw Boulevard.

The Board ofDirectors polled the membership of the Association, and also held a special
meeting on September 8, 2008. The consensus of the Board is that any plan which the
Planning Commission approves should have no significant adverse impact on adjacent
properties in the Island View community.

Sincerely,

Mr~. Kim Quinn, :pr~sident

Islatld View Homeowners Association

tsL{i{ V\..O{ v~ew HDVVleOWV\..eVs Assoc,~{i{t~o~

P.O. 1SoX 25~b

R{i{~c,Vto PiALos vevotes, CA 3°275

RE EiVED
SEP 15 2008

September 12, 2008

Planning Commission
City ofRancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

RE: Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration Permit
S1. John Fisher Church

near Commissioners:

J3LANNING, BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT

I am sending you this letter at the direction of the Board ofDirectors of the Island View
Homeowners Association. The Island View is a 95 home Planned Unit Development located
south of Crest Road and immediately west of Crenshaw Boulevard. 8t John Fisher Church is
our neighbor across Crenshaw Boulevard.

The Board ofDirectors polled the membership of the Association, and also held a special
meeting on September 8,2008. The consensus of the Board is that any plan which the
Planning Commission approves should have no significant adverse impact on adjacent
properties in the Island View community.

Sincerely,

Mr~. Kim Quinn, ;Pr~sident
Islarid View Homeowners Association
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FROM LONG PHONE NO. 310 377 3139 Sep. 15 2008 03:00RM Pi

City of Rancho Palos Verdes
Mr. Joel Rojas and Ms Le~a Michail
Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforoement
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, California 90274
Attn: Director of Planning and Zoning and MS'Leza Michail .

Dear Mr Joel Rojas and Ms Leza Michail,

Weare the neighbors ofSt· John:Fishera,nd all live near the intersection ·of.Crt:st Blvd. and·'·
Crenshaw Blvd.· We have,concems· regardlng·the:falmess·ottheShadowStudy.1/VMich was·
prepared by Dudek Company 'pertainingto' the ·r,ecent redesigned·..proposed .St John Fisher,
construction., The. bulk, size mass of the project Imposes significant andadverse.impacts on the
surrounding community. Hence we asked thatthe Commission not to approve-the construction
until these significant and adverse impacts are mitigated: Please note the following concerns:

1) The study· did not addresf:li the shadows that this large,'massive; over towering
structure will impose:onths sUITOunding"adjacentresidsnts.duringtheearly morning
hours of 6:30am, 7:00am, 7:30am, 8:00am or 8:30aitl~ .. . .

During these early' morning hours, the rede~ignedproposed SWohn Fisher projectwill.create
shadows to the surrounding residents and their;. yards.' This:will·create significant and 'adverse
impacts on these ·...sidents.; Hence we asked that the Commission not to'approvethe
construction until this significant and 'adverse Impact is mitigated.

Regards,

FROM LONG PHONE NO. 310 377 3139 Sep. 15 2008 03:00AM P1

City of Rancho Palos Verdes
Mr. Joel Rojas and Ms le~a Michail
Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforoement
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, California 90274
Attn: Director of Planning and Zoning and,Ms"Leza:Michaii '

Dear Mr Joel Rojas and Ms Leza Michail.

We,are the neighbors efSt, John:Fisher'a,nd all live near the intersection 'of,CrE:stBlvd. and ..,',
Crenshaw Blvd. ' We have 'contatns ' regarding 'the :falmess'·of the, Shadow Study:which was,
prepared'by'Dudek Company·,pe'rtaining'to' the·r,ecent redesigned-..proposed ,StJohn Fishen .
constroction.~ ,The bulk, size',mass afthe project imposes significant and·adverse ,impacts on the
surrounding community. Hence'we asked that,the Commission'not to approve the construction
until these significant 'and adverse impacts "are mitigated: Please note the following concerns:

1) The study,,'did ,not addrestli the shadows that this" large,: massive~ over, towering
structure will impose:on'ths surmunding.'adjacent ",residants.during'the'early morning
hours of 6:30am, 7:00am, 7~30am, 8:00am or 8:30aitl~' ",:' . ,

Duling these early' morning hours; the rede~ig"ed' proposed St ;John Fisher projed"will,create'
shadows to the surrounding residents, and their- yards,'" This:will·create significant and 'adverse
impacts on these ',",sidents,: "Hence we asked that the Commiseion not to 'approve'the
construction until this significant and 'adverse Im,pact Is mitigated.

Regards,
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RE fiVE
CTty of Ranoho Palos Verdes

=~=::~t;'''9~Code Enfo~l~,;;:>",:~c ;"'~N~~:' B~/~/:~a8
Ranch6,Pa~Verd~t qalifori)ia ~O~74" , ',',; ,':'~ ,:.,,",;' "',' ,',' 0:',,; 11i ' "C:::ODf ENFORCP"~N~D :
Attri:' Director of Plslrini'llg and ZOriingand Ms Leza Mlchall ., ", " ' WI,;; §

Dear Mrl,JoelR61as'and Mst.ekMi6hail,': ",.:~,,: ",,:;:::~::,::);.
I. ',':. ' .•". I

we':arEi'~'rieighb;,rt;of$t:'Joiin R~he~ and all 'live nearthe'inte~on of Crest Blvd, 'and Crenshaw',
Blvd. We ,I1Cf.'1e C90cem~ that the recent redesignep proposed St John Fisher construction imposes
significant ;!1rid a~ve(S!a im~cts, on the, ~urroundin9 CQmmunity. Hen~, we ijlljiked that; the Commission notto
approve 'the oonstfucticin until these significant and adverse'impaCts are mitigated. Please note the following
concems:

1) NGiO"~~ COMpMibilitj. BUilding suCh a la~e~ 'ma~sive and intrusive structure violates the
b~iQ,¢pnC:ept of bleOding intO the'surrounding area with ,itS neighbors and 'has significant adverse
im~p;aCtS'~n, the s'u~unding "~idential neighbofhqOd. .The prOpos~~ St. Jo~n 'Fisher build,ng,
ItriPO~QI'!, ne.arb¥,~ideilt$~ right to 'privilCy as well as their right' to elijoy the beautiful s,i9.~ts; ,
sounds 'and amenities that RPV has to offer.

2) Height,Ofbuilding Pad and GtructUre. In a residential n~ighborhood,a large and massive blJilding
that'is~,stories highqn1he cO~~ of,¢~tand; Cre,~sha~ would be overbearing ,and uf1sightJy. It
would be visible 'by all 'nearby residences from inside and outside 'their residence as Well as from
~~,r ff:ont and back ~~s. Excavation ~the bUiI~lng,padaIJdqloW'el;'lng the building pad and
th~'hoJght anei size·of ~.'bulldlng Is required., ,," '.', ",' , '. . ~, . . .'

3) SamQ bt.illding,:8taildafd8'tor ail. M~st¢ thebi.Ji~ifJg$l5Qutti of Crest were required to ~caVate,
their sOil4ilnd were required ti;> b~Ud tne.'r $tr4~~,So that ,the root lines would be lowered ,and blend
into''the'nearby surroundings and nofbe obtnisiVeand blOOk peoples view. There was a height
restri,ction that~,s ~ing,enf(;lrced t9 prote<;t, tt;tt neighbors and local surroundings. The same
stand•• need toapplj"tiJtije PrOjJoS8d'St;;rohn Fl$hef constnl~n. ,',

• • • ' " , ' , , • ,I ~ ' , , I I

4) p~peity'Y~IU' :~08S" ~~d~n~ across the~'t1$w:~Il,as other n~rby residences ~ay face
pO~ntiall. of,vallie,to,th,ir e>d~0.9 homes ~ue,~ ti:le potentiaUy'larg&, :overbearing, massive an~
intrusive propOsed'St. John Fisher structure and resulting noise pollUtion. ' , ,

5) Traffic problem" Currentlythe~ is a t.affi9 problem due to, the large amount of automobiles
~ccessing the Sf~, John Fisher CrenshaW Parking 19t Wh~ ttleit rif,lrking lot is full,St. J~hn Fisher
attendees park up and dO'iln:,:Crenshaw BI't(d..Ttt$e1raffiGpaitems,Oa~~,by St; J,ohn Fisher
~_ndees. res,lilts in tr.ilffl~ jams, defaysand potential aCci~enw~lf S( Jphn Fisher is,alloWed to
CdnstiiJct this 'additi6nal'~m;oooSq. ft. building, the impaCted parking on 'CrenS!law BMt'Will soon
invade our own residential streets.

8) "Noise problem~ " AlloWance of tfiisbulltiin9 on that,comer woulfJ further in,c~ase th,~' noise problem
that,already exists. ,,' " " , .

7) MoVe uW bUildi~gtoth. middle of their 9'aQri:'~~: 'MOve the stfuew"'l0 somewh.... near
the"midd-, of th••,.,c., eat;ate in ouch a taGhlon where It blonds in with the local surrounding
and does not bOther the neighbors visually or audibly.

pncea9~int ~ have OOIJ~m~','th~ the recent redeSigned proposed St John Fisher construction imposes
significant and, a~v:erS,e imPacts'on the surrounding community. Hence we asked that the Commission not to
approve' th~' cons.tJiJction,until tI1~,sig.n~ntand adverse impacts are initigated.

• ".'.' " N' ' •

1'1«, TR£y t-C/i'JtJ,..
Sincerely, CQi4CEf.2./VGb Ls'"LAND VI't. w R. '£' S'I' I) ~ "",,-r

S5"flf91!5~ \2..'fi1 I ~D<jg

ld Wd80:S0 800~ ~1 'ddS 'ON 3NOHd ElNOl WOC:l.::l

RECEIVED',cifu of'Ranoho 'Palos Verdes
r~l S£

.~~~:j~~~~~~~~;:~:~OdeEnfo~e~t..J ,',,'."', c' ':'.' p 15 2008
3~~4(l.Hawt;home.,.~I~ .. ·.. '.: . ~ .' . ,.J '. :'. ,:•• ': •• ~,;;,;~:.,.;~ ,. :.,.. ";,..:,••:.,;.....:.,~; :,":::': :'···.P0NNlNG" -BUILDING.'
Ran~h~.,pa~: Ve~d~* qalifori)ia ~~~?4". ' ."(";.":::'~ i :'''>''';' !"::, .',,,,,.. ,". :x. :, t;:~DI:ENFORC AND:
Atbi:· Director of PI~lrini'r'\g and ZOning'and Ms Leza MlchaU ., .. , . , ...... ~'" " EMENr

DearMr;.JOOI.R6i~~;a~~Ms't~a¥j~naiJ;··;' . .,." " :... ,:::;:::~::':?'
we·:ari·thE;..rieighb,~:rifSt~:'John R~he~ and all U~ nearthe'inte~on of Cte$t 6fvd, 'and Cre~$haw' '.

Blvd. We .~~e ~oerJ:)~ that the recent redesignep proposed St John Fisher construction imposes
significant ~n'~' a~v¢.~ iril~'?lS. an th~. ~urrounding t;Qm~uoity. Henc;;,e. we aeked that the Commission noUo
approve ·ttle construction until these significant and adverse"'impads are mitigated. Please note the foUowiog
concerns; .

1) N8iiJ"~~' COmpatibilitY. BUilding suCh a large~'ma~sive and intrusive structure violates the
b~io ..¢cnQept of bleOding intO the' surrounding area with .itS neighbors and·.has significant adverse
im~p~~··~rt. th~ .surrtJundi~9 "~idential neighbomQcd. ."T:he prOp~s~~ St. JQ~~ 'Fisher build~ng.
i.rnpo~ ~n. n~arby·.~idehts~ right to priv~ as well as their' right to (j!lijoy the beautiful sights; .
sounds"and amenities that RPV has to offer. '. , " .

2) Heigh.:Of building Pad and struetUre. In a residential n~ighborhood,'a farge and massive b~iJdinQ
that'is~.Eitoryes high 'qn.1he ce;,~~ of,9~tand; Cre.~shaY( wou~d be overl;lea~.ng.and u~tiight1y. It
would be visible 'by all nearby residences frOm inside and outside' their residence as wen as from
~~~r front and ~ck~~~.. ~cavation.~the ~iI~lng..pa~ ....~...~.,ng the building pad and
th.·h.~,Bhtand slD'of~G:~ulktl,ngIs rec:ju'lred~ '." . . ,". ' :

3) SamQ bUilding '8tandafd8"for ail. MQst ¢ the biJi~jng$ eouth of Crest were req~ired to ~caVate,.
their soU ~~d were reqU.i(ed t9 b~nd tnei'r strY~~, So that .fhe rOof lines would be lowerecl.snd blend
into'the(nearby surroundings and not'be obttU5iVe:and blOCk peoples view. There was a height'
restriction that .~.$ ~i"g ..~imf()rced t9 prote<;t,~.. neighbors and local surroundings. The same
$~nd.rd$ need to'~plY:·~.~ p~poS8d'St ~hn Fisher constnl~n. ; .. ,

4) prppeity'Y~IU. ,~.0a8 ..~~d~nCes across the~"~$~~n,asother ~~rby Tesiden~' ~ay face
pOteli~al,'.I~ of.va~ue,to ,th,ir ~~0.9 horrwes due.~ ~~: Poten.ny· ,la.rg&J :overbearingt ma~ive an~
intrusive propOsed'St, John Fisher structure and re$Ldtih9 noise pollUtion. . . ,

5) Traffic Problenl~,.Currel1tly .the~ ~~ a 1riiffi.c probfem d~e ,tt? the large a~ount of automobiles
~~ing the Sf" Joh,; Fisher C~n$haW Parking 191 Wh$ii theit Piilrking lot is full",St J~hn Fisher
attendees park up aod doWn':,:C~sh$W BI"d..1l'J~~G,pattems,·Ca~~.by St~ J.ohn Fisher .
~~ndees. res.tilts. in ~ffl~ jamSt delays"and potential aCci~ent6: 'tf S(, Jphn Fisher i$,alloWed to
C6nstiiJct this 'additional '201000 Sq. ft. building, the impaCted parking on 'Crenst\aw BIvd~' Will soon
invade our own residential streets.

5) "Noise problem~ '.AUoWance of this 'buil~ir1g on that,corner woulf,I further inp~ase ~~. noise problem
that.already exists.' ,,' .. . " ' . .~ .

I • ,',... • .'

7) MoVe aW bUildi~g 'to ·lb. middle of their 8 :a~ri: ..tist.l :'MOve the structure to 80mltJWhere near
the..midd" of th•.J,.,c-., ...... in "uch a faGhlon whore it blonds in With the local surrounding
and does not bOther the neighbors visually or audibly.

pn,ce a9~i~t ~ have coo~in~·.'t~~ the. recent redeSigned proposed St John Fisher construction imposes
signlfiCSl1.t 'and. ~gverS,e imPacts'on the surrounding community, Hence we asked that the Commission not to
approve' th~' Cc;i~~trucfio~. until~~.~i9n~nt and adverse impacts are initigated.

• '. ..... ." N' " •

'. A, "1«. TR£y WtJrJ..
Sincerely, ~'! . COi4c- e"(.2./J G'D I..s'"LAND VI' ·6 w R. ~S"I' () ~ 1-/"'-

,/ ( SbP"r~f5~ t2.t"i'l J 'Q..o<j2!

J

1d Wd80:S0 800c c1 'ddS 6£1£ U ..£ 01£ 'ON 3NOHd ElNOl WOCl.::l
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FROM LONG PHONE NO. 310 377 3139 Sep. 12 2008 05:06PM P1

City of Rancho Palos Verdes
Mr Joel Rojas and Ms Leza Michail
Di~or of Planning, Building and CodeEnfo~,mer:lt

30940 HaWthorne'Blvd. , ,'.',,'
Randhd Palos Verdes, callfomia 90274, ;' " ',' ,
Attn: Director of Planning and Zoning andMs Leza MiChall

RE el D
, SEP 15 2008

PlANNING, BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT

:"'"',, ,
','

Dear Mr J~I Rojas and:Ms L~'Mi~aii,' '
':. :' ',.'., :,,". \.. ~. • \' ,: '. ... ... I, " .,

We are the 'neighbOrs ,t;iSi::'John'FiSher and ail live near the interSiectioh 6t'C~ Blvd: and Crenshaw '
Blvd. We have concems that the recent redesigned proposed St John Fisher construction imposes
significant ~nd adv~rse:im'pacts 9" me: ~,~!TOunding ,epmmu,,;ily. HenQew~. ~,Ske9 that,the Commission nO! to
approVe the constn1etion until these sIgnificant and adverse Impacts are mitiga.ted. Please note the followmg
concems:

1} NelghborhoOci, com~'l;tiii.lY:' Bui~,n9$~~ 'a ta~ .. m_ive,Aindil)trusiye:s~cture"iol~$.S ~e
ba~ic'wncePt of blen~ing' fnto the surroUnding'a..- 'N,ith its neighbo~ a.,<,1 hills sigriifjca.,t ad~erse
imp8cts on the surrounding resid~nti~1 neighborhOOd~Tf)e prqposed St John'Fisherbuilding
imposes' on:riearby residents' right to'privacy as well as their rjghtto enjoyth~beautiful sights;
Sounds and amenities that RPV has to offer.' ' ..,'

2} Hoight of bUilding',pad~nd stfu~re. Ih a resi<jentiat neighboihOod~ .~ Iarg~ ~nd massive I,luilding
thafis 4-9 stOries high on'the oomer of qrestandC.i'enshaw' wouklbe:ovemeari,ng and unsigtltly· It
would b& visibie by all nearbY'residences'from inside and'outside their residenCe as welt as from
their front and back yards. ExcaV,atlon of the building pad and lowering the building pad and
the height and sb:e oti the buIlding is required. ' :' ,".. .

, . .." ':,' . .. . ..

3) Some building stanM. for:all~ 'Most 9fthebuildings $Outh or'Ci9st'wererequi,ted to eXcavate
their soil' and' Wer$ required to bUild their structure so that the roOf lines Would be IbWered and blend

:; ': into the nearby surrounding!ran<fnotbe obtfu$ive and blOCk peOples vieW. There was' a hi:light
restriction that was being enforced to protect the neighbors and local surroundings. The same
standards noGd'to apply to thepro~ stJohn Fisher constmction.

'.". ~. ' , . . . ':.' . .'. . I.: '. '. :

4) ProPerty value Ic*s. Residen~ao~ the street'~ well as 'other,nearby 'residences may face
potential loss of value to their existing homes due to'the potentially large,'overbearing, ma$sive and
intrusive proposed 'StJohn Fisher structUre and r'esl.ltting noise pollution. " ,

5) T~ffic pt:Oblem~ CurrentlY thena' IS 'ill traffic problem due to the large amount of automobiles
<:iceessi,rig'the st: JO,h.n Fish'er Crenshaw Parking 'fof 'When their 'parking lot is full, St John :Fisher
atteridees'pai'k up ariddoYin Crenshaw Blv<fThese traffiCpatiemsOaused by Sl John FiSher
attendees reSults in traffic jams, delays and Potential accidentS. If Sl John Fisher is allowed to
construct this additional 20,000 sq. fl- building, the impacted parking on Crenshaw Blvd. will soon
invade our own residential streets.

, 6) ,No~ PfOb1e'!'. . Allowance.Of this buildin90n that corner WOuld further in(:MaSe the noise pmblem
thatalready exists: " ',','" "'. ' , ' "

7)' Move the 'buildlng":to the'mlddle oftheir,. acre estate~;MOVe the structUre to somewhefe near
the middle. ofU.e ..ac~,~ in such a fashion where it blends in 1Irith the~I stitrOunding
and does not bOther the neighbors 'VIsually oraUdibly.

o~~again.\"';El t.'$VE....~~~Sth~:~e recent·red~igned proposed St John Fisher construction imposes
significari~'and aC;lverse imPactS orNhe sUl'I"OUnding community. Hanoe we asked that the Commission not to
approve the conStruction until th~$ign~nt and adverse impacts are mitigated.

. .. ',. ", . " :.~

FROM LONG PHONE NO. 310 377 3139 Sep. 12 2008 05:06PM P1

..... ,"

City of Rancho Palos Verdes REefIVED
Mr Joel Rojas and Ms Leza MichaU SE
Director of Planning, Building and Code 'Enfo~rnent " P 15 2008
30~O, fI~9rr:'e 'BI"d. ~:',:. :'" , " ' , ' PlANNING, BUILDING AND
Rancho PalOS Verdest ' califomta 90274,' ,
Attn: Director of Planning and Zoning and"Ms Leza MiChan 'CODE ENFORCEMENT

DearMrJ~1 Rojasand)~s,i~:Mi,~ali," ,:'" ,',' ,,'J:.'.:" : .. ,1. ' :"'" ~ ... " ,

We are~e"ne~~~bO~,~i:~~:"J~hri:~i$~era~~'ajllive ~oorthe'inte~ectioh 6f'C~'Blvd" and Crenshaw '~'
Blvd. We have concerns that the recent redesigned proposed St John Fisher construction imposes
significant ,~d ad~~rse;im'~cts 9" me: ~~~unding ,~mmu~ity,. HenQe,W~. ~.Sk~ that,the Commi~lon ~CJ! to
approVe the ConstrUction until these' significant and aaverse Impacts are mitigated. Please note the foUOWIng
concems:

1) Nelghbot'h~. comp~dn;.ii~>B~ltq~n9 ,s~~'a ~~; masSiveJlnd':'il1trusi~:s~clu~:viO~~$S Ule
ba~ic'C9ncePt of blen,~ing'rnto the surroUnding'a..With its "~~ghbo~ alJQ h~s $igQ~~r:tt adv:erse
impaets on the surrounding resid~nti~1 neighborhOOd~ ,',!t)e prqposed ~: Joh,n'Fisher'~u~ldin9
imposes' O~,'~~rby ~s~dents' right to" priv~cy' as well as their rjghtto enjoy 'th~ beautiful sights~
Sounds and amenities that RPV has to offer. ,,' ' , , ','

2) Hoight of'bUlldl~9',pad"~n~'stnI~.... fn a' res~entiat ~~ighbo~~ ,~ 1a1"SJ~ ~nd massive Q~ilding
thatis 4{) stOrieslligh on:'~ c:om~r Of~rest'and'~renshaw,'wo~d~'b~~'O\letbea~,t:1g and un,sigll~Y·' It
would b& viSible by all nearby' residences'fr'Om inside and':outside their residenCe as'wen as ft'om
their front and baok yards. ExcaV,atlon of the building pad and lowering the building pad and
the height and ske of'the bUl'diiig is required. ' : ":,', '-, ' ,

.. , ., "', ,::"",' .... :' : " ."

3) tkme building stanCR. for".I1~ "Most 9f'th& 'buildings south or"Cr9St'were r0qu~,~ to eXcavate
their soil' and Wer$ requireo to bUild their structure $0 that the roOf Jines Would be IbViereCI and blend

:' ': into file nearby surroundi'ngs" and' 'not 'be obb-u$ive and hlOCk peeples vteW. There was' a h~i'ght'
restriction that was being enforced t9 protect the neighbors and local surroundings. The same
standards ne8d'to apply 'to'thepm~ st'John Fisher construction.

'," '. ", " .• '\ ,,'. ,,' •. :." ..,'. ,,'I,,:,,' .' '"':.

4) ProPerty value,I~. Residen~ ,ac~ the street'~ well as 'o:ther,nearby 'residences may face
potential loss of vaf~,to their existing hor,nes due to'the potentially large,'OVf;9rbearing, mat;sive and
intrusive proposed 'St 'John Fisher structUre and resulting noise pollution. .. ,

5) T~ffic p~bI.m~:CurrentlY the~' is 'a traffic probl~m d,ue :to the large amount of autornobi~
acee~,rig'thast. JO,h!t Fisher Crenshaw parking 'fof 'When tt:'eir 'parking Jot is full, St John :Fisher
'alteridees'p2i'k up ~nd'doWri Crenshaw 'Blv<t:'These traffiC'pattems'Caused by Sl JohnFfSher
attendees reSults in traffic j$ms, delays and Potenti8t accidentS. IfSl John Fisher is allowed to
construct this additionaf20.000 sq. ft buildinQ1 the impacted parking on Crenshaw Blvd. will soon
invade our own residential streets.

, '8} ,No~ p~ble~.. • Allowance~ this b~ildin9 ·on that corner WOuld further intrmlSe the noise:pmblem
, , ~at af~dyexists~,,' , ," ," , ' :' "': ' , ' , "

7)' Move the ,bu'ildlng'::to the'mlddle of tIIelr,. acre estate~;' MOVe the structUre to eomewhefe near
the ,middl~of~e .. ac~.~ in such a fashion where it blends in dh tho toeal surrounding
and dOO$ not bOther the, n$ighbors 'VIsually or8udibly.

O~~:again,\lIie~aVE....~~~S'th~:~~' recent"redesigned proposed St John Fisher construction imposes
5ign~cari~'and aC';lverse imPactS orNhe surrounding comrnunjiy. Hance we asked that the Commassion not to
approve the ~nStruction untilth~.$ign~nt and adverse jmpacts are mitigated.

. ..",. ". . . . :.~
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FROM LONG PHONE NO. 310 377 3139 Sep. 12 2008 05:05PM Pi

City of Rancho Palos Verdes
Mr Joel Rojas and Ms Leza Mic:::hail
Di~r of Planning, Building and,Code Enforcement
:}0940Hawth~me:'B,vd;'" , ' ':', "
Ranoho,',PalOs Verdes. california 90274 ; , "
Attn: DireCtor of Planning arid'Z6'ning and !VIs Leza Michal!

RECEI [)
SEP 15

, PLANNING, BUllOfNG'AN
CODE ENFORCf.Mf£N~f D

Dear Mrj~fRojas and M~t~Micl1ai( ",
,.. .'. • I .'. ,. I ',' "

We are 'th8 n~hbors of at. John Fi~her and ailli..ie near the;iriterSectio~ ~f Crest alvd. a~d Crenshaw
Blvd. We,have oone:::ems that the recent radesigned proposed st John Fisher construction imposes
significant ~n'fa(jve.rSi! irii~ o.n the ,surrounding comm~,nity. HenqeW~ asked that th~.Commissionnot to
approve thEfconstfuction until theSe significant and adverse impacts arei"nitigated. Please note the following
concems:, ',',., .

1) Nelghbort.ood' cO,mp8ti~ ..iY. BUilding'such a Jarge, massive'and,i~ttusive structUre yiotates the
b$slc concept,Of blending' intqthe $unYundirig 'area with iti:inelghbor$an~ has significant ~dverse
impaCts On the surrounding residenflalnElighborhood.The propOSed 'St, John Fisher biJilding
impOseS'on,nea~y~id:ents'119ht to pnvi\cY,as ..veil as: their right to enjo~ithebeautiful sights.
sounds and amenities that RPV has to'~r_ " " ..

2) H.i9~,~n~ulld'll9J)8d',a~~,~~~. ,In,a~iderm~,I, ~~,gh~omodd~,;a lar.ge ,a.nd ,massive ,bujlding
that:iS +5 ~~es ,~.gh ~'1h~ ,cOmer ofCrest .nd qren.sb~, would,lie ovetbeanng ~nd un$ightly. It
would bE! visible by all nearoy'MSideilces from 'inside and outside their residence as well as from
their front and back yards. ~~avatio~ of the building pa~ and kMMmng the building pad and
the h.eight an~.~ of'tt'~ ~i'ding,is,~u.i~," , :"'" ' ' '

" .. , \' ,.' ;.. ' ..'" ", ".' ". . .

3) ~bUI~.n9~nda~for all. NlOst:bf1h~ ti~ilding$ ,routhofClilst were required tc;)excava~ ,
their, sOtl and were required to build their StruOtUre $0 that the root lines,wOuld be lowered and blend
inlli:the'nearby:sUrrOi,mdingsand'nOt'be'ObtrUSive'andhloCk'PeoPI~ "'leW. There was a height'"
restriQtion ,tha~;W;::ls being enf/;:)~ ,to p'ro~tI1,~neighbors and local surroundings. The ume
atandar:d8 need'~.PPlYtO, tb.,p~ stjohn Fishercot:'S~. , , '

. . ".' " .... . ' ..,' . .,.:. .. ~.' .. . . . . "".'" . . . ' .. , .

4) Proport,y Yilt.. 10•. R~iO~ces~ the 'street a~ well, as other nearby residences may face
pqtentialloss of value to their exiStIng homes due to the potentially large, overbearing, ma$$i~e and
intrusive proposed Sl John Fisher structure and resulting noise pollUtion.

5) T~ffi~ptOblem_,CU$ntly '~ere, i~ ,a~i:affic'problem due to the,'!atg~ amour)t of automoblle~
aceeSS.ihg'the St. John 'FiSher Crenshaw parking lot. When ttu3ir ,paffiirig lot is full, St. John Fisher
~ees.. park ,up an,d ~owri Cren$h,aw ,~lvcJ.' These ,traffic patte~ t;8u,sed ~y, St ,JOlln Fisher
attend. 'res~ttS in,ti'affiC jams, delayS and pOtential accidents. IfSt John Fisher is allowed to ,
construCt: ttii~ additional 20,000 sq. ft. building;' the impaCted Pai'kingon Crenshaw Blvd. will soon
invade our own residential streets.

6) , N:oi$8 'p~blenl. _Ailo~n~ of1tlis building on th~ remer WoUld further increase the noiSe problem
thafalread~" existS. ,. , ,:. " ' ", "',' ,' , , ", ,, ' "

, ",", ': ' '. ',' .'. . .

7) Move the building to the mlddle Of their 9 aCre estate. Mo~ the stnum~re to son..!wh~re near
" the, m.iddle of.~e 9 acre~ In such a fashion where it blends in with the local surrounding
and dC)Qc not bothorthe nf;Jlghbol'& vl~ually or aUdibly.

~~~ agaih~',~ hs:Ye~nCe~s:thattJ,~. ~ntred~lg~ed pmposed St John Fisher construction imposes
Significant and adverse Impacts on the surrounding community. Hence we asked that the Commission not to
approve tt'Je construction unti,l.fhese significant and adverse impacts are mitigated.

~ncereri:tn/vJ ,~~
~4Z~--"Vtw

FROM LONG PHONE NO. 310 377 3139 Sep. 12 2008 05:05PM P1

City of Rancho Palos Verdes
Mr Joel Rojas and Ms leza Miohail
Di~~ of Plan!li~g, B~,'!din9 and.,Code Ertforcement
~0940.Hawth~me.B~vd. '.' ,", ',.' "
R~u1cih'(fPalOs Verdes. caiifomi~ 90274 ~ .. . ,
Attn: DireCtor of Planning and'ZO'ning and I\iJs Leza Michail

REefl 0
SEP 15, ?rr.

t~ ~ ~ ..;

. PLANNrNG, BUIlOFNG'AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT

Dear Mr j~fRojas and M~t~:Mictlai( , .
,.. .'. ., .'. c"' ',' "

we are 'th8 n~h'bors' of st. John Fi~her and all.li..;e,near th~ ':interSeotio~: ~f Crest Blvd. a~d Crenshaw
Blvd. We.have oonoems that the recent redesigned proposed st John Fisher construction imposes
significan~iln~"a4~e~im~0rt the ,su~undi~gcom~~,nity. He~w. asked that th~,.Co~missionnot to
approve th~foonstruction untiltheSe'significant and adverse impacts arei'nitigated. Please note the following

concerns: " ,'.: ", ..'

1) ".eighbo",ood·cO.mp8~~I~.' Building'suCh a ,}arge~ massive'an~ 'i~ttusive structUre Via.tate! the
baSi~ co~c'ept!Of,~I~~~ingJn~,th~ ~u~ndiri9 'area~ ibi:n~~gh~9rs ,,~n~ has si~n~Cant.~~verse
impacts on the surrouhding residential neighborhood. The propOSed St. John Fisher bUIlding
bripO$eS'on,neatby'~~dents' ll9ht to p~v~cy ,as Well as: their light to enjoy'.the bea~ul Sights.
sounds and amenities 'that RPV has to"~r_ " ,. ..

• • ••• ,.' ,., " , C' •

2) H.ig~,,~·,~~IId'~ ....~.a~~,~...... ,'n a.,~id~~I, ~~~gh~~rtl~~,~a large ,~nd .~~ssive ,~~i1d~~g
thafis~$tb~~ ,O.gti~"h~ ,oomer ofCrest ~nd qre~,b~, ~uld ..be·ove~ri~g ~Jnd un~ightiy. It
would bE! visible l)y all neamY"rasidences from 'inside and outside their'resjdence as wen as from
their front and back ~rds. ~~avati~" ~ the building tl8:~ ~nd kMNMin9 the building pad and
t~e h.ight an~.~ ~'t6~.~i'ding)s,~u.i~" .... " .: ., " , . '

,. '. ..j \' ,..' :.. ' .' .." I'''' • • '." .'. • •

3) ~.bUI~~ng ~n'~m8 for ~II. M~t:bfttt~ b~ilding$ ,$Outtt'Of,<fre,st were tequi~ te;l.~cava~ .
th,~~~, sQ{1 a"~ ~~ ~~i~ ~, b~i1d ~~e.ir ~~~ ~~at ~h~:root lin~, w6ul~ be '~rect ~Ad b~end
intO'the"nearby"surroundings 'and 'nofbe'obtrusive 'and 'block peopt~ VieW. There was a height .
restriQtion ~a~;~s. b~ing ~n~~.to p,ro~.~~ .neighbors and local surroundings. The Aame
atanda~',~e8d' ~'.pplf·tc>. tb.,p~ St'John Fisher~..~. '.' '.
• ,'. ",. , ". .,,'., .,1' ,." ' .. '." .. ,' 1•• , ; -,':' ".' • • ','

4) Pl'Opft"9' v.al~ ~_. R~ia~CeS kross thEfstreet; ~,s w~n as .other nearby re,sidencies ,'may face
pqteoti.alloss ~f value to ~eit exiStIng homes due to the potentiallY large. overbearing, rna$Si~e and
intrusive proposed Sl John Asher structure and resulting noise pollUtion. .

5) T~ffi~:ptObleitL6tJ$ntly '~ere, i~ .a'~rafflC'pfOblem due to the:l,atg~ amour:-t of aotomobile$
a~s~in9,'theSt. ~ohn"FiSner Crensh~.p8rking lot. When their,pal1driglot is full, sf. John FiSher
~~~~ .uP an,d ~o~ Cren~h.aw ,~Ivcl.' These ,traffic. patte~ ~u,sed ~y,Sl ,Jo~n Fisher
atte.,dee$ "res!JttS in.traffiC jams, delayS and pOtentia' accidents. IfSt Jahi'1' FiSher is'allowed' to ,
construCt this additional 20,000 sq. ft. bUildin9~' the impaCted Parking 'on Crenshaw Blvd. win soon
invade OUf own residential streets.

'6) , t~i~~.e 'p~~~.._Allo~n~ of1tliS' ,-?Ui,ldirt9, on,th~ cOmer ~Uld fisrther increase the noiSe problem
'thafalready existS. ..' . ' " " "" ','" ". ' , ,. . ... ..
. " ',', ...:" ' '. '. . ' , ..

7) Move the bUllding'tO the middle Of their 9 aCre estate9 Mo~ the StnI~rG to 5Onw_h~renear
" the, rn~dle o~~e 9 acre~ in such a fashion whore it blonds in with the local surrounding

',' and dOO8 not bGtherthu ft~lghbo~vlf»ually or aUdlbty..

~?~ ag~ih'~',~ h8:~e· ..~n~~s·:tha~ tJ,~: ~nt red~lg~~ proposed St John Fisher construction imposas
slgnifioant ~nd adverse Impacts on the surrounding community. Hence we asked that the Commission not to
approve itle co~~otion untU :these significant a~d adverse impacts are mitigated.

SlncerGJY;tnM.~~
~JJJ..~- -' \It~
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FROM LONG PHONE NO. 310 377 3139 Sep. 12 2008 04:45PM Pi

REeE D
SEP 12 200B

PLANNING, BUilDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT

City of Rancho Palos Verdes
Mr Joel Rojas and Ms Leza Michail
Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, California 90274
Attn: Director of Planning and Zoning and Ms Leza Michail

Dear Mr Joel Rojas and Ms Leza Michail,

We are the neighbors of St. John Fisher and all live near the intersection of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw
Blvd. We have concerns that the recent redesigned proposed St John Fisher construction imposes
significant and adverse impacts on the surrounding community. Hence we asked that the Commission not to
approve the construction until these significant and adverse impacts are mitigated. Please note the following
concerns:

1} Neighborhood compatibility. Building such a large, massive and intrusive structure violates the
basic concept of blending into the surrounding area with its neighbors and has significant adverse
impacts on the surrounding residential neighborhood. The proposed St. John Fisher building
imposes on nearby residents' right to privacy as well as their right to enjoy the beautiful sights,
sounds and amenities that RPV has to offer.

2) Height of building pad and structure. In a residential neighborhood, a large and massive building
that is 4-5 stories high on the corner of Crest and Crenshaw would be overbearing and unsightly. It
would be visible by all nearby residences from inside and outside their residence as well as from
their front and back yards, Excavation of the building pad and lowering the building pad and
the height and size of the bUilding is required.

3) Same building standards for all. Most of the buildings south of Crest were required to excavate
their soil and were required to build their structure so that the roof lines would be lowered and blend
into the nearby surroundings and not be obtrusive and block peoples view. There was a height
restriction that was being enforced to protect the neighbors and local surroundings. The same
standards need to apply to the proposed St John Fisher construction.

4) Property value 10$$, Residences across the street as well as other nearby residences may face
potential loss of value to their existing homes due to the potentially large, overbearing, massive and
Intrusive proposed St. John Fisher structure and resulting noise pollution.

5) Traffic problem. Currently there is a traffic problem due to the large amount of automobiles
accessing the St. John Fisher Crenshaw parking lot. When their parking lot is full, St. John Fisher
attendees park. up and down Crenshaw Blvd. These traffic patterns caused by St. John Fisher
attendees results in traffic jams, delayssnd potential accidents. If S1. John Fisher is allowed to
construct this additional 20,000 sq, ft. building, the impacted parking on Crenshaw Blvd. will soon
invade our own residential streets.

6) Noise problem. . Allowance of this building on that corner would further increase the noise problem
that already exists.

1) Move the building to the middle of their 9 acre estate. Move the structure to somewhere near
the middle of th& 9 acre estate in such a fashion where it blends in with the local surrounding
and does not bother the neighbors visually or audibly.

Once again, we have concerns that the recent redesigned proposed St John Fisher construction imposes
significant and adverse impacts on the surrounding community. Hence we asked that the Commission not to
approve the construction until these significant and adverse impacts are mitigated.

FROM LONG PHONE NO. 310 377 3139 Sep. 12 2008 04:45PM Pi

RECEIVED
SEP 12 2008

PLANNING, BUILDING AND
CODe ENFORCEMENT

City of Rancho Palos Verdes
Mr Joel Rojas and Ms Leza Michail
Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, California 90274
Attn: Director of Planning and Zoning and Ms Leza Michail

Dear Mr Joel Rojas and Ms Leza Michail,

We are the neighbors of $1. John Fisher and an live near the intersection of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw
BJvd. We have concerns that the recent redesigned proposed St John Fisher construction imposes
significant and adverse impacts on the surrounding community. Hence we asked that the Commission not to
approve the construction until these signifioant and adverse impacts are mitigated. Please note the following
concerns:

1} Neighborhood compatibility. Building such a large. massive and intrusive struoture violates the
basic concept of blending into the surrounding area with its neighbors and has significant adverse
impacts on the surrounding residential neighborhood. The proposed St. John Fisher building
imposes on nearby residents' right to privacy as well as their right to enjoy the beautiful sights,
sounds and amenities that RPV has to offer.

2) Height of building pad and structure.. In a residential neighborhood, a large and massive building
that is 4-5 stories high on the corner of Crest and Crenshaw would be overbearing and unsightly. It
would be visible by all nearby residences from inside and outside their residence as well as from
their front and back yards. Excavation of the building pad and lowering the building pad and
the height and size of the bUilding is requited.

3) Samo building 6tandards for all. Most of the bUildings south of Crest were required to excavate
their soil and were required to build their structure so that the roof line$ would be lowered and blend
into the nearby surroundings and not be obtrusive and block peoples view. There was a height
restriction that was being enforced to protect the neighbors and local surroundings. The same
standards need to apply to the proposed St John Fisher construction.

4) Property value 10$$. Residences across the street as wen as other nearby residences may face
potential loss of value to their existing homes due to the potentially large, overbearing, massive and
intrusive proposed St. John Fisher structure and resulting noise pollution.

5) Traffic problem. Currently there is a traffic problem due to the large amount of automobiles
accessing the St. John Fisher Crenshaw parking lot. When their parking lot is full, St. John Fisher
attendees park up and down Crenshaw Blvd. These traffic patterns caused by St. John Fisher
attendees results in traffic jams, delays .and potential accidents. If St. John Fisher is allowed to
construct this additional 20,000 sq. ft. building, the impacted parking on Crenshaw Blvd. will soon
invade our own residential streets.

6) Noise problem. . Alfowance of this building on that corner would further increase the noise problem
that already exists.

7} Move the building to the middle of their 9 acre estate. Move the structure to somewhere near
the middle of the 9 acre estate in such 4' fashion where it blends in with the local surroundIng
and does not bother the neighbors visually or audibly.

Once again, we have concerns that the recent redesigned proposed St John Fisher construction imposes
significant and adverse impacts on the surrounding community. Hence we asked that the Commission not to
approve the construction until these significant and adverse impacts are mitigated.
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FROM LONG PHONE NO, 310 377 3139 Sep. 15 2008 11:07AM Pi

RECE D
SEP 15 200P

PlANNING, BUILDING MID
CODE ENfOOCEMEM'

city of Rancho Palos Verdes
Mr Joel Rojas and Me Leza Michail
Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
30040 Hawtnorne Blvd.
Rancho PalOS Verdes, California 90274
Attn: Director of Planning and Zoning and Ms Leza Michail .

Dear Mr Joel Rojas and Ms Leza Michail,

We are the neighbors of St;'John,Fisner and all live"near the intersectioh'of;'Crest Blvd. 'and,Crenshaw
Blvd. We havErconoems that-the recent redesigned proposed $t John Fisher Construction imposes ' ,.
significant and adverse impacts on,the surrounding community. Hence'we asked that the Commission l'IOtto
approve the construction until these significant and adverse impacts are eliminated.

The concems are::,overthe issuesoftraffic, parkingtnoise, loss of:pi'Operty valUes,' neighborhood,
compatibility, location, bUlk, size. mass and height of the 'proposed redesigned St John Fisher construction.

In accordance: to theiCalifornia,Envir.onmentalQlialityAct (CEQUA), there must be',Environmental
Impact,:Repor~~HEIR), ,prepared prior to the City:granting approval for construction. We request that these
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49 Ma.nta Catalina Drive· Rancho Palos Verdes· Calilornla ~NFORCEMENT
Tel: 310-541 w 2878 Fax: 310-544-4186
email: Betty:eoulltoo@cox.net
email: Tom:eoulJone@cox.net
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SEP-15-2008 07:36 From:COULL, 310 544 4186 To:3105445293

September 12, 2008

r01n/~Betty coull
/f9S~C~V~

R~PalorVerdes-
caltfbr~ 90275

310-541,.2878

Mr. Joel Rojas
Director ofPlanrnng, City ofRancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275
To: Planning Commission

Ref: Shadow Study of John Fisher Church Project by Dudek

Dear Sir,
A review of the shadow study prepared by Dudek indicates that the writer of
this report may be confused as to the direction of the shadows that are cast
from this project. The four homes we believe that are being addressed, in the
summary of this study, are on the west side of Crenshaw and it does appear
that new shadows on the Island View property would occur as a result of
placing the sanctuary in this location outlined in this study. There is no
specification in the study as to the height of the new landscaping or what
height value they used for the existing landscaping. Trees grow and I have
personally observed that the trees that presently exist do cover Island view
property in the morning in August hence the reason for my suggestion that a
study be done to determine the coverage at the winter solstice while
incorporating the new plans for the sanctuary. They have also selectively
shown what the coverage is at 9:00 am and not at an earlier time. Two or
three hours of shade are shade time that the present home owners do not
have at this time and if this is the case this would have a direct impact on
them being able to have the full enjoyment of their home and back yards as
they have experienced in the past 20+ years.
Another issue to consider is the inability of a homeowner to install solar
power panels on their roofs in order to reduce their dependence on
commercial power because of this potential increase in shade time.
One other consideration is that there is a considerable amount of fog that
collects at certain times of the year at the top of Crenshaw Boulevard and
the longer this area is in the shade, especially at the intersection of Crest
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SEP~15-2008 07:36 From:COULL 310 544 4186 To: 3105445293

Page 2.
Road and Crenshaw Boulevard the longer it will take for the wanner air to
penetrate the atmosphere and clear this condition: just an additional traffic
hazard if the sanctuary is built where it is presently planned.
By placing the sanctuary so close to the comer of Crenshaw and Crest and
the ability of church members to be able to walk around this building at an
elevation 30 or 40 feet above the residences in Island View is something
that does not exist today and would have an adverse effect on privacy of our
homeowners. ,
If the issue of building a new sanctuary had been brought to the neighbors,
two years ago, when all of the various designs and locations were being
discussed 81. John Fisher congregation would have saved a lot of money
and all of the neighbors would be affinnative to their needs.
I know of no person that is against the church or for that matter any church
that wants to try to attract or accommodate new member; it just so happens
that 81. John Fisher tried to accomplish this task by not involving anyone
outside of their church.
The obvious solution to this issue is to relocate the sanctuary by moving it
back into the 9.5 acres that they have on the 81. John Fisher church property.
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Leza Mikhail

From: Judge O'Brien [gobrien@adrservices.org]

Sent: Monday, September 15,20084:13 PM

To: LezaM@rpv.com

Cc: 'Carolyn O'Brien'

Subject: St. John Fisher

Dear Ms. Murphy:

As a member of St. John Fisher Parish, I support its application for a conditional use permit to
build a new church. In considering such issues as the height of the bell tower, shadow, noise,
etc., if it has not already done so, I would suggest that the staff compare the proposed
structure to other churches in the community. Thank you.

Gregory C. O'Brien, Jr.

9/15/2008
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Leza Mikhail

From: Carolyn O'Brien [obrien537@cox.net]

Sent: Monday, September 15,20083:51 PM

To: LezaM@rpv.com

Subject: St. John Fisher's new church

Dear Leza

I would like to voice my support for the new church that is being proposed by St. John Fisher.

I have been a member of the parish for eight years and have been very impressed with all the
input that the building/planning committee has gone to in order to provide a church and other
facilities that meet the needs of ALL the parishioners. It is not a project that was proposed by
a few who felt that they knew what was best for the parishioners. They solicited input from
everyone and had many meetings where all the parishioners could attend to make sure that
the project would meet everyone's needs. In addition, they made sure that they had the
financial support from the members of the church to make this project possible before they
went forward with it.

Thank you.
Carolyn O'Brien

9/15/2008
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Leza Mikhail

From: Mike Plewacki [mplewacki@cdc-usa.com]

Sent: Monday, September 15,20083:17 PM

To: Lezam@rpv.com; pc@rpv.com

Cc: jeff@jefflewislaw.com; pltetreault@netzero.com; davidltomblin@sbcglobal.net

Subject: Saint John Fisher

Dear Planning Commission Members,

I am writing you today to voice my support for the proposed construction project at Saint John Fisher Church.

I have had the opportunity to review the design development drawings along with the master plan and I truly
believe that this project will be a cultural and architectural asset to our community.

As a building professional I have had the opportunity to work on construction projects in several exclusive
residential areas throughout Los Angeles and know all too well the obstacles faced by a community during the
construction phase of a project as well as the concerns and apprehensions of the adjacent residents. However, I
have seldom seen a project such as that proposed by Saint John Fisher not meet the overwhelming approval of
the community once built.

I believe many of the objections raised to this construction may be from members of the community who have a
skewed perception of how a large construction project such asthis is managed. This is not to a poor refection on
our neighbors; their opinions are largely based on their experience with residential construction, and small
projects. On such projects there is seldom the oversight, planning, management and compliance found on large
projects built by a well respected professional contractor, with architectural oversight and community based owner
representation.

A project with such a scope as that proposed mandates a contractor with a high level of sophistication who
understands local code requirements and experienced in matters of compliance. It has been my experience that
with such communities concerns are addressed and objections overcome as they witness how a project such as
Saint John Fisher is managed. This is especially true where there is a community based owner such as the
parish building committee and their representatives.

Please consider this project for approval as I believe it will further enhance our community.

Thank you,

Michael Plewacki, MBA
2357 Palos Verdes Dr. W #6
Palos Verdes Estates, CA 90274

9/15/2008
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Leza Mikhail

From: LBarlock@aol.com

Sent: Monday, September 15, 20082:32 PM

To: pc@rpv.com

Cc: LezaM@rpv.com

Subject: St John Fisher Building Modernization Project

My husband, Lawrence Barlock, and I, Rose Barlock,' are writing the members of the Planning Commission to
voice our support for the St. John Fisher project. The pastor and church membership have listened to comments
from the surrounding community and have been very willing to compromise and modify the plans in response to
community comments. There are over 2000 families in Palos Verdes that this church serves and we stand with
them in the belief that this church project will greatly benefit our whole community since the project will enhance
the spiritual, educational, and moral welfare of all Palos Verdes residents.

We recommend that you approve this project.

Rose Barlock
Lawrence Barlock
28070 Santona Dr.
Rancho Palos Verdes

**************

Psssst. ..Have you heard the news? There's a new fashion blog, plus the latest fall trends and
hair styles at StyleList.com.
(http://www.stylelist.com/trends?ncid=aolsty00050000000014)

9/15/2008
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Leza Mikhail

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Heather Burr [heatherburr@cox.net]
Monday, September 15, 20082:14 PM
Leza Mikhail
St. John Fisher Project

Sept. 15,2008

Dear Ms. Mikhail,
This letter is to express my strong support for the St. John Fisher Church project. As an Island View

resident, I attended their meeting yesterday with the 3D model and question and answer session. I have looked at
the original plan, revised plan, the bell study and the shadow study. It seems to me that St. John Fisher has made
many compromises to address the concerns of neighbors, and I don't see any negative effects from noise or
shadow.

I have also had meetings with other neighbors. Two things strike me after attending the church meeting
and also hearing from thos opposed. The first thing is that many neighbors are complaining about hearing noise
and sermons from the existing church. The noise should be less from the new church as it will be further away
from neighbors and no speakers on the outside.
Secondly, it should be pointed out that all these neighbors complaining chose to buy a house next to a church
and school that had existed for at least twenty years prior to the residences being built. That was their decision,
and the church should not be penalized by their complaints now. I truly believe whatever concessions the church
makes, will not satisfy those opposed.

I do believe that this project will be a lovely addtion to my neighborhood.
I hope the vocal complaints of a few, including those with a religious bias, do not affect this project from going
forward. Thank you for your time, and I hope you approve this project.

Sincerely,
Heather Burr
46 Santa Barbara Drive
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275
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Leza Mikhail

From: Maryann Young [myoung@bizla.rr.com]

Sent: Monday, September 15, 2008 1:49 PM

To: LezaM@rpv.com

Subject: St John Fisher building project

Dear Ms Mikhail,

My family, which includes two children ages 10 and 14, have been going to St John Fisher for over 10 years. We
have felt the church has given us strong moral support and help raise my children to be strong citizens. In the
interest of the community I can only see what a huge positive influence St John Fisher will be.The building project
needs to pass and I just wanted you to let you how important it is for our family. Thank you.

Sincerely Yours,

Maryann Young.( A resident in the Palos Verde District.)

9/15/2008
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Leza Mikhail

From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:

Sara Bowlus [grandmasara1 @verizon.net]
Monday, September 15, 2008 12:48 AM
Stephan Perestam; Leza Mikhail; Bill Gerstner; Jim Knight; Edward Ruttenberg; Jeffrey Lewis;
Paul Tetreault; David Tomblin
St. John Building Plan

Dear Planning Commission members,

I am writing on behalf of the plans for St. John Fisher Parish' proposed facility. I moved to Rancho Palos
Verdes in 1969 and raised 4 children here. Since moving here I have been a member of St. John Fisher Parish.
We added a parish hall during this time, but have never replaced the current sanctuary which from the inception
of the parish was meant to be temporary. We now wish to use it as a facility for the school children as originally
intended and build the church. The architects who designed the church met with all the parishioners who
wished to attend and considered our needs before submitting the plans to the city. It is a great disappoint to me
that neighbors who have not complained about the behavior of our members are suddenly trying to be our
adversaries. I hope they are few in number as we have many families who have dreamed of having such a
beautiful church for many years and have sacrificed to collect funds to have this project.

We have heard no complaints in the past about parking or traffic. Since our parish has never had a drive to
increase our membership, the number of people attending services will remain within the current amount. I
happened to be on the church property when the carillon bells were being tested. The sound was melodious and
subdued. I live in Stoneridge and I remember the carillon bells at the Lutheran church on Armaga Springs
Road. They were beautiful and I miss hearing them because someone in Casa Verdes complained.

Will our community be known as a welcoming neighborhood, respecting our differences? I would like to think
so. Please do not disappoint those of us who want a beautiful place of worship.

Sara Bowlus 310-541-2767
28427 Quailhill Dr.
Rancho Palos Verdes
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Leza Mikhail

From: ann@delorenzomarble.com

Sent: Monday, September 15,20081:01 PM

To: LezaM@rpv.com

Subject: St. John Fisher building project

To: Leza Mikhail, Associate Planner

From: Antoinette De Lorenzo
8 Santa Cruz, R.H.E. 90274

I would just like to say that I am in favor of St. John Fisher Church bUilding project. I feel that
it is a beautiful design and that it will add beauty to our community. I don't see any problem,
because it is not obstructing anybody's view. Thank you, Antoinette De Lorenzo

9/15/2008
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Leza Mikhail

From: Sjf5448@aol.com

Sent: Monday, September 15, 2008 12:45 PM

To: davetomblin@sbcglobal.net; jeff@jefflewislaw.com; pltetreault@netzero.com; Jim Knight;
lezam@rpv.com

Cc: Bill Gerstner; StephenPrestam

Subject: St. John Fisher Building Project

To the Planning Commission,

I am writing this letter in support of the St. John Fisher Building Project.

I believe that St. John Fisher Church, having been on the same location since the 1960's, the building of the
new Church as planned is the perfect site; views are not impacted; traffic is as is; and the religious services and
other activities happen at different times. Car pooling of pre-school children are recommended and practiced by
the school children.

At the same time, if I may, can I recommend that we do not run the meeting over 12 midnite, as people do go to
work or school and other activities the next day; it being a weekday? Also, can the open agenda speakers be
so arranged so as to alternately hear those who oppose and those who are for the project?

Once again, I am identifying myself as a supporter of the new and improved and beautiful Catholic Church
Building at the corner of Crest and Crenshaw.

Emma Bulala

PssssLHave you heard the news? There's a new fashion blog, Rlus the latest fall trends and hair styles at
StyleList.com.

9/15/2008
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Leza Mikhail

From: Maude Landon [maudelandon@yahoo.com]

Sent: Saturday, September 13, 2008 3:22 PM

To: lezam@rpv.com

Subject: SJF Church Proposed Development

Attachments: SaintJohnFisherletter9-16-09.doc

Dear Leza,

RECEIVED
SEP 15 ,..

PLANNING, BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT

Please find a letter of response to the revised Saint John Fisher Church expansion proposal. I would like
to have this included in the letters that the Commissioners will receive by the September 16 deadline.

Thank you,

Maude Landon
Island View resident

9/15/2008
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RE EIVED
SEP 15 200B

PLANNING, BUILDING AND
CODe ENFORCEMENT

Maude Landon
34 Santa Barbara Drive

Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275
September 13, 2008

Leza Mikhail/Joel Rojas
Stephen Perestam
Bill Gerstner
Jim Knight
Jeffrey Lewis
Edward A. Ruttenberg
Paul Tetreault

As a resident directly affected by the Saint John Fisher Church proposed
development, I have a number of concerns.

Parking: The church has requested to augment the seating capacity of its
sanctuary from 650 to 870 and decrease the size of the parking capacity from 359
spaces to 331. Something must be wrong with their parking analysis. During
the Christmas and Easter holidays when the sanctuary is filled to its capacity of 650
people, the current parking lot of 359 spaces is not nearly large enough; the church
parking overflows into the surrounding neighborhoods. Crenshaw Blvd. is lined on
both sides of the street, as are the residential side streets of Valley View and Island
View developments with the cars of church attendees. One of the major reasons,
according to the church, for wanting a new larger sanctuary is so that they may
reduce the number of services. If the church reduces the number of services so as to
need a sanctuary that holds more than 650 people (870), it is only common sense
that the weekly parking situation will be more crowded than it, currently, is during
the Christmas and Easter holidays. This would be intolerable for the neighbors on a
weekly basis. We tolerate it now because it is only a rarity.

Trame: With the addition of the RPV Portuguese Bend Nature Preserve and Del
Cerro Park weekend parking at the end of Crenshaw Blvd., Crenshaw will be lined
with cars every weekend and traffic conditions may become a serious problem.

Proposed Sanctuary Location: The church proposes to construct a sanctuary that
will be 17,000 square feet with a 74 foot tower and steeple. The new sanctuary,
because it is proposed on the corner (Crest Road and Crenshaw Blvd.), would tower
over residences across the street in the Island View where the ground level is 20 feet
below the proposed sanctuary building pad, thus making the height and bulkiness
appear even higher. This is a problem that cannot be mitigated unless the proposed
sanctuary is relocated more in the middle of the property. The height of the
structure in a residential neighborhood is not consistent with the Rancho Palos
Verdes General Plan of community compatibility, e~peciallyconsidering that the
area is composed exclusively of single-family homes, many of which are only one
story high. To be a good neighbor, the church needs to listen to its neighbors'
concerns and relocate the new sanctuary. There are at least two possible relocation
sites on the churches 9.2 acres.

Facilities: During the holidays when church attendance is at its highest, there is
nothing to keep the church from adding chairs to the current sanctuary (proposed
gymnasium) and using the space for additional concurrent services. There would
possibly be as many as 1520 (650 + 870) parishioners at the church at the same
time, overwhelming the surrounding neighborhoods with traffic, parking and noise
probleml;).
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Stairs: The current proposal has steps at the corner of Crest Road and Crenshaw
Blvd. This will encourage the churchgoers and visitors to park on the street instead
of the parking lot, thus creating traffic congestion as well as an unnecessary
aesthetic problem for the surrounding residential neighborhoods. Even one of the
RPV Commissioners admitted that he often parks on the street instead of the
parking lot to prevent having to wait in a line of cars to leave the church following
services. The addition of the steps will only exacerbate this practice.

~~J.
MaudeLand~
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Leza Mikhail

From: PV Mellings [pvmellings@yahoo.com]

Sent: Monday, September 15,200812:26 PM

To: pc@rpv.com; LezaM@rpv.com

Subject: St John Fisher building project

Dear Sirs, our family members have been parishioners at St. John Fisher (SJF) for 10 years and we are
writing to you in support of the application for the new church which we urge you to support, both as
parishioners and as RPV residents and tax payers.

The SJF church compound has been part of the community for a long time and nothing is changing in
that, e.g. the traffic impact will not change. The rebuilding is something that is overdue and necessary
for the continuation of the parish, and the planned church should have a positive effect on the
neighborhood, to have a new improved church replacing what feels like a temporary builing which has
little architectural merit. Having a statement building will definitely improve the area and the
intersection, and will render the church more in keeping with the neighboring religious buildings and
more on a par with neighboring Catholic churches such as those in Torrance and San Pedro.

There will be a carillon which I gather has drawn comment: apart from the fact that the church should
have had bells already, this should be a positive (and occasional) contribution rather than something to
be prevented, and certainly quite minimal compared to the true noise which occurs constantly at the
Crest/Crenshaw intersection. I live overlooking Malaga Canyon and every Sunday morning have the
carillon from the Pacific Unitarian Church on Montemalaga drifting up the canyon - it would not occur
to me to object to it, it is part of the fabric ofthe town, and is certainly a plus. That is also by a densly
built neighborhood, unlike SJF, so what is good for the Unitarians should be good for the Catholics.

Though not strictly a core planning issue, in these days when politicians are constantly emphasising
matters of faith, I think the commission should also be seen as encouraging: I would hate to think that
my town was like my town in England, Hove, where the Catholics were forced to sell their prime site
next to the town hall and build the Sacred Heart church tucked away up a side street - mind you, that
was the 1880s in England, but things should be better now!

Thank you for your consideration

Gerard and Mary Melling and family
26600 Menominee Place
Rancho Palos Verdes CA 90275

9/15/2008
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Leza Mikhail

From: Teresa Bayuk [tabayuk@cox.net]

Sent: Monday, September 15, 2008 11 :59 AM

To: pc@rpv.com; LezaM@rpv.com

Subject: St. John Fisher Building Program

I urge you to support and vote in favor of the new church and building improvements in the planning stages for St.
John Fisher parish. Our parish does a lot of good for our community, and has always tried to be a good neighbor
to the residents who live in the area. We are the only, Catholic parish on the hill, and since our inception, have not
had services in a building designed to be a church. We are excited about finally having our own church in which
to hold Masses, weddings, and funerals. Please support us in our endeavor as we go about the work of God in
our community and in our world.

Thank you!

Teresa Bayuk
RPV resident and St. John Fisher parishioner

9/15/2008

Page 1 of 1

Leza Mikhail

From: Teresa Bayuk [tabayuk@cox.net]

Sent: Monday, September 15, 2008 11 :59 AM

To: pc@rpv.com; LezaM@rpv.com

Subject: St. John Fisher Building Program

I urge you to support and vote in favor of the new church and building improvements in the planning stages for St.
John Fisher parish. Our parish does a lot of good for our community, and has always tried to be a good neighbor
to the residents who live in the area. We are the only, Catholic parish on the hill, and since our inception, have not
had services in a building designed to be a church. We are excited about finally having our own church in which
to hold Masses, weddings, and funerals. Please support us in our endeavor as we go about the work of God in
our community and in our world.

Thank you!

Teresa Bayuk
RPV resident and St. John Fisher parishioner

9/15/2008



152

8t. John Fisher Church

Leza Mikhail

From: John Rusnak Oohnrusnak@earthlink.net]

Sent: Monday J September 15, 2008 11:13 AM

To: lezam@rpv.com

Subject: St. John Fisher Church

Hello Leza:

Page 1 of 1

My name is John Rusnak, I am a parisnioner, and the organist and pianist, at
St. John Fisher Parish in Rancho Palos Verdes.

I am writing to express my support for the new proposed church design for
St. John Fisher Parish at 5448 Crest Road. The new church design proposal,
while exemplifying the traditions of the Roman Catholic faith and the
specific Vatican II changes of the last 45 years, will be a beautiful and
inspiring place of worship for all who enter there. This new, welcoming
church space will provide a prayerful and contemplative place for all
residents of Rancho Palos Verdes, and would particularly serve as the center
of a very dynamic Catholic community that is so alive in the city.

I am casting an enthusiastic "yes" vote for the current church design which
has been proposed, including the bell tower-something that Catholic
Churches, historically and traditionally, have had as an architectural
component. Other Catholic churches that I have played for, which have bell
Towers, include St. Basil's on Wilshire Boulevard, Incarnation Church in
Glendale, St. Monica's in Santa Monica, the San Fernando Mission in Mission Hills,
St.

Lawrence Martyr in Redondo Beach, St. Finbar in Burbank, and many others.

This new church design allows the community of St. John Fisher to
continue to grow and to reach out in faith to the surrounding area. The new
church will also meet the needs of parishioners now and in the future.

Thank you for your time in this matter.

Sincerely,

John Rusnak
818.563.6546

NOTE: This letter is not to be published or reprinted without the consent of the
author.

9/15/2008
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St. John Fisher Building Proposal

Leza Mikhail

From: Joel Rojas Ooelr@rpv.com]

Sent: Monday, September 15, 2008 11 :03 AM

To: 'Leza Mikhail'

Subject: FW: St. John Fisher Building Proposal

From: Nelma FitzGerald [mailto:NFitzGerald@linexmail.com]
Sent: Monday, September 15, 2008 10:43 AM
To: pc@rpv,com
Subject: St; John Fisher Building Proposal

Dear Planning Commission,

Page 1 of2

My husband and I are parishioners at St. John Fisher in Palos Verdes. We have a 7 and a half year old son who
goes to the Parish School there too.

I am writing today in support of the building of the new church. We have been through a lot of trials in the last 3
years -- my father died of prostate cancer, my mother is very ill with diabetes and a broken back and I was
diagnosed with and went into a long drawn treatment for breast cancer. St John Fisher has been our rock though
all of our trials -- it is much much more than just a church. We have searched far and wide for a church that would
give us the encouragement to go on with life and it is in St. John Fisher that we found it. SJF has inspired us to
not only give back to the church itself and its immediate community but also to spread the good deeds to other
areas as well. SJF gives so much to other people -- people of all faiths and denominations.

Please consider the approval of the building of the church. It is much more than a building, it is a place where
good will abound, thrive and propagate. There are very few such places in the world left, why not help in creating
one?

Thank you so much for your consideration.

Nelma FitzGerald
Vice President, Marketing
L1NE-X Franchise Development Corporation
6 Hutton Centre Drive Suite 500, Santa Ana, CA 92707
800.831.3232 Office 714.380.5046 Direct
714.545.1275 Fax
714.474.1185 Mobile
nfitzgerald@linexcorp.com
www.LineX.com

9/1512008
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Leza Mikhail

From: Babek, Rob [RBabek@sjaccounting.com]

Sent: Monday, September 15, 2008 10:21 AM

To: LezaM@rpv.com; pc@rpv.com

Subject: Saint John Fisher Parish

To Leza Mikhail and the Rancho Palos Verdes Planning Commission,

I am writing to you to show my support for the Saint John Fisher Parish improvements. I have been a resident of
Rancho Palos Verdes almost my entire life and I attend church at Saint John Fisher on a weekly basis. I think it is
a disgrace for people living around the church to oppose the construction that is being proposed. The
original Church was built long before most of the homes in that area and the church should have the right to
improve the property as long as it meets building code guidelines. The fact that some of the people living around
the area are concerned about the new church casting a shadow on their residences is ridiculous, as is the
concern that the new church bells are going to bother them. These people bought their homes knowing that a
church was nearby and should accept that fact. It saddens me to see how many people oppose anything that has
to do with God. I appeal to you and ask that you approve the proposed improvements requested by Saint John
Fisher Parish and be proud that the new church will be an improvement to our entire community.

I strongly urge the Planning Commission to vote for these improvements and allow Saint John Fisher
Parish to grow and improve our beautiful city.

Sincerely,

Robert L. Babek
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA

Rob Babek
CPA,MBT

Principal

Direct 310-432-7430

Fax 310-432-7516

R~be!s@$jl;l..QkQ!JDllDg.cQm

Stonefield Josephson, Inc.
2049 Century Park East Suite 400

Los Angeles, CA 90067

Office Main 310-453-9400

~&i!!9Q.ountin9J<.Qm

Los Angeles - Orange County - San Francisco - East Bay - Silicon Valley - Hong Kong

This message is for the named person's use only. It may contain sensitive and private proprietary or
legally privileged information. No confidentiality or privilege is waived or lost by any mistransmission.
If you are not the intended recipient, please immediately delete it and all copies of it from your system,
destroy any hard copies of it and notifY the sender. You must not, directly or indirectly, use, disclose,
distribute, print, or copy any part of this message if you are not the intended recipient.

IRS Circular 230 Disclosure: To ensure compliance with Treasury Department regulations, we wish to
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Los Angeles - Orange County - San Francisco - East Bay - Silicon Valley - Hong Kong

This message is for the named person's use only. It may contain sensitive and private proprietary or
legally privileged information. No confidentiality or privilege is waived or lost by any mistransmission.
If you are not the intended recipient, please immediately delete it and all copies of it from your system,
destroy any hard copies of it and notifY the sender. You must not, directly or indirectly, use, disclose,
distribute, print, or copy any part of this message if you are not the intended recipient.

IRS Circular 230 Disclosure: To ensure compliance with Treasury Department regulations, we wish to
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inform you that any tax advice that may be contained in this communication (including any attachments)
is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used, for the purpose of (i) avoiding tax-related
penalties under the Internal Revenue Code or applicable state or local tax law provisions or (ii)
promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any tax-related matters addressed herein.
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St. John Fisher project

leza Mikhail

From: Joel Rojas Uoelr@rpv.com]

Sent: Monday, September 15, 200810:15 AM

To: 'Leza Mikhail'

Subject: FW: St. John Fisher project

From: Yolanta Schwartz [mailto:ys@cityofrh.net]
Sent: Monday, September 15, 20088:17 AM
To: Joel Rojas
Subject: St. John Fisher project

Page 1 of 1

Joel, in the Peninsula News on Thursday, under City Beat was an article about this project and the noise
study. The study mentions that the bell sounds are "well below the City of Rolling Hills' municipal code
daytime 65-dBA noise level allowed."
The consultant has this wrong, the City of Rolling Hills does not have a noise ordinance. We have a noise
element in the General Plan, but it does not refer to any acceptable or not acceptable or quantitative decibel
levels. It only describes exiting conditions, (1990).
Please assure that this is taken into consideration and corrected in the report when discussing the bell sound
levels.
The City's position is to object to the bells altogether.
Thank you

Yolanta Schwartz
Planning Director
City of Rolling Hills
2 Portuguese Bend Road, Rolling Hills, CA 90274
(310) 377-1521 x 223 Fax: (310) 377-7288

This is a transmission from the City of Rolling Hills. The information contained in this email pertains to City business and is intended solely for the use of the
individual or entity to whom it is addressed. If the reader of this message is not an intended recipient, or the employee or agent responsible for delivering the
message to the intended recipient and you have received this message in error, please advise the sender by reply email and delete the message.
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Leza Mikhail

From: Joel Rojas Doelr@rpv.com]

Sent: Monday, September 15,200810:11 AM

To: 'Leza Mikhail'

Subject: FW: Building Project atSt. John Fisher Catholic Chur h

From: Carole and Joe Watson [mailto:joewatson@cox,net]
Sent: Sunday, September 14, 2008 5:00 PM
To: pc@rpv,com
Subject: Building Project at St. John Fisher Catholic Chur h

Have you even looked at the rendering of the proposed new church. We think it's the most beautiful building
we've seen anywhere in this area. We would love to have it located near us because it's so special and we'd love
to show it to our friends who visit. I can't imagine why any of the people in that area would object to it. Listening
to the bells would be a pleasure too. If it's necessary to cut down on the amount of ringing, then we could accept
that, but to shorten the height of the tower which is no higher than some other churches around here would ruin
the summitry of the building. Please, please allow this project to go through as planned. By the way, my husband
is Methodist and he felt so strong about the value of this project that he has attended the City Planning
Commission meetings to support it.

Mrs. Joe C. Watson
310-544-4857
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TO:

Leza Mikhail

From: Joel Rojas Doelr@rpv.com]

Sent: Monday, September 15,200810:10 AM

To: 'Leza Mikhail'

Subject: FW: To All Members of the Planning Commission

From: Marylou and Jim Sweeney [mailto:tahoe75@cox.net]
Sent: Sunday, September 14, 2008 3:02 PM
To: pc@rpv.com
Subject: To All Members of the Planning Commission

TO: Members of the Rancho Palos Verdes Planning

Commission

FROM: James A. Sweeney

30903 Via Rivera

Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

DATE: September 14, 2008

RE: St. John Fisher Church

Page 1 of2

St. John Fisher Church has gone through many changes since

the 1970's. Originally, the church was housed in the St. John

Fisher Parish School's gymnasium. Over the years the church

has improved, but now is the opportunity to fulfill the founding

pastor, Msgr. McCarthy's dream to have the church completed.
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Leza Mikhail

From: Joel Rojas [joelr@rpv.com]

Sent: Monday, September 15, 2008 10:10 AM

To: 'Leza Mikhail'

SUbject: FW: St. John Fisher

From: Mary Douglas [mailto:cdoug@cox.net]
Sent: Sunday, September 14, 2008 1:57 PM
To: pc@rpv.com
Subject: St. John Fisher

To the Planning Commission:

I am a resident of Rancho Palos Verdes. I am in favor of the St. John Fisher Building Project which I feel will be a
beautiful addition to our city.

I feel the church has gone overboard to meet and rectify the concerns of surrounding neighbors. From what I
have read the effect of this church on the neighbors is so minimal they will hardly realize its presence any more
than the present church. The bells will be heard only slightly. Shadows will not negatively impact neighbors.
Views will not be obscured. Traffic will remain the same. I cannot see how this building project can be viewed as
anything but a positive for the city of Rancho Palos Verdes.

I feel the church is trying in every way to comply and to be a good neighbor to all. Therefore, I urge you to have a
vision toward the future and beauty of our city and approve the St. John Fisher Building Project.

Mary K Douglas
21 Via San Remo
Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca. 90275
310-377-2195
310-701-2927
cdoug@cox.net
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Leza Mikhail

From: Joel Rojas Doelr@rpv.com]

Sent: Monday, September 15,200810:10 AM

To: 'Leza Mikhail'

Subject: FW: Stjohn Fisher Master Plan

From: Paul Kearney [mailto:paulkearney@cox.net]
Sent: Sunday, September 14, 2008 1:53 PM
To: pc@rpv.com
Subject: St.John Fisher Master Plan

Members of the Planning Commission:

As residents of Rancho Palos Verdes for its entire existence and members of the St. John
Fisher parish for longer, we are writing to support the parish application for approval of the
plans for a new church and other changes.

The parish has been very responsive to the requests of the Commission and has been
sensitive to the expressed concerns of some of the nearby residents. Significant changes
have been and will be presented to you by the parish to respond to these matters. Meetings
with the neighbors have been initiated to allow discussion of the plan and to provide additional
information on studies performed on the matters of concern.

We ask that you take into consideration not only the usual aspects relative to the city
requirements and the physical affect on nearby residents but also the cultural position of the
St. John Fisher parish in the community and the benefits conferred on the most needy of our
community as well as the needs of the parishioners in our religious and charitable activities.
These factors lead to inclusion of aspects in the master plan which go beyond the kind of plans
needed for an office or residence.

We are proud to be members of the Rancho Palos Verdes community and the St.John Fisher
community and have always felt these associations to be mutually beneficial. We are
confident that this mutuality will be achieved in your review process and recommendation to
the City Council.

Thank you.

Mary & Paul Kearney
28435 Covecrest Drive
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

9/15/2008
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Leza Mikhail

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Joel Rojas Ooelr@rpv.com]
Monday, September 15, 200810:10 AM
'Leza Mikhail'
FW: St. John Fisher/PLANNING COMMISSION HEARING

-----Original Message-----
From: Janice Brandmeyer [mailto :jbrandmeyer@cox.net]
Sent: Sunday, September 14,2008 12:49 PM
To: pc@rpv.com
Subject: St. John Fisher/PLANNING COMMISSION HEARING

TO THE RPV PLANNING COMMISSION
C/O LEZA MIKHAIL

AS A ST. JOHN FISHER PARISH MEMBER AND A RESIDENT OF THE PALOS VERDES
COMMUNITY FOR 40 YEARS, I WISH TO VOICE MY HUSBAND'S AND MY SUPPORT
FOR THE PROPOSED ST' JOHN FISHER CHURCH AND RELATED CAMPUS
IMPROVEMENTS. THERE HAS BEEN A

THOROUGH EVALUATION OF THIS ENTIRE PROJECT BY PROFESSIONALS AND PARISH
VOLUNTEERS AS WELL, WITH CAREFUL CONSIDERATION OF ANY INFRINGEMENT ON
THE PRIVACY OF LOCAL NEIGHBORS.

WE FELL THE NEW CHURCH AND ACCOMPANYING PROJECTS WILL GIVE THE
PARISH MEMBERS A MORE COMPLETE FACILITY IN WHICH TO WORSHIP, ENRICH
OUR FAITH,

HOST COMMUNITY GATHERINGS (INCLUDING EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES)
PROVIDE MUCH NEEDED SPACE FOR THE TEENAGE PARISHIONERS TO GATHER, AND
ADD GREATLY TO THE AESTHETIC QUALITIES OF THE PALOS VERDES COMMUNITY
AT LARGE.

WE STRONGLY URGE THE ENDORSEMENT OF THIS PROJECT BY THE RANCHO PALOS
VERDES PLANNING COMMISSION.

JANICE AND BRIAN BRANDMEYER
310373-4807
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Leza Mikhail

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Joel Rojas [joelr@rpv.com]
Monday, September 15, 2008 10:09 AM
'Leza Mikhail'
FW: St. John Fisher building project

-----Original Message-----
From: Joseph Gietzen [mailto:familycircus8@verizon.net]
Sent: Sunday, September 14, 2008 10:54 AM
To: pc@rpv.com
Subject: St. John Fisher building project

Dear Planning Commission,

I am writing to show my support for the St. John Fisher building plan. This building will be a great asset to the
peninsula in general and to my family in specific. Thank you for your consideration and I ask for you to please
approve the building plan for our new church.

Thank you, on behalf of my church and my family,

Susan Gietzen
familycircus8@verizon.net
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Leza Mikhail

From:
Sent:
To:
SUbject:

Joel Rojas [joelr@rpv.com]
Monday, September 15, 2008 10:04 AM
'Leza Mikhail'
FW: St John Fisher

-----Original Message-----
From: Bo Bowlus [mailto:enginebol@verizon.net]
Sent: Saturday, September 13,2008 8:27 PM
To: pc@rpv.com; Bo Bowlus
Subject: St John Fisher

September 13,2008

City of Rancho Palos Verdes Planning Commission

Rancho Palos Verdes City Hall

30940 Hawthorne Blvd.

Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

Re: St John Fisher Church Plans

Dear Commissioners;

I am a thirty nine year resident of Rancho Palos Verdes and feel that my
opinions are as important as the new resident's. When I moved to the
area it was known that a church was planned for the corner of Crest and
Crenshaw. It seems to me that it is the responsibility of a buyer to
check out the neighborhood and determine if there is, in his mind, a
possibility of objective improvements and then decide if they can live
with that possibility.

Having attended the first planning commission meeting and other
information available to me I feel St. John Fisher Church has been
extremely cooperative in meeting the requests made for changes and
additional information. It is my understanding that the request for a
sound and shadow study have been completed and submitted with no
material adverse effects on the neighborhood. All other items such as
parking, traffic and construction hours are within the city codes.

It appears to me that not only St. John Fisher but other religious
organizations have had an especially difficult time in getting approval
for their needs. This sounds to me as "not in my backyard". The new
church is an outstanding design and not a "cookie cutter".
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I hope that at the commission meeting on Sept. 241\th a positive vote to
proceed will be given to St. John Fisher Church.

Very truly yours,

M. A. Bowlus

28427 Quailhill Dr.

Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

310-541-2767
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Leza Mikhail

From: brianvini [Ieamy@cox.net]

Sent: Monday, September 15, 2008 10:00 AM

To: pc@rpv.com; LezaM@rpv.com

Cc: Ihuntcounts@aol.com

Subject: St. John Fisher Project

I am sending this email is support of the above project which includes a new Church, expanded school facilities
and a gymnasium (converted from exiting church).

The Planning Committee for this project has given great consideration to the objections raised by a number of
nearby residents, and we believe that their serious objections have been met by modifications to the plans which
eliminate the "shadow" objection and also to a great extent reduce the sound effect of carillon bells.

In addition of course the completed plan will provide additional recreational facilities for the young folk of the area
( Gym) and will provide a well designed church, school, and a modern parochial area for our very large Catholic
community.

Sincerely, Brian Leamy.

9/15/2008
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Leza Mikhail

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Flora QUibuyen [floraquibuyen@gmail.com]
Monday, September 15, 2008 9:48 AM
LEZE MIKHAIL
re:St. John Fisher Church

Dear Madam: Hello, good morning. My husband and me and our 3 adult children are in favor ofthe St. John
Fisher Building because of these following reason. 1. The site is a perfect location for a church. 2. The views
are not impacted because there is so much open space in that comer. 3. This church has been has been a good
neighbor for decades. 4. Since religious services and other activities happen @ different times, there is no
problem with parking and traffic. 5. The new architectural addition will create a positive aesthetic impact
because it will be replacing a decades old sign.
6. The views of the single family homes immediately south of the church on crenshaw will not be impacted
because of the orientation of the building and the fact that they are located in a recessed area. 7.
This church community has no complaints about noise ,parking ,traffic, hence the church community has a
good track record. 8. Parking is
more than adequate. Thank you very much for your consideration.
JIM and FLORA QUIBUYEN and 3 children.
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Leza Mikhail

From: padraighart@aol.com

Sent: Monday, September 15, 2008 8:23 AM

To: pc@rpv.com; LezaM@rpv.com

Subject: Saint John Fisher Building Plan

Attachments: SJF Itr to RPV Planning Commission C.doc

Dear Commissioners,
Attached is my letter expressing my support for the proposed Saint John Fisher Building Plan, and I am
asking that you approve this plan without delay.
Very truly yours,
Patrick J Hart
300 Via Corta
Palos Verdes Estates
310-373-2109

Looking for spoilers and reviews on the new TV season? Get AOL's ultimate guide to fall TV.

9/15/2008
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September 15,2008

Planning Commission
City Of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Blvd
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 09275

Dear Commissioners,

I have been a parishioner at Saint John Fisher since 1975, and I have first hand
knowledge of the existing physical plant, the existing physical needs and the proposed
building plan. I do rely on the several architectural and engineering specialists for
opinions in their areas of expertise. And I understand from these people whose opinion I
trust that our building plan is in compliance with all codes and laws, and that this
compliance is in the spirit of and not merely the letter of these codes and laws.

St John Fisher is at the center ofmy life and has been since I moved to the Palos Verdes
Peninsula, and I know this is true of countless others as well. I have witnessed and been a
part of Saint John Fisher's adult education programs and community outreach programs.
I have experienced and seen how the Saint John Fisher community informs, inspires, and
nourishes individuals such as myself who work to address social ills that impact everyone
including people in our neighborhoods who are not Catholics, who are members of other
denominations and faiths or who are not members of any faith. I witness parishioners in
ministries who are dedicated to serving the underprivileged, who are volunteering in soup
kitchens and organizing food drives to feed the poor in the South Bay, Harbor, and
downtown Los Angeles areas, who work in medical clinics in these same areas and
Mexico volunteering professional pediatric, dental, immunization and other medical
services to individuals and families who are unable to afford these services, who make
monthly trips to orphanages in Mexico to provide material and emotional support to the
children and the staff, who daily visit the homebound and the elderly in retirement
homes, who raise money to meet the needs of the poor and impoverished in Jamaica, who
travel to Haiti, Uganda and Guatamala to bring medical services and supplies to people
whose medical needs would otherwise go unattended. I witnessed a call from our pastor
to our parishioners to provide temporary shelter in their homes for the Vietnamese boat
people who landed on our California shores, and I saw the heartwarming supportive
response to this call from the Saint John Fisher Community.

We have a primary school whose graduates distinguish themselves in continuing their
educations in public and private secondary schools, colleges and universities. Our parish
works collaboratively with other faith communities on the Palos Verdes Peninsula on a
number of projects. We make our facilities available for 12 step program meetings, and
for interfaith and ecumenical events.

Each of these individual ministries and initiatives, and each individual parishioner is
informed, inspired and nourished by our great Catholic Tradition, by the Gospel message
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and by the community support from fellow Saint John Fisher parishoners. In order to
continue this work, which not only benefits the individual direct recipients of these
outreach efforts, but which also benefits each individual and family in our larger
surrounding community and neighborhoods, we need to provide the worship, education
and administrative facilities for the next generation and beyond. And we need to
presently upgrade our existing facilities to provide a fitting place of worship, and to
provide a place for our parishioners to fully practice their faith in addressing the present
and future social needs in our larger community.

I strongly urge you to expeditiously approve the Saint John Fisher Building Plan which is
before you so that we can continue in an uninterrupted manner to meet existing
humanitarian needs in our midst and to provide for the future.

Very truly yours,

Patrick J Hart
Palos Verdes Estates
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Leza Mikhail

From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:

Sara Bowlus [grandmasara1@verizon.net]
Monday, September 15, 200812:48 AM
Stephan Perestam; Leza Mikhail; Bill Gerstner; Jim Knight; Edward Ruttenberg; Jeffrey Lewis;
Paul Tetreault; David Tomblin
St. John Building Plan

Dear Planning Commission members,

I am writing on behalf of the plans for St. John Fisher Parish' proposed facility. I moved to Rancho Palos
Verdes in 1969 and raised 4 children here. Since moving here I have been a member of St. John Fisher Parish.
We added a parish hall during this time, but have never replaced the current sanctuary which from the inception
of the parish was meant to be temporary. We now wish to use it as a facility for the school children as originally
intended and build the church. The architects who designed the church met with all the parishioners who
wished to attend and considered our needs before submitting the plans to the city. It is a great disappoint to me
that neighbors who have not complained about the behavior of our members are suddenly trying to be our
adversaries. I hope they are few in number as we have many families who have dreamed of having such a
beautiful church for many years and have sacrificed to collect funds to have this project.

We have heard no complaints in the past about parking or traffic. Since our parish has never had a drive to
increase our membership, the number of people attending services will remain within the current amount. I
happened to be on the church property when the carillon bells were being tested. The sound was melodious and
subdued. I live in Stoneridge and I remember the carillon bells at the Lutheran church on Armaga Springs
Road. They were beautiful and I miss hearing them because someone in Casa Verdes complained.

Will our community be known as a welcoming neighborhood, respecting our differences? I would like to think
so. Please do not disappoint those of us who want a beautiful place of worship.

Sara Bowlus 310-541-2767
28427 Quailhill Dr.
Rancho Palos Verdes
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Leza Mikhail

From:
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Attachments:

Patti Johnson [ppjpve@aol.com]
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LezaM@rpv.com
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Please see the attached letter.

Thank you,

Patricia Johnson
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September 16, 2008

Dear Planning Commissioners,

Please approve the St. John Fisher Church remodel as presented to you by the St. John
Fisher Church Building Committee.

For over two years, this project has been given much consideration and thought by
professional liturgical space designers and architects, as well as church parishioners. I
support this plan.

The church's neighbors are concerned in particular about overflow parking on nearby
residential streets. I believe their perception of the both the current and potential
situations is mistaken. Over the last 21+ years, I have parked in the St. John Fisher lot
thousands of times, day and night, for weekend and weekday Masses, summer camps,
lectures, School drop-offs and pick-ups, School events and activities, weekday religious
education classes, weekend weddings, baptisms, and funerals, Scout meetings and
activities, Flea Markets, and many more events. Only on a few Easter Sundays and
Christmases have I seen cars parked on Crest or Crenshaw, and very rarely, if ever, have
I seen parishioners or guests walking to the church or up its two driveways from the
nearby neighborhoods..

If residents have seen unfamiliar cars parked on their streets, I suggest that perhaps a
neighbor was having a party. Wasn't there one gentleman at the last hearing who decided
to move to the Peninsula after attending such a party? Regardless, the most recent
proposal by the church has addressed parking concerns, and adjustments and
arrangements have been made

St. John Fisher has been a good neighbor. Many of the activities and events I noted
above have been open to the entire Peninsula and neighboring communities. The church
even served as a refuge for residents near the canyon fire a few years ago. That may have
been the only time people, i.e., the residents themselves, left their cars on the nearby
streets and walked to the church.

The St. John Fisher Building Committee has worked hard to modify the plan as you have
requested, including lowering the building height, testing the bells, and adjusting the
parking lot.

Please approve the project as most recently proposed by the St. John Fisher Building
Committee.

Sincerely,

Patricia Johnson
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Page 1 of 1

Leza Mikhail

From: dbunke [dbunke@verizon.net]

Sent: Tuesday, September 16,20089:11 AM

To: LezaM@rpv.com

Subject: St. John Fisher Church Building Project

Dear Ms. Mikhail,

I am writing to you today in support of the St. John Fisher Building project at the corner of Crest and Crenshaw.

This site is a perfect location for a church and the new buildings will have a positive aesthetic impact on the
community of Rancho Palos Verdes.
St. John Fisher Church has been a good member and neighbor to the families and residents of Rancho Palos'
Verdes for almost 50 years. It is very important to SJF that this truth continues. No neighbors to St. John Fisher
Church will have their views compromised. Traffic is not going to be a problem because the traffic flow will not
increase dramatically. There have not been any complaints about noise,traffic or parking in the past. Saint John
Fisher has a good track record of nearly 5 decades. I live within walking distance to Saint John Fisher church
and I look forward to the improvements this community is planning.
Please do everything you can to approve this project.

Sincerely,
Dan and Margaret Bunke
29508 Oceanport Road
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

9/16/2008
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Leza Mikhail

From: eric brown [bikechamp04@yahoo.com]

Sent: Sunday, September 14, 2008 10:35 PM

To: davidltomblin@sbcglobal.net; jeff@jefflewis.com; pltetreault@netzero.com;
BiIIGerstnerpc@rpv.com; JimKnightpc@rpv.com; StephenPrestampc@rpv.com;
EdwardRuttenbergpc@rpv.com; LezaM@rpv.com

Subject: St. John Fisher Church Building Project

Dear RPV Planning Commissioners: 9/14/2008

Dave Tomblin, Jeffrey Lewis, Paul Tetreault, Bill Gerstner, Jim Knight, Stephen Prestam, and Edward
Ruttenberg and the associate planner, Leze Mikhail

I wanted to share with you that I am in favor of the St. John Fisher Building Project.

The site of the proposed church building is a perfect location for a church building because right now the
corner of Crest and Crenshaw is completely closed off. A new building there would open up the corner
visually and would allow pedestrians to enter where they were previously prohibited. Further, the new
architectural addition would create a positive aesthetic impact because the current decades old sign that
says "St. John Fisher" will be gone from that corner and a more pleasant modern building will be on
that corner.

The new church will not be interfering with anyone's view because there is so much open space around
the corner of Crest and Crenshaw. The views of the single family homes immediately south of the
church on Crenshaw will not be impacted negatively because of the orientation of the proposed new
church building and the fact that the houses in that area are located in a recessed area. Any other
residents who live in other areas surrounding the church might be able to see the tower, but will not have
their views of the city nor the ocean blocked.

This church community has been a good neighbor for decades based on the fact that there have not been
complaints about noise, traffic, or parking in the past. This confirms a good track record in the area of
"neighborliness" by the St. John Fisher Church community to it's neighbors.

Please consider the positive improvement to the city of Rancho Palos Verdes by the building of a new
church building on an already existing church property that has been an asset to the RPV community for
decades.

I am in favor of the St. John Fisher Building project to improve the look of the city of Rancho Palos
Verdes.

Thank you for your kind consideration in this matter.

Sincerely,

Elena Brown

9/15/2008
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Leza Mikhail

From: jamcguinn@verizon.net

Sent: Sunday, September 14,200810:01 PM

To: pc@rpv.com; LezaM@rpv.com

Subject: SJF project

To whom it may concern
We wish to express our support of the building project proposed by the St. John Fisher Catholic
Parish. This parish has been a positive element for our Peninsula community for decades affecting
the lives of literally thousands of P.V. resident adults and children.
The bUilding effort will not only raise the aesthetics of the church area but will allow the current
gathering area to be dedicated to youth activities. Can anyone question the importance of
providing an equiped facility to our youth in which they would be invited to spend quality time?
This is a win, win opportunity for all and as such merits approval.
Ann and Joseph McGuinness
11 via Seville
RHE,90274

9/15/2008
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Leza Mikhail

From: Jerry Adams [4gjadams@cox.net]

Sent: Sunday, September 14, 2008 9:35 PM

To: LezaM@rpv.com

Cc: dsork@yahoo.com

Subject: St John Fisher Proposed Building Plan

Members of the Planning Commission:

My wife and I are members of St John Fisher parish and have lived in the nearby Mesa neighborhood
since 1976. We support the proposed building program to meet the growing needs of the St John Fisher
community as it serves residents of all ages. We have followed the proceedings of the approval process
and believe that the steps that have been taken to address the maximum height, the sound of the carillon
bells and potential sun blockage reasonably answer the expressed concerns. We urge the acceptance by
the Council of the proposed plan and look forward to the building improvements at Saint John Fisher
church.

Jerry and Jeanette Adams
5678 Whitecliff Drive
Rancho Palos Verdes
(310) 541-7193

9/15/2008
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Leza Mikhail

From: Dave Bloodgood [dabldgd@cox.net]

Sent: Sunday, September 14, 2008 8:45 PM

To: LezaM@rpv.com; pc@rpv.com; jeff@jefflewislaw.com; pltetreault@netzero.com;
davidltomblin@sbcglobal.net

Subject: Supporting Letter for SJF Building Plan

Dear Members of the Rancho Palos Verdes Planning Commission,

I am a member of the St. John Fisher Parish community, and I am writing to express my support for the
construction of the new church and SJF's overall building plan. I have reviewed a summary of the main
issues raised by the opposition neighborhood groups, and I believe that the SJF building committee has
responded to and dispositioned those issues appropriately, by either adjusting the plan to mitigate
concerns or by performing necessary studies to demonstrate compliance with reasonable expectations.
Several of the concerns expressed by the neighborhood groups are valid and reasonable, such as
concerns over parking and traffic impact. In this example, the SJF building committee has shown that
the parking accommodations are consistent with city regulations, and in fact exceed those requirements
to accommodate needs beyond those of mass attendees, such as the religious education activities. I also
believe that concerns about view obstruction and lighting obstruction have been more than adequately
addressed, again through both modifications to the plan and formal independent studies. In this
instance, I feel the height and view adjustments have been very accommodating to the expressed
concerns.

As an active parish member, building fund contributor, and member ofthe RPV community, I feel that
the construction of an improved facility will provide significantly more benefits to the community than
detriments. When completed, this facility will both enhance and beautify the local community. I
strongly support the SJF building project, and request that the planning commission vote to approve the
project.

Sincerely,

Sheila A. Bloodgood & family
SJF Parishoners

9/15/2008

Page 1 of 1

Leza Mikhail

From: Dave Bloodgood [dabldgd@cox.net]

Sent: Sunday, September 14, 2008 8:45 PM

To: LezaM@rpv.com; pc@rpv.com; jeff@jefflewislaw.com; pltetreault@netzero.com;
davidltomblin@sbcglobal.net

Subject: Supporting Letter for SJF Building Plan

Dear Members of the Rancho Palos Verdes Planning Commission,

I am a member of the St. John Fisher Parish community, and I am writing to express my support for the
construction of the new church and SJF's overall building plan. I have reviewed a summary of the main
issues raised by the opposition neighborhood groups, and I believe that the SJF building committee has
responded to and dispositioned those issues appropriately, by either adjusting the plan to mitigate
concerns or by performing necessary studies to demonstrate compliance with reasonable expectations.
Several of the concerns expressed by the neighborhood groups are valid and reasonable, such as
concerns over parking and traffic impact. In this example, the SJF building committee has shown that
the parking accommodations are consistent with city regulations, and in fact exceed those requirements
to accommodate needs beyond those of mass attendees, such as the religious education activities. I also
believe that concerns about view obstruction and lighting obstruction have been more than adequately
addressed, again through both modifications to the plan and formal independent studies. In this
instance, I feel the height and view adjustments have been very accommodating to the expressed
concerns.

As an active parish member, building fund contributor, and member of the RPV community, I feel that
the construction of an improved facility will provide significantly more benefits to the community than
detriments. When completed, this facility will both enhance and beautify the local community. I
strongly support the SJF building project, and request that the planning commission vote to approve the
project.

Sincerely,

Sheila A. Bloodgood & family
SJF Parishoners

9/15/2008



178

Page 1 of 1

Leza Mikhail

From: Sylvia Mcintosh [SylviaMaryMc@sbcglobal.net]

Sent: Sunday, September 14, 20084:42 PM

To: LezaM@rpv.com

Subject: St John Fisher - new church

I have just returned from a tour of Russia. Every little town I visited was proud of the beautiful church/churches
that made their town special. Hearing the bells at dusk carrolling out across the neighborhood was special and
romantic. I thought how lucky we are in Rancho Palos Verdes to have in our neighborhood a special, beautiful
place with the sound of peaceful,mellow bells to be proud of. I am a member of Saint John Fisher Parish and I
feel very lucky, but I feel that through the beauty of this new building the whole community will be graced. This
wonderful new church is not only for the present members of our parish community but is for the whole
community and many future generations of our community, to appreciate and enjoy.

I appeal to the city and members of our community to go and see what a wonderful place is to be built, one which
will enhance our little part of the world with serenity and beauty.

Thank you,
Sylvia Mcintosh
1741 Fern Avenue
Torrance. CA 90503
310782-1223

9/15/2008

Page 1 of 1

Leza Mikhail

From: Sylvia Mcintosh [SylviaMaryMc@sbcglobal.net]

Sent: Sunday, September 14, 20084:42 PM

To: LezaM@rpv.com

Subject: St John Fisher - new church

I have just returned from a tour of Russia. Every little town I visited was proud of the beautiful church/churches
that made their town special. Hearing the bells at dusk carrolling out across the neighborhood was special and
romantic. I thought how lucky we are in Rancho Palos Verdes to have in our neighborhood a special, beautiful
place with the sound of peaceful,mellow bells to be proud of. I am a member of Saint John Fisher Parish and I
feel very lucky, but I feel that through the beauty of this new building the whole community will be graced. This
wonderful new church is not only for the present members of our parish community but is for the whole
community and many future generations of our community, to appreciate and enjoy.

I appeal to the city and members of our community to go and see what a wonderful place is to be built, one which
will enhance our little part of the world with serenity and beauty.

Thank you,
Sylvia Mcintosh
1741 Fern Avenue
Torrance. CA 90503
310782-1223

9/15/2008



179

Leza Mikhail

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dear Leza,

renee mitchell [reneehmitchell@cox.net]
Sunday, September 14, 2008 3:05 PM
LezaM@rpv.com
St. John Fisher's church project

We are members of 8t. John fisher parish and residents ofRPV. We are in favor of the project and if the
planners lower the tower and cross, we feel those people that are so negative to this project should not object.
Please approve the master plan.

Thank you,

Renee and William Mitchell
28017 Lobrook Dr., RPV
310-377-8479
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Leza Mikhail

From: Mary Douglas [cdoug@cox.net]

Sent: Sunday, September 14,20082:57 PM

To: LezaM@rpv.com

Subject: St. John Fisher

To the Planning Commission:

I am a resident of Rancho Palos Verdes. I am in favQr of the St. John Fisher Building Project which I feel will be a
beautiful addition to our city.

I feel the church has gone overboard to meet and rectify the concerns of surrounding neighbors. From what I
have read the effect of this church on the neighbors is so minimal they will hardly realize its presence any more
than the present church. The bells will be heard only slightly. Shadows will not negatively impact neighbors.
Views will not be obscured. Traffic will remain the same. I cannot see how this building project can be viewed as
anything but a positive for the city of Rancho Palos Verdes.

I feel the church is trying in every way to comply and to be a good neighbor to all. Therefore, I urge you to have a
vision toward the future and beauty of our city and approve the St. John Fisher Building Project.

Mary K Douglas
21 Via San Remo
Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca. 90275
310-377-2195
310-701-2927
cdoug@cox.net
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Leza Mikhail

From: Patty710@aol.com

Sent: Sunday, September 14,20082:39 PM

To: davidltombling@sbcglobal.net; jeff@jefflewislaw.com; pltetrault@netzero.com; pc@rpv.com;
lezam@rpv.com

Subject: Building Commisioners at RPV: SJF Church building project

Dear RPV Planning commissioners:

Dave Tomblin, Jeffrey Lewis, Paul Tetreault, Bill Gerstner, Jim Knight, Stephen Prestam, Edward Ruttenberg
and Leze Mikhael,

I am a resident of RHE and have lived in the Palos Verdes Peninsula since 1977. I am I favor of the building
project, it is a perfect location for a church building. The views are not impacted there is plenty of space around
that corner of Crest and Crenshaw. This is an existing congregation therefore traffic issues are not a problem
and the church community has been a good neighbor for decades. Since religious services and other activities
happen at different times, problems with parking or traffic are non-existing.
Furthermore, the addition of the preschool is not a burden because most of these children are coming in the
same car with other school children. Car-pOOling is a popular mode of transportation with these families.

The SJF church building committee has tried very hard to meet the requirements the commission is asking.
The shadow study was done, the bells were tested and the tower was brought down 16 feet. SJF Church
serves the community with daily AA meetings, free of charge to the residents in RPV and surrounding
communities in PV. This is just one of the daily activities taking place in the church campus. The SJF church
is part of our community, and has served the community for decades. More space is needed to meet those
needs.

Thank you for your consideration to the above.

Sincerely,

Pat Dahlberg, RN, MSN, CPNP
patty710@aol.com

davidltombling@sbcglobal.net
jeff@jefflewislaw.com
jeff@jefflewislaw.com
pc@rpv.com

PssssLHave you heard the news? There's a new fashion blog, plus the latest fall trends and hair styles at
StyleList.com.
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Leza Mikhail

From: Bud Santos [ctbud@cox.net]

Sent: Sunday, September 14, 2008 2:17 PM

To: pc@rpv.com; LezaM@rpv.com

Subject: Saint John Fisher Church Project.

Ladies and gentlemen:

We wish to express our full support of the building of the new Saint John Fisher Church.

Saint John Fisher Church has been our parish since our arrival on the hill in 1962. The homes, in the immediate
vicinity, if we recall correctly, were built after 1962. If someone objects to having a house of worship as their
neighbor, why move there?

We attended the second Planning Commission meeting and it is our observation that the objections expressed,
are mostly unfounded, and hence, partially proven so.

It is hoped that the RPV Planning Commission finds that the effect on those objecting, to be inconsequential.

Sincerely,

Cesar O. (Bud) Mary Ann Santos
27517 Elmbridge Dr.
RPV
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Leza Mikhail

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Susie Gietzen [familycircus7@yahoo.com]
Sunday, September 14, 2008 10:55 AM
pc@rpv.com
LezaM@rpv.com
St. John Fisher building plan

Dear Planning Commission,

I am writing in support of the 8t. John Fisher Parish building project. I ask that the committee please approve
the plans for our new church. It will be a benefit for·the entire community.

Thank you,

Joe Gietzen
familycircus7@yahoo.com

1

Leza Mikhail

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Susie Gietzen [familycircus7@yahoo.com]
Sunday, September 14, 2008 10:55 AM
pc@rpv.com
LezaM@rpv.com
St. John Fisher building plan

Dear Planning Commission,

I am writing in support of the 81. John Fisher Parish building project. I ask that the committee please approve
the plans for our new church. It will be a benefit for-the entire community.

Thank you,

Joe Gietzen
familycircus7@yahoo.com

1



184

Page 1 of 1

Leza Mikhail

From: Kelljan@aol.com

Sent: Sunday, September 14, 200810:24 AM

To: LezaM@rpv.com

Subject: (no subject)

Dear Miss Mikjail,
I am writing this e-mail to let you know that I am in FAVOR of the St. John Fisher building project. I have been

a resident of the Palos Verdes Peninsula since 1975. The church building has been in it's present location way
before Island View, Mela Lane and I believe Valley View were developed. I don't think any views can be
impacted by a new building because the church sits higher than most of the houses in the area and as far as
parking goes if they need any additional parking for some event they can always park over at the Mary and
Joseph Retreat Center which is next door and has a very large parking lot which is seldom full.St. John Fisher
is in no way the largest church on the hill with thousands of people attending Mass daily or Sunday's therefore
I don't think you need to worry about traffic problems.

Please keep these facts in mind as you consider the building of the new church.

Thank you.

Jan Kelly
28073 Acana Road
RAncho Palos Veres,Ca.

90275

Psssst...Have you heard the news? There's a new fashion blog, plus the latest fall trends and hair styles at
StyleList.com.
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Leza Mikhail

From: Lin Lee [linliulee@gmail.com]

Sent: Saturday, September 13, 2008 7:04 PM

To: lezaM@rpv.com; pc@rpv.com

Subject: St John Fisher Building Project

Dear Leza:

I have been a rresidence of both RPV and PVE for over 20 years. My current address is 1624 Via
Margarita, PVE, CA 90274.

I am writing to you to express my support of St John Fisher's building project. I trust that you and
the rest of the Planning Commission will make the right decision of approving the project upon
reviewing the evidences presented by the sound and shadow studies.

Sincerely,

Lin L. Lee
AXA Advisors, LLC
(310) 373-9925

9/15/2008

Page 1 of 1

Leza Mikhail

From: Lin Lee [linliulee@gmail.com]

Sent: Saturday, September 13, 2008 7:04 PM

To: lezaM@rpv.com; pc@rpv.com

Subject: St John Fisher Building Project

Dear Leza:

I have been a rresidence of both RPV and PVE for over 20 years. My current address is 1624 Via
Margarita, PVE, CA 90274.

I am writing to you to express my support of St John Fisher's building project. I trust that you and
the rest of the Planning Commission will make the right decision of approving the project upon
reviewing the evidences presented by the sound and shadow studies.

Sincerely,

Lin L. Lee
AXA Advisors, LLC
(310) 373-9925

9/15/2008



186

6521 Via Baron,
RPV, CA. 90275
Sept 7. 2008

Ms Leza Mikhail,
30940 Hawthorne Blvd,
RPV,Ca 90275

Dear Ms. Mikhail :
We am writing to express that we are in favor of the ST JOHN FISHER
BUILDING PROJECT.

The site is a perfect location and It is compatible with the Instutional zone. It is
not a residence in a residential zone.
The church existed before the homes in that area. and there are no legitimate
traffic problems because this is an existing congregation.
The proper initial environmental review was done and the findings showed no
significant impacts.
The improvement of the church, and its esthetic appearance ,will bring and
attract homeowners of quality who appreciate beauty. Most of all, it will improve
the property value of everyone.

It will be something that we are proud of and want to show visitors to the city.

Our commuity is need ofyouth facilities that will encourage healthy and active
physical activity for our youth.

We live near Wayfarer's Chapel, and St Peter's Lutheran Church and we enjoy
hearing the bells We do not hear them often enough .It is not disturbing, instead
it is relaxing and peaceful to hear.

Again, we are in favor of the ST JOHN FISHER BUILDING PROJECT

Sincerely, I~~

~eterShen
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DOUGLAS BUTLER
A PROFESSIONAL. CORPORATION

ATTORNEY AT L.AW

CERTIFIED SPECIALIST· TAXATION LAW

PROBATE, ESTATE PLANNING & TRUST LAW

THE STATE. BAR OF CALIFORNIA

BOARD OF L.EGAL SPECIALIZATION

28441 HIGHRIDGE ROAD. SUITE 303

ROLLING HILLS ESTATES, CALIFORNIA 90274-4872

September 10, 2008

(310) 265-9999

F"AX (310) 265-4995

Planning Commission
c/o Joel Rojas
Director of Planning
Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

Re: Opposition to Revised
St. John Fisher Master Plan Remodel and Expansion
Case Number ZaN 2007-000492

ST. JOHN FISHER CHURCH CAN NOT MEET THE
PARKING REQUIREMENTS OF THE CITY CODE

Dear Planning Commission:

St. John Fisher Church has acknowledged that they may reduce the
number of Sunday masses in the future. This means there will be
additional parking demands on the remaining church services.
Statements that the parking lot is not currently full means
nothing considering the increased use in the future. The current
parking lot fills up. Last Sunday, September 7, 2008, numerous
vehicles were parked in red zones and along side roads where no
parking is allowed. The parking problems exist now. St. John
Fisher Church must provide adequate onsite parking for the cur
rent use as well as for any expansion.

The church proposes to substantially increase the use of the
facilities and at the same time reduce the required parking.
This is not appropriate for the neighborhood and it violates the
city codes which set forth the rules for onsite parking. It
would cause parking on the streets surrounding St. John Fisher
Church. Please see the addendum "History of St. John Fisher
Church Parking".
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Planning Commission
c/o Joel Rojas
Director of Planning
September 10, 2008
Page 2

St. John Fisher Church is operating under a 1985 CUP which
requires 359 parking spaces. Any analysis of the required park
ing must start with the currently required parking and add the
additional required parking under the city code. The city code
requires more than 359 parking spaces be provided when the prop
erty is expanded. Additional parking based on the expansion only
is required. This would require 649 parking spaces. Please see
the addendum "The Code Requires Additional Parking for Expan
sion" .

If the Planning Commission is going to reduce the required park
ing below the required 657 spaces based on concurrent use, it
must still provide adequate parking based on the concurrent uses
which are likely to exist. The required parking based on a con
current use theory based on city codes would require 600 parking
spaces on Saturday/Sunday during the time of maximum parking
usage. A joint use and common parking facilities agreement would
require 657 parking spaces between two properties. Please see
the addendum regarding "Concurrent Use".

The proposed parking plan fails to meet the requirements of the
City of Rancho Palos Verdes parking code for green space. There
is inadequate open space, a five foot open space between the
parking lot and neighboring properties was not provided along the
east side of the property, the tree wells in the parking lot are
grossly inadequate. The center divider does not allow for tree
growth or protection of the trees. There is inadequate green
space in the parking lot. There are no five foot masonry walls
facing adjoining residential properties. The parking spaces are
too far away from the new sanctuary. The parking plan will cause
congestion in the parking lot. Please see the addendum regarding
the "Parking Plan".

The Mary and Joseph Retreat Center property can not meet the code
requirements for use in any joint use or common parking facility
agreement with St. John Fisher Church. Please see the addendum
regarding the Mary and Joseph Retreat Center.

The church has numerous options which would provide adequate
parking. If the Planning Commission authorizes expansion of the
St. John Fisher Church, they must condition the expansion with
use limitations so parking is still provided on site. The
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Planning Commission
c/o Joel Rojas
Director of Planning
September 10, 2008
Page 3

Planning Commission has options to limit the effects of inade
quate parking. Please see the addendum regarding "Planning Com
mission Options".

The Planning
spaces. The
359 spaces.
expansion.

DB:rs

Commission can not approve the plan with 331 parking
parking lot without the new sanctuary fills up with
Substantial additional parking is required for any

Very truly yours,

DOUGLAS BUTLER

Butler\RentalProperties\ValleyView\
ChurchRemodel\Planning
Commissionll.Ltr-090308
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HISTORY OF ST. JOHN FISHER CHURCH PARKING

In 1966 the required parking for the property was 180 parking
spaces. By 1966 the church had no intention of building a
sanctuary on the corner because they obtained permission to build
the rectory building on the corner in 1966.

The required parking for the property is now 359 spaces. This is
based on the 1985 CUP. Attacned is a copy of the 1985 CUP and a
copy of a recorded agreement by St. John Fisher providing for 359
parking spaces. This is less than the 574 spaces which were
required for the property in 1985 based on the usage at that
time. The reduction from 574 pages to 359 spaces in 1985 was
based on a concurrent use theory. The concurrent use theory is
that since not all uses of the property occur simultaneously, the
real or actual parking demand is less than required under the
code.

In 1985 St. John Fisher was also required to provide tandem
parking with parking attendants when required. This has not
occurred.

Since 1985 the old sanctuary was expanded in 1994 with no
additional parking required. Additional classrooms were added
with no additional parking required.

Currently on Christmas and Easter the church uses Barrett Hall as
an overflow sanctuary. On special holidays the overflow room
will be packed. Obviously at these times the current parking lot
is inadequate. Currently on some Sundays the parking lot with
359 spaces is full. For instance the parking lot was full last
Sunday, September 7, 2008. Numerous cars were parked in the
driveways and in no parking areas. When the new larger sanctuary
is built and the number of masses reduced the parking demands
will sUbstantially increase.

Currently during some funerals and weddings parking is inadequate
and those in attendance at such events park in the driveways and
on adjacent streets.

The required parking based on the expansion is 657 parking
spaces. St. John Fisher is now proposing to reduce the required
parking to 331 spaces which is less than the currently required
359 spaces. 331 spaces is the absolute maximum number of parking
spaces St. John Fisher can squeeze onto the property after their
proposed expansion. 331 parking spaces is not adequate and will
create severe parking shortages on the site and cause offsite
parking on the adjoining streets on a weekly basis. If cars
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359 spaces. 331 spaces is the absolute maximum number of parking
spaces St. John Fisher can squeeze onto the property after their
proposed expansion. 331 parking spaces is not adequate and will
create severe parking shortages on the site and cause offsite
parking on the adjoining streets on a weekly basis. If cars



192

start to park on Crest and Crenshaw, it will cause traffic
problems since the streets are not wide enough to accommodate the
traffic and the parking demand at the same time.

If Crest and Crenshaw were posted as no parking areas, then the
overflow parking would move to adjoining neighboring residential
streets.

The St. John Fisher Church parking was inadequate in 1985 when
Barrett Hall was built and a CUP reduced the required parking to
359 spaces. More parking spaces should have been required in
1985. This is evident by the current parking shortages.

At this time adequate parking must be provided. The addendums
described below provide different ways to calculate the required
parking under the city code:

A. The Code Requires Additional Parking For Expansion;

B. Concurrent Use; and

C. Mary and Joseph Retreat Center

Butler\RentalProperties\ValleyView\
ChurchRemodel\HistoryOfParking-090308

start to park on Crest and Crenshaw, it will cause traffic
problems since the streets are not wide enough to accommodate the
traffic and the parking demand at the same time.

If Crest and Crenshaw were posted as no parking areas, then the
overflow parking would move to adjoining neighboring residential
streets.

The St. John Fisher Church parking was inadequate in 1985 when
Barrett Hall was built and a CUP reduced the required parking to
359 spaces. More parking spaces should have been required in
1985. This is evident by the current parking shortages.

At this time adequate parking must be provided. The addendums
described below provide different ways to calculate the required
parking under the city code:

A. The Code Requires Additional Parking For Expansion;

B. Concurrent Use; and

C. Mary and Joseph Retreat Center

Butler\RentalProperties\ValleyView\
ChurchRemodel\HistoryOfParking-090308



193

THE CODE REQUIRES ADDITIONAL PARKING
FOR EXPANSION

THE CODE REQUIRES ADDITIONAL PARKING
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THE CODE REQUIRES ADDITIONAL PARKING FOR EXPANSION

For additions to existing developments the increased parking
requirement shall be based only on the addition. Please see
code section 17.50.020.

At this time the church proposes to add a new 17,000 square foot
church sanctuary and reduce the required parking. Section
17.50.020 of the city code requires that additional parking be
provided when you expand the use of property. Under Section
17.50.020 you must start with the current required parking of 359
spaces and increase the number of required parking spaces by the
additional development.

The current required parking is 359 spaces. Since the use
requires 574 spaces, St. John Fisher is already receiving a
substantial credit for concurrent use.

The additional parking required is one space for each 50 square
feet of assembly space, or one space for every three seats,
whichever is greater. Depending on how you define assembly area,
the additional parking required is between 173 to 340 additional
spaces. The alternative required parking under city code is one
space for every three seats which results in 290 spaces for the
new sanctuary of 870 seats. The city must use whichever method
creates the greater number of parking spaces. For this purpose
we will assume the greater number is 290 parking spaces.

The required parking would be 359 + 290 = 649 spaces based upon
the expansion of the project under city code section 17.50.020.
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CONCURRENT USE

Section 17.50 of the city code sets forth the nonresidential
parking and loading standards. It should be noted that section
17.50.10 sets forth the purpose of the parking standards as
follows:

"This chapter assures the provision of adequate
off-street parking facilities in conjunction with any
residential use or development. These standards should
be considered the minimum' required to preserve the
public health, safety and welfare, and more extensive
parking provisions may be warranted in particular
circumstances."

The city code section 17.50.30 sets forth "joint use and common
parking facilities conditions". Joint use and common parking
facilities guarantee that the code required parking is available
through a joint use and common parking facilities agreement.

Nowhere in the city code are there concurrent use standards.
Concurrent use is not set forth in the code but has been allowed
in limited practice. Concurrent use should be used very
cautiously.

The city by concurrent use policy has allowed less than the
required minimum parking to be provided when the parking uses on
the property are not concurrent. St. John Fisher now argues that
the sanctuary and school are not concurrent uses and therefore
less than the minimum required parking should be allowed. The
church in 1985 in arguing for reduced parking claimed that the
Barrett Hall uses were different from the rest of the site.
As a result, the required parking was reduced to 359 parking
spaces. Now the church is saying the new sanctuary should be a
different use and Barrett Hall should be aggregated with the
school and other Monday to Friday uses. Please see the attached
1985 CUP.

To properly analyze the concurrent usages, you must identify each
building and identify its type of use. The buildings on the site
are of three types of uses:

1. Primarily Sunday use (new proposed sanctuary and
religious education facilities)

2. Primarily weekday use (school classrooms)

3. Likely to be used at all times:

A. Barrett Hall
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B. New gymnasium

C. Meeting room

o. Multipurpose room

If the city is to reduce the required parking from the required
minimum parking of 657 spaces based on the concurrent use theory,
the city should compute the required parking based on the three
different types of usage for each building to determine the
anticipated parking demand on different days of the week.

Attached is a schedule of required parking calculations based on
the expected usage of each building on the site for each day of
the week.

The required parking requirements in the attached schedule are
slightly different from the city's calculation. The difference
in required parking of six additional spaces is a result of the
addition of four loading spaces and two additional spaces which
were the result of rounding calculations in the assembly
buildings.

The city in its original calculation added all assembly buildings
together to compute the assembly parking requirement. As a
result, only one additional parking space was required due to
rounding. In this calculation, the parking for each assembly
building was calculated individually which resulted in two
additional parking spaces due to rounding. The city code
requires one additional parking space when parking standards
result in a fraction of a parking space.

Four loading dock spaces were added under code section 17.50.50
based on the total square feet of building space. (Gross
institutional buildings consisting of 80,001 to 110,000 square
feet require four loading spaces under the city code.)

Section 17.50.050(0) states that loading spaces are in addition
to the regular parking spaces.

Using a concurrent use theory and calculating the required
parking by actual use on each day of the week results in a
minimum of 600 required parking spaces for Saturday and Sunday
use.

As an alternative to a reduction in the parking for concurrent
use, the Planning Commission could require a joint use and common
parking lot agreement under section 17.50.030(C). A joint use
agreement can not be entered into with the Mary and Joseph
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Retreat Center since their primary use is on the weekend. See
section 17.50.030(C). Also a joint use and common parking lot
agreement requires the minimum parking to be divided between the
two locations. There are 94 allowed parking spaces at the Mary
and Joseph Retreat Center. 94 + 331 = 425 spaces. That is still
232 parking spaces short of the required 657 spaces. Please see
attached Mary and Joseph Retreat Center parking requirement
summary.

St. John Fisher Church assumes that Barrett Hall, the meeting
room, the multipurpose room, the new gymnasium and the classrooms
will not be used on Sundays when the sanctuary is in use. That
is the only way they can ask that the city reduce the parking
requirements to 331 parking spaces. If the city grants the
requested parking of 331 spaces, a condition should be attached
to the CUP which would prohibit the simultaneous use of Barrett
Hall, the meeting room, the multipurpose room, the new gymnasium
and the classrooms when the sanctuary is being used.
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PARKING CALCULATIONS
BASED ON ACTUAL USAGE

Required
Required Saturday/

Required Weekday Sunday
Parking Parking Parking

Building Use Per Code Per Code Per Code

New sanctuary Assembly 290 290
870 seats

Barrett Hall Assembly 97 97 97
4,818 square feet

Meeting Room Assembly 23 23 23
1,122 square feet

Multi-Purpose Room Assembly 44 44 44
2,178 square feet

New gymnasium Assembly 121 121 121
6,037 square feet

Office Office 37 37

Library Library 4 4
1,250 square feet

Elementary classrooms Classrooms 18 18
9 classrooms

Religious education Classrooms 14 14 14
classroom
7 classrooms

Preschool Classroom 8 8 8

Single family Residence 3 3 3
.per city

Loading dock per Loading dock 4 4
square footage

TOTAL: 663 373 600
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PARKING PLAN

City parking lot landscaping requirements are set forth in
Section 17.50.040 (Development Standards).

Section C(l) requires that the required parking be within 300
feet of the building it is to serve. Over sixty percent of the
parking for the proposed sanctuary is over 300 feet away from the
proposed sanctuary building. The proposed parking is located too
far away from the proposed sanctuary.

Section E(l) requires a solid masonry wall not less than five
feet in height where a parking area abuts a residential district.
No five foot masonry wall is provided on the south edge of the
property which adjoins the residential neighborhood of Rancho
Crest Homeowners Association (Valley View Road) .

Section F(5) requires that bumper tire stops or other devices
shall be provided along all pedestrian ways.

The parking plan appears not to have adequate separation of
pedestrian areas from parking areas.

Section G(l) requires a landscaped planter bed of at least five
feet in width be installed along the entire parking perimeter
except for those areas devoted to perpendicular access ways
(driveways) .

There is no five foot wide landscaped planter bed on the eastern
edge of the parking lot.

Section 8(2) requires a minimum of five percent of the paved
parking area be devoted to interior planting areas.

The five percent minimum is not met. (The exterior perimeter
planting shall not be considered part of the required interior
planting.)

The code requires the extensive use of trees.

Section 8(6) requires that when parking stalls face each other a
three foot center divider be provided. In addition, trees are
required every thirty to fifty feet in the center divider.

The parking plan does not provide for a real center divider. The
proposed parking plan allows a 1-1/2 foot portion of the parking
stalls facing each other to be devoted to parking while simul
taneously calling the space a planted center divider. The plan
allows the car to use the last 1-1/2 feet of the parking space by
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allowing the front of the car to overhang into the planted center
divider. (If both cars overhang, they could be touching each
other as if there was no center divider.) In effect the parking
stalls are face to face without any real center divider.

The dual use of the same area for parking and landscaping
effectively limits the interior landscaping to grass and ground
covers. Any planting above ground level could pose a problem to
the car engines and in any event is not likely to grow. It can
not be irrigated because sprinklers would cause mechanical
problems to cars.

The dual use of the same area for trees and parking does not
protect the trees. In section 8(4) tree wells are required for
existing trees. In Section 8(6) tree wells are provided every 30
to 50 feet in the center divider. In the code it is assumed the
trees are protected by the three foot center divider. The dual
use effectively eliminates any protection of the trees which are
required in the city code. The tree wells will be part of the
dual use of the parking stall for parking and landscaping. The
cars if they pull forward into the stall, could hit the trees.
The dual use of the parking stalls for landscaping does not
protect the trees.

The dual use of parking stalls will create other parking and
traffic hazards. Some drivers will stop short in the parking
stall assuming they are not supposed to overhang the planted
area. Those cars could then stick out into the traffic lanes,
creating a traffic hazard and slowing down traffic.

Parking and traffic congestion along the eastern edge of the
property is likely. Cars backing into or out of parking spaces
will stop the orderly entrance or exit of cars from the parking
lot causing additional parking and traffic congestion.

The parking lot should be redesigned to meet the landscaping
requirements of the city code. This may result in the loss of
parking spaces. The parking plan should also be redesigned to
improve the flow of traffic into and out of the parking lot. The
current parking design with cars parking on the main access road
on the east side of the property will create traffic congestion.

The proposed parking plan effectively avoids the landscaping
standards for parking lots. If the Planning Commission adopts
the proposed parking plan, they might as well simply require St.
John Fisher Church to paint three foot green stripes in the
parking lot.
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MARY AND JOSEPH RETREAT CENTER

The Mary and Joseph Retreat Center can not meet the city code
requirements for any joint use and common parking facilities
agreement with St. John Fisher Church.

Section 17.50.030 sets forth the rules on joint use and common
parking facilities.

A copy of the development cod~ is attached. In the first section
it states "The planning commission may permit the joint use of
parking facilities to meet the standards for certain uses under
the following conditions."

In a joint use and common parking facilities agreement, you must
meet the parking requirements of the code. The parking
requirement is 657 spaces. (The actual parking requirement may
be 663 spaces. Please see the memorandum regarding concurrent
use.) There are not 657 parking spaces. The St. John Fisher
Church will have 331 parking spaces. The Mary and Joseph Retreat
Center has 94 spaces. Together they only have 425 spaces.
Therefore, a joint use and common facilities agreement could not
meet the requirement that they meet the parking standards of 657
spaces.

The Planning Commission may reduce the parking requirements for
common parking facilities in shopping centers or other commercial
areas where a parking lot with common access and joint use is
provided (code section 17.50.030(0)). This section applies to
commercial zoned property and St. John Fisher Church and the Mary
and Joseph Retreat Center are institutional and therefore can not
claim any reduction in the parking requirement under section
17.50.030(0). Even with the twenty-five percent reduction in the
required parking St. John Fisher Church would still not meet the
parking requirement of the city code. The required parking is
657 spaces. A twenty-five percent reduction would reduce the
required parking to 493 spaces. There are only 425 parking
spaces on the two properties.

More important is the requirement in section 17.50.030(C) that
the facilities must show there is no substantial conflict in the
principal operating hours of the buildings or uses for which the
joint use is proposed.

The primary use of the Mary and Joseph Retreat Center is weekend
use. Attached are brochures and website pages showing that the
Mary and Joseph Retreat Center has weekend retreats. The
Planning Department memorandum to the Planning Commission on
April 8, 1992 states the primary use of the retreat center is on
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weekends. See attached copy. On occasion, the Mary and Joseph
Retreat Center rents out space for church services of different
denominations. These uses have occurred on Sundays. It is
obvious from the website, brochure and actual use that the Mary
and Joseph Retreat Center has primarily weekend use.

St. John Fisher's primary parking shortage occurs on weekends
which is the same primary use days as the Mary and Joseph Retreat
Center. Therefore, the two facilities can not enter into a joint
use and common parking facilities agreement to share parking
facilities on a Sunday under the city code.
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PLANNING COMMISSION OPTIONS

1. If the Planning Commission decides to limit the required
parking to 331 spaces, then the Planning Commission should
require that all other assembly rooms, i.e. Barrett Hall,
the meeting room, the multi-purpose room and the new
gymnasium, can not be used for a period commencing one hour
before and terminating one hour after any church service,
wedding or funeral held {n the new sanctuary building.
Prohibiting the simultaneous use of the new sanctuary and
the other assembly rooms would reduce the parking demand.

2. The Planning Commission could require parking beyond 331
spaces which might require the church to remove an existing
building or buildings.

3. The Planning Commission could require that the sanctuary
building be smaller. This would reduce the parking demand
and the smaller building footprint would allow for
additional parking.

4. If a joint use and common parking facilities agreement is
proposed with the Mary and Joseph Retreat Center property, a
CUP must be placed on the Mary and Joseph Retreat Center
property prohibiting weekend use of the Mary and Joseph
Retreat Center.

5. If the Planning Commission approves the parking plan, the
exceptions to the city code parking plan requirements should
be clearly set forth in the CUP.
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Church .shall 'utilize attendant parking (using tandem parking') to
increase parking oapacity.
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Staff Report
February 26. 1985
Page Two

BACKGROUND

The Church and its functions have been located at their present site since
1961 . (The rectory and convent were added sometime in 1966~67).

PHYSICAL DESCRIPTION

The subject site comprises 9.4 acres and 1s located on a plateau overlooking
the intersection of Crenshaw Boulevard. (to the west) and Crest
Road (to the north) with sloping, landscaped banks on the other two (2) sides.
Single family residential is the prominent adjacent land use. The s·He
takes access from two driveways, one eac,h on 'Cl~est Road and Crenshaw Boul evard
with the .primary one on Crenshaw. Boulevard.

Existing improvements include the Church, school buildings, rectory and
convent (see plans). The perimeter of the property is heavily planted with
mature land5caping. In general, the site is visually iSolated from surrounding
land uses. '

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The applicants are proposing to construct a new social/meeting hall adjacent to
the school facility in the center of the property. The proposed structure would
compromise 7,049 square feet of kitchen space, offices, storage rooms, several
multi-purpose rooms and a large hall area (see floor plans.) It would be used
for meetings, choir rehearsals, school meetings, social gatherings, etc.

The proposal would place the structure 2.5 feet below the existing grade
(quantities of earth to be handled is not known at this time). The structure
would measure 28.5 feet at its highest point as measured from existing grade.

The proposed location requires rearranging the existing parking layout.
As shown on the enclosed plans, 359 parking spaces would be provided
(6 iri garages and not available for general use). On a site inspection,
staff counted 345 existing marked or striped spaces. The site visit took place
during the noon mass. Staff estimates that the parking was about 2/3 full.

At the present time, there are recreational facilities located within the parking
area. These include 6 basketbal1 backboards, assorted jungle gym equipment, and

. a baseball backstop. There is also a covered lunch area. All of these would
be displaced by the new parking arrangement, although staff has been told the.
basketball backboards would be replaced in the same general location.

The combined square footages of all the buildings (including the proposed
building) would Y'equire 574 parking spaces (this is based on the code require
ments, which assumes worst use simultaneous demand). Variance 116 is
requesting a reduction of 215 spaces. The applicants justify this with the argue
meot that there will not be simultaneous use of the major facilities (the new
hall and the Church); therefore, the "real" or actual demand is less.
Using this reasoning, the new hall would require 293 spaces individual1y, while
all the other uses (simultaneously) would require 281 spaces. In either case,
the 359 Pl~oposed spaces provl de more than woul d Df? requi red,
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Staff' Repo;t
February 26, ·1985
Page Three

ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS

Please refer to the attached Initial Study for Environmental Assessment #461
for discussion of this topic.

No significant eXJyironmental impacts have been identified with the proposal
and a Draft Negative Declaration has been prepared and is attached.

PROJECT CONSIDERATIONS

The proposed structure is well situated an the subject property, almost.
centrally located on the site. This location, combined with the existing
landscaping and the topographical characteristics would render the structure
almost invisible to surrounding land uses. . .

The proposed parking/circulation seems to be workable.
actual parking demand is within the proposed capacity.
be approved, it should be conditioned so as to prohibit
situations.

The "rea lll or
Should the Variance
simultaneous demand

In reviewing any new major construction or development, the City considers the
requirement for public works improvements along the frontages of the -public
rights-of-way. In this case, there al~e several places along Crenshaw
Boulevard and Crest Road where repairs to the paving are needed. If it so
chooses, the Commission may require such repairs as a condition of approval.

The Commission should also consider requiring improvements of the recently
approved designated trails in the public right-of-way along the pro~erty

frontages 'on Crenshaw Boul evard and Crest Road. Staff wi 11 di scuss thi s
in detail at the meeting.

CODE CONSIDERATIONS

The site is zoned Institutional; ne·w uses require a Conditional Use Permit.
Proposed building height and setbacks are all within Code standards.

The parking issue must be resolved; however~ the Code standard of simultaneous
use does not seem wholly appropriate for this use.

Another area of concern is the Code requirement th~t a minimum of 5% of the
interior of parking lot areas be landscaped. The applicant has been requested
to supply figures for the square footage of the parking lot area and the
landscaped area. ~er Code standards, this 5% cannot include perimeter land
scaping; it is intended to soften large expanses of paved surfaces. The islands
currently shown in the parking areas are to be landscaped. Should the
Comm; ssi On choose to approve thi s , .staff rec.ommends a ,condi ti-on '.
requiring compliance with the 5% req.uirement. The applicant would have to
submit plans verifying such compliance. .

Lastly, as noted earlier, quantities of earth to be handled with the proposed
grading are not known at this time. Should the Commission approve this
project, staff would suggest that staff be given the authority to approve
a grading application should it exceed 1,000 cubic yards of materials, as
that would normally require the application to come back to the Commission.
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Since there are no slopes or other controversial issues regarding the grading
such authority would shorten the processing of the application.

CONCLUSIONS/FINDINGS

Staff does not see any major problems with the proposed project. Those
concerns raised in the previous section are real. but not significant enough
to warrant denial of the project; and can be handled through appropriate
conditions of approval.

It is staff IS opini on that the proposed soci al/meeting hall addition and
St. John Fisher Parish meets the following C.U.P. criteria:

1. That the site is adequate in size and shape to accommodate the intended
expansion;

2 That the site for the proposed expansion relates to streets and roadways
properly designed to carry the type and quantity of traffic generated by
the use;

3.. That by approving the expansion at the specific location, there would be no
significant adverse impacts on the adjacent properties or permitted uses
thereof;

4. That the proposed use is not contrary to the General Plan; and

5. That subject to the conditions/mitigation measures attached to Resolution
P.C. No. 85- , there will be no significant adverse environmental impacts
resulting from the proposed project.

and the fo·llowing findings can be made regarding Variance 116.

1. That there are. exceptional or extraordinary circumstances or
conditions applicable to the property involved, or to the intended use of the
property, which do not apply generally to other property in the same
zoning district; in that the intended use of the property would not
utilize simultaneous demand for proposed parking facilities.

2. That such variance is necessary for the preservation and
enjoyment of a substantial property right of the applicant, which right is
possessed by other property owners under like conditions in the same zoning
district; in that other religious facilities in the Institutional zone
have the same right for full service facilities and to conduct a full
range of activities.

3. That the granting of the variance will not be materially
detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to property and improve
ments in the area in which the property is located; in that there would
be no significant adverse impacts associated with the proposed structure and
its location.

4. That the granting of such a variance will not be contrary to
the objectives of the General Plan.
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INITIAL STUDY .
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT NO. 461

PROJECT LOCATION

The project site is located at 5448 Crest Road. The property is zoned
Institutional and is owned and operated by the Roman Catholic Church.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The applicant is proposing to constract a 7,049 square foot meeting hall
for Parish social functions, receptions, .school assembly meetings,
dinners, etc. This buflding would eliminate these uses in existing
buildings, which a~e not desiqned for such activities.

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The property encompasses 9.4 acres which includes the church building,
convent, rectory,.3 school buildings, play facilities and expansive parking
area.

Surrounding land uses include single family residential to the east and south
alo·ngVal1ey View (down a large "common area ll slope). The Cayman Tract
(38848)~ is across Crenshaw to the west, and aown a slope fl"'om the _subject Drooe.l~tv are

more sinqle family residences to the north across Crest Road. The Villa Verde
resirlp.!ltii'll rlp-vpJnnmp!nt i~ si·;~uT.',":ed diaaol'lallv rlr.l"Or:;r:; the Crest/Crp.nshaw intersection.

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

The issues discussed below have been detel"mJi!ned to be of environmental concern.
Other environmental issues (as described in CEQA) have been examined and have
been determi ned to be of no concern wi thi n the parameters of the proposed
project. Unless discussed in this Initial Study, or the General Plan, the
impacts (indiVidual and/or collective) when added to past, current or
future projects are not considered significant from a cumulative effect
viewpoint.

EARTH

Due to the gentle slope of the existing site, the proposed structure would
be lowered 2.5 feet below the adjacent parking area. Compaction and fill
are an expected part of such construction. No negative impacts are
associated with this; however, to protect against excessive dust during
construction phases, a wate-ring truck shan be employed.

TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION

The existing structures/uses on the site require a total of 281 parking
spaces based upon simultaneous use. The proposed structure would require an
additional 293 spaces for a total of 574 reqUired parking spaces. Again this
is based upon simultaneous use. As the proposed structure would not be
usea simultaneously with the church activity, the II rea l 11 demand for parkinq. is
much less.

The location of the proposed structure mandates realignment and striping of
the parking lot. A total of 359 parking spaces is proposed with the new
confi gUfati on. ,IJ, Variance is l"equl red due to the substondal~d nUl1lbe\~ of
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is based upon simu1taneous use. As the proposed structure would not be
usea simultaneously with the church activity, the u rea l ll demand for parkinq. is
much less.

The location of the proposed structure mandates realignment and striping of
the parking lot. A total of 359 parking spaces is proposed with the Aew
configuration. A Variance is required due to the substandard number of
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Initial Study
Page Two

provided spaces; however,such re~uction may be justified due to the "real II

demand for parking"versus"~imultaneous demand.

In view of the foregoing information and discussion and the Environmental
Assessment Questionnaire, it has been determined that a .Negative Declaration
shoul d be prepa red. .

This Initial Study was prepared by Stev"e Rubin, Associate Planner, under the
direction of the Director of Environmental Services on February 20, 1985.
Data was supplied by the applicant throug'h the Environmental Assessment
Questionnaire and through sources listed below:

1. Rancho Palos Verdes Development "Code
2. Rancho Palos Verdes Address File - 5448 Crest Road
3. Environmental Assessment #461
4. Conditional Use Permit #96 Application
5. Variance No. 116 Application
6. Rancho Palos Verdes General Plan
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4. Conditional Use Permit #96 Application
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6. Rancho Palos Verdes General Plan
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nSOLUTION p.e. NO. 85-

,A RESOLUTION OF TRI!: PLlUfiUNG COMMISSION OF THE CIn OF RA:NCBO
PALOS VERDES APPROVING CONDITIONAL USEPEBMIT 196. VARIANCE #116. AND TIlE

DRAFT NEGATIVE DECLARATION FOR ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT #461

',VHEREAS, the Roman Catholic Archbishop of Los Angeles has
made application to construct a church social/meeting hall at St. John
Fisher Parish, located at 5448 Crest Road; and

WHEREAS,.a.fter a public hearing· was held on February 26, 1985
at which time 'all interested parties were given an opportunity to be heard and
present evidence.

NOW, THEREFORE, THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF RANCHO PALOS
VERDES DOES HEREBY FIND, DETERMINE AND RESOLVE AS FOLLOWS:

S~ction 1. That the site is adequate in size and shape to accommodate
the intended 'expansion;

. .
Section 2. That the site for the proposed expansion relates to

streets and roadways properly designed to carry the type and quantity of'
traffic generated by the use;

Section 3. That by approving the expansion at the specific location,
there wou1d-be no' significant adverse impacts on the adjacent properties or
permitted uses thereof,;

Section 4. That there are exceptional or extraordinary circumstances or
conditions applicable to the property involved, or to the intended use of the
property, which do not apply generally to other property in the same
zoning district; in that the intended use of the property would ,not
utilize simultaneous demand for proposed parking facilities

Section 5. That such variance is necessary for the preservation and
enjoyment of a subs'tantial property right of the applicant, which right is
possessed by other property owners under like conditions in the same zoning
district; in that other religious facilities in the Institutional zone
have the same right for full service facilities and to conduct a full
range of activities .

. " Section 6. That the granting of the variance will not be materially
detrimental to the public welfare or injurious' to property and improve-
ments in the area in which the property is located; in that there would
be no significant adverse impacts associated with the proposed structure and
its location

Section 7. That the granting of such a variance will not be contrary to
the objectives of the General Plan

, .... , .

"

RESOLUTION P .. C. RO. 85-

< A RESOLUTION OF THE PI...ANRING COMMISSION OF THE eIn OF RAliCBO
PALOS VERDES APPROVING CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT #96. VARIANCE #116, AND THE

DRAFT,NEGATIVE DECLARATION FOR ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT #461

'iVHEREAS, the RomanCatholic<Archbishop of Los Angeles has
made application to construct a church social/meeting hall at St. John
Fisher Parish, located at 5448 Crest Road; and

WHEREAS,. after a public hearing· was held on February 26, 1985
a.t which time 'all interested parties were given an opportunity to be heard and
present ev~dence.

NOW, THEREFORE, THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF RANCHO PALOS
VERDES DOES HEREBY 'FIND, DETERMINE AND RESOLVE AS FOLLOWS:

S~ction 1. That the site is adequate in size and shape to accommodate
the intended 'expansion; .

< •

Section 2. That the site for the proposed expansion relates to
streets ~nd roadways properly designed to carry the type and quantity, of'
traffic generated by the use;

Section 3. That by approving the expansion at the specific location,
there would"-be no' significant adverse impacts on theadj~cent properties or
penni t ted uses thereof.;

Section.4. That there are exceptional or extraordinary circumstances or
conditions applicable to the property involved, or to the intended use of the
property, which do not apply generally to other property in the same
zoning district; in that the intended use of the property would ·not
utilize simultaneous demand for proposed parking facilities

Section 5. That such variance is necessary for the preservation and
enjoyment of a subs'tantial property right of t~e applicant, which right is
possessed by othe~ property owners under like conditions in the same zoning
district; .in that other religious facilities in the Institutional zone
have the same right for full service facil.ities and to conduct a full
range of activities .

. " Section 6. That the granting of the variance will not be ma.terially
detrimental to the public welfare or injurious' to property and improve-
ments in the area in which the property is located; in that there would
be no significant adverse impacts associated with the proposed structure and
its location

Section 7. That the granting of such a variance will not be contrary to
the objectives of the General Plan
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EXHIB, A: RESOlUTIONP.C~ NO. 85-

, ,

Conditional use Pennit 196, Variance 1116" Draft Negative Declaration for
Environmental Assessment 1461 are approved 'subject to the following,
conditions: '

1. i.his approval shall expire one year from the date of adoption if application
for building permits have not' been made. Extension may'be granted by the
Planning Commission for up to one additional year. Extension must be granted
pri or to expi rat; on ~

2.A watering truck shall be employed during construction phases to control
dust.

3. The applicants shall submit a grading application to be approved by the
Director ,of Environmental Services prior to application for building permits.

, ,

4. Applicant shall conform to the minimum requirement for 5% interior la,nd
scaping of parking areas. Site landscape/irrigation plans shall be '!-pproved
by the Director of Environmental Services prior to application for bUilding
permits and installed prior to occupancy of. the building..

I. The Church facilities shall be operated in such a manner so as not to create
simultane'ous. demand for maximum parking requirements~ which would exceed

the 359 spaces on site.

6. The applicant shall submit plans to the Director of Public Works for the
repair of substandard asphaltic paving in Crest Road and Crenshaw
Boulevard up :to the ,center line of said right-of-ways, subject 'to his
a.pproval. Said improvements shall be completed prior to occupancy'of
thebuil ding.

7. The applicant shall submit plans to the Director of Environmental Services for
approval to improve designated equestrian trans within the public right-of
way along its property frontage along Crest Road and 'Crenshaw Boulevard.

8. Said improvements shall be completed prior to occupancy of the bUilding.
Final building plans, inclUding elevations, materials, and lighting shall
be approved prior to application for building permits.

'f'I,
I ..
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EXHIB. A: RESOlUTIONPeC~ NO. 85-

. .
Conditional .use Pemit 196, Variance 1116" Draft Negative Decl,n'ation for
En.vironmental Assessment #461 are approved 'subject to the following.
conditions: . ',

1. r.hisapproval shall expire one year from the date of adoption if appl ication
for bufl di ng permi ts ha v'e not· been made. Extensi on may' be granted by the
Planning· Commission for up to one additi'onal year. Extension must be granted
prior to expi rat; on ~ . .

2. A watering truck shall be employed during construction phases to control
dust.

3. The applicants shall submit a grading application to be approved by the
Director .of Environmental Services prior to application for building permits~

, ,

4. Appl icant s.ha 11 conform to the minimum requ; rement for 5% i nteri or 1a,nd
scap;'ng of parking areas. Site landscape/irrigation pla'ns shall 'be ~pproved

bY the Director of Environmental Services prior to app1ication for building.
permits and installed prior to occupancy of. the building. '

I. The Church faciliti~s shall be operated in such a manner so as not to create
simultan~ou~ demand for maximum parking requirements~ which would exceed

the 359 spaces on site.

6. The applicant shall submit plans to the Director of Public Works for the
repair of substandard asphaltic paving'in Crest Road and Crenshaw
Boulevard up :to the :center line of 'said right-af-ways, subject 'to his
a.pproval. Said improvements shall be completed prior to occupancy'of
the bUilding.

7. The applicant shall submit plans to the Director of Environmental Services for
approval to improve designated equestrian trails within the public right-of-
way along its property frontage along Crest Road and 'Crenshaw Boulevard. .

8. Said improvements shall be completed prior to occupancy of· the building.
Final building plans, including elevations, materials, and lighting shall
be approved prior to application for building permits.

I rI,
I "

".
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..

I have been fnfonned by the Director and/or his Environmental Services staff that

the conditions set forth in this application are not consi~ered to be within the
. . .

scope 'of the variance process as established ''in the City's ,Devel~pment Code.

Signature of .Applicant:

--,---------------
MI'l= _

1/76

..

I ha.ve been i'nformed by the Director and/or his Environmental Services staff that

the conditions set forth in this application are not consi~ered to be within the
• , p •

scope 'of the variance process as established ·in the City"s ,Development Code.

Signature of ,Applicant:

-_to __.: ----------------

1/76
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17.50.010

Chapter 17.50

NONRESIDENTIAL PARKING AND LOADING
STANDARDS

17.50.010 Purpose.
This chapter assures the provision ofadequate off-street

parking facilities in conjunction with any nonresidential
use or development. These standards should be considered
the minimum required to preserve the public health, safety
and welfare, and more extensive parking provisions may
be warranted in particular circumstances. (Ord. 320 § 7
(part), 1997: Ord. 78 (part), 1975)

Sections:
17.50.010
17.50.020
17.50.030

17.50.040
17.50.050

Purpose.
Parking requirements.
Joint use and common parking
·facilities.
Development standards.
Loading.

17.50.020 Parking requirements.
Parking shall be provided in accordance with the list of

uses under this section. Wherethestandardsresultina.frac
tion, the next larger whole number shall be the number of
spaces required. Foradditionstoexistingdevelopments,the
increased parking requirement shal1 be based only on the
addition. A minimum of two spaces shal1 be.provided for
any use or development regardless of the size or scope of
the use ordevelopment. Ifthe specific use is not listed inthe
following Table 50-A, the parking requirements listed in
Table 12-A ofCbapter 17.12 (Commercial Districts) shal1
apply. Disabled parking shal1 be pr()vided in accordance
withthecurrent state amended UniformBuilding Code.The
number ofdisabled parking spaces required by the.current
state amended Uniform Building Code shal1 constitute a
portion ofthe total parking required under this section.

TABLE50-A

Uses Parkin2 Space Requirements
Commercial Recreation
Billiard hall 2 spaces for each billi~d table plus 1 space for every 2

employees
Bowling alley 5·spaces for each lane
Golfcourses 6 spaces for each hole plus the established parking

requirem~ for all ancillarv uses. less a 25% credit
Golf driving ranges 1 space for each tee plus 1 space for every two

employees
Health clubs and sPas 1 space for every 150 square feet ofgross floor area
Hotels 1 space for each room for each ofthe first 100 rooms,

1/2 space for each room for each ofthe rooms
thereafter, Dlus 1. space for every 2 emulovees

Motels 1 space for each sleeping unit plus 1 space for every 2
employees

Restaurants, bars and lounges 1 space for every 3 seats; or 1 space for every 75
square feet ofdining room area, whichever is greater

Skating rinks 1 space for every 750 square feet ofgross floor area
with a minimum of25 spaces

Stables 1 space for each paddock; or 1 space for every 5
horses, whichever is greater

Swimming pools 1 spacefor every 100 square feet ofwater sm1ace plus
1 space for each employee, with a minimum of 10
spaces

Tennis, handball and racquetball facilities 3 sDaces for each court

(
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Loading.
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any use or development regardless of the size or scope of
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Uses Parkin! Space Requirements
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Billiard hall 2 spaces for each billi~d table plus 1 space for every 2
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Bowling alley 5,sPaces for each lane
Golfcourses 6 spaces for each hole plus the established parking
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Golf driving ranges 1 spac~ for each tee plus 1 space for every two

employees
Health clubs and spas 1 space for every 150 square feet ofgross floor area
Hotels 1 space for each room for each ofthe first 100 rooms,

1/2 space for each room for each ofthe rooms
thereafter, plus 1. space for every 2 employees

Motels 1space for each sleeping unit plus 1 space for every 2
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Restaurants, bars and lounges 1 space for every 3 seats; or 1 space for every 75
square feet ofdining room area, whichever is greater

Skating rinks 1 space for every 750 square feet ofgross floor area
with a minimum of25 spaces

Stables 1 space for each paddock; or 1 space for every 5
horses, whichever is lUeater
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(
\
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17.50.020

Uses Parkine Space Requirements
Medical and Health Facilities
Convalescent homes,·nursing homes, homes for the 1 space for every 4 beds
aged, rest homes and sanitariums
Dental and medical clinics and offices 1 SDace for every 250 sauare feet ofgross floor area
Hospitals 1 space for every 2 uatient beds
Veterinary hospitals and clinics 1 space for every 250 feet ofgross floor area
Assembly
Auditoriums, theaters, churches, clubs and stadiums 1space for every 3 permanent seats; or 1 space for

every 50 square feet ofassembly area, whichever is
greater (18 linear inches ofbench shall be considered 1
seat)

Mortuaries and funeral homes 1 spate for each hearse plus 1 space for every 2
employees plus 1 space for every 150 square feet of
assembly area

Educational Uses
Colleges and universities 1 space for every 2 full-time regularly enrolled

students plus 1 space for every 5 student seats plus 1
space for every 2 employees/faculty

Day nurseries and preschools 1 space for every employee plus 1 space for every 5
children or 1 space for every 10 children where a
circular driveway is provided for the continuous flow
ofpassenger vehicles (for the purpose of loading and
unloading children) and which accommodates at least
2 such vehicles

Elementary and tunior hiJili schools 2·spaces for each classroom
High schools 1 space for every faculty member plus 1 space for

every 6 students
Libraries 1space for evetY 300 square feet ofgross floor area
Trade schools, business colleges and commercial 1 space for every 3 student capacity plus I space for
schools every employee/faculty
Retail Uses
Food stores, grocery stores, supennarkets and drug 1 space for every 250 square feet ofgross floor area
stores
Furniture and appliance stores 1 space for every 350 SQuare feet ofgross floor area
Automobile sales and rentals 1 space for every 350 square feet ofgross floor area

plus 1 space for every 2,000 square feet ofoutside
sales area

Service Uses
Automobile service, repair and gas station 1 space for every employee, plus 2 spaces for every

service bay, plus 1 space for every vehicle used in
connection with the use (such as tow trucks)

Automobile washing and cleaning
full-service 15 spaces plus 1 space for every two employees
self-service 5 spaces for every 2 bays
Financial institutions 1 space for every employee plus 1 space for every 250

square feet ofgross floor area
Barber shops and beauty salons 3 spaces for every barber chair or station
Coin-operated Laundromats 1 space for every 3 washing machines
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·(

17.50.020

Uses Parkin! Space Requirements
Medical and Health Facilities
Convalescent homes, ,nursing homes, homes for the 1 space for every 4 beds
aged, rest homes and sanitariums
Dental and medical clinics and offices 1 Sl)ace for every 250 square feet ofgross: floor area
Hospitals 1 space for every 2 patient beds
Veterinary hospitals and clinics 1 space for every 250 feet ofgross floor area
Assembly
Auditoriums, theaters, churches, clubs and stadiums 1space for every 3 permanent seats; or 1 space for

every 50 square" feet ofassembly area, whichever is
greater (181fu.ear inches ofbench shall be considered 1
seat)

Mortuaries and funeral homes 1 space for each hearse plus 1 space for every 2
employees plus 1 space for every 150 square feet of
assembly area

Educational Uses
Colleges and universities 1 space for every 2 full-time regularly enrolled

students plus 1 space for every 5 student seats plus 1
space for every 2 employees/faculty

Day nurseries and preschools 1 space for every employee plus 1 space for every S
children or 1 space for every 10 children where a
circular driveway is provided for the continuous flow
ofpassenger vehicles (for the purpose of loading and
unloading chil~n) and which accommodates at least
2 such vehicles

Elementary and junior high schools 2·suaces for each classroom
High schools 1 space for every faculty member plus 1 space for

every 6 students
Libraries 1space for even' 300 square feet ofIUOSS floor area
Trade schools, business colleges and commercial 1 space for every 3 student capacity plus 1 space for
schools every employee/faculty
Retail Uses
Food stores. grocery stores, supennarkets and drug 1 space for every 250 square feet ofgross floor area
stores
Furniture and appliance stores 1 sp~ce for every 350 square feet ofgross floor area
Automobile sales and rentals 1 space for every 350 square feet ofgross floor area

plus 1 space for every 2,000 square feet ofoutside
sales area

Service Uses
Automobile service, repair and gas station 1 space for every employee, plus 2 spaces for every

service bay, plus 1 space for every vehicle used in
connection with the use (such as tow trUcks)

Automobile washing and cleanin~

full-serv.ice 15 spaces plus 1 space for every two employees
self-service 5 spaces for every 2 bays
Financial institutions 1 space for every employee plus 1 space for every 250

square feet ofgross floor area
Barber shops and beauty salons 3 spaces for every barber chair or station
Coin-operated Laundromats 1 space for every 3was~machines

301 (Rancho Palos Verdes 12.07)



222

17.50.020

Uses Parkin2 Space Requirements
Dry cleaners 1 space for every 300 square feet ofgross floor area

nlus 2 snaces for delivery vehicles
Professional office 1 suace for every 275 square feet of21'oss floor area

"

(Ord. 320 § 7 (part), 1997: Ord. 78 (part), 1975)

.. 17.50.030 Joint use and common parking facilities.
The planning commission may permit the joint use of

parking facilities to meet the standards·for certain uses
under the following conditions:

A. . Up to one-halfofthe parking facilities required for
a primarily daytime use may be used to meet the require
ments of a primarily nighttime use and up to one-half of
the parking facilities required for a primarilynighttime use
may be used to meet the requirements ofa primarily day
time use; provided, that such reciprocal parking arrange
ment shall comply with Section 17.50.030(C) ofthis chap
ter.

B. The parking facilities required for a primarilyday
time use or for specific days ofuse may be used to satisfy
up to fifty percent of the requirements for a church or
school auditorium subject to requirements set forth in Sec
tion 17.50.030(C) ofthis chapter.

C. The plU'ties concemed·shall show that there is no
substantial conflict in the principal operating hours ofthe
building or uses Jor which the joint use is proposed and
shall evidence agreement for such use by a proper legal
instrument to which the city is a party.

D. The planning commission may reduce parking re
quirements for common parking facilities by up to twenty
five percent in shopping centers or other commercial areas
where a parking lot with common access andjoint use is
provided. (Ord. 320 § 7 (part), 1997: Ord. 90 § 5 (Part),
1977; Ord. 78 (part), 1975)

17.50.040 Development standards.
The following development standards shall apply to all

parking areas with six or more spaces:
A. Parking Lot Permit Anyone constructing aparking

lot containing six stalls or more, whether separate or in
cotYunction with a Structure, shall obtain a parking lot
permit as per Section 17.76.010 (parking lot permit).

B. Transportation Demand ManagementParking Re
quirements. New nonresidential developments shall be
subject to the applicable transportation demand manage
ment parking requirements specified in Section 10.28.030
(Transportation demand management and trip reduction
measures) ofthe city's Municipal Code.

C. Location.

1. Required parking facilities shall be on the
same lot as the structure they are intended to serve; except,
that with properlegal agreement, theplanningcommission
may approve parking on a separate lot. For sleeping or
boarding facilities, including rest homes, dormitories, ho
tels and motels, the required parking shall be within one
hundred fifty feet ofthe building it is to serve. For all other
uses, the required parking shall be within three hundred
feet of the building it is to serve. The above distances are
to be measured along a legal and safe pedestrianpath from
the parking space to the nearest entrance ofthe building or
use for which the parking is required.

2. The required parkingspaces maybe located in
interior side and rear setbacks. No parking space, either
required or otherwise, shall be located in any required
front or street-side setback area, unless the base zoning
district regulations provide otherwise.

D. Access. There shall be a minimum ten foot wide,
four inch thick concrete, slab vehicular accessway from a
public street or alley to off-street parking facilities. Such
accessway shall be designed to specifications approved by
the director ofpublic works.

E. Screening.
1. Where a parking area abuts a.residential dis

trict, the parking areaand residential district shall be sepa
rated by a solid masonry wall not less than five feet in
height; except, that this wall shall be forty-two inches in
height where it is inprolongation ofthe front setback area
of an abutting residential use or district. The planning
commission may waive this requirement ifadditional set
back and screening planting or landscaped berms are to be
provided.

2. Where a parking area is across the street from
a residential district, there shall be a border ofappropriate
landscaping not less than ten feet in width, measured from
the street right-of-way line, along the street frontage.

F. Layout and Paving.
1. Parking areas shall provide for a twenty-five

foot outside turning radius within the facility and a thirty
foot outside turning radius into public alleys.

2. Parking spaces shall be arranged so that vehi
cles need not back onto or across any public sidewalk.

3. Off-street parking facilities shall be designed
so that a vehicle within a parking facility shall not be re
quired to enter a street to move from one location to any (
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the parking facilities required for a primarily nighttimeuse
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that with proper legal agreement, theplanningcommission
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the parking space to the nearest entrance ofthe building or
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height where it is inprolongation ofthe front setback area
of an abutting residential use or district. The planning
commission may waive this requirement ifadditional set
back and screening planting or landscaped berms are to be
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2. Where a parking area is across the street from
a residential district, there shall be a border ofappropriate
landscaping not less than ten feet in width, measured from
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F. Layout and Paving.
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(Rancho Palos Verdes 12..(7) 302



223

. (

(

other location within that parking facility. Separate non
contiguous parking facilities may be provided with inde
pendent entrances for employees and visitor parking; pro
vided, the designated use of each lot is clearly identified
on proposed plans and at the entrances to each lot.

4. No dead-end parking aisles serving more than
five stalls shall be permitted, unless the aisle is provided
with a turnaround area installed in a manner meeting the
approval ofthe director.

5. Biunpers, tire stops or any other device
deemed appropriate by the director, shall be provided
along all pedestrian ways, access or street oralleyadjacent
to any off-street parking area except where screening is
located.

6. All parking areas shall be surfaced with as
phaltic or cement concrete paving which is at least three
inches thick.

7. Standard parking stalls shall be designed in
accordance with the standards and dimensions specified in
the "parking lot layout" diagrams and tables contained in
Exhibit "50-A" of this section. All parking stalls shall be
clearly marked with lines, and access lanes shall be clearly
defined with directional arrows to guide traffic. The ap
propriate parking lot striping, including whether parking
stalls shall be single or double striped, as shown in the
diagram. contained in Exhibit "SO-B" ofthis section titled
"standard parking stall striping", shall be detennined by
the director. Except for parallel parking stalls, standard
parking stalls shall be a minimum ofnine feet (width) by
twenty feet (depth) in area. :Parallel parking stalls shall be
a minitnum of twenty-six feet in depth. Compact stalls
shall be a minimum of eight feet (width) by fifteen feet
(depth) in area and shall not exceed twenty percent ofthe
total number of approved spaces, unless a different size
stall is authorized or required by the director or planning
commission. Compact stalls shall be marked for compact
use only.

8. All off-street parking spaces shall be clearly
outlined withlines eitherpainted on the pavement or indi
cated with special paving materials on the surface of the
parking facility.

9. Parking aisle widths shall be in accordance
.. with the dimensions and standards specified in the ''park

ing lot layout" diagrams contained in Exluoit ''SO-A'' of
this section. Deviations from the diagrams' standards may
be approved by the director, if it is demonstrated to the
satisfaction ofthe·director ofpublic works that alternative
dimensions and standards will not result in adverse park
ing lot traffic circulation impacts.
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10. Disabledparking spaces shall be inaccordance
with the dimensions and specifications of the state
amended Unifonn Building Code.

G. Landscaping.
1. A landscapedplanterbed ofat least :five feet in

width shallbe installed along the entireparking lotperime
ter; except, for those areas devoted to perpendicular ac
cessways.

2. A minimum offivepercent ofthe pavedpark
ing area shall be devoted to interior planting areas. The
extensive use oftrees is encouraged to the extent that the
trees do not significantly impair views from surromding
properties. AU planting areas Shall be at least three feet
wide. Perimeter planting shall not be considered part of
this required interior planting.

3. Where topography andgrading permit, parking
lots shall be depressed and/or screened from viewby land
scaped berms and hedges. Where this is impractical, the
use ofdecorative screening walls and hedges shall be pro
vided.

4. Where trees already exist on the property, the
design shall make the best use ofthis growth and shade.
Such trees shall be protectedby a tree well with a diameter
sufficient to ensure their continued growth. The five per
cent :iJIt«ior lot area landscaping standard included in this
chapter may be reduced to compensate for the retention of
such trees.

5. Planting areas shall be distributed throughout
the lot as evenly as possible, but variations from this pat
tern may be granted by the staffwhen a different pattern
would result in the overall aesthetic improvement of the
project. Innovation in design and materials is encouraged.

6. Wherever a center divider separates parking
stalls facing each other, tree wells shall be establishednot
more than fifty. feet apart for large trees (exceeding twenty
feet spread at maturity), or not more than thirty feet for
small and medium-sized trees.

7. A full-coverage, permanent irrigation system.
shall be installed. Hose bibs shall be located at not less
than two-hundred foot intervals to allowfor reinforcement
ofthe system by hose watering.

8. All plantings shallbe maintained.free ofdebris
and inconfonnity with the accepted practices for land
scape maintenance.

9. A six inch high cement concrete curb shall be
constructed at the edge ofall landscaped areas.

.R Drainage and Lighting.
1. All drainage from parking areas for six or

more cars shall be taken to a public street, alley, storm
drain or natural drainage course to the satisfaction of the

(Rancho Palos Vetdes 12-07)

!.,~

other location within that parking facility. Separate non
contiguous parking facilities may be provided with inde
pendent entrances for employees and visitorparking; pro
vided, the designated use of each lot is clearly identified
on proposed plans and at the entrances to each lot.

4. No dead-end parking aisles serving more than
five stalls shall be permitted, unless the aisle is provided
with a turnaround area installed ·in a manner meeting the
approval of the director.

. 5. Biunper~ tire stops or any other device
deemed appropriate by the .director, shall be provided
along all pedestrian ways, access or street oralleyadjacent
to any off-street parking area except where screening is
located.

6. All parking areas shall be surfaced with as
phaltic or cement concrete paving which is at least three
inches thick.

7. Standard parking stalls shall be designed in
accordance with the standards and dimensions specified in
the "parking lot layout" diagrams and tables contained in
Exhibit "50-A" of this section. All parking stalls shall be
clearly marked with lines, and access lanes shall be clearly
defined with directional arrows to guide traffic. The ap
propriate parking lot striping, including whether parking
stalls shall be single or double strlped~ as shown in the
diagram contained in Exhibit "SO..B" ofthis section titled
"standard parking stall striping", shall be. determined by
the director. Except for parallel parking stalls, standard
parking staUs shall be a.minimum ofnine feet (width) by
twenty feet (depth.) in area Parallel parking stalls shall be
a minilnum of twenty-six feet in depth. Compact stalls
shall be a minimum of eight feet (width) by fifteen feet
(depth) in area and shall not exceed twenty percent oribe
total number of approved spaces, unless a ·different size
stall is authorized or required by the director or planning
commission. Compact stalls shall be marked for compact
use only.

8. All off-street parking spaces shall be clearly
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satisfaction ofthe'director ofpublic works that alternative
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ter; except, ~or those areas devoted to perpendicular ac
cessways.

2. A minimum aftive percent ofthe paved park
ing area shall be devoted to interior planting areas. The
extensive use of trees is encouraged to the extent that the
trees do not significantly impair views from surrounding
properties. All planting areas shall be at least three feet
wide. Perimeter planting shall not be considered part of
this required interior planting.

3. Where topography andgrading permit, parking
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more carssball be taken to a public street, alley, storm
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director ofpublic works and shall not pass over anypublic
sidewalk.

2. Lighting provided to illuminate a parkingarea
sha1lbe hooded and arranged and controlled so as not to
cause a nuisance either to highway traffic or to acljacent
properties; and a lighting plan shall be provided as per
Chapter 17.56 (Environmental Protection) ofthis title.

r. Seasonal orPeakParking Areas. Withthe approval
ofthe planning commission, the above development stan
dards may be waived or conditionally waived for aportion
ofthe required parking spaces where:

. 1. The applicant can show what portion of the
required spaces are required only on a periodic basis, such
as seasonal or once a week;

2. The parking area is planted in turf ofa wear
resistant type; and

3. Provision is made for irrigation and mainte
nance ofthe turf.

1. Signs. The provisions of Section 17.76.050 (Sign
pennit) shall apply. . •..

K. Usability. The required off-streetparking facilities
shall not be used for any purpose otherthan as requiredby
this chapter. Unless otherwise provided by an approved
conditional use permit, no owner ortenant shall lease, rent
or otherwise make such required parking available to any
person who does not occupy the premises for which the
parking is required (Ord. 320 § 7 (Part), 1997: Ord 194
§ 11, 1985; Ord. 78 (part), 1975)

17.50.050 Loading.
The following off-street loading spaces shall be pro

vided and maintained for all institutional and commercial
uses other than office buildings. The loading spaces shall
be not less than ten feet in width, twenty feet in length, and
with fourteen feet ofvertical clearance.

A. Loading spaces Required per Total Square Feet of
Building Space (gross floor area)

Total Square Feet ofBuDding Loading spaces
Space (f,tross floor area) Required
Commercial Buildings

3,000 15,000 1
15 001 - 45,000 2
45,001 - 75.000 3
75,001 105,000 4
105,001 and over 5

Total Square Feet ofBuDding Loading spaces
Space (flrOSS floor area) Required
Commercial Outdoor Sales (2rOSS area)

0 5,000 1
5,001 45,000 2
45,001 105.000 3
105,001 and over 4

Institutional
3,000 20,000 1
20,001 50,000 2
50,001 80,000 3
80,001 110.000 4
110,001 and over 5

B. When the lot upon which loading Spaces are lo
cated abuts an alley, such spaces shall have. access from
the alley. The length of the loading space may be meas
ured perpendicular to or para1Iel with the alley•. Whe:e
suchloading area is parallel with the alley and smd lot IS

fifty feet or less in width, the loading area shall ext~d
across the full width of the lot. The length of a loading
area need not exceed·fifty feet for any two spaces.

C.. ·Loading space required by this title may occupy a
required rear or interior side setback, but. no~.a req~ed
.front or street side setback. Where the loading IS penmtted
in a setback, said setbaCk may be used in calculating the
arearequired for loading; providing, that there beno more
than one entry or exit per sixty feet oflot frontage or frac
tiOn thereof..

D. All loading spaces shall be separate, striped spaces
in addition to the required parking spaces and shall not be
located within a required parking lot driveway,. backout
space or aisle; except, that for commercialbuildings witha
gross floor area of less than fifteen thousand square feet,
the loading space may be located within a parking lot
driveway, back-out space or aisle.

E. No loading space shall be located on a dead-end
driveway,accessway,aisle or alley unless a turn-around
circle with a minimum radius of ninety feet is provided
adjacentto the loading space. (Ord 320 § 7 (part), 1997:
Ord 78 (part), 1975)

(

(
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April 8, 1992

PROPOSED MARIAN CENTER - DAUGHTERS OF MARY AND JOSEPH
5300 CREST ROAD, RANCHO PALOS VERDES, CALIFORNIA

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The property has been owned and occupied by the Daughters of
Mary and Joseph since 1959. Existing structures on site
consist of a Novitiate (housing for the Sisters), a Retreat
Center (2 lodge buildings, lounge building and Chapel) and
auxilliary Service Building which consists of dining,
ki tchen, laundry and office facili ties. Also on si te are
staff house, garage and classroom structures.

This requested is for a revision to the existing Conditional
Use to add a two story expansion adjacent to the Novitiate
Building, at the south, for senior members of the Daughters
of Mary and Joseph Community. This expansion is referred to
as the "Marian Center". Included within the expansion are a
central stair/lobby area, twelve bedrooms, including two
designed for handicapped accessibility, kitchen and dining
room, Communi t y room, therapy room, and ar ts / cra fts room.
This expansion is intended to be self contained and not
intended to serve the other buildings.

Summary of Existing Building Uses on Site

Novitiate Building - Two story building consisting of common
room, private chapel (resident use only), eight modified
dorm sleeping spacess, one living suite (bedroom and living
room combination), and office/study rooms for residents and
the original thirty-six bedrooms, due to their small size,
have been altered to provide eighteen bedrooms.

Retreat Center Single story cluster of ~~uildings,
consisting of Lounge building with offices, Chapel building
with seating for approximately 128 persons, and two lodge
buildings each with fifteen bedroom/bath combinations.
Retreat Center including Chapel is used primarily on
weekends. Please note that Saint John Fisher Parish is
loca ted on the site immedia tely adjacent to this property
therefore there is not a neighborhood religious service
scheduled at this Chapel.

Service Building Single story building consisting of
kitchen, dining room, laundry facilities, and offices, and
three car garage. This building serves as the dining room
for the residents and on weekends the retreat attendees.
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PROPOSED MARIAN CENTER - DAUGHTERS OF MARY AND JOSEPH
5300 CREST ROAD, RANCHO PALOS VERDES, CALIFORNIA

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The property has been owned and occupied by the Daughters of
Mary and Joseph since 1959. Existing structures on site
consist of a Novitiate (housing for the Sisters), a Retreat
Center (2 lodge buildings, lounge building and Chapel) and
auxilliary Service Building which consists of dining,
ki tchen, laundry and office facili ties. Also on st te are
staff house, garage and classroom structures. ~,

This requested is for a revision to the existing Conditional
Use to add a two story expansion adjacent to the Novitiate
Building, at the south, for senior members of the Daughters
of Mary and Joseph Community. This expansion is referred to
as the "Marian Center". Included within the expansion are a
central stair/lobby area, twelve bedrooms, including two
des i g ned for han di cap pe d a c ce s sib i 1 i t Y , k i t.c hen and din i ng
I" 0 0 m, Co mm unit y room, the rap y roo m, and a I" t s / c I"aft s I" 0 am.
This expansion is intended to be self contained and not
intended to serve the other buildings.

Summary of Existing Building Uses on Site

Novitiate Building - Two story building consisting of common
room, private chapel (resident use only), eight modified
dorm sleeping spacess, one living suite (bedroom and living
room combination), and office/study rooms for residents and
the original thirty-six bedrooms, due to their small size,
have been altered to provide eighteen bedrooms.

Retreat Center Single story cluster of d£~ildings,

consisting of Lounge building with offices, Chapel building
wi th sea t ing for approxima tely 1'28 persons, and two lodge
buildings each with fifteen bedroom/bath combinations.
Retreat Center including Chapel is used primarily on
weekends. Please note that Saint John Fisher Parish is
loca ted on the si te immedia tely adjacent to this property
therefore there is not a neighborhood religious service
scheduled at this Chapel.

Service Building Single story bUilding consisting of
ki tchen, dining room, laundry facili ties, and offices, and
three car garage. This building serves as the dining room
for the residents and on weekends the retreat attendees.



229

Proposed Marian Center - Daughters of Mary & Joseph (cont.)
Project Description - April 8, 1992

consisting
bathrooms.
community

two car

Staff House - Single story residential building
of six bedrooms, living room, ki tchen and three
Building houses Daughters of Mary and Joseph
resident staff members. Adjacent to house is
garage.

Classroom Building Single story building presently
consisting of two classrooms, supply room, library, toilet
rooms and an office. It is proposed to demolish the office,
toilet rooms and library. This would leave the two
classrooms and supply room and it is proposed to add new
toilet rooms which would comply wi th current handicapped
requirements.

BURDEN OF PROOF STATEMENTS

1. The site is approximately 5.98 acres in size, located
in an Insti tutional zone and all structures meet required
set backs from side yards. The side yard set back proposed
at the new "Marian Center" of 20'-0" is in compliance with
Section 17.28.030. Over 50% of the site will remain in
na tural growth or cuI t iva ted landscape. The site loca t ion
proposed for the "Marian Center" is presently asphalt paving
which is currently not being used. Overall building height
proposed is consistant with the height of the existing
novitiate it will abutt.

2. The proposed addition of the "Marian Center" would not
generate a significant number of traffic "trips" per day.
It is intended to provide one vehicle with driver for
transportation for the senior members use for off site
visi ts to doctors or others. The overall use of the si te
will be otherwise unaffected in any manner and with addition
basic traffic patterns would remain the same.

3. Proposed "Marian Center" will not adversely affect
adjacent properties due to the unique location of the
overall site. Located to the west is Saint John Fisher
Parish which is well shielded from this si te by trees and
landscape growth, the north and east front onto Crest Road
and the proposed structure, set back adjacent to the west
property line, would not be visible from the road, the south
property line is separated from adjacent developed property
by a na tural gully and the structure is set back
approximately 70 feet property line.

4. This development and its use was initiated in 1959
prior to the City's incorporation or adoption of the General

Proposed Marian Center - Daughters of Mary & Joseph (cont.)
Project Desoription - April 8, 1992

Staff House - Single story residential building consisting
of six bedrooms, living room, kitchen and three bathrooms.
Building houses Daughters of Mary and Joseph community
resident staff members. Adjacent to house is two car
garage.

Classroom Building Single story building presently
consisting of two classrooms, supply room, library, toilet
rooms and an office. It is proposed to demolish the office,
toilet rooms and library. This would leave the two
classrooms and supply room and it is proposed to add new
toilet rooms which would comply wi th ourrent handicapped
requirements.
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3. Proposed "Marian Center" will not adversely affect
adjacent properties due to the unique location of the
overall site. Located to the west is Saint John Fisher
Parish which is well shielded from this site by trees and
landscape growth, the north and east front onto Crest Road
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property line is separated from adjacent developed property
by a natural gully and the structure is set back
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Proposed Marian Center - Daughters of Mary & Joseph (cont.)
Project Description - April 8, 1992

Plan. Application for an addition to the Staff House was
reviewed by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes on September 10,
1991 and approved as Conditional Use Permit No. 165. The
proposed addition is consistant with the General Plan as a
permitted use in Section 17.28.020 C for an Institutional
District. The proposed project meets the development
standards, will have no significant overall affect and is
consistant with the existing use of the property.

Proposed Marian Center - Daughters of Mary & Joseph (cont.)
Project Description - April 8, 1992

Plan. Application for an addition to the Staff House was
reviewed by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes on September 10,
1991 and approved as Conditional Use Permit No. 165. The
proposed addition is consistant with the General Plan as a
permitted use in Section 17.28.020 C for an Institutional
District. The proposed project meets the development
standards, will have no tsignificant overall affect and is
consistant with the existing use of the property.



231

DOCUMENTS CONCERNING
MARY AND JOSEPH RETREAT CENTER

DOCUMENTS CONCERNING
MARY AND JOSEPH RETREAT CENTER



232

$195
$295

Weekend Retreats.

Mary & Joseph
Home Page

Weekend Retreats

Day Programs

Extended Retreats

Our Presenters

;'

Special Programs

General Information

Map & Directions

/

Facility Amenities

Page 1 of2

Zen Retreat: Old Things Are Passed Away, All Things Become New
Weekend: 7:00 pm Friday, July 25 to Sunday Afternoon, July 27, 20C
This silent retreat starts with a travelers dinner on Friday evening. It include
meditation, private interviews and daily talks. Using the Zen method and di~

emptying that leads to new life and a new creation. For information, call Ge
COST: Paid in full by July 5 After July 5
Weekend per person/shared $170
single room if available $270

He Alone is Our Hope
7:00 pm Friday, October 5 to 2:00 pm Sunday, October 7
"Without wonder, without hope we are condemned to live on the thin decepl
retreat will focus on what happens when we give our "yes" to the Lord. It is
persistent hope. But the Lord is faithful and has promised never to leave us
a Healing Service with time for personal ministry. For information, call Gerr~

COST: Paid in full by September 12 After September 12
per person/shared $155 $180
single room if available $235 $265

Honesty in Recovery; 12 Step (AA) Retreat for Women
7:00 pm Friday, November 7 to 1:30 pm Sunday, November 9
In our addiction, we have to lie a lot. In recovery, we start by not lying and
being respected, trusted and loved. As we share our experience of this tram
supported. This retreat is spiritual, not religious in nature. Non-denominatio
For information, call Sr. Julia at (310) 377-4867 ext 256.
COST: Paid in full by October 17 After October 17
per person/shared $155 $180
Single room if available $235 $260

Ch'an (Chinese for Zen) Meditation Retreat
7:00 pm Friday, November 21 to 5:00 pm Sunday, November 23
Break away from your hectic, busy life; nourish yourself with relaxation and
weekend of Ch'an in every moment, walking, sitting, eating a meal and enjc
the practice of direct contemplation, you will learn to look at things from fre:
and the environment in a lOVing and caring way. We will discuss Buddhist te
Venerable Chang Wu is a teacher of Chan Buddhism and resident nun at the
organization founded by her teacher Chan Master Sheng Yen. For informatio
234.
COST: Paid in full by October 31 After October 31

http://www.maryjoseph.org/index_files/Page343.html 09/09/2008
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Weekend Retreats,

per person/shared
single room if available

$160
$245

Page 2 of2

$185
$270

Keeping Up to Date; 12 Step (AA) Retreat for Married Couples
7:00 pm Friday, December 5 to 1:30 pm Sunday, December 7
The Great AI-Anon Insight: We don't have to 'get' the other person to under
When each partner in a recovering marriage does this, the marriage gets ve
religious in nature. Non-denominational. For information, call Sr. Julia at
COST: Paid in full by November 14 After November 14
per couple $310 $360

Being in Love with Love: The Mystic Path of Blessed John Ruusbroec
7:00 pm Friday, December 12 to 1:30 pm Sunday, December 14
A silent retreat devoted to exploring the teachings of the 14th century Christ
following the gUidelines found in his classic work The Divine Espousals, we '"
"dark stillness in which all lovers lose their way." Time will be given for silen
discussion of the themes presented. The retreat is intended to be both a ba~

ongoing encouragement for those more experienced in contemplative spiritL
phases of the spiritual journey, which for Ruusbroec, are: The Active Life, in
center of our daily activities and concerns. The Interior Life, in which we go
permeating every aspect of our lives. The Contemplative Life, in which the Ii
God's love, allOWing us to live in the daily awareness that God's love is the'll
For information, call Gerry at (310) 377-4867 ext 234.
COST: Paid in full by November 21 After November 21
per person/shared $215 $240
c:innlQ rt"'lt"'llY\ if :::n,,,,i1,,,hIQ c1:~1 n c1:~~a::;

http://www.maryjoseph.org/index_files/Page343 .html 09/09/2008
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Mary & Joseph Retreat Center

DAYS & EVENINGS OF PRAYER
WEEKENDS & 7-DAY RETREATS
1992 - 1993

(310) 377-4867
5300 Crest Road
Rancho Palos Verdes
California 90274

Day of Prayer, Tuesday, 9:00 - 3:00 pm - Bring Lunch
Evening of Prayer, Wednesday, 7:30 - 10:00 pm
Weekend, Friday Evening to Sunday at 1:00 pm
Father Tom Hand, SJ

Day of Prayer, Tuesday, 9:00 - 3:00 pm - Bring Lunch
Evening of Prayer, Wednesday, 7:30 pm - 10:00 pm
Weekend, Friday Evening to Sunday, at 1:00 pm
Father Joe Scerbo, SA

Day of Prayer, Tuesday, 9:00 am - 3:00 om - Bring Lunch
Evening of Prayer, Wednesday, 7:30 pm - 10:00 pm
Advent Day of Prayer, 9:00 am - 3:00 pm - Bring Lunch
Sister Johanna Leahy, DMJ
Advent Weekend for Sisters ONLY, Friday Evening to
Sunday at 1:00 pm
Father Rich Danyluk, SSCC

OCTOBER 13
II 14
II 23 - 25

NOVEMBER 17
II 18
II 20 - 22

DECEMBER 15
II 16
II 19

II 18 - 20

JANUARY
II

19 Day of Prayer, Tuesday, 9:00 am - 3:00 pm - Bring Lunch
20 Evening of Prayer, Wednesday, 7:30 pm - 10:00 pm

FEBRUARY
II

16
17

26 - 28

Day of Prayer, Tuesday, ~;OO am - 3:00 pm - Bring Lunch
Evening of Prayer, Wednesday, 7:30 - 10:00 pm
Weekend, Friday Evening to Sunday at 1:00 pm
Father Greg ory Elmer, OSB

MARCH
II

II

23
24

26 - 28

Day of Prayer, Tuesday, 9:00 - 3:00 pm - Bring Lunch
Evening of Prayer, Wednesday, 7:30 pm - 10:00 pm
Weekend, Friday Evening to Sunday at 1:00 pm
Father Rich Danyluk, SSCC

APRIL
II

II

20
21

4 - 10

Day of Prayer, Tuesday, 9:00 am - 3:00 pm - Bring Lunch
Evening of Prayer, Wednesday, 7:30 pm - 10:00 pm
6-Day Holy Week Retreat, Sunday Evening to Holy Saturday
morning at 9:00 am
Father Gregory Mayers, CSSR

MAY 14 - 16

II 18
II 19

JUNE 20 - 27

II 27 - July 3

JULY 4 - 9

Weekend, Friday Evening to Sunday at 1:00 pm
Father Aloysius Michael
Day of Prayer, Tuesday, 9:00 am - 3:00 pm - Bring Lunch
Evening of Prayer, Wednesday, 7:30 - 10:00 pm

7-Contemplative Retreat, Sunday Evening to the following
Sunday at 11:00 am - Father Gregory Elmer, OSB
7-Day Contemplative Retreat, Sunday Evening to the following
Sunday at 11:00 am - Father Tom Hand, SJ

5-Day Intensive Retreat, Sunday Evening to Fri. at 1:00 pm

Father Gregory Mayers, CSSR
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DAYS OF PRAYER $5.00
Evenings of Prayer $4.00

THEME - BLINDNESS - Is. 29:18
"The eyes of the blind shall see."

OCTOBER
13 - Day
14 - Eve

199'2~1993 'DAYS AND 'EVENINGS OF PRAYER
"~« "\~ Presenter: Sr. Johanna Leahy, DMJ

! '" /

'- : \ J/t'

"~~
/

/

APRIL
Day - 20
Eve - 21

I,

JANUARY
Day - 19
Eve - 20

FEBRUARY
Day - 16
Eve - 17

MARCH
Day - 23
Eve - 24

i
i~

MAY
Day - 18
Eve - 19

THEME - FIRE - Rev. 3:18
"Be like gold tried in the fire."

THEME - WORD Jam. 1: 22
"Be ye doers of the word."

THEME - PRESENCE OF GOD - Ex. 33:14
"My presence shall go with you."

THEME - CUP - Ps. 116:13
"I will take the cup of salvation and call
upon the name of the Lord."

THEME - CROSS - Mat. 16:24
"Take up your cross daily and follow Me."

THEME - HARVEST - Luke 10: 2
"The harvest is rich but the laborers
are few."

THEME - THE SEA - Rev. 14:7
"Worship the Maker of heaven, and earth, and
sea."

DAYS OF PRAYER $5.00
Evenings of Prayer $4.00

THEME - BLINDNESS - Is. 29:18
liThe eyes of the blind shall see."

OCTOBER
13- Day
14 - Eve

1992-:1993 DAYS AND EVENINGS OF PRAYER
'~V< '''j Presenter: Sr. Johanna Leahy, DMJ

I '" /
., : \ i /

'''~~;./
;'

/
.'
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liMy presence shall go with you."
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"Be like gold tried in the fire."

THEME - WORD Jam. 1: 22
"Be ye doers of the word."

FEBRUARY
Day - 16
Eve - 17

NOVEMBER
\ ...------- Day - 17\,' "
... '" ; Eve - 18

'~ ;~-=--~ DECEMBER
'A )

/ - _ .-/ Day - 15
____ Eve - 16

"....---- .......,

.........,./ . / JANUARY
'~".... ./

I "- ---- Day - 19
. /------....... Eve - 20

\~

.~~t~Wi~·~
~~~ ~ J
~t.';J~(~. ~ MARCH
'~1 'J'~." 23~ .~; Day -

~~. \ Eve - 24

.JI' ! APRIL THEME - HARVEST - LUke 10: 2:.:\itJ / Day - 20 "The harvest is rich but the laborers:.:tJ,' 0 Eve - 21 are few."

. :;;/1/ MAY THEME - THE SEA - Rev. 14: 7

..' .~}l;~' ~ :~ =i~ ::~~~hip the Maker of heaven, and earth, and
.... ; '}1/

'~~~

···.it./ The language of symbol speaks to
:~.~:;! / our hearts. Through the use of
~ ..!! ! /'--~ ~..'" Scripture, theology and psychology,
: . ':'~fl I,:,_~ ....:.:: ;.: or.. these symbolic themes will be given
.. '"7#\ \'......L'--? C ~./..,:......It!. flesh. The enrichment gained from
.. ~~1-. ,/ - 0 ·~~1::~. this should serve as a background
:.. "~'~~\,/ ~~<~~o. for the continuing deepening of our

.': ..\:\ \ /~ ~~.\.; ...,.,.
:~:~~m.., \ /) ~.~~'.'" Prayer LIfe •

.J: >:~;1§k ~I n ~~:~~:
.. :.'-;<"':.;'''~~:~~}),;~ ~ ~~~j:,:: ...: So, come and be,with us, once a

. ,':<:;·~~~to :;..... :~:~.;~ month for teachIng, prayer, and the
.' ':".:s~ _#:.". -rL. .

.. ,:,,: •. ':. ·f)'. .: ..:.11'~~ ~~z.:/:~. '.:" ' ..,I~J@bratIon of the EucharIst .

..'.;; ·~~:~~~::·:·::t~t~~~;f~:~l:~._::D~-:";"·;'/:~:i,.:.:;; !(:!?::.:'. '.:.... ~ .._.....
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Sundays ~ 5:00~6:15pmSundays ~ 5:00~6:15pm
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MARY AND JOSEPH RETREAT CENTER
PARKING REQUIREMENTS

MARY AND JOSEPH RETREAT CENTER
PARKING REQUIREMENTS
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57-PLACES
22
10

P,A.,RX:IN?j,i6QU;IREHENI$ SU!'9'1Ally

ett! :~:JritAN.CH~ PAr.0S·VERDESllEQU;I:REMENTS
i~V':J.:'ftJ.l.l'$eO:rLDING (HOUSING) ,
~,',,',:P B,,', Ei""'",D,,R,:',00,,MS
1 LIVING SUITE

SERVICE BUILDING (DINING ROOM FOR RETREAT)
EMPLOYEES

RETREAT CENTER HOUSING (TWO BUILDINGS)
15 BEDROOMS EACH BUILDING .
RETREAT CENTER LOUNGE (FOR USE OF
RETREAT ATTENDEES - SEE ABOVE)

CHAPEL - SEATING 128 PERSONS

EDUCATIONAL
2 ROOMS 29 FT. X 31 FT. = 2 x 899 SQ. FT. = 2 x 45 PERSONS

HOUSE DWELLING UNIT - 6 BEDROOMS

PROPOSED MARIAN CENTER - 12 BEDROOMS

TOTAL REQUIRED PARKING FOR SITE

O~ SITE PARKING SUMMARY

. UPPER FRONT LOT PARKING PLACES
LOWER FRONT LOT PARKING PLACES
PARKING AT HOUSE & SERVICE BUILDING

TOTAL PAVED PARKING

1 - 3 CAR GARAGE/1 - 2 CAR GARAGE

TOTAL ON SITE PARKING AVAILABLE

89 PLACES

-2.
94 PLACES
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Leza Mikhail

From: Nancy Ganahl [diamondheadnan@netzero.com]

Sent: Tuesday, September 16,200810:34 AM

To: LezaM@rpv.com

Subject: St John Fisher building request

Dear Madam,

Please approve the building ofSt. John Fisher parish's new church. We can see no downside to this
building. It will only add a beautiful new worship space on our peninsula. Everything else will be as it is
now: the same parishioners, the same level of usage, the same impact on the community as now exists ...
we are good neighbors and will remain so.

We are requesting permission to build a beautiful structure that maintains the beauty of the area on a lot
that has space for it and a good setback from the street.( Compare this to the blight that is the Peninsula
Center.)

Thank you for reading our input.

Sincerely, Robert and Nancy Ganahl

All is not lost! Click now for professional data recovery.

9/16/2008
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Leza Mikhail

From: Sherry Southgate [shersouth@cox.net]

Sent: Monday, September 15, 2008 7:23 PM

To: LezaM@rpv.com

Subject: Support for St. John Fisher Project

Dear Ms. Mikhail:

I am writing to express my strong support of the St. John Fisher Church project. I am a
resident of RPV who lives less than a mile from the intersection of Crenshaw and Crest.
During the past nine years I have been a frequent visitor at my daughter's home in a
neighborhood adjacent to the church. My visits occur several times each week and include
Sunday and holiday visits when the church is having services. I have never witnessed
excessive, disruptive noises or clogged traffic conditions during these times.

It is my understanding that noise tests have been conducted with the carillon bells and that the
results were considered to be less than significant. Other environmental impact studies of the
entire project have shown no negative results for the surrounding residential areas. I have
read both the original and revised plans, and it seems that the church has worked diligently to
address the concern of neighbors.

It appears there are a minority of extremely vocal opponents to this project who are intent on
preventing any expansion of the church facilities. We are each entitled to our opinion on these
issues, but we should make sure that the personal biases of people, including the religious bias
of some, do not reign supreme in this matter. It is a fact that there are several vocal anti
Catholics who are in opposition to this project.

I believe the improvements this project proposes would beautify this community and I highly
support the approval of these plans.

Sincerely,

Sherry Southgate
11 Via Porto Grande
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

9/16/2008

Page 1 of 1

Leza Mikhail

From: Sherry Southgate [shersouth@cox.net]

Sent: Monday, September 15, 2008 7:23 PM
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From: June Conrad [jcon5432@yahoo.com]

Sent: Monday, September 15,20089:36 PM

To: LezaM@rpv.com

Cc: Ihuntcounts@aol.com

Subject: St John Fisher Building Project - Conrad Family In Support

Dear Leza,

We respectfully ask that our full support for the St. John Fisher Building Project at the comer of Crest
and Crenshaw be shared with the Planning Commission.

We moved to RPV from outside the area eight years ago. We made our first friends at St. John Fisher as
it was a welcoming community and foundation of the greater community into which we expanded
friendships and connections.

We strongly support this project for many reasons, primarily:

1. The new plan opens the church to the community without imposing on the community.
2. The new architecture will create a positive aesthetic impact, replacing an aged sign with an
elegant and warm entrance.
3. Views will not be impacted; views of single family homes immediately south of the church on
Crenshaw will not be impacted due to the orientation of the building and residents in other areas who
might be able to see the tower will fully maintain their views of the city and the ocean.
4. No increased traffic from the existing congregation, who are in need of new facilities. There are no
reasonably anticipated increase in future traffic.
5. This church community has been a good neighbor for decades and is sincerely devoted to maintain
that position. There are no records of complaints about noise, traffic or parking in the past.
6. Scheduled times for religious services and other activities are staggered to minimize parking or traffic
congestion. The proposed plan offers more-than-adequate parking for on-site activities.
7. The pre-school addition will allow car-pooling families to ease traffic on the hill with a single
destination drop and pick up point. There is sufficient parking for the existing teachers and new
preschool teachers. Carpooling is already encouraged by school administrators.

Your thoughtful and due consideration in this matter is greatly appreciated. As members of the Rancho
Palos Verdes community, we applaud St. John Fischer's respect for the community and dedication
towards a good neighbor policy.

Sincerely,
William and June Conrad
5432 Ironwood St., RPV
tel: 310.373.4442
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From: Eileen Rivera [ecrivera@cox.net]

Sent: Monday, September 15, 2008 10:07 PM

To: LezaM@rpv.com

Subject: Support St. John Fisher's Bldg Project

Dear Leza,

I am a resident of Island View and I am very'hopeful that the Planning Commission will
approve the St. John Fisher building project as it is.

I attended the city's Planning Commission meeting on July 22 in support of the project. I also
attended the meeting held this last Saturday, September 13, at St. John Fisher to learn more
about how the church changed their plans in response to the neighbors' requests. The city's
Planning Commission has given my neighbors the opportunity to voice concerns and share
ideas. As a result, the church has made significant changes and taken several actions to
address concerns voiced.

• Reduced the size of the church from 18,400 to 17,000 (17%).
• Setback the church off Crenshaw from 40' to 57' (43% setback).
• Reduced steeple height from 88' to 74' (by 16%).
• Reduce top of tower (bldg mass) from 72' to 60' (by 17%).
• Relocated the sound source of the bells - directed toward interior of property

and volume controllable.
• Tested the sound level of the bells on Friday, August 22 and published the

resulting report for all interested parties to peruse.
• Conducted a formal study on the effect of shadows and published that report

for all of those interested.
• Scheduled three meetings, taking place this week, so that neighbors can

learn the details about what is being proposed.

The church has respectfully complied with the requests of the neighbors, as well as all codes
required by the city.

Personally, I believe St. John Fisher Church is in need of an upgrade. Rancho Palos Verdes is
a beautiful community and deserves an updated Catholic Church for its residents to worship
and for its children to learn. Island View residents have maintained their properties and have
worked together to keep their neighborhood safe. I commend St. John Fisher, our neighbor
across the street, for spending their time and their money to upgrade their facility so that they
maintain the same standard that we have come to expect as residents of Rancho Palos
Verdes.

I encourage the Planning Commission to approve the SJF building plan as revised and
presented to date. Thank you for your arduous attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Eileen Rivera

9/16/2008
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Leza Mikhail

From: Joel Rojas [joelr@rpv.com]

Sent: Tuesday, September 16, 2008 7:34 AM

To: 'Leza Mikhail'

Subject: FW: Building Project

From: msilvestremd@pol.net [mailto:msilvestremd@pol.net]
Sent: Monday, September 15, 2008 9:35 PM
To: pc@rpv.com
Cc: dkurt@sjf.org
Subject: Building Project

As a resident of the Peninsula over 30 years, I urge the Commission to aprove the Saint John Fisher
Church Building Project. There are very few safe, congenial and easy to reach places where the
teenagers will be able to get together. Part of the existing building will be used by the school students
for atWetic events on a daily basis; there will be plentyh of room for other young people to use the
school facilities for sport and games.

Respectfully,

Mario Silvestre, M,D.
1401 Via Arco
Palos Verdes Estates, 90274

9/16/2008
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25 Santa Barbara Drive
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

September 10, 2008

Mr. Joel Rojas, AICP
Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

Re: St. John Fisher Proposed Expansion - Traffic and Other Issues

Dear Mr. Rojas:

I am a homeowner in the Island View community directly across the street from St. John
Fisher. As I have learned more about this project over the past few months since it became
public, I have grown increasingly concerned about the numerous significantly adverse effects it
will have on our community. These adverse effects include the increased traffic flow through an
already congested residential area, the lack of adequate parking within the project, the size and
mass ofthe proposed building, the noise from the proposed ringing ofbells and addition of a
gymnasium, and an architectural design that is completely incompatible with the traditions of
Rancho Palos Verdes. These developments would have a fundamentally detrimental impact on
the many residents who surround SJF, and thus I strongly urge you to require that the project not
move forward without meaningful review and modification to address these adverse effects.

I understand that many ofmy neighbors have written to you with respect to a number of
these issues, and so I would like to address this letter primarily to the issue of traffic. As you
know, SJF is located at the comer of Crest Road and Crenshaw Boulevard. This intersection is
extremely busy, as it services all traffic flowing out of the Del Cerro, Valley View and Island
View neighborhoods and Del Cerro Park, a large percentage of the traffic flowing into and out of
the City ofRolling Hills, most traffic for the numerous communities along Crest Road, and a
significant amount of through traffic headed to Hawthorne Boulevard and the western portions of
Palos Verdes. As my backyard abuts Crest Road, I am well aware of the thousands of cars that
flow through this intersection on a daily basis.

I believe the proposed SJF expansion will significantly and adversely affect the flow of
traffic through this intersection, and particularly the portion of Crenshaw Boulevard immediately
south of Crest Road. First, the lack of adequate parking within the SJF grounds is likely to result
in people parking their cars on Crenshaw Boulevard south of Crest, as well as in other spots
adjacent to the two entrances to SJF. The project currently has 359 spaces, which is already well
below the number of parking spaces that should be required (480). Notwithstanding the
increased development and likely need for more parking (as much as 667 spaces), SJF proposes
to reduce the number of parking spaces to 331, less than half of the number that should be
required. The expansion of the sanctuary and the addition of a pre-school and a gymnasium, plus
SJF's stated desire to reduce the number ofmasses and increase the number of parishioners per
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mass, should mean that that SJF requires many more parking spaces, not less. Without adequate
parking, these vehicles will end up on the surrounding streets, which are not wide enough to
accommodate both increased traffic flow and on-street parking.

As you can see from the attached diagram, one of the principal entrances to SJF is located
on Crenshaw Boulevard immediately south of the intersection with Crest Road. Huge numbers
of vehicles flow through this gap every day, including the residents ofDel Cerro, Valley View
and Island View, as well as visitors headed to Del Cerro Park or the 1,200 acres of conservation
land below Del Cerro. In order to get into the SJF entrance, vehicles must cross this flow of
traffic in both directions. The turning lanes into SJF are very short and the entrance is narrow.
Thus, very few cars are able to make the tum against the flow of traffic at anyone time. As a
result, during heavy periods the traffic backs up into the Crest-Crenshaw intersection. This
situation is further exacerbated by vehicles attempting to exit the SJF parking lots at the same
time, often attempting to make left-hand turns against the traffic flow and in front ofthe line of
cars attempting to enter the SJF parking lots. This already bad situation would get much worse if
the streets were lined with parked cars, which would block lanes and sight lines. On-street
parking will result in a significantly adverse impact on traffic flow, and will also likely result in
an appreciable increase in the risk of serious injury or death.

Second, the proposed expansion plans also call for a new pedestrian entrance to St. John
Fisher to be constructed right at the intersection of Crest and Crenshaw. This entrance will
certainly further encourage on-street parking on Crest and Crenshaw, as well as people
attempting to pick up and drop off passengers in the middle of a very busy intersection with an
already complex flow of traffic. Even greater congestion and higher risk of injury will be the
result. This intersection has already been the site of numerous serious accidents in recent years,
and one can reasonably expect that more will occur as a result of the proposed SJF expansion.

Given these obvious issues, I was very surprised to learn that the traffic analysis prepared
by SJF's consultant concluded that the proposed expansion would have negligible impact.
However, even a lay reader can see that SJF's analysis is seriously deficient in at least the
following seven areas.

1. No Analysis of Crenshaw South of Crest. The SJF study omitted any analysis of the
impacts on traffic on Crenshaw Boulevard south of Crest Road. This area includes one of the
two entrances to SJF as well as the entrance to the hundreds of homes in the Valley View, Del
Cerro and Island View communities, as well as Del Cerro Park and popular conservation areas.
This area clearly will be affected by the proposed expansion and cannot be left out of the study.

2. No Analysis of On-Street Parking. The SJF study did not address the impact of on
street parking on traffic flow, presumably because it assumed SJF would provide sufficient
parking for all vehicles on its grounds. For the reasons cited above, this will not be the case.
Either SJF must provide significantly more parking spaces or they must analyze the impact ofthe
on-street parking that will result if they do not.
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3. No Analysis ofPedestrian Entrance. The SJF study did not address any impact ofthe
proposed pedestrian entrance at the Crenshaw-Crest intersection. It is clear that this entrance
would encourage both on-street parking and passenger drop-offs in the middle of a very busy
intersection. These will clearly impact traffic flows, and therefore must be analyzed.

4. Unreasonable Assumptions re Increased Traffic From SJF Project. The SJF study
assumes the proposed expansion will result in very few additional vehicles entering and exiting
the SJF grounds, notwithstanding the addition of a larger sanctuary, a new gymnasium, a new
pre-school program and a reduction in the number of masses. It is reasonable to assume that the
overall number ofSJF parishioners could grow, given the new sanctuary and its increased
capacity. However, even assuming no growth, SJF has publicly stated its intent to reduce the
number of masses it holds. Thus, it is also reasonable to assume that more parishioners will
attend each mass, generating more traffic during peak periods. Even assuming one less mass
attended by 300 people would require another 187 cars (or 374 entrances and exits) to be
absorbed in peak periods at 1.6 people per car (the average persons per car recently observed). It
is reasonable to assume that a new pre-school with 40 students alone will generate an additional
80 trips per day. It is reasonable to assume that the gymnasium at times will be in use while
events are taking place in the sanctuary. It is not reasonable, or even credible, to assume that all
of these will result in no meaningful increase in traffic.

5. Unreasonable Assumptions re Increased Traffic From Other Factors. The SJF study
also assumes that this area will experience negligible increases in traffic resulting from factors
other than the SJF project. This is not a reasonable assumption. The City and various private
groups have invested significant funds in Del Cerro Park and the surrounding conservation areas,
presumably with the intent that more people will use them. Weekends are the peak periods for
visits to these areas, but that is precisely the same period when the SJF project will experience
the most use. The only way to access these areas from the top of the hill is via Crenshaw south
of Crest, past the SJF entrance. It is also unreasonable to assume that the Terranea project and
other residential and commercial developments in our City and elsewhere on the Peninsula will
not result in any increase in traffic.

6. No Analysis ofPeak Period Traffic. The SJF study did not calculate traffic volumes
on peak period use. An increase of a few hundred cars per day may be negligible if spread out
over the entire day. However, the SJF project will generate large amounts of traffic during very
small increments of time, and that traffic will often involve crossing traffic, such as between
masses or other events that are closely scheduled.

7. No Analysis of Construction Traffic. Finally, the study also did not address the
impact of a long-term construction project on traffic in the area. It is reasonable to assume that
the grading and construction of the proposed expansion will take several years, involve the
transportation ofhuge amounts of soil, and require many dozens of vehicles trips per day. It
would also be reasonable to assume that SJF does not intend to halt all use of the existing SJF
facilities during construction. As a result, the construction project can reasonably be expected to
have a very significant impact on traffic.
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In light of these serious omissions, the Commission should order the traffic study to be
redone. The Commission should also consider recommending limitations on SJF's conditional
use permit that would fully mitigate the adverse effects on traffic resulting from the proposed
expansion. These would include requiring additional parking on the SJF grounds, prohibiting
on-street parking on Crenshaw and Crest and other streets in the areas surrounding SJF,
eliminating the proposed pedestrian entrance at the Crenshaw-Crest intersection, restricting or
prohibiting the simultaneous use of the sanctuary and gymnasium facilities, closing the SJF
entrance on Crenshaw south of Crest, reducing the capacity of the proposed sanctuary, and
requiring carpooling.

I am not opposed to SJF building a new sanctuary that meets the needs of its parishioners.
However, governing laws and regulations require that the proposed expansion not impose
significant adverse impacts on the surrounding community. It is clear that there are a number of
such impacts, none ofwhich have been addressed to date by SJF. As a result, I would urge the
Commission to recommend that the project not proceed without further review and modifications
to mitigate these serious concerns.

Sin:;rely, ~

~~G:;
Mark C. Easton, Esq.

Encl.

LA1:1168376.1 4
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Leza Mikhail

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Joel Rojas Uoelr@rpv.com]
Wednesday, September 10, 2008 5:08 PM
'Leza Mikhail'
FW: St. John Fisher Building Project

-----Original Message-----
From: chasmclaughlin@verizon.net [mailto:chasmclaughlin@verizon.net]
Sent: Wednesday, September 10,20085:06 PM
To: pc@rpv.com
Subject: St. John Fisher Building Project

Planning Commission

I have been a member of St. John Fisher Church since its inception some 40 to 50 years ago and strongly
support the new Building Project. It is very much needed to suport the many new families and the new programs
within the Church--many of which provide needed help to underpriviledged families in the South Bay area
whether or not they belong to a certain religion.

Chas. A. McLaughlin
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Leza Mikhail

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dwight Yoder [dwight.yoder@cox.net]
Wednesday, September 10, 2008 5:40 PM
Leza Mikhail
Re: List of RPV churches

Leza
Thanks for the information. I told people you had done some good work.
But, to clearly understand it, they should go look at each church and refine the data to properly reflect the
various heights, and their
relationships at each church.

At least you and I put together the complete list. And that got people
offto good start. Thanks again for your help.
Best wishes
Dwight

Leza Mikhail wrote:
> Dear Dwight,
>
> I wanted to clarify the numbers that were depicted on the map that you
> used with Staffs notes. The symbol that was a house was for the
> height of the main structure to the highest ridgeline. When it said
> tower, the tower was measured from grade to the top of the highest
> point of the tower, not including a cross or other religious
> architectural feature. If there was a cross symbol, the height
> depicted was for the total height of the cross (or religious
> architectural feature). If there was no tower height indicated, then the cross was on top ofthe structure, with
the exception of St.
> Paul's, which has a large cross at the front of the church on ground.
>
> Hope this helps clarify a bit, in terms ofoverall heights.
>
>
> Leza Mikhail
> Associate Planner
>
> City of Rancho Palos Verdes
> Planning Department
> 30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
> Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275
> www.palosverdes.com/rpv/planning/planning-zoning/index.cfm
> (310) 544-5228 - (310) 544-5293 f
> lezam@rpv.com
>
>
> -----Original Message-----
> From: Dwight Yoder [mailto:dwight.yoder@cox.net]
> Sent: Wednesday, September 10,2008 11:09 AM
> To: lezam@rpv.com
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> Subject: List ofRPV churches
>
> Leza
> First, thank you for you time, and Joel Rojas for his time last
> Friday, as we discussed the process for submission of documents for
> the next Planning Commission meeting.
>
> I also asked about churches in RPV. You were very helpful in showing
> me the map you had prepared, and the data thereon. I prepared an
> excel schedule documenting information I gathered from various
> sources. The schedule is incomplete, and so marked. I am attaching
> the schedule, but please read my cautions below. ~ promised you I
> would share the schedule I made, so now I am sharing it, incomplete as it is.
>
> One area I think needs work on the schedule is the total height of the
> structures. You had said that the total was the sum of the building,
> the tower and the cross. In some cases, the tower and cross stand
> separate from the building. Thus, the highest point is the sum of the
> tower and cross. This is not a criticism of your work. Instead, I am
> indicating that I just have not had the time yet to work through these
> issues. I did visit Ascension Lutheran Church on Silver Spur and put
> in my estimates of heights. Such estimates are guesses from my
> observations.
>
> I have provided this schedule to others, and I think they are
> gathering more data. But I am not sure they will come back to me to
> update this schedule. They may just move on to another form of
> document. If I do get more data making the schedule significantly
> more accurate, I will send you an updated version.
>
> Finally, if people wish to submit letters in regard to the St John
> Fisher project, is it correct that they can fax such letters to
> 31O-544-5293? I am advising some people, and I don't want to provide
> an incorrect fax number.
>
> Thank you and Joel again for your time and attention.
> Best wishes
> Dwight Yoder
>
>
>
>
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SEP 10 10~

City of Rancho Palos Verdes

30940 Hawthorne Blvd.

Rancho Palos Verdes CA 90275
RECEI o

10 September 2008

Attn: Leza Mikhail

Planning Department
PLANNING. BUILDING AND

CODE ENFORCEMENT

Subject: Data Request Resulting from the City's Application of Code 17.50.040(C)(1), titled
Required Parking Facilities [page 302], to the Proposed St. John Fisher Project

Dear Leza:

Thank you for clarifying the City's application of subject Code to the SJF expansion. As I now
understand this matter, the City has interpreted the Code requirement that required parking
spaces be within 300 feet of the building it is to serve to mean that the nearest boundary of the
"parking lot" (as opposed to all parking spaces) must be within 300 feet of the building it serves.

It is my understanding from staff that the City has applied this interpretation to other projects
within the City. I hereby request that the City provide the undersigned the names, site plans and
dates that these projects were approved, along with all that are in the RPV planning revieW
process, as soon as possible. Since we are nearing the deadline for submitting comments, I
would appreciate a call when the information is ready, and I will pick it up at City Hall.

Thank you for your assistance in this request.

Best regards,

~~8~~
AI Egert~
59 Oceanalre Dr.

Rancho Palos Verdes CA 90275

310544-7390

alnkathye@msn.com

City of Rancho Palos Verdes

30940 Hawthorne Blvd.

Rancho Palos Verdes CA 90275

Attn: Leza Mikhail

Planning Department

RECEIVED
SEP 10 10~

PLANNING. BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT
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Page 1 of 1

Leza Mikhail

From: Joel Rojas [joelr@rpv.com]

Sent: Wednesday, September 10, 2008 3:29 PM

To: 'Leza Mikhail'

Subject: FW: SJF building project

From: Marianne [mailto:dmdavid@cox.net]
Sent: Wednesday, September 10, 2008 3:22 PM
To: pc@rpv,com
Subject: SJF bUilding project

Dear Sirs,
We have been closely following the meetings concerning our parish's plan to build a new church. For over thirty

years we have lived in RPV and have been parishioners at SJF. For about twenty years we have been dreaming
and hoping and planning to build a new church and finally complete the original plans for our parish. My husband
says for any given project there are always about 10% of the people who will adamantly oppose it on any
grounds, no matter how thin and foolish. SJF has always been a good neighbor and this church will only make us
a better one. We hope that the desires of the other 90% of the people will win out in this matter. Unfortunately, I
will be unable to attend the next planning meeting on Sept. 23rd , but I hope and pray that we will finally get our OK
to begin this project.

Thank you for your attention to this matter and for your service to our community.

Marianne David
30322 Rhone Dr.
RPV,CA

9110/2008
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Leza Mikhail

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Attachments:

Dwight Yoder [dwight.yoder@cox.net]
Wednesday, September 10, 2008 11 :09 AM
lezam@rpv.com
List of RPV churches

RPVchurches.xls

RPVchurches.xls
(27 KB)

Leza
First, thank you for you time, and Joel Rojas for his time last Friday, as we discussed the process for submission
of documents for the next Planning Commission meeting.

I also asked about churches in RPV. You were very helpful in showing me the map you had prepared, and the
data thereon. I prepared an excel schedule documenting information I gathered from various sources. The
schedule is incomplete, and so marked. I am attaching the schedule, but please read my cautions below. I
promised you I would share the schedule I made, so now I am sharing it, incomplete as it is.

One area I think needs work on the schedule is the total height of the structures. You had said that the total was
the sum of the building, the tower and the cross. In some cases, the tower and cross stand separate from the
building. Thus, the highest point is the sum of the tower and cross. This is not a criticism of your work.
Instead, I am indicating that I just have not had the time yet to work through these issues. I did visit Ascension
Lutheran Church on Silver Spur and put in my estimates of heights. Such estimates are guesses from my,
observations.

I have provided this schedule to others, and I think they are gathering more data. But I am not sure they will
come back to me to update this schedule. They may just move on to another form of document. If! do get more
data making the schedule significantly more accurate, I will send you an updated version.

Finally, if people wish to submit letters in regard to the St John Fisher project, is it correct that they can fax such
letters to 310-544-5293? I am advising some people, and I don't want to provide an incorrect fax number.

Thank you and Joel again for your time and attention.
Best wishes
Dwight Yoder
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r- - INCOMPLETE DRAFT I

HOUSES OF WORSHIP
RANCHO PALOS VERDES

RELIGIOUS GROUPS WITH FACILITIES IN RANCHO PALOS VERDES

HEIGHTS (in feet
Cross - PARK TELEPHONE

NAME ADDRESS DENOMINATION Blda Tower object Total SEATS ING WEBSITE COMMENTS NUMBER
1 Ascension Lutheran Church 26231 Silver Spur Rd Lutheran 32 NA 3 35 www.alcrpv.net 310-373-0454
2 Christ Lutheran Church 28850 S Western Ave Lutheran 28 43 24 95 www.christov.com Soeakers for bells 310-831-0848
3 Church of Jesus Christ of Latter

5845 Crestridge Road Latter Day Saints 26 53 15 94 www.ldsces.com Palos Verdes Stake 310-541-0614
Dav Saints

4 Community Christian Church 1903 W Summerland St Non-denominational 20 NA 30 50 WWW.cccrpv.org 310-832-7304
5 Conoreaation Ner Tamid 5721 Crestridae Rd 28 NA NA 28 www.nertamid.com
6 MI. Olive Lutheran Church 5975 Armaaa Sorina Rd Lutheran 20 NA 12 32 www.mtolivelutheranrov.ora Missouri Synod 310-377-8541
7 Pacific Unitarian Church 5621 Montemalaga Dr Unitarian 20 NA NA 20 www.pacificunitarian.org 310-378-9449
8 Peninsula Community Church 5640 Crestridae Rd Evanaelical 25 42 12 79 www.oeninsulacommunitvchurch.com 310-377-4661
9 SI. John Fisher Catholic Church 5448 Crest Road Catholic 0 650 359 www.sif.ora 310-377-5571

10 SI. Paul's Lutheran Church of 31290 Palos Verdes Drive West Lutheran 32 NA 30 62 www.stpaulsrpv.org 310-377-6806
Palos Verdes

11 SI. Peter's By The Sea 6410 Palos VerdesDrive South Presbyterian 50 NA 12 62 www.stpeterspres.org 310-377-6882
Presbyterian Church

12 Wayfarers Chapel 5755 Verdes Drive South Swedenborgian 24 62 12 98 www.wayfarerschapel.org aka The Glass Church 310-377-1650

OTHER RELIGIOUS GROUPS IN RPV FOUND DURING SEARCH

Uses a meeting room

13 Chabad of Palos Verdes 28041 Hawthorne Blvd Judaic NA NA NA NA NA www.jewishpv.com
above the 7-11 at

310-544-5544
Granvia A1timira and
Hawthorne

Therapeutic
Appears in the church

14 Ride To Fly 50 Narcissa Dr NA NA NA NA NA www.ridetofly.com listings in two yellow 310-541-4201
Horseback Riding

pages
A Korean (?)

15 South Bay Evangelical Christian
congregation using

5640 Crestridge Rd Evangelical NA NA NA NA NA the Peninsula 310-265-0240
Church

Community Church
facility
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Page 1 of 1

Leza Mikhail

From: barbara shen [barbarashen@cox.net]

Sent: Tuesday. September 09. 2008 8:44 PM

To: pc@rpv.com; davidtomblin@sbcglobal.net; jeff@jefflewislaw.com; pltetreault@netzero.com;
lezam@rpv.com

Subject: Support the BUILDING PROJECT AT ST JOHN FISHER

Dear RPV Planning Commissioner

We support the building project at St John Fisher.

The site is a perfect location and it is compatible with the Instutional zone. It is not a
residence in a residential zone.

The church existed before the homes in that area. and there are no legitimate traffic
problems because the church is an existing congregation.
The improvement of the church, and its esthetic appearance, will bring and attract
homeowners of quality who appreciate beauty
Most of all, it will improve the property value of everyone.

It will be something that we are proud of and want to show visitors to the city.

Our community is in need of youth facilities that will encourage healthy and active
physical activity for our youth.

We live near Wayfarer's Chapel and St Peter's Lutheran Church an we enjoy
hearing the bells. We do not hear them often enough. It is not disturbing, instead it
is relaxing and peacefut to herar.

Again,. we are in favor of the St John Fisher Building Project

Sincerely,
Peter and Barbara Shen

9/10/2008
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hearing the bells. We do not hear them often enough. It is not disturbing, instead it
is relaxing and peacefut to herar.

Again,. we are in favor of theSt John Fisher Building Project

Sincerely,
Peter and Barbara Shen

9/10/2008



258

Leza Mikhail

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dear Leza,

shelby@highlinesw.com
Monday, September 08,200810:11 PM
lezaM@rpv.com
St John Fisher

My husband Richard and I completely support the St John Fisher Parish building plan that is before the Planning
Commission.

Thanks you,
Richard and Shelby McGirr
310-938-7678
32614 Coastsite Drive C
RPV,90275
Sent via BlackBerry by AT&T
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Monday, September 08,2008 10:11 PM
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My husband Richard and I completely support the St John Fisher Parish building plan that is before the Planning
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Leza Mikhail

From: Joel Rojas [joelr@rpv.com]

Sent: Saturday, September 06,20085:32 PM

To: 'Leza Mikhail'

Subject: FW: SJF Church Building Support

From: HAW QUAN [mailto:pvquan@verizon.net]
Sent: Friday, September 05, 20082:16 PM
To: pc@rpv.com
Subject: SJF Church Building Support

RPV Planning Committee,

We are long time residents (42 yrs) ofRPV before its incorporation and would like to voice our support
for the new St. John Fisher Church building project. The facilities are needed and will add value to the
RPV community. We urge you to approve the project after the 9/22/08 hearing.

Although there will be some short term construction disruptions, it will be a long term gain for the
community and will enhance the quality of life on the hill. The buildings blend well with the
community and its surroundings. Please look at the long term benefits and the value added benefits to
its people.

Thank you,
norm quan

Norman and Helen Quan
5045 Silver Arrow Dr.
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

9/8/2008

Page 1 of 1

Leza Mikhail

From: Joel Rojas Uoelr@rpv.com]

Sent: Saturday, September 06, 2008 5:32 PM

To: 'Leza Mikhail'

Subject: FW: SJF Church Building Support

From: HAW QUAN [mailto:pvquan@verizon.net]
Sent: Friday, September OS, 2008 2:16 PM
To: pc@rpv.com
Subject: SJF Church Building Support

RPV Planning Committee,

We are long time residents (42 yrs) ofRPV before its incorporation and would like to voice our support
for the new 81. John Fisher Church building project. The facilities are needed and will add value to the
RPV community. We urge you to approve the project after the 9/22/08 hearing.

Although there will be some short term construction disruptions, it will be a long term gain for the
community and will enhance the quality of life on the hill. The buildings blend well with the
community and its surroundings. Please look at the long term benefits and the value added benefits to
its people.

Thank you,
norm quan

Norman and Helen Quan
5045 Silver Arrow Dr.
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

9/8/2008
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Leza Mikhail

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

CAROL SIMONE [casimone@verizon.net]
Saturday, August 30,200810:50 PM
LezaM@rpv.com
St. John Fisher

Why is the planned bell ringing prior to services at St. John Fisher a problem? I live next to St. Peters By the
Sea and their bells ring every hour every day starting at 8 o'clock. Even though they wake me on the rare
mornings I would like to sleep in, I would oppose any plan to remove their right to have their bells ring. Still it
seems unfair to allow one church to ring bells numerous times each day while simultaneously questioning
another church that would like their bells to ring only prior to their services.
Carol Simone, 32653 Seagate Drive #201.
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Leza Mikhail
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Sent:
To:
Subject:

CAROL SIMONE [casimone@verizon.net]
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RECEIVED
AUG 25 2008

PLANNING, BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT

AI Edgerton
59 Oceanaire Drive

Rancho Palos Verdes CA 90275

25 August 2008

Mr. Joel Rojas, Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes CA 90275

Subject: St. John Fisher Church's Original (1961) Conditional Use Permit

Dear Joel:

Nearby residents of the St. John Fisher Church have, thus far, been unable to
obtain a copy of the Conditional Use Permit granted to the Church by LA County
when the original buildings were built (circa 1960).

Inasmuch as the current CUP application references that earlier permit and
information included therein, we hereby request your assjstance in obtaining a
copy of that document from the County or the Church to enable the neighbors to
validate the information concerning the existing buildings and any associated
conditions placed on the development before the City was incorporated.

Thank you for your prompt assistance in this matter.

Best regards,

~l E~\.-
AlE gerton
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Best regards,

~l E~~~
AlE gerton
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CllY OF

August25,2008

AI Edgerton
59 Oceanaire Drive
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

RANCHO PALOS VERDES
PLANNING, BUILDING, & CODE ENFORCEMENT

SUBJECT: LETTER REQUESTING ORIGINAL CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT

Dear Mr. Edgerton,

Staff would like to take this opportunity to thank you for submitting you're your letter requesting a copy
of the original Conditional Use Permit for the St. John Fisher property. The letter was received on
August 25, 2008. As we discussed at the counter, Staff received all applications, building permits and
staff reports from the County of Los Angles when the City was incorporate. Unfortunately, Staff is not
aware of an original Conditional Use Permit tied to the original construction of the site in 1960. Staff
did, however come across another Conditional Use Permit (CUP #44) that referenced lighting on the
subject property in 1979. Unfortunately, Staff only has Conditional Use Permits related to additions
(CUP #96 and revisions) and lighting (CUP #44).

If you should have any questions, or would like further assistance, please feel free to contact me at
(310) 544-5228 or via email atlezam@rpv.com.

Thank you for your time,

30940 f-IAWIHOI<N1 BlVD / f~AN< II() PAl m VII<DI '>, CA 90275-5391

f'IANNIN( '/CODI I NfOI<UMIN I (:l10) 544-5228 ! flUl1 DINC (10) 265-7800 ! DIPI. lAX (310) 544-5293 ! [-MAli 1'1 ANNINC@IWV.COM
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of the original Conditional Use Permit for the St. John Fisher property. The letter was received on
August 25, 2008. As we discussed at the counter, Staff received all applications, building permits and
staff reports from the County of Los Angles when the City was incorporate. Unfortunately, Staff is not
aware of an original Conditional Use Permit tied to the original construction of the site in 1960. Staff
did, however come across another Conditional Use Permit (CUP #44) that referenced lighting on the
sUbject property in 1979. Unfortunately, Staff only has Conditional Use Permits related to additions
(CUP #96 and revisions) and lighting (CUP #44).

If you should have any questions, or would like further assistance, please feel free to contact me at
(310) 544-5228 or via email atlezam@rpv.com.

Thank you for your time,

30940 ~-IAWJH()I<N1 BlVD. / f<ANUKJ PAl ()~ VII<DI ">, CA 90275-5391

f1IANNJN( .Ie()DI r NI~()lxUM[Nf (:310) 544-5228 I 11LJ11D1N(, (:310) 265-7800 I mPf. fAX (310) 544-5293 I [-MAli PI ANNIN( ;@I<PV.C{lM



263

Rancho Palos Verdes Planning Commission

Gentleman:

RECE1vE02008

AUG 27 2008
PLANNING, BUILDING AND

CODE ENFORCEMENT

My name is Richard Wizenick, I live in the Villa Verde PUD on the corner of Crest and
Crenshaw and drive thru this intersection numerous times each day. In addition I was a
member of the Planning Commission of the City of Sierra Madre for 4 years and have had
considerable experience with CUP permitting reviews.

I have some concerns with the proposed new church development at St John Fisher,
namely the visual impact it will have on the area. The proposed church even after the
modifications will be approximately 72 ft high which when you add the additional 25 ft or
so from the street level will place it about 100 ft above the intersection. In addition they
are proposing to remove the existing canopy of trees and adding a stairway on the corner
where there is no foot traffic of any consequence ever. In my opinion this will have a
serious impact on the existing area, the other 3 properties on that intersection have trees
and or a green belt adjacent to the streets, and I know that at Villa Verde we go thru
considerable expense to maintain our area for the benefit of the neighborhood.

The application for this building permit for various reasons requires a CUP, and it is my
understanding that the code requirements for Rancho Palos Verdes institutional zones
are somewhat vague and therefore this places the burden of responsibility squarely on
the shoulders of the planning commission who have the mandate to maintain continuity in
the area for the benefit of the citizens and the city of Rancho Palos Verdes.

I would suggest that a good compromise would be to limit the overall height of the newly
proposed sanctuary to that of the existing one and with the increased setback and
existing mature trees would allow the proposed steeple and cross to be seen without
complete domination of the area.

The planned entry to the new sanctuary in the rear side of the building adjacent to the
parking lot area which should have handicap parking slots that would eliminates the need
for the stairs to street and any handicap ramp, the reality is that virtually no one walks to
the church, attendees drive there from many areas on the hill. However if the handicap
ramp is required by current ordinances then the practical place to put it would on the
Crest side east of the intersection below the entrance area where there is a sufficient area
to put in a switch back ramp and stairs if necessary.

Thank you for considering these concerns.

Sincerely,

Richard Wizenick Q.~
25 Mela In. 0
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA

Rancho Palos Verdes Planning Commission
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Leza Mikhail

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Joel Rojas [joelr@rpv.com]
Tuesday, August 26, 2008 8:35 AM
'Leza Mikhail'
FW: St John Fisher Church

-----Original Message-----
From: Alex Egger [mailto:alexegger@cox.net]
Sent: Monday, August 25,20086:09 PM
To: pc@rpv.com
Subject: St John Fisher Church

This letter is to confirm that we do totally support the building of the new St John Fisher Church. We have been
parishioners here for 40 years and we know that the new church will be a great benefit for all the community.
Msgr Sork is doing a great job organizing this effort and we support him in every way.
Sincerely
Alex & Ivy Egger

1

Leza Mikhail

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Joel Rojas [joelr@rpv.com]
Tuesday, August 26,20088:35 AM
'Leza Mikhail'
FW: St John Fisher Church

-----Original Message-----
From: Alex Egger [mailto:alexegger@cox.net]
Sent: Monday, August 25, 2008 6:09 PM
To: pc@rpv.com
Subject: St John Fisher Church

This letter is to confirm that we do totally support the building of the new St John Fisher Church. We have been
parishioners here for 40 years and we know that the new church will be a great benefit for all the community.
Msgr Sork is doing a great job organizing this effort and we support him in every way.
Sincerely
Alex & Ivy Egger

1
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Leza Mikhail

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Pat Zigrang [pattyperfect@jtzeng.com]
Wednesday, August 06, 2008 1:18 PM
Leza Mikhail
St John Fisher

As a residents of Rancho Palos Verdes we fully support the project of a new church on the St. John Fisher
property. Patricia and Richard Zigrang
5417 Middlecrest Rd Rancho Palos Verdes CA 90275
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leza Mikhail

From: Greg Pfost [gregp@rpv.com]

Sent: Monday, August 18, 20084:15 PM

To: Epmbmi2@aol.com; pc@rpv.com

Cc: 'Leza Mikhail'

Subject: RE: St. John Fisher Church Proposal

Mr. and Mrs. Maynard-
Thank you for your email - it will be given to the Planning Commission.

Sincerely,
Gregory Pfost, AICP

Deputy Planning Director

City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275
(310) 544-5228

From: Epmbmi2@aol.com [mailto:Epmbmi2@aol.com]
Sent: Monday, August 18, 2008 3:34 PM
To: pc@rpv,com
Subject: st. John Fisher Church Proposal

Leza Mikhail

Dear Leza.

We would like to add our support to the new church proposal for St. John Fisher Parish, as considerably
modified and set back, in response to the Planning Commission's directive.

Over a period of several months, parishioners had the opportunity to review three different designs for the new
church. The one which was ultimately selected (and our favorite) was the least obtrusive for the surrounding
neighborhood. It was unfortunate that the St. John Fisher Planning Committee didn't include the neighbors
in the original deliberations. I guess it was just a human oversight! I understand that this oversight has now
being remedied.

One thing that bothers me is the reference to the bells as "noise". I have never heard beautiful church bells
referred to as "noise". Those who are opposing the bells are the same people who will spend thousands of
dollars to go to Europe and throw open the windows of their hotel rooms to welcome in and listen to the age-old
bells of the surrounding churches and cathedrals. Very interesting!

Thank you for your consideration!

Vangie and Paul Maynard
3712 Via Cardelina
Palos Verdes Estates, CA 90274-1181
Tel: 310-378-3049
Fax: 310-378-2705

8/19/2008
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From: Greg Pfost Igregp@rpv.com]

Sent: Monday, August 18,20084:15 PM

To: Epmbmi2@aol.com; pc@rpv.com

Cc: 'Leza Mikhail'

Subject: RE: 81. John Fisher Church Proposal
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Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275
(310) 544-5228
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Thank you for your consideration!

Vangie and Paul Maynard
3712 Via Cardelina
Palos Verdes Estates, CA 90274-1181
Tel: 310-378-3049
Fax: 310-378-2705

8/19/2008
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Leza Mikhail

From: Greg Pfost [gregp@rpv.com]

Sent: Monday, August 18,20084:16 PM

To: 'Ray BARTHEL'; pc@rpv.com

Cc: 'Leza Mikhail'

Subject: RE: St. John Fisher Building Program

Mr. Barthel-
Thank you for your email - it will be given to the Planning Commission.

Sincerely,
Gregory Pfost, AICP

Deputy Planning Director

City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275
(310) 544-5228

From: Ray BARTHEL [mailto:rtbarthel@msn.com]
Sent: Monday, August 18, 2008 3:44 PM
To: pc@rpv.com
Subject: St. John Fisher Building Program

TO: Planning Commission

This letter is written in support of the Church's desire to build a new church bUilding on the current
St. John Fisher church property and to request that the church be given approval to proceed with
the plans submitted.

Before commenting on the bUilding program, let me first state that I was not originally in support
of committing to funding for a new church. My sentiments were that we had a church all these
years ( I have lived on the Peninsular since 1970) which functioned perfectly well in serving the
needs of the church and its parishoners. Thus why spend the money it would take to create
another building in which to worship. However, after realizing that the majority favored the
building of a new church, which would also provide improved amenities, I became a donor to the
deveiopment of this new facility and the benefits that would be derive for the church community,
especially the children and coming generations.

Now, as a supporter, I do not understand the resistance being levied against what can only be
labeled as property improvement. It would seem to me that to have an architecturally pleasing
structure with well landscaped grounds, that serves the Lord and the wishes of His followers,
should not be confronted with negative responses. Furthermore, how can anyone be apposed to
the melodic sounds of a churches bells commemorating its observance of the Lord's presence.
Bells of this order have been sounded for centuries in all corners of the world without objection. I
mean, we are not talking about a loud and obtrusive siren or honking sounds that even I would find
objectionable.

I am hard pressed to understand the objections that you are hearing from some in the churches

8/19/2008
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surrounding area. What are they really based on? Are those in objection truly against the
development or to the principles that it serves. I would hope that it is not the secular and
shallowness of belief that is causing this descent and I trust that the Commission will act in a
Christian manner, and in the best interest of the majority, in making its decision.

Thank you for reviewing my thoughts and concerns.

Respectfully,
Raymond J. Barthel

8/19/2008
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Leza Mikhail

From: Joel Rojas [joelr@rpv.com]

Sent: Tuesday, August 19, 2008 11 :34 AM

To: 'Leza Mikhail'

Subject: FW: St. John Fisher Building Program

From: Ray BARTHEL [mailto:rtbarthel@msn.com]
Sent: Monday, August 18, 2008 3:44 PM
To: pc@rpv.com
Subject: st. John Fisher Building Program

TO: Planning Commission

This letter is written in support of the Church's desire to build a new church bUilding on the current
St. John Fisher church property and to request that the church be given approval to proceed with
the plans submitted.

Before commenting on the building program, let me first state that I was not originally in support
of committing to funding for a new church. My sentiments were that we had a church all these
years ( I have lived on the Peninsular since 1970) which functioned perfectly well in serving the
needs of the church and its parishoners. Thus why spend the money it would take to create
another building in which to worship. However, after realizing that the majority favored the
bUilding of a new church, which would also provide improved amenities, I became a donor to the
development of this new facility and the benefits that would be derive for the church community,
especially the children and coming generations.

Now, as a supporter, I do not understand the resistance being levied against what can only be
labeled as property improvement. It would seem to me that to have an architecturally pleasing
structure with well landscaped grounds, that serves the Lord and the wishes of His followers,
should not be confronted with negative responses. Furthermore, how can anyone be apposed to
the melodic sounds of a churches bells commemorating its observance of the Lord's presence.
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mean, we are not talking about a loud and obtrusive siren or honking sounds that even I would find
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Christian manner, and in the best interest of the majority, in making its decision.

Thank you for reviewing my thoughts and concerns.

Respectfu lIy,
Raymond J. Barthel

8/19/2008

Page 1 of 1

Leza Mikhail

From: Joel Rojas Doelr@rpv.com]

Sent: Tuesday, August 19, 2008 11 :34 AM

To: 'Leza Mikhail'

Subject: FW: St. John Fisher Building Program

From: Ray BARTHEL [mailto: rtbarthel@msn.com]
Sent: Monday, August 18, 2008 3:44 PM
To: pc@rpv.com
Subject: st. John Fisher Building Program

TO: Planning Commission

This letter is written in support of the Church's desire to build a new church bUilding on the current
St. John Fisher church property and to request that the church be given approval to proceed with
the plans submitted.

Before commenting on the building program, let me first state that I was not originally in support
of committing to funding for a new church. My sentiments were that we had a church all these
years ( I have lived on the Peninsular since 1970) which functioned perfectly well in serving the
needs of the church and its parishoners. Thus why spend the money it would take to create
another building in which to worship. However, after realizing that the majority favored the
bUilding of a new church, which would also provide improved amenities, I became a donor to the
development of this new facility and the benefits that would be derive for the church community,
especially the children and coming generations.

Now, as a supporter, I do not understand the resistance being levied against what can only be
labeled as property improvement. It would seem to me that to have an architecturally pleasing
structure with well landscaped grounds, that serves the Lord and the wishes of His followers,
should not be confronted with negative responses. Furthermore, how can anyone be apposed to
the melodic sounds of a churches bells commemorating its observance of the Lord's presence.
Bells of this order have been sounded for centuries in all corners of the world without objection. I
mean, we are not talking about a loud and obtrusive siren or honking sounds that even I would find
objectionable.

I am hard pressed to understand the objections that you are hearing from some in the churches
surrounding area. What are they really based on? Are those in objection truly against the
development or to the principles that it serves. I would hope that it is not the secular and
shallowness of belief that is causing this descent and I trust that the Commission will act in a
Christian manner, and in the best interest of the majority, in making its decision.

Thank you for reviewing my thoughts and concerns.

Respectfu lIy,
Raymond J. Barthel

8/19/2008
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August 4, 2008
Rancho Palos Verdes Planning Commission

RECEIVED
AUG 05 2008

PLANNING, BUILDING AND
CODe ENFORCEMENT

We have been following the development process for the new Church at
Saint John Fisher. Itappears that the required city process has been
followed, and that the project is in substantial compliance with existing
codes and laws.

There are a few public objections to some perceptions for which there are- no
established codes or standards, specifically the questions about the
"unobstructed sky views", "the casting of shadows", and the "sound-of
bell chimes". How can there be a legitimate challenge for something which
has no accepted standard or ordinance? It is ludicrous to suggest non
compliance for something which has no established benchmark.

There is a great misperception about parking. I have attended Sunday Mass
at St. John Fisher since 1979, including Holy Days, Easter, and Christmas.
Thexe has NEVER been a time when I could not find a parking space!
Absolutely never. If in the future attendance increases, the Mass schedule
could be adjusted to bah~nce out the flow.

On two occasions each year, worshipers flock to the Church. These visitors
may park on the public streets. So some neighboring streets may have a few
cars parked in front of their house for just a few hours. So what's the
problem? What's the hardship claimed? Honestly I can't imagine how this
could be considered a substantial negative impact. How is this any different
than their neighbors having a party, and the guests parking there while
visiting? This is obvious to me as I live directly across the street from the
Church.

Lastly, as you consider all the public input on this application, it would be
unjust, and just not fair, to end up with a Church that was designed by those
opposed to it.

Please, in your deliberations, apply the approved standards and codes, and
not be influenced by threat of a law suit from the vocal minority opponents.

Thanks for listening,

~14f/~
~M£Z.A L..AN~

~A~j!lCJ ,.oA~ Vt!SieD8'S. cA · 90275
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~~~~~>st23,2008

SAINT JOHN FISHER PARISH RECEIVED
"CELEBRATING LIFE IN THE LIGHT OF CHRIST"

AUG 27 2008

Dear St. John Fisher neighbor,

As you may know, St John Fisher Parish is planning to build a new church and make
other much needed improvements to our campus. Based on input from some neighbors
and the planning commission, our architect has already revised our plans once. We
would like to give you a tour ofour campus, discuss the revised plans with you, solicit
your input and answer your questions. We have scheduled three open sessions for this:

Saturday, September 13 at 10:00 a.m.
Sunday, September 14 at 2:00 p.m.
Wednesday, September 17 at 7:00 p.m.

We anticipate that each session will last about an hour and a half. Refreshments will be
served.

All three sessions will take place in Barrett Hall, which is almost directly in the middle of
the campus near the flagpole. As you descend the steps toward the parish office, Barrett
Hall is the first building on your right. We will have signs to help direct you. We have
ample parking on the campus.

Our parish community is tremendously excited about our building project, which has
been in the planning stage since 1961, when the parish first came into existence.
Through it, we hope to improve the work ofour fifty-plus social service ministries, the
education ofour children, and the spiritual lives of our parishioners.

Please join us. RSVPs are not required, but appreciated so that we can make appropriate
arrangements for refreshments. To RSVP, please contact the parish office at (310) 377
5571.

We look forward to seeing you. And ifyou are unable to make any of these sessions,
please know that you are always welcome at St. John Fisher.

SJIY' tI)L
ReV~MSgr.David A. Sork
Pastor

isa Hunt Counts, AICP
Chair, Parish Building Committee

5448 CREST ROAD ~ RANCHO PALOS VERDES, CALIFORNIA 90275-5097
qf0 PARISH OFFICE (310) 377-5571 ~ FAX (310) 377-6303 ~ E-MAIL: INFO@STF.ORG J~
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August 25, 2008

Mr. Paul Tetreault
Planning Commission
Rancho Palos Verdes City Hall
30940 Hawthorne BL
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

Dear Mr. Tetreault:

RECEIVED
AUG 27 2008

PlANNING, BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT

Attached is a copy of the letter that St. John Fisher Parish has sent to all of the
homeowners within the five neighborhoods adjacent to the church regarding our
proposed building plan. The letter invites them to attend one of three meetings that we
will have prior to our September Planning Commission hearing. The meetings are meant
to provide an opportunity for some meaningful dialogue with our neighbors about our
project. We will be giving a tour of the campus, discussing our revised plans, and
answering questions.

I would like to extend this invitation to you as well. I understand that your rules limit the
number of commissioners or council members that can attend at anyone time, so please
feel free to stop by the parish at your convenience. I would be happy to show you
around.

Sincerely,

Lisa Hunt Counts
Building Committee Chair

August 25,2008

Mr. Paul Tetreault
Planning Commission
Rancho Palos Verdes City Hall
30940 Hawthorne Bl.
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

Dear Mr. Tetreault:

RECEIVED
AUG 27 2008

PlANNING, BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT

Attached is a copy of the letter that St. John Fisher Parish has sent to all of the
homeowners within the five neighborhoods adjacent to the church regarding our
proposed building plan. The letter invites them to attend one of three meetings that we
will have prior to our September Planning Commission hearing. The meetings are meant
to provide an opportunity for some meaningful dialogue with our neighbors about our
project. We will be giving a tour of the campus, discussing our revised plans, and
answering questions.

I would like to extend this invitation to you as well. I understand that your rules limit the
number of commissioners or council members that can attend at anyone time, so please
feel free to stop by the parish at your convenience. I would be happy to show you
around.

Sincerely,

Lisa Hunt Counts
Building Committee Chair

,i " ,('
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August 25,2008

Mr. Edward Ruttenberg
Planning Commission
Rancho Palos Verdes City Hall
30940 Hawthorne Bl.
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

Dear Mr. Ruttenberg:

RECe\VED
AUG 27 2nrl~

PLANNING, BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT

Attached is a copy ofthe letter that St. John Fi~her Parish has sent to all of the
homeowners within the five neighborhoods adjacent to the church regarding our
proposed building plan. The letter invites them to attend one of three meetings that we
will have prior to our September Planning Commission hearing. The meetings are meant
to provide an opportunity for some meaningful dialogue with our neighbors about our
project. We will be giving a tour of the campus, discussing our revised plans, and
answering questions.

I would like to extend this invitation to you as well. I understand that your rules limit the
number of commissioners or council members that can attend at anyone time, so please
feel free to stop by the parish at your convenience. I would be happy to show you
around.

Sincerely,

Lisa Hunt Counts
Building Committee Chair

August 25,2008

Mr. Edward Ruttenberg
Planning Commission
Rancho Palos Verdes City Hall
30940 Hawthorne Bl.
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

Dear Mr. Ruttenberg:

RECE\VED
AUG 27 20llB

PLANN'NG I BU'LDlNG AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT

Attached is a copy of the letter that St. John Fi~her Parish has sent to all of the
homeowners within the five neighborhoods adjacent to the church regarding our
proposed building plan. The letter invites them to attend one of three meetings that we
will have prior to our September Planning Commission hearing. The meetings are meant
to provide an opportunity for some meaningful dialogue with our neighbors about our
project. We will be giving a tour ofthe campus, discussing our revised plans, and
answering questions.

I would like to extend this invitation to you as well. I understand that your rules limit the
number of commissioners or council members that can attend at anyone time, so please
feel free to stop by the parish at your convenience. I would be happy to show you
around.

Sincerely,

Lisa Hunt Counts
Building Committee Chair
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August 25, 2008

Mr. Dave Tomblin
Planning Commission
30940 Hawthorne Bl.
Rancho Palos Verdes City Hall
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

Dear Mr. Tomblin:

RE E\VED
AUG 27 1008

PLANNING, BUILDING ANO
CODE ENFORCEMENi

Attached is a copy ofthe letter that St. John Fisher Parish has sent to all ofthe
homeowners within the five neighborhoods adjacent to the church regarding our
proposed building plan. The letter invites them to attend one of three meetings that we
will have prior to our September Planning Commission hearing. The meetings are meant
to provide an opportunity for some meaningful dialogue with our neighbors about our
project. We will be giving a tour ofthe campus, discussing our revised plans, and
answering questions.

I would like to extend this invitation to you as well. I understand that your rules limit the
number of commissioners or council members that can attend at anyone time, so please
feel free to stop by the parish at your convenience. I would be happy to show you
around.

Sincerely,

~~
Lisa Hunt Counts
Building Committee Chair

August 25, 2008

Mr. Dave Tomblin
Planning Commission
30940 Hawthorne Bl.
Rancho Palos Verdes City Hall
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

Dear Mr. Tomblin:

RECE\VED
AUG 27 2008

PLANN\NG. BU\LDlNG AND
CODE ENfORCEMEN.1

Attached is a copy of the letter that St. John Fisher Parish has sent to all of the
homeowners within the five neighborhoods adjacent to the church regarding our
proposed building plan. The letter invites them to attend one of three meetings that we
will have prior to our September Planning Commission hearing. The meetings are meant
to provide an opportunity for some meaningful dialogue with our neighbors about our
project. We will be giving a tour of the campus, discussing our revised plans, and
answering questions.

I would like to extend this invitation to you as well. I understand that your rules limit the
number of commissioners or council members that can attend at anyone time, so please
feel free to stop by the parish at your convenience. I would be happy to show you
around.

Lisa Hunt Counts
Building Committee Chair
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August 25, 2008

Mr. Jim Knight
Planning Commission
5 Cinammon Lane
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90274

Dear Mr. Knight:
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project. We will be giving a tour ofthe campus, discussing our revised plans. and
answering questions.
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number of commissioners or council members that can attend at anyone time. so please
feel free to stop by the parish at your convenience. I would be happy to show you
around.

Sincerely,

Lisa Hunt Counts
Building Committee Chair
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Planning Commission
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Marsha Zents

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Attachments:

Plans for New
Church.cwk (WP)....

Joel Rojas Ooelr@rpv.com]
Tuesday, July 22, 2008 12:13 PM
'Leza Mikhail'
'Marsha Zents'
FW: St. John Fisher Parish Church Plans

Plans for New Church.cwk {WP).pdf

-----Original Message-----
From: Mary Sheridan (mailto:maryvsher@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, July 22, 2008 12:00 PM
To: pc@rpv.com
SUbject: St. John Fisher Parish Church Plans

To Planning Commission:

I support the plans for St. John Fisher's new church. Attached is my letter urging
approval.
Mary V. Sheridan
21 Sweetbay Rd.
Rancho Palos Verdes

1
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>'.....

Mary V. Sheridan
21 Sweetbay Rd.

Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

July 22,2008
'.

Leza Mikhail
Associate Planner
City of Rancho Palos Verdes
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

Dear Ms. Mikhail,

I am writing regarding the plans for St. John Fisher Parish's new church. I support the plans, and
urge the members of the Planning Commission to approve the project.

At the last planning commission meeting the ringing of bells was discussed, My husband and I
have lived in Portuguese Bend above the Wayfarer's Chapel for the past 34 years. During this
time occasionally, when outside, we have heard the carillon bells ofWayfarer's Chapel ring.
Recently, I called the church to inquire what the policy is regarding the carillon, I was told that
the "Westminister Chimes" and hours are tolled from 9 a.m. to 9 p.m. Also, on Christmas Eve
"Silent Night" is played, and after a wedding, peals called the "Change Ringing" are rung.

We have always loved hearing the soft musical sound of the bells from Wayfarer's Chapel, and
expect the Planning Commission to give equal approval to bells in the new church of St. John
Fisher Parish.

Sincerely,

Mary Y. SfiericCan

.,....'

Mary V. Sheridan
21 Sweetbay Rd.

Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

July 22,2008
"

Leza Mikhail
Associate Planner
City of Rancho Palos Verdes
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

Dear Ms. Mikhail,

I am writing regarding the plans for 81. John Fisher Parish's new church. I support the plans, and
urge the members of the Planning Commission to approve the project.

At the last planning commission meeting the ringing of bells was discussed. My husband and I
have lived in Portuguese Bend above the Wayfarer's Chapel for the past 34 years. During this
time occasionally, when outside, we have heard the carillon bells ofWayfarer's Chapel ring.
Recently, I called the church to inquire what the policy is regarding the carillon. I was told that
the "Westminister Chimes" and hours are tolled from 9 a.m. to 9 p,m. Also, on Christmas Eve
"Silent Night" is played, and after a wedding, peals called the "Change Ringing" are rung.

We have always loved hearing the soft musical sound of the bells from Wayfarer's Chapel, and
expect the Planning Commission to give equal approval to bells in the new church of St. John
Fisher Parish.

Sincerely,

Jvtary Y. sfierid'an
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EduardoS·
'it

From:
~nt:

.0:
Cc:
Subject:

Joel Rojas Doelr@rpv.com]
Monday, July 21, 2008 5:36 PM
'EduardoS'
'Leza Mikhail'
FW: St. John Fisher Catholic Church issue for Tuesday meeting -Request for continuancw

-----Original Message-----
From: Elizabeth Martyn [mailto:martyn@lbbslaw.com]
Sent: Monday, July 21, 2008 4:14 PM .
To: PC@RPV.com
Cc: clynch@rwglaw.com
Subject: st. John Fisher Catholic Church issue for Tuesday meeting -Request for
continuancw

Attached is a letter provided to the City last week for distribution to you. It was our
understanding that this would be distributed to you when we provided it, but I received a
voice mail from Mr. Rojas indicating that it was not, and that I needed to email it to
you.

Just to update you, the issues regarding the continuance for surrounding homeonwers are:
no bells, smaller church and tower, no columbarium, and city controls on noise, traffic
etc.

Mr. Weissman only received the documents due on July 25 this afternoon and, therefore, has
had no ability to review them.

We understand that the Planning staff is recommending a continuance after additional
~stimony and your direction. We ask that you grant that and include our issues in those

~o be reviewed during the continuance period.

Betsy Martyn, Partner
Lewis Brisbois Bisgaard & Smith
(714) 966-3131

1

EduardoS·
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Leza Mikhail
Associate Planner
Rancho Palos Verdes Building & Code Enforcement

Re: St . John Fisher Catholic Church Master Plan
Case No. ZON2007-Q0492 and the redesign of the project

RECEIVED
JUL 212008

PLANNING, BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT

Leza:
Attached is a formal request for documents pursuant to the California Public
Records Act.
Please let me know when the requesfed documents are completed and Iwill
pay for the copies at the statutory rates.

I will also be at the city hall and the planning and building department with a
check ready to pick up the documents that I had previously requested that are
read as per the Assistant City Attorney.
P as a nowledge receipt of this email.
rnclAICnor our help

Laza Mikhail
Associate Planner
Rancho Palos Verdes Building & Code Enforcement

Re: St . John Fisher Catholic Church Master Plan
Case No. ZON2007-Q0492 and the redesign of the project

RECEIVED
JUL 212008

PLANNING, BUIlDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT

Leza:
Attached is a formal request for documents pursuant to the California Public
Records Act.
Please let me know when the requesfed documents are completed and Iwill
pay for the copies at the statutory rates.

I will also be at the city hall and the planning and building department with a
check ready to pick up the documents that I had previously requested that are
read as per the Assistant City Attorney.
P as a nowledge receipt of this email.
'nof"llltll....ClI"I'·or our help
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Joel Rojas, AICP
Director ofPlanning, Building and Code Enforcement
Leza Mikhail, Associate PlannerCity ofRancho Palos Verdes
3040 Hawthome Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca

Re: St. John Fisher Catholic Church Master Plan Project
Case No. ZON2007·00492 Including the documents and emails relating to the redesign ofthe
building and adjacent properties

Dear Mr. Rojas & Ms Mikhail:

In regards to the application for case no. ZON2007·00492 (The St. John Fisher Church Master
Plan Project and the redesign), I would like to request copies ofall emails between stafl: emails
with the Planning Commissioners, any staffnotes taken and emails with/from the applicant,
including all emails from the penonal email addresses of the planning commissioners, the
building department personnel and the members of the church, their building committee
and the Monsignor. Accordingly, pursuant to the California Public Records Act, , I formally
request a complete copies ofall emails and letters and any other form ofnotes or records within
the City ofRancho Palos Verdes file on the St. John Fisher Master Plan, case no. ZON2007·
00492. ( This project was agenda item number 5 during the Planning Commission meeting held
on June 24, 2008 and continued until July 22, 2008. Pursuant to the Public RecordsAct, the city
must respond to this request within ten (10) days and I hereby demand a written response within
that time frame. I am prepared to pay any statutory fees (copying costs) set by the Legislature,
which does not include search, review or deletion charges. Pursuant to the act, ifonly partial
production is provided, the city must justify the withholding ofall records withheld.

I also request a list ofdocuments being withheld from this request and the reason it is being
withheld.

Please acknowledge receipt ofthis email and its attached request for documents to be produced
b e ity ofRancho Palos Verdes within the statutory time frame.

,
'\

.\$'"

Joel Rojas, AICP
Director ofPlanning, Building and Code Enforcement
Leza Mikhail, Associate PlannerCity ofRancho Palos Verdes
3040 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca

Re: St. John Fisher Catholic Church Master Plan Project
Case No. ZON2007·00492 Including the documents and emails relating to the redesign ofthe
building and adjacent properties

Dear Mr. Rojas & Ms Mikhail:

In regards to the application for case no. ZON2007-00492 (The St. John Fisher Church Master
Plan Project and the redesign), I would like to request copies ofall emails between staff; emails
with the Planning Commissioners, any staffnotes taken and emails with/from the applicant,
including all emaUs from the penona) emall addresses of the planning comDlissioners, the
building department personnel and the members of the church, their building committee
and the Monsignor. Accordingly, pursuant to the California Public Records Act, , I formally
request a complete copies ofall emails and letters and any other form ofnotes or records within
the City ofRancho Palos Verdes file on the St. John Fisher Master Plan, case no. ZON2007
00492. ( This project was agenda item number 5 during the Planning Commission meeting held
on June 24, 2008 and continued until July 22, 2008. Pursuant to the Public RecordsAct, the city
must respond to this request within ten (10) days and I hereby demand a written response within
that time frame. I am prepared to pay any statutory fees (copying costs) set by the Legislature,
which does not include search, review or deletion charges. Pursuant to the act, ifonly partial
production is provided, the city must justify the withholding ofall records withheld.

I also request a list ofdocuments being withheld from this request and the reason it is being
withheld.

Please acknowledge receipt ofthis email and its attached request for documents to be produced
b e ity ofRancho Palos Verdes within the statutory time frame.
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EduardoS

From:
1ent:
,'0:
Cc:
Subject:

Joel Rojas Uoelr@rpv.com]
Monday, July 21, 2008 8:15 AM
'EduardoS'
'Leza Mikhail'
FW: Case No. ZON2007-00492 (St John Fisher)

..
-----Original Message-----
From: R MUCHA [mailto:patnbob1@cox.net]
Sent: Sunday, July 20, 2008 2:50 PM
To: PC@RPV.COM
Subject: Case No. ZON2007-00492 (St John Fisher)

Last month, St John Fisher (SJF) was told to shorten its proposed
steeple, first by the City Staff, then by neighbors, and finally by
the Planning Commission.

During the June 24 hearing process, neither Staff nor the Commission
identified or mentioned a City requirement which supports this
action. Doing so could have modified the negative reaction from
neighbors.

In the SJF letter dated July 9,2008 to the RPV Planning Department,
the ".absence of a skyline or ridgeline ordinance. II was stated.

The SJF concessions numbers 6 thru 11, modifying the church
structure, are based on a commendable goal of ".a positive
elationship with the surrounding residents."

If there are any City requirements, regulations, or ordinances
supporting any reduction in steeple height, City Staff has a
responsibility to clarify them at the beginning of the July 22, hearing.

Respectfully submitted,
Robert Mucha

1
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Leza Mikhail

From: Sjf5448@aol.com

Sent: Tuesday, July 15, 2008 11 :40 AM

To: lezam@rpv.com

Subject: St. John Fisher Church Buliding Committee

Dear Liza,

I am a parishioner of St. John Fisher Church and I am writing you to let the Commisioners of the Building
Committee know that I am in favor of building the New Catholic Church of Rancho Palos Verdes.

After attending the June 24th hearing until the wee hours of the morning of June 25th, I was amazed at all the
residents who were not in favor of the renovations of St. John Fisher Catholic Church.

All my life, I have been a Catholic and I believe that the Church that was established by Jesus Christ on earth
should be a light unto the world. According to St. Matthew, a city set on a hill cannot be hidden and I believe
this city to be representative of St. John Fisher Parish. It also means that the Church is a visible organization,
clearly identified as such and distinguished from other churches. This was affirmed by one of the
commissioners opinion on the sUbject of Church last June 24th. Jesus also promised, "I will build my Church
and the gates of hell will not prevail against it (Matthew 16:18)."

These passages came about while I was in prayer in the Blessed Sacrament Chapel of St. John Fisher Church
in Rancho Palos Verdes.

Yours truthfully,

Emma Bulala
Parishioner

Get the scoop on last night's hottest shows and the live music scene in your area - Check out TourTracker.com!

7/18/2008

"
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Page 1 of 1

Leza Mikhail

(
From: golong888@aol.com

Sent: Tuesday, July 15, 20084:25 PM

To: lezam@rpv.com; golong888@aol.com

Subject: continuance and delay of July 22, 2008 meeting

City of Rancho Palos Verdes
Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
30940 Hawthorne Blvd. .
Rancho Palos Verdes, California 90274
Attn: Director of Planning and Zoning and Ms Leza Michail

Dear Director of Planning and Ms Leza Michail,
May I ask why there were no new silhouettes put up for the revised plans regarding the propose St John Fisher

building? Because of this, please delay and put a "continuance" on your July 22, 2008 meeting regarding the
proposed St John Fisher building until all residents in the surrounding area can view and understand the impact
and significance of such a massive, towering structure in their neighborhood.
Thanks you,
Gary Long

The Famous, the Infamous, the Lame - in your browser. Get the TMZ Toolbar Nowl

7/18/2008
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Leza Mikhail

From:
~ent:

l'O:

SUbject:

Dear Ms Mikhai1~

M J Riccio [mriccio127@cox.net]
Thursday, July 17, 20087:22 PM
LezaM@rpv.com
In favor of St John Fisher building project

As a planning staffmember~ please remember there are over 5,000 families at St John Fisher, many ofwhom are
RPV residents. Hundreds ofus have committed substantial time to the lengthy design options process to arrive'
at this point, not to mention substantial monetary pledges.
We hope you understand a house ofworship, or any building in which the public gathers~ should be substantial
and inspiring. The symbolism of spires and bells are endemic to the spiritual nature of a church. Surely this can
be understood in a state which values its remaining missions.

Following testimony at the first public hearing last month, the SJF building committee and architect have
addressed the Commission's requests as follows:
*The height and width of the tower AND the main building have been reduced.
* The building is further from the property line and masked by landscaping.
*The distance ofthe carillon speaker from the property line has been

doubled.
* Parking further explained in a nSlTative in the revised design package.

-f"'he following points were previously communicated by us for your earlier public hearing.

*This site is a perfect location for a church building.
Only a few hundred feet from existing facility.
Main road with virtually no traffic penetration into residential neighborhoods.

*Views are not impacted.
There is much open space in both directions around the Crest/Crenshaw intersection.
Most residences are below the line of sight.

* No increased traffic.
This is an existing, very active congregation.
Minor change in number of seats inside, parking outside.
Services are spread out through the day (and will not change), reducing peak loads.
Most of the kids coming to the added pre school are likely to come in the same
car with other school children: same family or car-pooling.

* This church community is a good neighbor.
And has been for decades.

We trust you can find a way to make this work for all.

.1811k.s,
Michael J. Riccio
& Family
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EduardoS

From: Joel Rojas Doelr@rpv.com]

Sent: Thursday, July 17, 20083:47 PM

To: 'EduardoS'

Subject: FW: St. John Fisher (SJF) Church Building Proposal: Parking

From: John Traxler [mailto:j.trax5@verlzon.net]
sent: Thursday, July 17,20083:46 PM
To: Leze Mikhail; Edward Ruttenberg; Paul Tetreault
Subject: St. John Fisher (SJF) Church Building Proposal: Parking

To: RPV Planning Commission

From the beginning the argument for a new, larger church presented by SJF has been based on
postulations, viz.: a reduction ofclergy-numbers; a corresponding reduction in number ofscheduled
weekend liturgies; and a corresponding increase in parishioner attendance at scheduled liturgies.
Therefore, SJF needs a larger church.

This argument is fallacious because it is very unlikely that SJF will ever be without the services of
sufficient numbers ofassigned and visiting clergy.

In light of its postulations, SJF's estimates of the number ofrequired parking spaces for a new church
based on present day Sunday-peak-use statistics is also clearly fallacious.

Respectfully,

John Traxler
4172 Rousseau Lane
PVP, CA 90274

7/17/2008
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FROM LONG

July 16,2008

PHONE NO. 310 377 3139 Jul. 17 2008 01:58AM P1

To the members ofthe Planning Commission ofRPV and 10el Rojas.:

Following the extended June 24th meetiBg at Hesse Parle, I oam.e home at 1:40am
in the early morning feeling like there were mote parishners given the chance to speak in favor of
the proposed Saint Joim Fishersan~ building than to those SU1'tOondiDg re&ident$ of the
propo$8d construction oppoeing the project.. Ofthe 94 speakers on the agenda,. many
homeowners bad to leave be£ore be:iDg canea Up to~ and were unable to voice their
opposition to the SJF building plen.

With little time to l'8aCt to 1he silhouette and balloons ofSJF. many homeowners were not aware
ofwhat i$ being proposed. SJF parisIme.rs, meanwhile, have been doaatiDg 10 this Jarae funded
project without evet having the intention to involve any dialogu.e with its surrounding neighbors.

For those parishner$, many who do Dot even live within walking distance ofthe church and live in
other cities as PVB, who &tate they Alike" the ideaofthe proposed propertyon the OOmer' oftheir
nine and more acre property to have the~t impact'. and"imposing nature (with bells chiming
throughout the day, I\I8VmL days a week, as well a$ during an additional two hundred weddinp and
ftmetals. and high holy .Y'-(I)TBEY. unlike us ne.iahboJ's who live across the street.
won't have to listen to 'the incessant, nonstop~g ofthe bells, seven days a week for one
minute durations. (Again. r overheard Man. Sark's sermon at 9am Tuesday ofthis week from my
bedroom! Doesn't the chW'Ch believe in soundproofing? Or is itan mo,pnt calling to amplify the
settnons into the neighborhood?! I shudder to think about the ramifications h will ensue ifthis
proposed projeot is approved) (2)These parlsbn.ers will not have to deal with then- skyline ofbtue
being blotted out by a ti~-foot saootuary and eigNy-eight foot bell tower riDJinl eJJdlessly for
one :minute durations seven days a week. (3)'I'hey will not have theirprivacy 1Bkenaway from
them with this multi-storied self-centered imposed building. Our baakyatds without question will
be easily Ioobd iato fi:om this corner proposed bniIding. (4)The parislur_ will DOt have to listen
to the traftic and paddng annoyances along Crenshaw Blvd. Our family willl Our bedrooms are
within five feet ofthe sidewalk at the com~ ofCrest and Crenshaw. (S)This comer fIag lot
property in IsJaucl Vi$W is unsecured. Because oftlJe ptopCISed SJF stairways opening onto that
comer. a:ime will become more tweeSS10le because ofconstant, additional parking a10Jlg
Crenshaw. At ptesent, parisbners enter and park on the SIP property.

The present church sanctuary is behind landseaping" blending into the rural atmosphere ofthis
quieJ7 tranquil neighborhood. Let S1F build a gym for the children, bat pIeue, don't use the
datIdreII for ... euase to build such a taU.massive m-yow-faee hnposing stmcture for the
conununity to cope with. Build the saoctuary without a ben tower somewhere iDskte the nine acre
property for its own parisbners andwithout 'the stairs to the comer. Don't impose on the
community!

Commissioner&,. pi..COD$ider what we neighbors would have to contend with daily. 365 days a
year; ifyou appsove 1I:Iisproject. It would be sad to 1m'With the incessant: 1:ra'ffic. noise, parking,
lack ofprivacy, and security proble:ms caused by the proposed Saint.lohn Fisher Church building.

Sincerely,

Rhonda Long
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Leza Mikhail
-------------

From: gitwon@aol.com

Sent: Thursday, July 17,200812:39 AM

To: lezam@rpv.com

Subject: letter in opposition to SJF for 7-22-08 agenda

July 16, 2008

To the members ofthe Planning Commission ofRPV'ahd Joel Rojas:

Following the extended June 24th meeting at Hesse Park, I cam~ home at 1:40am in the early morning feeling like
there were more parishners given the chance to speak in favor ofthe proposed Saint John Fisher sanctuary
building than to those surrounding residents of the proposed construction opposing the project. Of the 94 speakers
on the agenda, many20homeowners had to leave before being called up to speak, and were unable to voice their
opposition to the SJF building plan.

With little time to react to the silhouette and balloons ofSJF, many homeowners were not aware ofwhat is being
proposed. SJF parishners, meanwhile, have been donating to this large funded project without ever having the
intention to involve any dialogue with its surrounding neighbors.

For those parishners, many who do not even live within walking distance ofthe church and live in other cities as
PVE, who state they "like" the idea of the proposed property on the comer of their nine and more acre property to
have the "most impact" and "imposing nature (with bells chiming throughout the day, seven days a week, as well
as during an additional two hundred weddings and funerals, and high holy days)"-------(l)T HEY, unlike us
neighbors who live across the street, won't have to listen to the incessant, nonstop ringing ofthe bells, seven days
a week for one minute durations. (Again, I overheard Mon. Sork's sermon at 9am Tuesday ofthis week from my
bedroom! Doesn't the church believe in soundproofing? Or is it an arrogant calling to amplify the sermons into
the neighborhood?! I shudder to think about the ramifications that will ensue if this proposed project is approved)
(2)These parisbners will not have to deal with their skyline ofblue being blotted out by a fifty-foot sanctuary and
eighty-eight foot bell tower ringing endlessly for one minute durations seven days a week. (3)They will not have
their privacy taken away from them with this multi-storied self-centered imposed building. Our backyards without
question will be easily looked into from this corner proposed building. (4)The parishners will not have to listen to
the traffic and parking annoyances along Crenshaw Blvd. Our family will! Our bedrooms are within five feet of
the sidewalk at the comer of Crest and Crenshaw. (5)This comer flag lot property in Island View is unsecured.
Because of the proposed SJF stairways opening onto that comer, crime will become more accessible because of
constant, additional parking along Crenshaw. At present, parishners enter and park on the SJF property.

The church sanctua ry is behind landscaping, blending into the rural atmosphere of this quiet, tranquil
neighborhood. Let SJF build a gym for the children, but please, don't use the children for an excuse to build
such a tall, massive in-your-face imposing structure for the community to cope with. Build the sanctuary without
a bell tower somewhere inside the nine acre property for its own parishners. Don't impose on the community!

Commissioners, please consider what we neighbors would have to contend with daily, 365 days a year, ifyou
approve this project. It would be sad to live with the incessant traffic, noise, parking, lack ofprivacy, and security
problems caused by the proposed Saint John Fisher Church building.

Sincerel y,

Rhonda Long
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Leza Mikhail
o ••o. •••••_·o __• ,, _

From: Anthony Lubega [anthonylubega@gmail.com]

Sent: Wednesday, July 16, 2008 11 :57 PM

To: lezam@rpv.com

Subject: Saint John Fisher Church

Associate Planner, Rancho Palos Verdes Planning Commission.
Dear Leza Mikhail,

I should very much like to express my support for'the St John Fisher Master Plan. The new church will
look absolutely beautiful. The sanctuary design is exalting and graceful, the structure, forms and spaces
are elegant and the architecture is aesthetically pleasing.

I have been actively involved in the master plan and design during the long and countless town hall
meetings with our liturgical consultant, urban planners, architect, building experts and fellow
parishioners. I was very passionate that the architects design a beautiful structure to make our parish and
Rancho Palos Verdes proud. The new church will pave way for a much needed Parish Activity Center
that will benefit the SJF parish especially our youth.

In response to the planning commission recommendations, the revised plans have carefully responded to
the neighbor's concerns as instructed by the planning commissioners. I was very disappointed at your
recommendation to lower the steeple. The steeple is the pivot and culminates at the Blessed Sacrament
chapel. It's height provides the proportions that form an elegant structure. It is unfortunate that it has to
be lowered.

I was present at the SJF Master Plan public hearing in June and I plan to be present at the public hearing
scheduled on July, 22 2008.

Please feel free to contact me for further comments.

Thank you,

Anthony Lubega
RHE resident.
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Leza Mikhail

From: L. Bilski [ldb91 O@juno.comJ

Sent: Tuesday I July 22, 2008 1:54 PM

To: pc@rpv.com

Cc: joelr@rpv.com

Subject: 7/22/08 Agenda item: St. John Fisher building project

Dear RPV Planning Commission Chair Perestam and P.C .Members,

I am writing in support of the proposed St. John Fisher building project.

There have been a lot a false statements about this project in letters submitted to the city and to the local
newspaper. This is unfortunate, but I trust the the members of the Planning Commission realize the
errors and disregard them.

The church property has been developed since 1963. At that time a structure was erected with plans for
an eventual large Church at the comer of the lot. The surrounding residential properties were developed
and sold long after the Church and School had been built.

The proposed church building is a beautiful, stately design and meets the city's development codes and
regulations. As presented at the June P.C. meeting, the staff report stated that the project met all the
requirements, and could be approved. If anything, the building project will enhance the area as well as
better serve the needs of St. John Fisher Parish.

As stated in the StaffReport, a Bell Tower was approved in the 1990's by the RPV Planning
Commission along with other construction permits for renovation ofthe property; but the tower was not
built due to lack of funds at the time. The proposed Bell Tower will provide occasional musical chimes.
" Music" not "noise" as some have mistakenly called it. Aesthetically pleasing sounds, "inspirational",
not nuisance noise. I'm sure we would all agree that the sound ofemergency vehicles' sirens and the
noise of hedge trimmers, leaf blowers and saws is truly a noisy disturbance. Briefmusical chiming is
not.

Anyway, RPV has no noise ordinance.

Wayfarers' Chapel has a clock chiming the hours and quarter-hours, St. Peter's by the Sea has a bell
tower which rises many feet above the church's ridge line. Both churches are surrounded by residential
horries. Outside ofRPV, other churches in residential neighborhoods have tall bell towers which chime.

The nearby residential properties near the current Church and rectory, have massive hedges and trees
which now block the view of their houses and yards from the Church property and vice versa. The views
of the church property is obscured from houses across the street on Crenshaw. The claims of invasion of
privacy by this project appear unfounded.

While a few people may not like this proposed development, the staffhas told us that a property owner
has a right to develop their property within the codes and regulations of the City ofRPV. Even though
the project as proposed in June could have been approved as presented, that project - which serves a
parish of 3,000 families - was revised and downsized to answer the concerns ofa few people. Therefore,
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in all fairness, since the neighborhood concerns and commissioners' concerns have been addressed by
the revision, the development should be permitted to proceed without further changes.

Please vote tonight to approve the St. John Fisher building project.

Thank. you for all you do for RPV !

Sincerely,

Lenee Bilski,

RPV resident

Stuck in a dead end job?? Click to start living your dreams by earning an online degree.
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Leza Mikhail

From: Tom Coull [coullone@cox.net]

Sent: Sunday, JUly 20, 20081:41 PM

To: lezam@rpv.com

Cc: docblond@aol.com

SUbject: John Fisher Project

July 20, 2008

Rancho Palos Verdes Planning Commission

Subject: Proposed Construction of St. John Fisher Property

To Planning Commission Members:

Over the past several weeks I have been made aware of a new proposed construction program on the site of the
St. John Fisher property. This project seems to be well into the final stages of approval while a majority of
neighbors, who should have been made aware of this project at its inception, were not notified of such activity.
This project, I am sure, went through several design and style iterations before the design that has been
presented to date. This means that this project has been in the hands of the planning department for, I guess,
over a year, based on my experience with projects that I have been involved with in the past. Failure of the
planning department to make proper notification to the affected community is a breakdown of normal
procedures and is a reflection on the overall management of Rancho Palos Verdes and a lack of oversight on the
planning department activities.

Now to address some ofthe issues that is of concern:

Ingress and egress of materials and excavation products

Traffic

Parking

Noise

Sun Angle Studies

Neighborhood Compatibility

I do not wish to address all of the Items listed above; however, I look forward to seeing all of the issues, and
more~ being addressed by the planning department.

e.g.

1. on the subject of materials being removed from the excavation site: vehicles of three (3) tons or
more cannot use Crenshaw Boulevard if egressing the Palos Verdes Peninsula. They will have to egress
on Hawthorne Boulevard (an escape lane available on this street). I would like to see what traffic flow
has been addressed on this issue.

2. It is my understanding that one of the reasons given for a new building is to accommodate more people
while there is a reduction in the number of parking spaces. Fewer services and more people is a sure
way of increasing the number of automobiles on the street and traffic congestion. I am also curious as to
why there is a need for a larger facility as the parish administrator indicated so many empty spaces in
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the parking lot during all of the services he observed in the month of May. This Information is meaningless as
three samples is not a large enough population to have any statistical meaning.

3. The design of this facility is neither compatible and bares any relationship to the neighborhood. A
design that Is compatible with the buildings that exist on the property today and those of the
surrounding neighborhood structures be more neighborhood compatible. A facility that does not extend
beyond the height of the existing trees, as now exists, would have little or no Impact on the community
vistas and have no impact on sun angles that exist today.

4. There seems to be a number of mitigated issues that that are significant that have fallen into the
acceptable zone for the planning department that need to be addressed, such as, scenic vista, degrade
of the existing visual character and day or nighttime views, all of which are potentially significant and
need to be addressed. Other Issues are the geological qualities of the site that have not been addressed
but appear to have been mitigated.

In general, those speakers that come before the commission should be made to identify where they reside and
whether they are members of the parish. This is important for the commission to truly evaluate comments and
rule out personal unrelated biases that have no impact on their surroundings.

In conclusion, I would hope that all of the issues that I have addressed be revisited and perhaps start with a
clean slate so that all affected parties can reach a mutually accepted design that is compatible with the
neighborhood. This, I believe, would have happened if all of the affected parties were notified in the proper
manner from the start.

Sincerely,

Tom Coull

IVHOA Resident.
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need to be addressed. Other Issues are the geological qualities of the site that have not been addressed
but appear to have been mitigated.

In general, those speakers that come before the commission should be made to identify where they reside and
whether they are members of the parish. This is important for the commission to truly evaluate comments and
rule out personal unrelated biases that have no impact on their surroundings.

In conclusion, I would hope that all of the issues that I have addressed be revisited and perhaps start with a
clean slate so that all affected parties can reach a mutually accepted design that is compatible with the
neighborhood. This, I believe, would have happened if all of the affected parties were notified in the proper
manner from the start.

Sincerely,

Tom Coull

IVHOA Resident.

7/22/2008



298

Leza Mikhail

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
SUbject:

Joel Rojas Uoelr@rpv.com]
Tuesday, July 15, 2008 8:08 AM
'Leza Mikhail'
'EduardoS'; 'Marsha Zents'
FW: St. John Fisher Project

-----Original Message-----
From: Lisa Counts [mailto:lhuntcounts@aol.com]
Sent: Monday, July 14, 2008 2:39 PM
To: pc@rpv.com
Subject: St. John Fisher Project

July 13, 2008

Dear Planning Commissioners:

I am writing in support of the 8t. John Fisher Master Plan and urge your prompt approval of this project.

The revised plan responds directly to the issues of height, massing,
and bell noise raised by a few of the neighbors at the June hearing.
At the hearing, a photograph was shown, taken from the front yard of an Island View resident, illustrating this
neighbor's concern about the tower height. It is difficult for many of us to understand a building based on
several red balloons off in the distance,
especially in a photograph. One imagines some monolithic structure.
The revised plan's photographs with the model placed inside explain the project's appearance from Island View
in a way that is much easier to understand, even keeping in mind that the photographs show a white cardboard
model. One can begin to see the play oflight and shadow of walls and windows, the nestling of the structure
among the trees, and the sculptural effect of the cross against the sky.

The revised plan lowers the tower height substantially, as well as other church roof lines, and pushes the church
further off Crenshaw and the comer intersection. The perception of the building's mass, therefore, is lessened
greatly. The added setback also allows for an increased landscaped buffer. The neighbors across the street will
mostly see a screen of trees. The building will not block views of any homeowners.

The issue of potential bell noise has been addressed by using carillon bells that enable the church to adjust the
bell volume, by the lowering of the speakers to a height 16 feet above the ground, and by the placement of the
speal(ers on a wall face directed towards the church's gathering plaza. This carillon location greatly increases
the distance of the source of sound from the neighbors, further reducing any possible noise.

I would also like to respond to comments regarding the building's
appearance: "it doesn't fit in to the rural landscape ofRPV, it is too modem", etc. The surrounding
neighborhoods are a relatively dense mixture of styles, including ranch and colonial styles. These
large tract homes most certainly are not rural in nature.
Nevertheless, as stated several times at the last hearing, this building will stand out. It is a church, not a
residence. It is meant to be a community landmark. It is not a hard concrete building, but a structure rich and
warm with natural materials and softened by lush landscaping. Its design is the result of many months of
planning involving hundreds of enthusiastic and committed parishioners.
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Lastly, I would like to address parking concerns. The parking narrative and sheet AO.9 ofthe original plans
clearly show that the proposed plan's parking needs are met. The peak time on Sunday centers around the largest
mass of the morning, the 10:45 AM mass, and religious education classes that begin at 10:30 AM. Some
families attend the earlier 9 AM mass and leave their children for RE class, picking them up an hour later.
Other parents attend the 10:45 mass while their children are in class. In either case, children do not drive.
themselves to religion class. The 290 parking spaces required for the church for mass and the 38 required by
code for the teachers of the 19 classrooms plus the 3 rectory spaces equals the
331 provided spaces.

Thank you for your consideration of this letter. Again, I urge your timely approval for the St. John Fisher
project.

Sincerely,

Lisa Hunt Counts, AlCP
4979 Silver Arrow Dr.
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275
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Chair and Members
Planning Commission
Rancho Palos Verdes

Via Facsimile:

Re: Expansion of St John Fisher Catholic Church
Item No. 2007-00492

Dear Chair and Planning Commission members:

We have been consulted by several groups ofhomeowners who are very
concerned about the aggressive expansion of St. John Fisher Catholic Church ("Church"
or the "project"). The purpose of this letter is to request a 45-day continuance ofthis item
to provide for discussion ofdisputed issues and receipt and review ofdocuments already
requested, as well as confirmation of legal representation. We have raised this requested
with the City Attorney, who indicated that a continuance must be granted by the Planning
Commission but that she did not anticipate a problem with such a continuance.

The concerns here focus mainly on design and environmental issues. For
example, the design of the church is not in harmony with the remainder ofthe
neighborhood and while there are alternate designs available, they have not been
presented to the Planning Commission. The Church itselfhas presented another redesign
of the silhouette. There also are height issues regarding the tower and noise issues
regarding the bells. These serious concerns deserve additional time for study and
discussion.

In addition, at least three of the affected property owners (Messrs. Weissman,
Butler and Jackson) also have filed Public Records Act requests. One request resulted in
the delivery of a number of documents. Another received a letter from the City Attorney
providing that the receipt ofdocuments has been delayed.

In addition to our request for a continuance, we also ask that this continuance be
considered at the beginning of the agenda so that the residents do not have to wait (or pay
their attorney to wait) until after midnight for that continuance. Thank you for your
consideration.

Chair and Members
Planning Commission
Rancho Palos Verdes
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4~
Leza Mikhail

From: Karen Craig Billnitzer [reader@verizon.net]

Sent: Friday, July 18, 20085:07 PM

To: lezam@rpv.com

Subject: St. John Fisher Master Plan Revisions

Dear Ms. Mikhail,

Thank you for continuing to include my husb'~nd and me in the correspondence regarding this
development. We looked on the RPV website at the revisions submitted by 8t. John Fisher.
While we were already happy with the plans as they previously stood, we note that the church
has been very accommodating to all of the requests made by various neighbors and the
planning commissions. We ask that the Planning Commission approve the master plan as
submitted.

Kind regards,

Karen Craig
Mark Billnitzer
29719 8tonecrest Road
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

7/22/2008
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July 16, 2008

To the Planning Commission and City Staff:

The St John Fisher architect did an excellent job in making changes to the new
church plans to accommodate the neighbors who have complained about the
building. All problems have been addressed. The height is compatible with other
churches in the neighborhood. The views certainly do not impact anyone. If
anything, the new building will enhance the neighborhood with its beauty and
grace. There will be no change or increase in activity at the church site.

I hope that the Planning Commission can see that this new church will be an asset
to the area, and will grant permission to the St John Fisher Church to continue with
their plans without further cutbacks or revisions. Changing anything more would
compromise its design, beauty and, more importantly, function.

Joan Barry
30770 Ganado Drive
Rancho Palos Verdes
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THE REWINSKIS
2648 Via Olivera

Palos Verdes Estates) CA 90274

July 15) 2008

Bye-mail

Ms. Leza Mikhail
Associate Planner
City of Rancho Palos Verdes) CA

Re: St. Jo1m Fisher Project (July 2008 Revised Proposed Design)

Dear Ms. Mikhail)

I wri te to encourage the Planning Commissioners to vote to approve the revised
proposed design submitted by St. John Fisher. I am a member of St. John Fisher Parish
and a resident of Palos Verdes. I am also a member of the St. John Fisher's building
committee, Because the building committee has worked over the course of many months
with parishioners) a professional liturgical design consultant, the Los Angeles
Archdiocese) the Planning Department, and the architect, I believe that I can add some
useful infonnation. This letter expresses my personal opinions.

The revised plans reflect numerous concessions made in response to concerns
expressed by certain neighbors in connection with the Planning Commission hearing last
month. The architect has reduced. the height and bulk of the new church, set it back
further from the streets, and added landscaping at the comer of Crest and Crenshaw. The
architect has also· relocated the speaker component of' the bells to reduce the noise.
Although some neighbors continue to express concerns about the project, their concerns
have been adequately addressed or simply cannot be addressed (because, in fact, the
neighbors oppose any construction). Therefore, I urge the Commissioners to approve the
project, pursuant to the revised plans, at the hearing on July 22.

I would like to address some of the specific concerns raised by neighbors. Some
h~ve expressed a concern about potential traffic problems. As noted in the traffic study,

. the change in traffic will be negligible. This makes sense. Although the plan includes
the construction of a new church, this will simply replace the existing building currently
being used as the church. It is true that the new church will be larger than the building
currently being used as a church. This is not because of an anticipated influx of new
parishioners. Indeed, the peninsula is already largely developed and other, well
established Catholic churches serve people living beyond Palos Verdes. We designed a
slightly larger church at the instruction of the Archdiocese. The Archdiocese, in tum, has
made this a requirement because the number of priests has decreased significantly in
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Ms. Leza Mikhail
July 16, 2008

page 2

recent decades. Because of a shortage of priests, it is anticipated that we will need to
reduce the number of masses. Therefore, we have increased the seating capacity.

Some neighbors have expressed concerns about noise caused by the construction.
Of course, this is a legitimate concern but not a basis for denying a property owner from
building on his or her property. Certainly the City has the power to impose reasonable
restrictions on the construction process to ll1i!1imize inconvenience to neighbors.

A few neighbors continue to express concerns about the noise, particularly the
bells. I would be surprised if the City has the authority to prevent a church from having
bells in that bells are an integral part of Catholic tradition. In the final analysis the bells
should cause minimal inconvenience because, as I understand it, they will be played for
short durations during the day. In addition, the revised plans lower the speaker for the
bells and add landscaping around the new church, which should further reduce any noise.

On the issue of noise, it is important for the commissioners and neighbors to
remember that, once the project is completed, in general the noise from the site should be
less than currently experienced. That is, the comer of site, at the intersection of Crest and
Crenshaw, is currently used alternatively as a parking lot or a school playground,
depending on the day and time. Both activities generate noise. When the project is
completed, both the playground and parking lot will be moved to the interior of the lot,
thereby reducing any noise from these activities experienced by the neighbors living in
Island View and on Mela Lane. Also, people enter the building currently used as a
church through doors that are near the Crenshaw boundary of the property across from
the Island View development. This also creates noise. Once the construction is
completed, people will enter the new church from a single entrance oriented to the .center
of the site. This change should also reduce noise experienced by neighbors. Lastly, the
new church includes a Blessed Sacrament Chapel under the bell tower. In the Catholic
tradition, this is a place requiring quiet, individual reflection. For that reason, this chapel
is sealed off from the main worship space inside the church. Immediately outside the bell
tower is a meditative walk and c·olumbarium. This space, which abuts Crenshaw across
from the Island View neighborhood, is also intended to be quiet, space. Again, these
design elements should reduce the level of noise experienced by neighbors. Thus,
'although some may hear the sound of bells, neighbors should hear less noise from cars

, parking, children playing, and people congregating before and after masses.

Some neighbors have asked that the height of the cross on top of the bell tower be
lowered. It would be unfair for the Planning Commission to require this. The cross is at
the same height as the top of Wayfarers Chapel. It would be wrong for the Planning
Commission to impose a more restrictive height requirement on a Catholic church.
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Some have suggested that the floor plan for the church should be flipped so that
the bell tower is built on the Crest side, as opposed to the Crenshaw side, of the new
church. This would create serious problems because the Blessed Sacrament Chapel,
columbarium and meditative walk would be adjacent to the pre-school play yard. Given
the religious purposes of these spaces, the switch is not feasible. In addition, the curved
roofline and buttresses have been designed to playoff of the curves in the hills
surrounding the site. This important design element would be lost with the switch.

Some neighbors have expressed concerns about the size, shape and look of the
proposed new church. Needless to say, no single design will please everyone and were
an individual's personal tastes enough to prevent approval of a project, no building would
ever be constructed in Palos Verdes. It is simply incorrect to say, however, that the
design is "ultra-modern" or incompatible with the surrounding neighborhoods. On the
contrary, the exterior of the church intentionally incorporates many traditional elements
of church architecture, including a bell tower, elongated arched windows, and buttresses.
As noted above, that the buttresses and fooflines curve up and into the bell tower to
mirror the sweep of the surrounding hills. Finally, the new church will use materials
including stone and woodwork that is compatible with the surrounding neighborhoods.
Thus, whatever one's personal views of the design, it is wrong to claim that the church is
incompatible with the area.

With all due respect, a Catholic church cannot be designed by a committee of
neighbors or Planning Commissioners. This is a Catholic church, not a home or
commercial building. One cannot make a Catholic church look like one of the homes on
Mela Lane or in the Island View neighborhood. In designing the space, the architect had
to comply with numerous requirements imposed by the Catholic Church. This was no
easy feat, particularly because those requirements have changed in recent decades. For
that reason, most of the Catholic churches built in the last century look very different
from the churches built over the last several centuries. Every part of the St. John Fisher
floor plan has meaning. For example, until the second half of the twentieth century, a
Catholic Church was typically rectangular or cruciform, with the altar at one end of the
building, the tabernacle in, behind or next to the altar, and the choir placed in a loft at the
.other end of the building. Churches typically had ornate panels behind the altar and

. 'intricate stain glass windows surrounding the space. All of these design features were
dictated by the then prevailing view of worship that although the faithful gathered
together at mass, mass was intended to be an intensely individual experience. The
various features of traditional church architecture - windows, light (or lack of light),
music emanating from some place in the rear of the space, high ceilings, the fact that one
did not face any of the other faithful, etc. - all facilitated the individual's experience.

Under the CU1Tent rules, which went into effect in the 1960s, mass is expected to
be a communal event. Thus, the Catholic Church now requires that the altar be in the
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middle of the main worship space; the faithful are supposed to face each other; the choir
is supposed to be placed within the assembly; and the tabernacle is placed in the Blessed
Sacrament Chapel (for individual mediation), which must be visible upon entering into
the main assembly area, but should not interfere with the altar. These are just of few of
the new requirements. Thus, many Catholic churches built in recent decades do not look
at all like the churches built over the previous centuries. With the new requirements in
mind, our architect designed the rounded floor plan for the new St. John Fisher Church.
And the floor plan, in turn, drove the rounded exterior design. I mention this background
to make the following point. One cannot alter the exterior design without interfering with
the floor plan, which is dictated in large part by current Catholic Church rules. And, as
noted above, people not versed in the requirements imposed on Catholic churches cannot
design a Catholic church.

In the end, the St. John Fisher project is doing nothing other than building on
existing church property, and on the very spot where the City has already determined a
church may be built, a church that complies with the rules imposed on us.

The Planning Corrunissioners probably have experience with neighbors objecting
to proposed building plans because of anxiety and fears about change. Not long ago I
appeared before the Long Beach Planning Commission to speak in favor of a proposed
plan by Catholic Charities (on whose board I sit) to operate a shelter for homeless men
and women in a mixed commercial, residential area in Long Beach. Catholic Charities
was seeking to take over the shelter, which had been opened a few years earlier over
vehement neighborhood opposition. In cOlU1ection with our plan to take over the shelter,
forty"three people spoke at the Long Beach Planning Commission hearing. What would
you expect people to say? I have to admit I was quite surprised. All but one person
spoke in favor of the Catholic Charities plan to operate the shelter. The owners of the
adjacent businesses supported the plan. Several nearby homeowners supported the plan.
Just think about that - homeowners supporting a plan to operate a homeless shelter in
their neighborhood! The reason the project received overwhelming community support
was that, notwithstanding the perfectly understandable anxieties that these people had
when the shelter was first opened, they realized that the shelter was professionally
managed. In fact, its operation in the neighborhood was seamless. I'll bet that no one

.could have convinced a single one of these good people, who just a few years before had
spoken so vehemently against the shelter, that in such a short time they would not only
speak in favor of the project, but do so in such glowing terms. I mention this story for
two reasons. First, the St. John Fisher community has retained lots of very experienced
professionals to assist with this project. The project will be done well. That is half the
battle. Second, although I do not doubt the sincerity of the neighbors' anxieties, they too
may weB speak in glowing terms about the new St. John Fisher Church once it is
completed. It is certainly in everyone's interest, especially the St. John Fisher
community, that this happens.
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Ms. Leza Mikhail
July 16,2008
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MS:;-:.!-eza ~ikhail

:. Jury 1'6,2008
page 5

The building committee developed the site plan after many months of meetings
with parishioners, professionals and the Planning Department. The St. John Fisher
community has pledged many millions of dollars to complete this project, a very real
demonstration of the breadth of parishioner support. The Commissioners have listened
carefully to the concerns expressed by a handful of neighbors and recommended certain
changes. The plans have been revised accordingly. The concerns have been adequately
addressed. Further changes cannot be mad~ without negatively impacting the rights of
the church and parishioners to create a suitable house of worship. I urge the
Commissioners to vote to approve the project on July 22.

Very truly yours,

~.i;;;~'
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Planning Commission
Attn: Marcia Zentz
The City ofRnnoho Palos Verdes
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Elizabeth L, Martyn

3 (including cover page)

Expansiol' ofSt, John Fisher Catholic Churcl1
Item No. 2007-00492

Please see the attaohed letter with todlly's date.

PLEAse CAI,.I.. 714.64$.9200, e>rr. 34159IMMliiOIATEiLV IF THERe ARe ANY PROBLEMS WITH THIS TRANSMISSION.

The Information ClOntalned In this facsimile mGllsagG Is Inl$r'td&d only for the personal and eonfidenUaI use 01 the dElslgnated
recipients n~med above. This message may be an atlorney-ellElJ'lt eommlJnlC8lUon. and 88 8uch. Is prlvllEIQEId and
oonfldential. If the reader of this mess/fIQe Is not the Intended redpient or en agent responsible for delivering It to the
IntElnded reoiplent, you ere hereby notified that you have rocelvod thiJ (loQUment In error. Gnd lhmt any review,
dissemination. distribUtion. or copying 01 thle message Is strictly prohibited. If you hBll8 received this oommunlcatlon in
error, ploase notify us Immediately by telephone and retum the Qrlglnal message to us by m$ll. Thank you.
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JUL-17-2008 09:40 From: To :3105445293

L:eWlS B.lUSBOIS BISOAARD & SMITH LLP

ATTORNEYS Ai lAW

650 1'OWN CaNTER DR.IVE, SUITE! 1400. COSTA MeSA, CA 92626

l)HONE: ?14.S4S.9200 I fAX: 714.850.l030 I WIHISI'fQ: www,lbl)llIZlw.oom

!tU1AIlE'll' T... MARTYN
DIRBCTDIAL: 714.966.3131
a-MAIl.: martyn@lbbsIDw.com

VIA 'll'ACSIMILE

July 17, 2008 FILENo.
F023-01

Chair and Mombers, Planning Commission
The City ofRancbo Palos Verdes
Rancho Palos Verdes City Hall
30940 Hawthome Boulevard
Rancho Palos Verdes. CA 902.75

.Dear Chair and Planning Commission Members:

We have been consulted by several groups ofhomeowners who are very eoncerl,ed about
the expansion of St. John Fisher Catholio Church (~4Church" or the ''project'', The purpose of
this letter is to request a 4S.day oontinuance ofthis item. to provide fo1' discussion ofdisputed
issues and receipt and review ofdocuments already requested, as wen as confirmation oflegal
representation. We understand there is a problem with the Church's architect Bod that a
continuance of this n,atter win be this S~tember. We strongly urge you to grant that.

The concems here focus mainly on design and environmental issues. For example. the
design of the church is not in harmony with the remainder ofthe neighborhood and while there
are alternate designs available, they have not been presented to the Planning Commission, 'The

... Church itselfhas presented another redesign of the silhouette. There aTe height issues regarding
the tower and noise issues regarding the bens. These and other serious concerns deserve
additional time for study and discussion.

In additiotl~ at least three ofthe affected property owners (Messrs. Weissman, Butler and
Jackson) also have tiled Public Records Act requests. Mr, Jackson has received n large number

ATl,.,4.NTA I CHlt~Aao I I'()R1·I..AUDIlIlI)AI.R I LArAVElTE I LA$VrIOAS I LOSAN<lI'lI.Ba I NBWOaLIIANS I NawYORK
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Chair and Members, Planning Commission
The City ofRanobo Palos Verdes
Rancho Palos Verdes City Hall
30940 Hawthome Boulevard
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

Re: &xJ21!!6ign of St~ loJm.lisher ~athQ1ic Church
.lten'l No. 2007·00492
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the expansion of St. John Fisher Catholio Churoh (·'Church" or the ''project'j. The purpose of
this letter is to request a 4S.day oontinuance ofthis item to provide for dtsQUssion ofdisputed
issues and receipt and review ofdocuments already requested. as well as confirmation oflegal
representation. We understand there is a problem with the Church's architect nnd that a
continuance of this n,atter will be this S~tombor. We strongly urge you to grant that

The ooncerns here focus mainly on design and environmental issues. For example~ the
design of the church is not in harmony with the remainder ofthe neighborhood and while there
are alternate designs available, they ha.ve not been presented to tbe Planning Commission, The

.. , Church itselfhas presented another redesign of the silhouette. ".M1ere aTe height issues regarding
the tower and noise issues regarding the bells. These and other serious concerns deserve
additional time for study and discussion.

In addition, at least three ofthe affected property owners (Messrs. Weissman, Butler and
Jackson) also have tiled Publio Records Act requests. Mr. Jackson has received a large nwnber
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JUL-17-2008 09:41 From:

LEWIS BRISBOIS 9lSGAARD & SMl"rH L1.P

Chair and MembersJ Planning Commission
July 17J 2008
Page 2

To: 3105445293 P.3-'3

ofdocuments and, according to the City Attomey, Mr. Weissman's req'uest is pending. It is not
£'lir to these residents to go forward without the chance to review relevant documents.

In addilion to our reql.lest tor fI continuance, we also ask that this continuance be
considered at the beginning pfth;a~a so that the r.esidents do ,not have to wait (or pay tbeir
attorney to wait) until after midnight tor that continuance,

Finally, we respectfully suggest that any Planning Commission members who also are
church members obtain an opinion regarding potential conflicts of interest.

Thank you for your consideration.

Very truly yOlJtSJ

Elizabeth L. Martyl'l of
LBWlS BRISBOIS BISOAARD & SMITH LLP

ELM:cjr

co: AlanWeissman
Phil Jackson
Doug 'Butler
Carol ,Lynch, City Attomey

4B35-(l81l6-4002.1
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LBWIS BRISBOIS BISOAARD & SMITH tLP

ELM:cjr

co: AlanWeissman
Phil Jackson
Doug 'Butler
Carol .Lynch, City Attorney

4835-(1886-4002.1



311

.Page 1 of2

Leza Mikhail

From: Ronald Stankey [rhsrpv2@verizon.net]

Sent: Wednesday, July 16, 2008 9:12 PM

To: lezam@rpv.com

Cc: Ihuntcounts@aol.com

SUbject: Saint John Fisher Revised Building Plan

Ms Leza Mikhail, Associate Planner
City of Rancho Palos Verdes

.~.-

Abraham Lincoln once said, "You can please some ofthe people some of the time, but not all of the
people all the time" Especially neighbors!.

I'm not so sure this is about pleasing some of the people or all ofthe people as it is about building a
church that is adequate for the needs of its' worshipers and a complex that administratively will serve
their community.

Certainly, there must be limitations, safety factors, and facilities including parking ofautomobiles that
will wilth common sense, logistically meet the needs of those destined to use the facilities. Yes, this
must include Carrillon Bells used on a limited basis.

Being a good neighbor to those who have arrived on the adjacent properties after the initial facilities
were built in 1962-63 is also part of the overall venture. We fail to see how an appropriate identification
sign will affect this relationship. The physical requirements and identifYing structures ofa church
community obviously are not the same as a residential neighborhood planned for one and tWo story
homes. A neighborhood school with all of it's facilities and attedant identification is an example of what
a community must have to be all inclusive and respected.

Surely there has now been a demonstration by the St. John Fisher Parish members to help make an
adjustment to the proposed facilities that will be more compatible yet serviceable to all concerned, and
must be recognized forthwith.

It is now time to set understandable emotions aside and proceed in an acceptable business like manner to
complete a project which a large proportion of the community needs, and has accepted as modified.

We trust the analytical members of the Planning Commission will agree, and permit this well planned
project to be completed expeditiously.

Sincerely,

Ron Stankey
6940 Starstone Dr.
RPV

7/17/2008
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From: Ronald Stankey (rhsrpv2@verizon.net)
To: lezam@rpv.com .
Date: Wednesday, July 16,20089:11:49 PM
Cc: lhuntcounts@aol.com
Subject: Saint John Fisher Revised Building Plan'. ,

Ms Leza Mikhail, Associate Planner
City ofRancho Palos Verdes

RECEIVED
JUL 17 200P.

PLANNING, BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT

Abraham Lincoln once said, "You can please some ofthe people some ofthe time, but not all ofthe
people all the time" Especially neighbors!.

I'm not so sure this is about pleasing some of the people or all of the people as it is about building a
church that is adequate for the needs of its' worshipers and a complex that administratively will serve
their community.

Certainly, there must be limitations, safety factors, and facilities including parking ofautomobiles that
will wilth common sense, logistically meet the needs of those destined to use the facilities. Yes, this
must include Carrillon Bells used on a limited basis.

Being a good neighbor to those who have arrived on the adjacent properties after the initial facilities
were built in 1962-63 is also part of the overall venture. We fail to see how an appropriate identification
sign will affect this relationship. The physical requirements and identifying structures ofa church
community obviously are not the same as a residential neighborhood planned for one and two story
homes. A neighborhood school with all of it's facilities and attedant identification is an example ofwhat
a community must have to be all inclusive and respected.
',\ '. ., "

Surely there has now been a demonstration by the St. John Fisher Parish members to help make an
adjustment to the proposed facilities that will be more compatible yet serviceable to all concerned, and
must be recognized forthwith.

It is now time to set understandable emotions aside and proceed in an acceptable business like manner to
complete a project which a large proportion of the community needs, and has accepted as modified.

We trust the analytical members of the Planning Commission will agree, and permit this well planned
project to be completed expeditiously. '

Ron Stankey
6940 Starstone Dr.
RPV

• Mr. ROI1Ild ILSIlIIlkc:y

6940 Slllf1loncDr

R,nch. Pal., Verdes. CA 911275·2953
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Leza Mikhail

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dear Ms Mikhail,

M J Riccio [mriccio127@cox.net]
Monday, June 23, 2008 11 :32 PM
LezaM@rpv.com
In favor of St John Fisher building project

As a planning staff member, please remember there are over 5,000 families at St John Fisher, many of whom are
RPV residents. Also please consider the following.

* This site is a perfect location for a church building.
Only a few hundred feet from existing facility.
Main road with virtually no traffic penetration into residential neighborhoods.

* Views are not impacted.
There is much open space in both directions around the Crest/Crenshaw intersection.
Most residences are below the line of sight.

* No increased traffic.
This is an existing, very active congregation.
Minor change in number of seats inside, parking outside.
Services are spread out through the day (and will not change), reducing peak loads.
Most of the kids coming to the added pre school are likely to come in the same
car with other school children: same family or car-pooling.

* This church community is a good neighbor.
And has been for decades.

We trust you can find a way to make this work for all.

Thanks,
Michael J. Riccio
& Family
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This is an existing, very active congregation.
Minor change in number of seats inside, parking outside.
Services are spread out through the day (and will not change), reducing peak loads.
Most of the kids coming to the added pre school are likely to come in the same
car with other school children: same family or car-pooling.

* This church community is a good neighbor.
And has been for decades.

We trust you can find a way to make this work for all.

Thanks,
Michael J. Riccio
& Family
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Leza Mikhail

From: Patty710@aol.com

Sent: Thursday, June 19, 2008 10:34 PM

To: lezam@rpv.com

Subject: St. John Fisher Church-new church bulding

Dear Council

I would like to express my opinion about the new church building for SJF church. I support the new building;
the older one is inadequate to fit the needs of the parish and the community. With the building of a new church
our teens can have a place of their own for their activities, games, educational activities. Also, others in the
community can use the facility.

The parishioners will have a better church building to worship and to accommodate everyone.

I think our new church we'll add beauty and function to the RPV neighborhood.

Pat Dahlberg, RN MSN, CPNP

Gas prices getting you down? Search AOL Autos for fuel-efficient used cars.

6/20/2008
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Leza Mikhail

From: Greg Pfost [gregp@rpv.com]

Sent: Thursday, June 19, 2008 8:27 AM

To: 'Leza Mikhail'

Subject: FW: Building project at Saint John Fisher

Sincerely,

Gregory Pfost, AICP

Deputy Planning Director
City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 HawtllOme Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275
310-544-5228

From: LB101296@aol.com [mailto:LB101296@aol.com]
Sent: Wednesday, June 18, 2008 10:09 PM
To: planning@rpv.com
Subject: re: Building project at Saint John Fisher

I'm writing to offer my support for the renovation that is planned for Saint John Fisher
Church.

I have been a parishioner since I was a child and now my children attend the Parish
School. This renovation is long over due and it's my sincere hope that this planning
committee will do everything in its power to help this improvement move forward. It
saddens and worries me to imagine that "politically correct" concerns, such as the
placement of a cross (at a church, no less) might be entered into this committee's
consideration.

Not only does this renovation offer my faith community countless improvements to our
wor'ship space, religious education program, ministries, etc., it is offering the Parish
School desperately needed upgrades. Including a new library and a preschool, which is in
great demand. Additionally, new labs will enhance the educational experience of the
students attending SJF.

Even further reaching, our Parish serves the community at large. Our facilities are used,
at no charge, by community organizations such as Girl Scouts and Boy Scouts. With the
improvements to the campus, it is expected that Saint John Fisher will have even more to
offer the community.

6/19/2008
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Given all of these reasons, I hope that this committee and the City of Rancho Palos

Verdes will help Saint John Fisher provide its parishioners with the quality facility it
longs for, the school campus our children deserve and need, and to continue and expand

what it has to offer the community at large.

Thank you.

RespectfuIly,

Lisa Patterson

**************

Gas prices getting you down? Search AOL Autos for fuel-efficient used cars.
(http://autos.aol.com/used?ncid=aolaut00050000000007)
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Leza Mikhail

From: Warren McDermott [warren1928@verizon.net]

Sent: Friday, June 20, 2008 2:30 PM

To: LezaM@rpv.com

Subject: St John Fisher church

Leza Mikhail, Asociate Planner RP.V.
I am a long time resident of RP.V.and equally long a parishner at S.J.F. I have, in detail, the proposed plans for
the new church. I hope to attend the hearing on this m,atter on Tues. 6/24, but do not plan to speak, however I
wish to go on record as favoring this plan.
Warren McDermot
26602 Honeycreek Rd.
RP.v.
email warren1928@verizon.net

6/20/2008
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Leza Mikhail

From: dbunke [dbunke@verizon.net]

Sent: Friday, June 20, 2008 3:20 PM

To: lezam@rpv.com

Subject: Fw: Saint John Fisher Parish Developement Plan

----- Original Message ----
From: dbunke
To: Associate Planner
Sent: Friday, June 20,20083:12 PM
Subject: Saint John Fisher Parish Developement Plan

Dear Leza Mikhail,
Tuesday evening the city of Rancho Palos Verdes will be having a meeting. At the meeting the Saint John Fisher
Parish Development plan will be considered for a Conditional Use Permit. As members and neighbors of Saint
John Fisher Church we support this development plan. Please do all that you can to ensure that Saint John Fisher
Church receives their conditional use permit. Saint John Fisher Church has always been a good neighbor and an
asset to the community. This project will bring much joy to the many people of Rancho Palos Verdes. I thank you
for your support.
Sincerely

Daniel Bunke
Margaret Bunke
29508 Oceanport Rd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca 90275
310 265-0622
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Leza Mikhail

From: John Libby [johnlibby@verizon.net]

Sent: Saturday, June 21,20082:48 PM

To: lezam@rpv.com

Subject: Public Hearing June 24 for St. John Fisher

I cannot attend the public hearing in person but would like to provide my strong disapproval of the plans and
development.

The current noise and traffic burden is enough on Sundays. Adding a bell schedule beyond Sunday morning is
downright obnoxious.

Building a structure two to three times taller than anything in our residential area is a very poor zoning decision.
The type that ruins a community and its aesthetics for which zoning laws and permits are intended to protect.

Thomas John Libby
11 Mela Lane
310-541-1501

6/23/2008
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Leza Mikhail

From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:

Ted Wynne [ted@wynneco.com]
Saturday, June 21, 2008 10:30 PM
davidltomblin@sbcgobal.net; jeff@jeffewislaw.com; pltetreault@netzero.com;
LezaM@rpv.com
St John Fisher application Please APPROVE

Dear Planning Commissioner,

This church has been in it's current location for 40 or 50 years.

The site is ideal for a church.

The lot coverage is very favorable. Traffic from the facility has never been a problem and will continue to be
light for parcel of this size. On Sunday morning there is very limited use of the streets surrounding the corner
lot.

Church communities make the best neighbors anyone can have.

To object to a cross - as some of the signature gatherers circulating adjacent neighborhoods are doing is
disgraceful.

Please do the right thing and approve this application

Ted Wynne
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Leza Mikhail

From: damassoc@sbcglobal.net

Sent: Sunday, June 22, 2008 7:53 PM

To: Leza Mikhail

Cc: David A. Sork

Subject: St John Fisher new building program

Dear Leza Mikhail

I support the building program at Saint John Fisher Parish.

Today, I was dismayed to see a letter to the editor of the Daily Breeze in opposition to
construction of the new church facility. Although the letter listed six "concerns", these
contained only three separate topics. The objection claimed that (1) views would be blocked,
(2) traffic &parking problems would occur and (3)noise problems would result from constant
bell ringing. My dismay was due to the fact that these claims are all false.

No scenic view will be blocked because the property is at the crest of the hill. Volume of traffic
will not change because the purpose of the new facility is to better serve the existing
congregation - not increase it. The related parking situation will likewise be unchanged. All
normal parking is in spaces on church property as approved by the City of RPV. Bells will ring
as customary at traditional happy and solemn occasions but certainly not "constantly" but at
reasonable times only. The earliest bell will ring just prior to 9 am Sunday Mass and latest just
prior to 5 pm Sunday Mass.

St. John Fisher is a Catholic community for all who wish to celebrate life in the light of Christ.

Best regards,

Dennis A. Matthews
PHONE: 310/539/6635
FAX: 3105396566
EMAIL: damassoc@sbcglobal.net

6/23/2008
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Leza Mikhail

From: Molly Siaught Uohnmollyslaught@verizon.net]

Sent: Monday, June 23,20089:07 AM

To: lezam@rpv.com; David Sork; Lhuntcounts@aol.com

Subject: St. John Fisher Church Project

To: Leza Mikkail
Associate Planner
City of Rancho Palos Verdes

FROM: John Slaught
5420 Meadowdale Lane
Ridgecrest Subdivision

DATE: June 21, 2008

SUBJECT: St. John Fisher Church

Having been a parishioner at St. John Fisher church for close to 40 years I was delighted when I first
heard we planned to build a "real" church. We moved from the St. Laurence parish and a beautiful
church building in 1969. I was aware that the "church" we were to attend was temporary due to funding
constraints and it very much looked the part. We learned that a new more fitting and architecturally
pleasing church would be built in the near future at the "comer" where it could be seen and appreciated.
Everyone and anyone who cared knew this to be the future plan for all these years.

Now, some forty plus years later, after two mostly cosmetic remodels of the existing building, a new,
architecturally beautiful, visible church is to be built as planned.
I couldn't be happier!

The parish has not grown much in number but the numbers of children it serves has grown
substantially. Most of the additional buildings in the plan will benefit the kids, including Religious
Education space and space for many adult ministries that have suffered for lack of meeting space. The
existing, temporary church building will be converted to a basketball court (and other floor sports) use.
The kids have had to share the parking lot for these activities all these years. There is no room for
bleachers in this structure so no traffic problem will be created.

I am aware that a "few" residents have objections to the project. The vast majority of developments and
houses in the area did not exist when the St. John Fisher Master Plan was first done and was
subsequently available to everyone who moved here. The fact that the 1st phase of the Master Plan was
substantially hidden by landscaping for all these years was only circumstantial and not intentional or
planned. It makes no sense for a "real" church to be hidden and the situation will finally be rectified.

I know we not only have the right to build a church and ancillary buildings within the state and local
codes, but feel we have the obligation to meet the needs and aspirations of the parish members.

6/23/2008
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Planning Commission
Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca

RECEIVED
JUN 192008

PLANNING, BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT

June 18, 2008 Re: St. John Fisher's Church Application

Dear Commissioners,

From the corner of Crest and Crenshaw, to 2 miles north, to 3
miles south, to 1 mile east and to 2 miles west, 990/0 of what you
see is single family houses. Only the Arts Center and Ralphs
provide any interruption of one of the finest residential
communities in California. And the churches, temple and senior
facilities are correctly isolated in the Crestridge area.

In fact, for many, many years St. John Fisher's Church has gone
out of its way to fit right in with the total residential character of
the area. Its carefully planted vegetation has grown beautifully
into a characteristic which hides their extensive site
development.

Their proposal is a travesty to the entire area. Its size, scope,
height and noise generation will pollute the area like the worst
kind of billboard. Previous heads prevailed on them to maintain
the neighborhood. It looks like they are not only trying to abuse
the residents and even their own site; they are requesting
changes even greater than their earlier application.

With all of their property, why not move the sanctuary elsewhere
where its size and bulk will be screened from everyone within
miles. Why not eliminate a 72 foot high sign (bell tower and
cross) which will overshadow and severely damage the
residential character previous commissions and councils have
so carefully maintained? Why not eliminate ringing bells, a
further disruption to a quiet and peaceful area?

Don't desecrate our city.

Allan H. Colman
18 Mela Lane
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275
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JUN-19-2008 13:49 From:DECISIONQUEST 3103160724 To: 3105445293
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St. John Fisher's Church is at it again. The last time they offered to pollute the airwaves
with constantly ringing bells, and provide even worse visual pollution including a 6S foot
tower topped by a cross, they were soundly beaten back. Now, they have moved the ben
tower to a location which will provide even more visual ugliness for the neighbors and
everyone who drives by the busy comer.' And won't it be great for. our neighborhood to
have constant bells competing with the squawks of the peacocks?

Why docs the 72 foot high monster need to exceed the nearby trees by 60 feet when one
approaches from the west? No city council in the world would permit a sign that high,
that visually impactful and that noisy.

Eight or ten years ago, when the church made its first fun at turning from a good neighbor
to "king ofthe hill", I asked the Monsignor why they needed such a high tower and bells.
His straight forward answer was "so that when people drive on to the property, they can
locate the chapel." My question to him then, and the same question now is, once you are
on the property do you need constantly ringing bells and a 72 foot high sign to direct
parishioners to their place of prayer?

To be a good neighbor means considering your neighbors. You call build a beautiful
structure to enrich your pai'ishi<mers": Don't destroy-the neighborhood by doing so.

~\
Allan Colman
18 MelaLane
RPV, CA 90275
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05/18/2008 19:13 310-255-1054 LOU VERDE PAGE 01/01

RECEIVED
JUN 19 ?Orr

PlANNING, BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENTDear DiredDr of Planning and M$ Leza MichaU,

We are the neighbors of Sl John Fisher and alliwe near the intersection of Crest.BIvd. andC~aw Blvd.
We never received any public notices concernIng the proposed building oonstruction at St. John Ftsher, yet
we la/ll within 500 feet of the construction. We are all Qpposed to the newly propotUld st. John Fisher
Building· col16tnlction on the comer of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd. We all requectth~ this
construction be stopped Immediately and that no further construction take place.

City of Rancho Palos Verdes .
Director·of Planning. Building and Code Enforcement
30940 HawthomG Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, california 90274
Attn: Director of Planning and ZOning and Ms Leza Michail

Please note the folJowlng eooeerns:

1) Invasion of prtvacy. In a residential neighborhcxxi. a large and 'massive building that is 4-5 stories
high in that location would be overbearing and unsightly. It would be visible by all nearby residences
from inside and outside their residence as well as from their front and back yards.

2) Noise problem. Previously contested by neighbors successfully, there is already an existing noise
distUrbance issue. Currently we can heat the early-moming sermons beginning at 7:00 am and any
activities that continue throughout ·the course ofttle 'entire day. Allowance of this building would
further increase the noise problem that already exists. These noise problems have been
unaddressed for 'the past several years and a new building would definitely amplify these noise
problems further. St. John FIsher once again h; trying to propose a new addition, and plans to
construct a new bell tower that would ring ttlroughout the hours of 8:00 am through 6:00 pm, seven
days a W'eek in a 11!Sidential neighborhood.

3) Traffic problem. Currently there is a traffic problem due to the large amount of automobiles
aCCEl$$ing the Sl John FISher Crenshaw parking lol Before and after $ervices· there is a line a cars
entering and. exiting the parking lot.. When their parking lot is full, St John Fisher attendees pafk up
and down Cnmshaw Blvd. J'hese traffic patterns caused by St John rlSher attendees results In
traffiC jams, delays and potential accidents. Allowance of this building would further decrease
parking space in their already insufficient parking lots. If St John FISher is allowed to construct this
additional 20,009 sq. ft.. building, the impacted parking on Crenshaw Blvd. will soon invade our own
residential streets.

4) Pro~rty yalue iou. Residences acrqss the street as well as other nearby residences m:ay face
potentlalloss otvatue to their-existing homesdue to the potentially large, overbearing, massive and
In1:nlsive proposed .st. John FISher structure and resulting noise pollution.

5) Good neighbor pulley. Building such a large, massive and intrusive st:nJcture VIolates the basic
concept of blending into the surrounding area with·its neighbors and breaks the good neighbor spirit
of living harmoniously tpgether. This is a residential neighborhood. not an inner city/commercially
~oned area. The proposed Sl John Fisher builcling is massive, unsightly and overbearing; it
Imposes on nearby residences' right to privacy as well as their, right to enjoy the beautiful sights
sounds and amenities that RPV has tooffer.' 1

Once again, we are aU opposed to the newly propotled St. John fisher Building consrtruction on tne
comer of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blv,d. We aU I'$quest that this construction be stopped
Immediately and that no furthar construction mke place, and we expect to hear from you lOOn.

Sincerely,

05/18/2008 19:13 310-255-1054 LOU VERDE PAGE 01/01

RECEIVED
JUN 19 ?nrr

PLANNING, BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENTDear DiredDr of ptannmg and M$ leza MichaU,

We are the neighbors of St John Fisher and allli\le near the intersection of Crest.BIvd. andC~aw Blvd.
We never receiVed any public notices concernIng the proposed building construction at St John Ftsher, yet
we ar'EJ within 500 feet of the construction. We are .11 Qpposed to tho newly proposed SL John Fisher
Building' constnlction on the corner of crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd. We all requestth~ this
construction be stopped Immediately and that no further construction take place.

City of Rancho Pa.Ios Verdes .
Director·of Planning. Building end Code Enforcement
30940 HawthomG Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, california 90276\
Attn: Director of Planning and ZOning and Ms Leza Michail

Please note the toUowing eorteerns:

1) Invasion of' prtvacy~ In a reSidential neighborhood. a large and 'massive building that is 4-5 stories
high in that location would be overbearing and unsightiy. It would be visible by all nearby residences
from inside and outside theIr residence as well as from theIr front and back. yards.

2) Noise problem. Previousty contested by neighbors successfully, there is already an existing noise
distUrbance Issue. Currently we can hear the eariy-moming sermons beginning at 7:00 am and any
activities that continue throughout the course of·ttle 'entire day. Allowance of this buikling would
further increase the noise problem that already exists. These noise problems have been
unaddressed fur "the past several years and a new building would definitely amplify these noise
problems further. St. John Asher once again is trying.to propose a new addition, and plans to
construct a new bell tower that would ring ttlroughout the hours of 8:00 am through 6:00 pm, seven
days a week in a n=sidential neighborhood.

3) Traffic problem. Currently there is a traffic problem due to the large amount of automobiles
accessing the Sl John FISher Crenshaw parking lot Before and after services· there is a line a cars
entering and. exiting the parking lot. When their parking lot is full. St John Fisher attendees patk up
and down Cnmshaw Blvd. 'These traffic patterns dlused by St. John F"lSher attendees results in
traffiC jams, delays and potential acddents. Allowance of this building would further decrease
parking space in their already insufficient parking lots. If St John FlSher is allowed to construct this
addilional20.0op sq. ft.. building, the impacted parking on Crenshaw Blvd. will soon invade our own
residential streets.

4) Property value Ioss~ Residences acrQSS the street as well as other nearby residences may face
potential \ass of value to their' existing homes -due to the potentially large, overbearing, massive and
lntrusive proposed ,st. John FISher structure and resulting noise pollution.

5) Good neighbor pulley. Building such a large. massive and intrusive stnJcture violates the basic
concept of blending into the surrounding area with·its neighbors and breaks the good neighbor spirit
of Iwing harmoniously tpgether. This is a residential neighborhood t not an inner citY/commercially
~oned area. The proposed Sl John Fisher building is massive, unsightly and overbearing; it
Imposes on nearby residences' right to privacy as well as their, right to enjoy the beautiful sights
sounds and amenities that RP'V ha!; tooffer.' 1

Once again, we are all opposed to· the"newly propotled St. John fisher Building corwtn.tction on tne
comer of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw BJv.d. We all re.quest th~ this construction be stopped
Immediat9ty and that no further eoh&ttuetJon take place, and we expect to hear from you lOOn.

Sincerely,
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JUN-18-2008 06:03P FROM:

city of Rancho Palos Verdes
Director of Planning, Building and Code Enfon::ement
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes. California 90274
Attn: Director of Planning and Zoning and Ms Laza Mlchail

TO: 13105445293

RECEIVED

P.l

Dear Director of Planning and Ms Leza Micheli. PLANNING, BUILDING AND
COPE ENFORCEMENT

We are the neighbors of St. John Fisher and aU live near the intersection of Crest Blvd. end Crenshaw Blvd.
We never received any public notices concerning the proposed building construction at Sl John FiSher, yet
we are within 500 feet of the construction. We are all opposed to the newly proposed 8t John Fisher
Building Gonstructlon on the come, of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd. We all requftt that this
construction be atopped Immediately and that no furthBr construction take place.

Please note the following concerns:

1) Inva.lon of privacy. In a residential neighborhood. a large and massive building that Is 4-5 stories
high In that location would be overbearing and unSightly. It would be visible by all nearby residences
from Inside and outside their residence as well as from their front and back yards.

2) Noise problem. Previously contested by neighbors successfully. there is already an existing noise
distUrbance issue. Currently we can hear the early-morning sermons beginning at 7:00 am and any
activities that continue throughout the course of the entire day. Allowance of this building would
further increase the noise problem that already exists. These noise problems have been
unaddressed for the past several years and a new building would definitely amplify these noise
problems further. St. John Fisher once again Is trying to propose a new addition. and plans to
construct a new bell tower that would ring throughout the hours of 8:00 am through 6:00 pm, seven
days a week in a residential neighborhood.

3) TraffIG problem. Currently there is a traffic problem due to the large amount of automobiles
accessing the St John Fisher Crenshaw parking lot. Before and after services there Is a line a cars
entering and exiting the parking lot. When their parking lot is fUll, St. John Fisher attendees park up
and down Crenshaw Blvd. These traffic patterns caused by Sl John Fisher attendees results in
traffic jams, delays and potential accidents. Allowance of this building would further decrease
parking space in their already insufficient parking lots. If Sl John Fisher Is allowed to construct this
additional 20.000 sq. ft. building. the impacted parking on Crenshaw Blvd. will soon invade our own
residential streets.

4) Property value loss. Residences across the street as well as other nearby residences may face
potentlalloss of value to their existing homes due to the potentially large, overbearing, massive and
intrusive proposed St John Fisher structure and resulting noise pollution.

5) Good neighbor policy. Building such a large, massive and intrusive structure violates the basic
concept of blending Into the surrounding area With Its neighbors and breaks the good neighbor spirit
of living harmoniously together. This is a residential neighborhood, not an inner city/commercially
zoned area. The proposed Sl John Fisher building Is massive, unsightly and overbearing; it
imposes on nearby residences' right to privacy as well as their right to enjoy the beautifUl sights.
sounds and amenities that RPV has to offer.

Once again, we are all opposed to the newly proposed St John Fisher Building construction on the
comer of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd. We all request that this construction be stopped
Immediately and that no further con.troetlon take place, and we expect to hear from you soon.

Sincerely,

JUN-18-2008 06:03P FROM:

city of Rancho Palos Verdes
Director of Planning, Building and Code Enfon::ement
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes. California 90274
Attn: Director of Planning and Zoning and Ms Laza Mlchail

TO: 13105445293

RECEIVED

P.l

Dear Director of Planning and Ms Leza Micheli. PLANNING, BUILDING AND
COPE ENFORCEMENT

We are the neighbors of St. John Fisher and aU live near the intersection of Crest Blvd. end Crenshaw Blvd.
We never received any public notices concerning the proposed building construction at Sl John FiSher, yet
we are within 500 feet of the construction. We are all opposed to the newly proposed 8t John Fisher
Building Gonstructlon on the come, of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd. We all requftt that this
construction be atopped Immediately and that no furthBr construction take place.

Please note the following concerns:

1) Inva.lon of privacy. In a residential neighborhood. a large and massive building that Is 4-5 stories
high In that location would be overbearing and unSightly. It would be visible by all nearby residences
from Inside and outside their residence as well as from their front and back yards.

2) Noise problem. Previously contested by neighbors successfully. there is already an existing noise
distUrbance issue. Currently we can hear the early-morning sermons beginning at 7:00 am and any
activities that continue throughout the course of the entire day. Allowance of this building would
further increase the noise problem that already exists. These noise problems have been
unaddressed for the past several years and a new building would definitely amplify these noise
problems further. St. John Fisher once again Is trying to propose a new addition. and plans to
construct a new bell tower that would ring throughout the hours of 8:00 am through 6:00 pm, seven
days a week in a residential neighborhood.

3) TraffIG problem. Currently there is a traffic problem due to the large amount of automobiles
accessing the St John Fisher Crenshaw parking lot. Before and after services there Is a line a cars
entering and exiting the parking lot. When their parking lot is fUll, St. John Fisher attendees park up
and down Crenshaw Blvd. These traffic patterns caused by Sl John Fisher attendees results in
traffic jams, delays and potential accidents. Allowance of this building would further decrease
parking space in their already insufficient parking lots. If Sl John Fisher Is allowed to construct this
additional 20.000 sq. ft. building. the impacted parking on Crenshaw Blvd. will soon invade our own
residential streets.

4) Property value loss. Residences across the street as well as other nearby residences may face
potentlalloss of value to their existing homes due to the potentially large, overbearing, massive and
intrusive proposed St John Fisher structure and resulting noise pollution.

5) Good neighbor policy. Building such a large, massive and intrusive structure violates the basic
concept of blending Into the surrounding area With Its neighbors and breaks the good neighbor spirit
of living harmoniously together. This is a residential neighborhood, not an inner city/commercially
zoned area. The proposed Sl John Fisher building Is massive, unsightly and overbearing; it
imposes on nearby residences' right to privacy as well as their right to enjoy the beautifUl sights.
sounds and amenities that RPV has to offer.

Once again, we are all opposed to the newly proposed St John Fisher Building construction on the
comer of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd. We all request that this construction be stopped
Immediately and that no further con.troetlon take place, and we expect to hear from you soon.

Sincerely,
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Jun 18 08 06:44p Janet 310-544-3128 p.1

Mr. Joel Rojas
Director ofPlanning, Building and Code Enforcement
City ofRancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

Subject: Proposed St. Jom Fisher Expansion

Dear Mr. Rojas,

June 7, 2008

REceIVED
JUN 192MB

PLANNING, BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT

I am astounded that you could possibly propose a "Mitigated Negative Declaration" for
the very extensive, disruptive, and largely negative Master Plan of St. John Fisher!

As a resident ofthe Ridgecrest neighborhood, just below St. John Fisher, I will be
directly affected by the increased traffic on Crenshaw - both during and also following
the extensive construction project being proposed - due to the enlarged residential
facilities being planned and also the larger facilities for social activities, worship, and
other. Shrinking available parking by converting existing parking to buildings will have
the net-effect ofmany more cars parked on the streets around the church, which will be
unsightly to residents who walk through the area now on the way to the Del Sera Park
and elsewhere. Further, the idea ofchurch bells ringing intermittently or at any time on
every day ofthe week - particularly from a tall tower at the crest ofour hill to make them
even louder - is totally unacceptable.

I can find no basis upon which you, ostensibly a qualified planning official representing
the entire community ofRPV. could have prepared and published a "Proposed Mitigated
Negative Declaration" for this project. To the best ofmy knowledge, you're duty is to
your community and not to blindly support the interests ofthe Catholic Church.

I have enjoyed attending the St. John Fisher's sanctuary. and can see no problems with it
at all, nor the need for any additional nursery schools. music rooms, church libraries and
whatever. Ifthere is a need for such,. I suggest that the private sector should provide
reasonable alternatives for any such non-sanctuary or worship related needs which would
then generate additional tax revenue to pay for our community parks. facilities, and
public employees which serve the entire community.

:~4~Of~_~mili~W~e~on

~--f2Thmll
2862 Crestridge Road
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

Jun 18 08 06:44p Janet 31 0-544-3128 p.1

1vIr. Joel Rojas
Director ofPlanning, Building and Code Enforcement
City ofRancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

Subject: Proposed St. John Fisher Expansion

Dear Mr. Rojas,

June 7, 2008

RECEIVED
JUN 19 20n8

PLANNfNG, BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT

I am astounded that you could possibly propose a "Mitigated Negative Declaration'" for
the very extensive, disruptive, and largely negative Master Plan of St. John Fisher!

As a resident ofthe Ridgecrest neighborhood, just below St. John Fisher~ I will be
directly affected by the increased traffic on Crenshaw - both during and also following
the extensive construction project being proposed - due to the enlarged residential
facilities being planned and also the larger facilities for social activities, worship, and
other. Shrinking available parking by converting existing parking to buildings will have
the net-effect ofmany more cars parked on the streets aroWld the church, which will be
unsightly to residents who walk through the area now on the way to the Del Sera Park
and elsewhere. Further, the idea ofchurch bells ringing intermittently Qr at any time on
every day ofthe week - particularly from a tall tower at the crest ofour hill to make them
even louder - is totally unacceptable.

I can find no basis upon which you, ostensibly a qualified planning official representing
the entire community ofRPV, could have prepared and published a "Proposed Mitigated
Negative Declaration" for this project. To the best ofmy knowledge, you're duty is to
your community and not to blindly support the interests ofthe Catholic Church.

I have enjoyed attending the St. John Fisher's sanctuary, and can see no problems with it
at all, nor the need for any additional nursery schools, music rooms, church libraries and
whatever. Ifthere is a need for such. I suggest that the private sector should provide
reasonable alternatives for any such non-sanctuary or worship related needs which would
then generate additional tax revenue to pay for our community parks, facilities, and
public employees which serve the entire community.

::~m;:; ofilie propo~ mm~ chnreh expanmon.

~wki!2Thrall~ .
2862 Crestridge Road
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275
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06/19/2008 08:53 #0111 P.001 /001

PLANNING. BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT

RECEIVED
JUN 19 ?f;

City of Rancho Palos VeRies
Director of Planning, Building and Code Ertforcement
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, CalifOmla 90274
Attn: Directorof Planning and Zoning and Ms Leza Michail

Dear Diredor of Planning and Ms leza MiehaH.

We are the neighbols ofSl John FlSher and all live near the intersection of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Btvd.
We never received any public notices concerning the proposed building construclion at St. John FJSher, yet
we are within 500 feet of the construction. We an) all opposed to the newly proposed Sf. John Fisher
Building eol'iStrU<=tion on the comer of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw 81vd. We all request that this
construction be stopped immediat&ly and that no ful'ther"~ction take place.

Please note ttle following concerns:

1) invasion of privaey. In a residential neighborhood, a large and·massive building that is 4-5 stories
high in that location would be overbearing and unsightly. ft would be visible by all nearby residences
from inside and outside their residence as well as from their front and back yards.

2) Noise problem. Previously contested by neighbors successfully. there is already an existing noise
disturbance issue. CURefltly we can heat the earty-rnorning sermons beginning at 7:00 am and any
acWitias that continue throughout the course oHhe entire day. Allowance of this building would
furtheri~ the noise problem that already exists. These noise problems have been
unaddressed for the past seveIa1 years and a new building WQuld definitely ampflfy these noise
problems further. Sl John F'lSher once again is trying to propose a new addition. and plans to
construct a new bell tower that wouki ring throughout the hours of 8:00 am through 6:00 pm, seven
days a 'N8e:k in a residential neighborhood.

3) Traffic;:; problem. Currentiy there is a traffic problem due to the large amount of automobiles
accessing the Sl John F'lSher~aw parking lot Before and aft9r sel'llice$' there i$ a line a cars
entering and exiting the parking lot When their parking lot is full, St John FISher attendees park up
and down Crenshaw Blvd. These traffic patterns caused by st JOhn FISher attendees result$ in
traffic jams, delays and potential accidents. Allowance of this building would further decrease
partdng space in their already insufficient paOOng lots. If Sl John FISher is al.\owed to construct this
additicnal20,OOO sq. ft building, the impadl!d parking on Crenshaw Blvd. will soon invade our own
residential st1eets.

4) Property value loss. Residences across the street as well as other nearby residences may face
potential Joss of value to theirexisting homesdue to the potentialty large, overbearing, massive and
intrusive proposed.st John FISher structure and resulting noise pollution.

5) Good neighbor policy. Building such a large, massive and intrusive structure violates the basic
concept of blending into the surrounding area with its neighbors and breaks the good neighbor spirit
of living harmoniously together. This is a residential neighborhood, not an inner city/commercially
zoned area. The proposed St John FISher building is massive, unsightly and overbearing; it
imposes on nearby residences' right to privacy as weD as their, right to enjoy the beautiful sights.
sounds and amenities that RPV has to offer. .

y~~~~,
~ fv{ QLl{ L(JJ(li

Sincerely,

Once again,~ are all opposed 10 the·newly proposed st. John F"J$her Building cons:tnlction on the
comer of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd. We all request that this construction be stopped
immediately and that no further construction take place, and we expect to hear from you soon.

~'

06/19/2008 08:53 #0111 P.001 /001

PLANNING. BUILDING AND
CODe ENFORCEMENT

RECEIVED
JUN 19 ?r:

City of Rancho Paios Verdes
Director of Planningl BuDding and Code Ertforcement
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rand10 Palos Verdes, CalifOrnia 90274
Attn: Directorof Planning and Zoning and Ms Leza Michail

Dear DiredDr of Planning and Ms le:za Miohail.

We are the neighboIs ofSl John FlSher and all live near the intasection of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd.
We never received any public notices concerning the proposed building construction at St John FISher} yet
we are within 500 feet of the constnJction. We are all opposed to the newly proposed St. John Fisher
Building eol'istnlc:tion on the comer of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw 81vd~ We all request that this
construction be stopped immediately and that no further construction take place.

P'ea.se note1:ne following concerns:

1) Invasion of privac::y. In a residential neighborhood, a large and'massive building that is 4-5 stories
high in that location would be overbearing and unsightly_ It would be visible by all nearby residences
from inside and outside their residence as wen as from their front and back yards.

2) Noise problem. Previously contested by neighbors successfully I there is already an existing no~
disturbance issue- CURef1tiywe can heattheeariy-rnoming sennons beginning at 7:00 am and any
activities that continue throughout -the course of-the entire day~ Allowance of this building would
furtheri~ the noise problem that already exists.. These noise problems have been
unaddressed for the past sever.al year.; and a new building would deflnitely ampflfy these noise
problems further. st John FISher once again is trying to propose a new addition. and plans to
const:ruct a new beU tower that wouki ring throughout the hours of 8:00 am through 6:00 pm, seven
days a 'N8ek in a residential neighborhood.

3) Traffic;; problem_ Currentiy there is a traffic problem due to the large amount of autornobiJes
accessing the Sl John F'lSher Cmnshaw parking lot Before and after services- th$re i$ a line a cars
entering and exiting tile parking lot When their parking lot is fullt St John FIsher attendees park up
and down Crenshaw BMi. These tndfic patterns caused byst JOhn Frsher attendees results in
traffic jams, delays and potential accidents. Allowance of this building would further decrease
parking space in their already insufficient parking lots. ff Sl John FISher is alk1wed to construct this
additional 20.000 sq. ft building. the impacted parking on C~nshaw Blvd. will soon invade our own
residentiat sb'eets.

4) Property value loa. Residences acrt'!SS the street as weI! as other nearby residences may face
potential loss of value to their-existing homesdue to the potentially large. overbearing, massiVe and
in1IUsive proposed -st John FISher structure and resulting noise pollution-

5) Good neighbor policy. Building such a large, massive and intrusiVe structure violates the basic
concept of blending into the surrounding area with'its neighbors and breaks the good neighbor spirit
of riving harmoniously together. This is a residential neighborhood, not an inner city/commerciatly
zoned area. The proposed St John FISher building is massive, unsightly and overbearing; it
imposes on nearby residences" right 10 privacy as weD as their: right to enjoy the beautiful sights,
sounds and amenities that RPV has to affur. .

~~,
£J fv{ el({ LflJIll

Sincerety,

Once again, we are all opposed to· the-newly proposed st. John FISher Building cons:trvction on the
com~of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd. We all request that this construction be stopped
immediately and that no further construction take place, and we expect to hear from you soon.

@,
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06/19/2008 09:26 13105417025 MCDONALD'S PAGE 01

PLANNING. BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT

1f'5
RECEIVED

JUN 19 (.

Dear DinaC(Orof Planning and Me IAza Michal.

We are the nelQhbOYs ofSl Jclhn FISher and aD live near tile inf.9Isection of CIeSt Blvd. and Crunshaw Blvd.
We tle\I'8I' receiVed any pubfic noIk:es CONS'I1iII9 the proposed buihfmg construdion at Sl John FISher, yet
we are within 500 feet of1he c;:onsInJCtiOn. We aNI. oppoeed to thenewly PJOPC*IId st. John Fisher
BaUdlni'~on the...,dfCIWtBlvd.. and Cren8IIaW Blvd. we an weq.-tumt thirJ.
ocmet:nICtion be""''''''''''''' at1d8latno .......conseruction fake .......

PleaSe notelhe foIIcwing concems:
1) .......of privaq. In a I88identiaI neighbomood. a large andm8S$ive building that is 4-5 stories

high in that toeation would be CN8tbcAfing and unsightly. Itwoukl be visible by aD MaIby reskfencesvi" from Inside and outside #Ieir~.weII_ ft't1n1 their fn::mt and ·bectc yards.

2). NoJM.problem. PreIriOUSIY <:oIdested by"bonJ$U.CCI3I!S$fuIl. there is atready an existing noise
dilWlbBnce'" Currentlywe can hear the _l1y-momiilg sermons Ii!Qii1nmg 8f7;0(1 timln'J'any
aotMties that conlin.. throughout the cowse ofthe ·enlite day. Allowance ofthis bUlding·would
furt.her ina8aSe the noise problem 1hat aInaady exist$. These noise problems have been
unadd,.... fOrthe past several years and a new building YIOUId definitely ampllfy these noise
ptUblem81\1ther. st John Fisheronce~ is tryingto pn:rpose a new add1Uon, and PlanS to
canswcta new bell tIMer thatwould ring thImghoutUte hoots of 8:00 am through 8:00 pm, 8eIf8Il
days a week in a te8identI8I neighbOJ1K1Od.

3) TrafIc problem. C&m8nlfY thenJ is a tramc pn:IbIem due to the large amountof automobiles
aecessing the Sl John FisherCrenshaw pgrkiIlg lot. Befot9and aft8rservices there is a line a cars
entedng ....exiting the parking lot When 1heirparking lot is foil. st. JOhn Fisheratlendees park up ,
and down CrenshaW BMJ. ThIJIse fr8ffic paIIsm$ caused byst John FISherattendees resullS in
InIfticjamS, delayS and pot8ntiat acddeld8. Allowance of this building would fUrther decrease
parking speoe in their already insUlIicient parking lots. IfSt John fisher is allowed to consbUctthis
additional 20,000 sq. ft. building. the impacbKI parting on Crenshaw Blvd. Win soon invade our own
resfdenIIaI SIR:leI&

4) Propltrty value toes. Residences 8CiI'08$ the stJeet_ well as other nearby residences may face
po1ential foss ofvah.le to rheirmdsting hOmeS dUe 10 the poI8ntiaIIy large. OW:tbearing, mastWe and
intrutlIva propoeed Sl John rlSl&' sINeture and resulting noise poHutIon_

5) Good 1WJIg~poley. 8dikIng such a large. massiwe and intrusive strucIure viofaIes 1he basic
COI'JCfJPl ofblencflflO into the stmDUnding area Wilhils neighbors and bniaks the good neighbor8ph1t
Of IMng hannoniously togeIhes. This is a resideI1tiaI neGhborhood. not an innercityfc:ornmercially
~rted area. TI1e proposed st.Jotm~ buiJding is massive, unsightly and overbeming; it
Imposes on nearbyt'8SidetteeS right Inprwacy.,weD -Iheili right to ef1jOy \he1JeaulIfu1.8tgMs.
.sounds and arnenilies that RPV has to offer. .,

Onee ......~......ugppo••d to tile....., pmpo8ed St...IoIm FIsIIer BuIldIng coatructIon ... ihe
corner ofC'"BlVd., and CNnoIIaw Blvd. we au~"'''Is construction be $fDpped
1m..........,and 8IAt no fcdet' construdIon take place, and..expect. heartiam you eeon.

06/19/2008 09:26 13105417025 MCDONALD'S PAGE 01

PLANNING, BUILDING AND
CODe ENFORCEMENT

-Jf5
RECEIVED

JUN 1 9 (.

Cly of Rancho PalosVefde8, ..
DiNctDr of PlannIng, Building and Code BI:t"';ifon-'-nI!:llWllwM!nt1l'll

30940 HawIhame BI¥d..
R8nd1o PaIaC Yet'd8s. CaIt\M.lia 90274
Atln~ DItectorof Pklnning and Zoning and Ms leD Micbafl

Dear DireClOI"of Planning and Me Leza Mich8I.

We are the neJghbCn of Sf. John FISher and 81 five near the inf8rsectiOn ofcrest Blvd. and CnJnShaw Blvd.
We tlfMH' receiVed any pub6c noIk:es concern;ng Ile~ buihfmg construction atSl John F.shet. yet
we are within 500 feet dille c;:om;II'UCtiOn. We ale. oppCll.ed to thenewly PJ'OPC*Id st. John Fisber
BaIldlnil·corItIIIUCtion on thecomwofe..tBlvd.. and Cren8IIaW Blvd.. we an weqUl'l5tthlt thi8
conetrudon be...... ..........., and 8I8t_,...,consbUCIion fake pIaf;e..

PIe88e note the foIawing cancems:

1) .....Ion of pridq. In a I8$identiaI neighbomood, a large and'rJ'I8S$ive building that is 4-5 st«ies
high in that toeation would be OV8ItMialiJilI and unsighlly~ Itwould be visibte by all MaI'by residencest/' from Inside and outside U1eir residenee - weII_ ft'tJm their front and beck yards.

2). No~. PnWiOUSIY c:ade$ted by~boI$~.ihere.~atready an existing noise
dilWlbance iB&Ue- Currently we can hear the early.-moming sermons li!ginrmg SfnJa~mlmlJ'any,. "
actM1ies that conlin.. throughout the counre of1he·enliIe day. Alowance of this bUikIinfI·would
fUrther incI&aSe the noise problem1hat"'"exists.. These noiSe problems haYe been
unaddt1JS'98d fOrthe past several years and II new building would definitely amplfy these noige
ptoblem8 fUrther? st John Fisheronce spin is trying to pmpose a new 8ddlUon. and PlanS to
constnICta new bell tower lhatwould ring throughoutUte houn; of 8:00 am through 8:00 pm, seven
days a week in a residerdIII neighbOftMDl.

3) TrafIIc probfem. C&m8nIfY- is a tndfic problem due to the IaIge amountof aU1omObles
8CCe8Sin9 the St. John FisherCn3nfJhaw I*kiIIgIol 'Befot9and afterservices there is a line a cars
entering ....exiIing the pa1dng lot When 1heirpas1dng lot is fon, Sl JOhn Fisheratlendeee park up ,
and down CrenshaW &MI. These fnIffic paIIEn.i$ caused by Sl John FISheratIendees reaullS in
tndfic jam$, delayS a1d potsnIat a:ddent& AIIoW'ance of this building would further decrease
parking spaoe in their already insUllicieill palldlag lots. IfSt Jo11n fisher is allowed to comdrUct this
addltiomal 20.000 sq. ft. buikfin9w the impacl8d parling on Creosh_ Blvd.. Win soon invade our own
resJdenIiaI SIleeIS..

4) PropItrty value1088. Residences 8Q'OS$ the streetas" as oIher nearby residences may face
potential foss Ofvalue to theirexis6ng homeSdUe to the poIenIiaIIy large. ovetbearilU, masshie and
intI'usIvO proposed Sl John~...stNctun.t and msuIting noise poIIutIon_

5) Good 1l8Ig~poIcJ. 8diIding such A large!' massNe and intrusive strucIuJe viokd8s the basic
concept Of blend"mg into the surrounding area With'iIs neighbors·and bf8aks the good neighbor8pktt
Of liVing hannoniousty togeIbes. This is a I88identiaI neGhbol'hoad, not an innercltyfcornmercially
zoned area. The proposed Sl John FiBber bUDding is massiwt, unsightly and overbearing; i
imposes on nearby .residettCe$' right to privacy..weD 8B IheiIi right to et'JjOy the b8aUdfu1·$tg~
.sounds end al'llBnilies that RPV has to offer. "

Once egaIh~ we are.1 oppo••d to ......,pnJpcI8 St..John~BuIIcRng CGMfruc80n _ ill.
comer or C...BIVcL and CNnctaaw Blvd. we 1e construclton be stIJpped
1m.........,and tIIat no furtUr COR8tnrdIun place, and W8 apectto .....fnn you eoon.
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FROM SILVER COIN COMMUNICATIONS PHONE NO. 310 5470569 Jun. 19 2008 02:32AM Pi

June 18, 2008

City of Rancho Palos Verdes
Director ofPlanning, Building and Code enforcement
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes. CA 90274
ATTN: Director of Planning and Zoning and Ms. Leza Mikhail

Fax: 31 0-544~5293

Dear Director of Planning and Zoning and Ms. Leza Mikhail:

RECEIVED
JUN .1 9 i'\

PlANNING. BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT

We are neighbors of St. John Fisher Church and live near the intersection of Crest Blvd.
and Crenshaw Blvd. We never received any public notices concerning the proposed
building construction at St. John Fisher Church yet we live very close to the
development. Weare opposed to the newly proposed St. John Fisher Building
construdion on the corner of Crest and Crenshaw Blvd. Our family along with our
fellow neighbors request the construction be stopped and not allowed in our
neighborhood.

Currently when we walk om neighborhood we are surrounded by beautiful homes. lovely
landscapes and ocean views. Somehow the sight of a massive 18,000 square foot
structure topped with a bell tower and cross at a height of 88' does not blend into our
scenic neighborhood. Ibis appears to be an intrusive design that does not lend itself to a
residential. neighborhood. Therefore we oppose the building construction.

In addition, as ifthe increasing trafllc noise from Crest is not enough. the proposed ben
schedule to ring intermittently from the hours of8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. throughout the
week would be n further disturbance. For this reason and many other concerns we share
with our neighbors, such as loss ofproperty value, and traffic problems. we oppose the
building construction.

Thank you for allowing us to express our concerns for this proposed construction. We
chose to live in this neighborhood for the peacefulness it offers and we feel the proposed
building structure by St. John Fisher~s Church is an unwelcome and negative change to
the neighborhood.

FROM SILVER COIN COMMUNICATIONS PHONE NO. 310 5470569 Jun. 19 2008 02:32AM Pi

June 18, 2008

City of Rancho Palos Verdes
Director ofPlanning, Building and Code enforcement
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Vcrdes~ CA 90274
ATTN: Director ofPlanning and Zoning' and Ms. Leza Mikhail

Fax: 310-544-5293

Dear Director of Planning and Zoning and Ms. Leza Mikhail:

RECEIVED
JUN .1 9 i!~'

PLANNING, BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT

We are neighbors of St. John Fisher Church and live near the intersection of Crest Blvd.
and Crenshaw Blvd. We never received any public notices concerning the proposed
building construction at St. John Fisher Church yet we live very close to the
development. Weare opposed to the newly proposed St. John Fisher Building
constru~tioRon the corner of Crest and Crenshaw Blvd. Our family along with our
fellow neighbors request the construction be stopped and not allowed in our
neighborhood..

Currently when we walk our neighborhood we are surrounded by beautiful homes, lovely
landscapes and ocean views. Somehow the sight of a massive 18,000 square foot
structure topped with a bell tower and cross at a height of 88~ does not blend into our
scenic neighborhood. This appears to be an intrusive design that does not lend itself to a
residential. neighborhood. Therefore we oppose the building construction.

In a.ddition;> as if the increasing traflic noise from Crest is not enoughll the proposed bell
schedule to ring intermittently from the hours of8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. throughout the
week would be n further disturbance. For this reason and many other concerns we share
with our neighbors, such as loss ofproperty value, and traffic problems, we oppose the
building construction.

Thank you for allowing us to express our concerns for this proposed construction. We
chose to live in this neighborhood for the peacefulness it offers and we feel the proposed
building structul"e by St. John ft'isher~s Church is an unwelcome and negative change to
the neighborhood.
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Maude Landon
34 Santa Barbara Drive

Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275
maudelandon@yahooocom

June 20, 2008

Mr. Joel Rojas
Director ofPlanning, Building and Code Enforcement
City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

RECEIVED
JUN 23 2C'- ·4/-5

PLANNING, BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT

Dear Joel,

I live approximately one block from St. John Fisher Church and will be directly affected by
the construction that is proposed by the church. I am concerned about the proposed
construction for multiple reasons, namely, the height and visibility problems, noise
problems, traffic problems, property value loss to my home, and invasion of privacy
issues.

Though I must pass the church every time I come home or leave my house, it is not currently
visible from my home; however, it will be extremely visible, unsightly and overbearing, from
my front yard after construction. The height of the new sanctuary is excessive, especially since
the west side of the building (rising to 48') is the area that will be the most obtrusive to the
surrounding homes, plus the height of the bell tower will be 72 feet and the cross will be 88
feet high. This church is located in the middle of a residential zone that has a height limit of
two stories (though most of the surrounding homes are only single story). This massive and
intrusive structure violates neighborhood compatibility.

I am additionally, opposed to the bells and the bell tower. It made sense in 18th century to
have the bells chime, because most people did not have watches or clocks, but in the 21 st

century, it is anachronistic and would intrude upon our peace and tranquility. The bell tower is
just too tall in the middle of a residential neighborhood. If they want this massive structure, it
seems that being located in the middle of an institutional zone (such as Crestridge Road
between Crenshaw Blvd. and Highridge Road) would make more sense. They are not being
good neighbors considering their location.

The movement of so much dirt including the grading of more than 30,000 cubic yards of dirt
is extreme. I had heard some time ago that there was a problem with water under the ground
in the culvert with possible land movement problems between the church and the Countryside
development on Valley View Road. Has this been investigated?

This addition to the church is definitely going to impact the traffic at Crest Road and
Crenshaw Blvd. We do not want a signal in the middle of our residential area. I would
respectfully request that this construction be stopped.

Because of the multiple consequences that this project will have on the environment of the
surrounding area, it seems as though CEQA would require a full EIR, if the church insists on
pursuing this massive enlargement.

~Maude Landon

Cc: Leza Mikhail, Associate Planner

Maude Landon
34 Santa Barbara Drive

Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275
maudelandon@yahoo.com

June 20, 2008

Mr. Joel Rojas
Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

RECEIVED
JUN 23 20 .4/-5

PLANNING, BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT

Dear Joel,

I live approximately one block from St. John Fisher Church and will be directly affected by
the construction that is proposed by the church. I am concerned about the proposed
construction for multiple reasons, namely, the height and visibility problems, noise
problems, traffic problems, property value loss to my home, and invasion of privacy
issues.

Though I must pass the church every time I come home or leave my house, it is not currently
visible from my home; however, it will be extremely visible, unsightly and overbearing, from
my front yard after construction. The height of the new sanctuary is excessive, especially since
the west side of the building (rising to 48') is the area that will be the most obtrusive to the
surrounding homes, plus the height of the bell tower will be 72 feet and the cross will be 88
feet high. This church is located in the middle of a residential zone that has a height limit of
two stories (though most of the surrounding homes are only single story). This massive and
intrusive structure violates neighborhood compatibility.

I am additionally, opposed to the bells and the bell tower. It made sense in 18th century to
have the bells chime, because most people did not have watches or clocks, but in the 21 st

century, it is anachronistic and would intrude upon our peace and tranquility. The bell tower is
just too tall in the middle of a residential neighborhood. If they want this massive structure, it
seems that being located in the middle of an institutional zone (such as Crestridge Road
between Crenshaw Blvd. and Highridge Road) would make more sense. They are not being
good neighbors considering their location.

The movement of so much dirt including the grading of more than 30,000 cubic yards of dirt
is extreme. I had heard some time ago that there was a problem with water under the ground
in the culvert with possible land movement problems between the church and the Countryside
development on Valley View Road. Has this been investigated?

This addition to the church is definitely going to impact the traffic at Crest Road and
Crenshaw Blvd. We do not want a signal in the middle of our residential area. I would
respectfully request that this construction be stopped.

Because of the multiple consequences that this project will have on the environment of the
surrounding area, it seems as though CEQA would require a full EIR, if the church insists on
pursuing this massive enlargement.

~Maude Landon

Cc: Leza Mikhail, Associate Planner



334

June 21,2008

Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Blvd
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

Re: Proposed Construction at St. John Fisher

Dear Planning Commission,

We are residents of Del Cerro and we live on Crestwind Drive.

We have one concern about the St. John Fisher Master Plan.

NOISE - would increase the noise from 51. John Fisher that already exists. We do not feel that we
should be SUbjected to noise from the church bell.

Sincerely,

R~.rt andOlg:JOO§

~7t ..

3 Crestwind Drive

~
\J\

June 21,2008

Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Blvd
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

Re: Proposed Construction at St. John Fisher

Dear Planning Commission,

We are residents of Del Cerro and we live on Crestwind Drive.

We have one concern about the St. John Fisher Master Plan.

NOISE - would increase the noise from 51. John Fisher that already exists. We do not feel that we
should be SUbjected to noise from the church bell.

Sincerely,

R~rt andOlgaJ~

~ .

3 Crestwind Drive
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June 22, 2008

Letter to Planning Commission:

St John Fisher Church has been in existence at the same comer in Rancho Palos Verdes serving
the same congregation since 1961, for 47 years. They have held Masses, weddings, baptisms in
a building that was originally meant to be a gymnasium. Now they finally will build their
church. There will be the same number of people going to weekly Mass. There will be the same
number of cars coming and going, no more, t;l0 less.

The tolling of bells across the countryside has often been written about by poets and authors.
What a shame that we as a community have become so jaded that we consider the pealing of
bells on Sunday morning as "noise pollution." I'm certain St John Fisher Church has no
intention of playing the bells 24 hours a day seven days a week.

Graceful steeples have been painted by artists for centuries. The sight seems to issue a message
to "Come and congregate." Have we as a people become so polluted by modem art, billboards
and urban sights that we cannot see the beauty of a steeple done with architectural grace?

The size of the proposed new church would not be in conflict with the other churches in the
neighborhood. It would not be any more overbearing than the present buildings on the property.
There is not a single home that would have their ocean view blocked by the proposed new
church, as all the homes are on the ocean side of the site. It is a simple design surrounded by
greenery. It would not impose on neighbors' privacy.

The new church simply will visually enhance the neighborhood. It will be a welcoming light to
all.

Joan Barry

30770 Ganado Drive, RPV

310-377-7559

June 22, 2008

Letter to Planning Commission:

8t John Fisher Church has been in existence at the same comer in Rancho Palos Verdes serving
the same congregation since 1961, for 47 years. They have held Masses, weddings, baptisms in

a building that was originally meant to be a gymnasium. Now they finally will build their
church. There will be the same number of people going to weekly Mass. There will be the same

number of cars coming and going, no more, 1?-0 less.

The tolling of bells across the countryside has often been written about by poets and authors.
What a shame that we as a community have become so jaded that we consider the pealing of
bells on Sunday morning as "noise pollution." I'm certain St John Fisher Church has no
intention of playing the bells 24 hours a day seven days a week.

Graceful steeples have been painted by artists for centuries. The sight seems to issue a message
to "Come and congregate." Have we as a people become so polluted by modem art, billboards

and urban sights that we cannot see the beauty of a steeple done with architectural grace?

The size of the proposed new church would not be in conflict with the other churches in the
neighborhood. It would not be any more overbearing than the present buildings on the property.
There is not a single home that would have their ocean view blocked by the proposed new

church, as all the homes are on the ocean side of the site. It is a simple design surrounded by
greenery. It would not impose on neighbors' privacy.

The new church simply will visually enhance the neighborhood. It will be a welcoming light to
all.

Joan Barry

30770 Ganado Drive, RPV

310-377-7559
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Aaron Landon
34 Santa Barbara Drive

Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275
bossyx@yahoo.com

June 22, 2008

Director ofPlanning Commission
City ofRancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

Re: St. John Fisher proposed construction

Dear Director:

RECEIVED
JUN 23 2008

PLANNING, BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT

I have seen the building profile constructed at the comer of Crest Road and Crenshaw
Blvd. and I am very concerned with the size and scope of the project. I believe that it is
not in keeping with the semi-rural feel of the community. Placed in the middle of a
residential neighborhood it should be much less tall (two stories maximum), much less
"in your face" and much less obtrusive.

In its current configuration the comer is dignified and visually appealing but with the
massive proposed structure soaring eighty plus feet and prominently situated on the
comer, it will change the character of the neighborhood and is not in sync with the area.

I am also opposed to the bells and the bell tower. I could tolerate the bells ringing once a
day at noon. But their function of calling the faithful to church hourly is hardly
appropriate in this day and age and not something I want to hear. The tower, as
previously stated, is just too tall and the building it is to sit upon is too large for its
proposed location.

I believe a project of this magnitude that involves the movement of massive amounts of
dirt that will produce a lot ofnoise in its construction and its continued operation and one
that potentially could impact traffic should be required to have a full EIR report on its
consequences.

I have not received any notifications regarding this project from the Church or the City,
in spite ofour proximity, and ask that I be placed upon the list for notification.

Aaron Landon
34 Santa Barbara Drive

Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275
bossyx@yahoo.com

June 22, 2008

Director ofPlanning Commission
City ofRancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

Re: 81. John Fisher proposed construction

Dear Director:

RECEIVED
·JUN 23 2008

PLANNING, BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT

I have seen the building profile constructed at the comer of Crest Road and Crenshaw
Blvd. and I am very concerned with the size and scope of the project. I believe that it is
not in keeping with the semi-rural feel of the community. Placed in the middle of a
residential neighborhood it should be much less tall (two stories maximum), much less
"in your face" and much less obtrusive.

In its current configuration the comer is dignified and visually appealing but with the
massive proposed structure soaring eighty plus feet and prominently situated on the
comer, it will change the character of the neighborhood and is not in sync with the area.

I am also opposed to the bells and the bell tower. I could tolerate the bells ringing once a
day at noon. But their function of calling the faithful to church hourly is hardly
appropriate in this day and age and not something I want to hear. The tower, as
previously stated, is just too tall and the building it is to sit upon is too large for its
proposed location.

I believe a project of this magnitude that involves the movement of massive amounts of
dirt that will produce a lot ofnoise in its construction and its continued operation and one
that potentially could impact traffic should be required to have a full EIR report on its
consequences.

I have not received any notifications regarding this project from the Church or the City,
in spite ofour proximity, and ask that I be placed upon the list for notification.
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JUN. 23.2008 8:23AM SUPPLIER MANAGEMENT 949 756 4300 NO. 846 P.2

City ofRancho Palos Verc:les
DirectorofPlanning, Bulldiqg and Code Enforcement
30940 HIwfhomeBlvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, california 90274
Attn: DirectorOfPlanning and ZOning and Ms Leza MIchd

Deer Dfreclorof Planning and UI Laza Michal.

We arEt the. neighbors OfSt John FISherand aJlliVe near the inter.section ofCrest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd.
We never received any pubflC notice&concerning the pIY)pOSed bUilding consfrUClon atSt. John Fi8het~ yet
we are within 500 feet ofthe consb'uCtiDn. We...aU oppa." to 1I1e oNlypopoudSt. .John Flaher
BuDdingconstruetfonon thecomerofe..t~._d c:r.n.....Blvd. W. a" requ_tttatthia
conldNctlon be.topped immedbdltly_nd. thatnofUlthwCOlRltructlop take place.

Please note the foitowing concerns:

1) lovaion ofpdvac.y. In a reeidentiaI neighborhood~ a largeandmassiVe bUilding that is 4-5 skJries
high in ihat Iccation 'NOUld beoverbeaI1ng and unsighUy. Itwould be visible by ell nEWby residences
from inSide ancr outside tbeir fe8idenceas 'IlII61I as from theirfront and back yard$-

2} NolM problem. PnMously conteetBd bYne~bms suc::ceeafully, there is already an existing noise
disturbance issue. CunentJywe can h.-the _rly-momtng sermons J;:regmning at7:00 am and any
actMties thatcontinue throuaboutthe course of the entire day. Allowance offhis bl.1l1ding would
further increasethe noise prolWmttultahtady extsts. These noise pmblel'n8 have been
unaddJ1SS8d fOr the pastsevenaJ y&i1ft and a I18U'I bullding would deftnitely ampl"lry these noise
problemsfurther. Sl John fisher once again is trying10propose a newaddition, and plans to
constructa new bell tawer thatwould ring throughout the hOllIS of8:00am 1hrough 6:00 pm. aeven
days a week in a residential neighborhood.

3) Traft'lG problem. CUmmuy there is..traftic problem due to the large amountofautomobilee
accessing tile st. John FishercrenshawpaJidng lot. Before and afIBrservices there is a nne a cars
entering andexiling the parting lot. WIlen tbeir parkinQ Jot is full, St John FISherat1endees park. up
and down cnmatl8\VBlvd. iheIe tmlfic paltems ceused bySt John FIsheratfDnd988 results in
fJ'aftfcJarm;. de1a}ls and potential acciden1B. AUowance oftilis buildIng would further decrease
parking space in their already insufficient:parking lola. Ifst John FISher is altowecl to construct thia
additional20,000 sq. ft. building. the impaeter.f parking on CrenshaW Blvd. will soon invade ourown
l'8St~al sm,ets..

4) Property _lu.1osL Residences acroas1hestreet_ well. oIher n8IlUby teSidences may face
pOtsntiBllossOfvalue tometrexisting hom. due to theP'fSntially large. overbearing, musTveand
intnlSIvo pfOPOl'8d Sl John FiaherstJudureand resulting noise pOllution.

S) Good neigbbor polley. BUilding 8t.Idla large. massive and intrusive struelun!t: violates the ba5ic .
conceptofblending into1118surrounding...With tis nerghbora and breeks thagood neighborspiJft
of IMng hannoniously together. ThIs is a .-.identiaI n~hborhood.notan innercity/commercially
zoned area. The proposed Sl John Fisher building is masslVe. unsightly and. overbearing; it
imposes on nearby 18Sidenc8S' fight 10 privacy. weD 8$theh: rigbtfo enjoythe beaUtlfui sights.
sounds and amenities thatRPV hastodfer.

One. again. we are all appOHd to the newly prvpoeMJ at.JohnFlabe' Bunding constnletlon. on the
comer of CI"etItBlvd.and CrMIshawBlvd. \Va aU NCluMtbllttbls COnatntctloR..stoppld
bnmediat.ay ancl1hat no further COft8bUctkm taka plac:e.cod we expect to bear fnw you _on.

JUN. 23.2008 8:23AM SUPPLIER MANAGEMENT 949 756 4300 NO. 846 P.2

City ofRancho Palos Vettles
DirectorofPlanning, Building and Code Enforcement
30940 HIwthomeBlYtl
Rancho Palos Verdes, callfomia 90274
Attn: DirectorOfPlanning and ZOning and Us Le2a MIchaJI

Deer DirectorOfPlanning and MI Laza Michel,

We arEt the. neighbom Of St. John FISherand aIllfVen.r the inte.-ction ofCrestBlvd and Crenshaw Bl'Utt
we never ruceIved any pubflC noticMconceming fhe ptq:JOSed bUilding constru=on at St.. John Fisher~ yet
we are wIthirl500 feat ofths construction. We...aU 0'1"'" to U1e nftJlypopoNdSt. .John Flaher
BuDdingconstruetfonon thecomerofCNIIt~.Md Crabe_BlVd. W. all requ.-ttttatthia
conldNctlon be .topped ImmedJaWy.nddtat110furIherCOIIIItructiOP take place..

Please nota the following concerns:

1} In..ion of privacy. In a IMidentiaI neighborhood~ a laraeandmassiVe DUllding that is 4-5 stoner;
high in1hat Iccation would beoverbeadng and unlighffy~ Itwould be visible by ell nearby resJdenees
from inside and outside their feaidence as 'tIIIf&1J as from their ftont and back 18rds-

2} NoiM problem.. PnMously contested bY neighbors succeeafully, there is already an existing noise
disturbance issue. cunentlywe can h..-the _rly-momlng termons J:reglnnIng at7:00 am and any
actMties thatcontinue throuaboUlthe course oflle entire day. ABowance ofthis buDding would
further increasethe noise prolBm thatahtady extat&. These noise problema have been
unaddrWaed for the past...1ye&$ and a new building would deftnitsly amprJfy these noise
problemsfurther~ Sl John fisher once again isttying to propose a newaddition, and plans to
constructa new bell tawerthatwould ring throughout the hours 018:00am1hrough6:00 pmJ seven
days a week in. a residentisl neighborhood.

3) Traft'lG problem. CUrrently there isa 1:rafftcproblem due to the large amountofautomobi1e8
accessing the Sf. John Fishercrenshawparfdl\g lot. BefoM and afterservices there is a line a cal'S
entering andexiting the paddng lot. 'JVhen theirparking Jot is full. st John FISher attendees park up
and down Q8n$h8\V Blvd TheIe tnlftiapatterns caused bySt John Flsheratlendees resulls in
1raftfcja~ delays and pohlntial accIden1B. Atlowance of thiS bundlng would further decrease
parking space in their already insufficientparking Iota. ifst John FISher is allowed to construct this
additional20.000 sq. ft. bUilding~ the impacted parking on CrenshaW Blvd. win soon invade ourown
resl$tntia) 8lleets...

4) p.....rtr..lu.108a. Residences across1he stJeet_ welln other nearby TeSidences may face
potsntiellossOfwlue fDthetr existing hom. due to thepMntiaUyJarge.. overbearing~ massIveand
intrusIve ptopOMd Sl John Fiflhersbuctureand resulting nol8e pOllution.

S) Good neigbbor polIcY- BUilding 8tIdJa large. massive and intrusive structureviolates the basic .
concept Ofblending into the surrounding WitJl itsnefghbors andme.ks thagood neighborepiOt
of IMng harmoniously together.. ThIs is a identiaI neighborhood. notan innercity/commerciaUy
zoned area. The proposed Sl John Filmer building is masslve. unsightly and. overbearing; it
imposes on nearby residencetr right10 privacy. wen _1heir; rigbt10 enjoythebeaUtlfut slgh\$~
sounds and amenities thatRPV has todfer.

One. again. we..all appoRd to"ell8Wly PJ8PG.Ml8t. JohnFlab.'Bunding coMtnletion. on the
comer of CI'eet BlVd.and CranshawBlvd.. WIt aU NqUC tlllltthis COnatnlctloR _stopped
bnmediaaly and that no ftu1ber conatructlon taka pl",.mI we ftPICt to bear from yau"on..



338

Jun 23 2008 3:31PM 310-265-4995 p.2

DOUGLAS BUTLER
A "RClFIl:811IClNA~ C.:oRPORATIClN

...TTORNEV ....T L.AW
C""TI"'I'l:' 5"EClI"'~IIIT'T........TIt:lN ~...w 1."141 HIGH I'll oaK "'OAe, aUITE :I!IO:l!l

PRO.ATE, I!:!!ITATII: "~"NNINC3 & TIll,J"T ~"'w

TH!! '''",tII; .AR or C:ALIII'ORNI.. ROLLING BILLS ES'J,".o\,'1'BiIlI, CALIJil'O:&N'IA 90274i"4B7~
.\JARO or LIfQlA~ SPII;CIALIZATION

June 23, 2008

ISIC) a.IHillilltlit
~ ....x lalOl 1:1lI11·..1il5l!l'

Joel Rojas
Director of Flanning
Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

RECEIVED
JUN 23 ?OM

PLANNING, BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT

Re: Opposition to Proposed St, John Fisher
Master Plan Remodel and Expansion
Case Number ZON 2007-000492

Dear Mr. Rojas:

I am the owner of the property at 5417 Valley View Road, Rancho
Palos Verdes, California 90275 which is adjacent to St, John
Fisher Church.

I am strongly opposed to the use of a portion of the property as
a columbarium.

The property is not zoned as a cemetery use.
building Columbarium in Catholic churches is
church authorities because the church may be
the future.

The practice of
frowned upon by
sold or remodeled in

Very truly yours,

DOUGLAS BUTLER

DE:da

Butler\RentalProperti@s\valleyView\
~la~ningCommisBion~~l~mbariurn

Jun 23 2008 3:31PM
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Joel Rojas
Director of Planning
Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard
Rancho Palos verdes, CA 90275

RECEIVED
JUN 23 ?nn?

PLANNING, BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT

Re: Opposition to Proposed St. John Fisher
Master Plan Remodel and 8xpaneion
Case Number ZON 2007-000492

Dear Mr. Rojas:

I am the owner of the property at 5417 Valley View Road, Ranoho
Palos Verdes, California 90275 which is adjacent to St. John
Fisher Church.

I am strongly opposed to the use of a portion of the property as
a COlumbarium.

The property is not zoned as a cemetery use. The practice of
building Columbarium in Catholic churches is frowned upon by
church authorities because the church may be sold or remodeled in
the future.

Very truly yours,

DOUGLAS 8UTLER

DE:da

Butler\RentalProperti@a\valleyView\
~la~ningCommi8sionoQl~mb.rium
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CityofRancho Palos VerdeS ..
Dnctorof Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
30940 Hawlbome BlVd.
Rancho PaloS VeRies. eatifomia 90274
Atbl: Directorof Planning and Ztming and Ms Leza MiChaiI

Dear Directorof Planning and Ms Leza Michail.

We aretl1e neighbors of St John FISher and aU We near the intersection of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd.
We never received any public notices concerning the proposed building oonstrucUon at St. John FISher. yet
we are within 500 feet of If1e constnJction. wealeall opposed to the new1y proposed St. John Fisher
BaIIdIRlJ COI'ISInaction on the comerof Cnast Blvd. and CI'ensbaw Blvd. We ell mqUftt that this
constnIction be stopped imnIedIafBIy and that no further ccmstructioa tab place.

Please note the fOIJcIiwin9 conc:em&:

1) Invaslotl of privacy. In a FeSidential neighborhood, a large and massiVe building 1hat is 4-5 stories
high in 1hat locatiOn wou!d beovet'beariItg and unsightly. It would be visible by aU nearby residences
from lnside and outside their residence as well as from their front and back yaros.

2) Noise problem. Previously contesled by neighbors successfully. there is already an existing noise
disturbai1ce issue. Curren1ly we can 1*U'1he early..moming sermons beginning at 7:00 am and any
actMties1hatcontinue1broughoutthec:ounieoUbeentifeday. AIIowanceoftbisbuiklngwould
further inaeasethe noise problem 1hatalready ecisIs.. These noise problems have been
unaddressed for the past sevesa} years and a new buillfl1g would definileIy amprlfy1hese noise
problemsb1her. Sl John Fisheronce again is trying to propose a new addition, and p&ans to
construct a new bell tJwer1hatwould ring throughout the hours of 8:00 am 'Ihrough 6:00 pm, seven
days a week in·a RlSidenIiaI neighborhood.

3) Trafflc; problem. Currently1here is a traffic problem due 10 the large amount of automobUes
accessing the St John FISherQenshaw parl<ing lot. BefOre and afterservices there is a line a CSIS
entering and-exiting the parking lot. Wben their parking lot is fuo, St John FISher attendeee park up
and down Crenshaw Blvd. These b'affic paItems caused by Sl John Asher attendees results in
tniffic jams, delays and pofenIfaJ accidents. Allowance Dfthis building would further decrease
parking space in their already insufficientparking Io1s.. IfSt John FISher is aIowed to construct this
additional 20,000 sq. 1t. building. 1he impacted parking on Crenshaw Blvd. wm soon invade our own
resic1erl1im streets.

4} Property value loss.. Residences aatJS$ the sIRletas well as other nearby residences may face
potential lass of value to their existing homeS due to the potentia\'Iy large. overbearing, massive and
intrusive proposed St Joim Asher sIrUcture and resulting noise poIution. '

5) Good neighbor poley.. Building such a large. massive and intrusiYe structure violates the basic
concept ofblending into the surrounding area witbifs neighbors and breaks thegood neighbor spirit
of living harmoniously tpgether. This is a residential neighborhood, not an inner cilylcommerciaJly
zoned area. The proposed St John FISherbuilding is IDa5Sive. unsightly and overbearing; it
imposes on neamyresidences' right 10 privacy as wen as~ right to enjoy1he beaultful'Sights,
sounds and amenities that RPV has to oIfer. .

Once again, we are aD opposed to the newly proposed St. John FIsher BuDding consIruction on the
comer of CNst Blvd.. aad Crenshaw Blvd. We all recwuestthattlds construction bestopped
immediale1y and tIlat DO fuJll1er construction tak& place, and we expectto hearflorn you soon.

'\~
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CityofRancho PaIQ8 VerdeS ..
DiIectorof Planning. Building and Code Enfomement
30940 Hawlbome BlVd.
Rancho PaloS VeRiest caIifomia 9OZ14
AUn: Directorof Planning and ZDning and Us lela MiChaiI

oear Direclor of Planning and Ms Leza Michai1.

We are the neighbors of St John FISher and alive near the intersection of Crest Blvd.. and Crenshaw Blvd.
We never received any pubic notices concerning the proposed building oonstrucUon at St John FlShert yet
we are within 500 feet of the construction. weateau oppo Bad to the newly proposed Sf. JolIn Fisher
BalldinIJ construction on the COllierof CNSt Blvd. and Crensbaw BIYcL We an requat that thiB
construction be stopped immedIafeIJ and that no further consIruction tab place.

Please note the foIJowin.9 concetTI$:

1) In'¥8Sfotl of privacy. In a residential neighborhood. a large and massive building that is 4-5 stories
high in 1hat locatiOn would beoverbealiltg and unsightly. It would be visib1e by all nearby residences
from lnside and outside their residence as well as from their ft'ont and back yaros.

2) Noise problem.. PrevioUslY contested by neighbors successfully. there is already an existing noise
disturbai1ce is$Uep Currently we can hear1be early-moming sermons beginning at 7:00 am and any
activities11181continue throughout the CODnie oUbe·entife datt. Allowance of this buildingwould
further ineIease the noise problem 1hatalready exists.. These noise problems have been
unaddres$ed for the past sevesm years and a new buikfll1g VIOuld definiIeIy amprlfy these noise
problemsUther. Sl John Fishel"once again is trying to propose a new addition. and plana to
construct a new bell Vftr that would ring throughout the hours of 8:'00 am ttuough 6:00 pm. seven
days a week in·a residential neighborhoocl

3) Traffte problem.. Currently there is a traffic problem due 10 the large amount of automobUes
accessing the St John FlSherQenShaw parking lot. Before and afterservicesthefe is a ine a cars
entering and-exiting the parking lot. WIlen their parking lot is fuU. St John FISIB attendeee park up
and down Crenshaw Blvd. These baffic paIIems caused by Sl John Fisher attendees results in
tmftic jams, delays end pofentiaJ aacidents.. Allowance of this building would further decrease
parking space in their already insufficientparking Io1s. IfSt John FISher is allowed to consbuet this
additional20t OOO sq. it. building. 1I1e irnpaclEd parking 00 Crenshaw Blvd. wm soon invade our own
resIdentia& streets..

4) Property value loss.. Residences across the seetaswen. other nearby residences may face
potential lass of value to their existing homeS due to the potentia'1y large. overbearing, massive and
intrusive proposed St John Asher sIIUctUre and resulting noise pollution. '

5) Good neIg~borpoDcy. Building $UCh a large" massive and intrusiYe structure violates the basic .
concept ofblending into the surrounding area with'iIs neighbors·and breaks the good neighbor spirit
of living harmoniously together. This is a residential neighborhood, not. an inner cilylcomrnercialJy
zoned area. The proposed St. John FISher building is massive, unsightly and overbearing; it
imposes on neaJt)yresidences

t
right to privacy as wen as~ right to enjoythe beaultfu\·Sights

sounds and amenities that RPV has tootfer.· •
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Once .aIIt, we are aD opposed to the newly proposed St. John FIsher BuDding construction on the
comer of en.st Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd.. We aM request thattills COII8tnIcIiOn be&topped
immectiale1y and that no further COIIS'tI'uaion Iak6 place, and we expectto bearflorrt you soon.
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. " Torrance Parker

27 Mela Lane

City ofRancho Palos Verdes
Attn: Director ofPlanning & Liza Mikhail
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA. 90274

REF: St. John Fisher Proposed Construction

Dear Director ofPlanning & Ms. Mikhail:

RECEIVEDLi- /'
JUN 24 "'/1!J

PLANNING. BUILDING ANL
CODE ENFORCEMENT

Palos Verdes, CA 90275

I have been a resident of27 Mela Lane, Rancho Palos Verdes for the past twenty-three years. My
home at 27 Mela Lane is near the intersection ofCrest and Crenshaw Blvd., and approximately
200 yards NW from the property ofthe St. John Fisher school and church facility.

I am not opposed to the proposed St. John Fisher building construction, however, I would like to
comment on a few ofthe following concerns (invasion ofprivacy, noise, traffic, property values)
being circulated in a letter to Mela Lane homeowners for their signature.

Invasion ofPrivacy: Most Mela Lane homeowners looking toward the south do not have a view
ofthe ocean or the St John Fisher property. Those few that do, view trees and lovely
landscaping. The buildings and facilities within the St. John Fisher property are architecturally
pleasing to the eye and constructed in good taste. I assume any new construction will conform to
those structures already existing.

Noise: In the twenty-three years I have lived in the Mela Lane complex, I have never heard
sounds or any disturbing noise coming from the St. John Fisher Church or school. I do feel,
however, that if a bell tower is constructed that bell ringing should be limited to Christmas and
only very special holidays. Bell ringing on a continuous basis during both the week and
weekends would be a disturbance to many in the neighborhood in my opinion.

Traffic: I do not believe that traffic is or ever has been much ofa problem for those living at
Mela Lane. On the few holidays such as Christmas and Easter when many visit the church, the
traffic is momentarily heavy, but only for a period of five minutes or so between the two or three
services.

PrQPerty values: Having a church with a school in our neighborhood is an enhancement. It is a
convenience and enjoyment to many. It increases our property values.

Sincerely,

~~ «./~
6-1.0 .. ere

. " Torrance Parker

27 Mela Lane

City ofRancho Palos Verdes
Attn: Director ofPlanning & Liza Mikhail
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA. 90274

REF: St. John Fisher Proposed Construction

Dear Director ofPlanning & Ms. Mikhail:

RECEIVEDLi- /'
JUN 24 "'/1!J

PLANNING. BUILDING ANL
CODE ENFORCEMENT

Palos Verdes, CA 90275

I have been a resident of27 Mela Lane, Rancho Palos Verdes for the past twenty-three years. My
home at 27 Mela Lane is near the intersection ofCrest and Crenshaw Blvd., and approximately
200 yards NW from the property ofthe St. John Fisher school and church facility.

I am not opposed to the proposed St. John Fisher building construction, however, I would like to
comment on a few ofthe following concerns (invasion ofprivacy, noise, traffic, property values)
being circulated in a letter to Mela Lane homeowners for their signature.

Invasion ofPrivacy: Most Mela Lane homeowners looking toward the south do not have a view
ofthe ocean or the 8t John Fisher property. Those few that do, view trees and lovely
landscaping. The buildings and facilities within the St. John Fisher property are architecturally
pleasing to the eye and constructed in good taste. I assume any new construction will conform to
those structures already existing.

Noise: In the twenty-three years I have lived in the Mela Lane complex, I have never heard
sounds or any disturbing noise coming from the St. John Fisher Church or school. I do feel,
however, that if a bell tower is constructed that bell ringing should be limited to Christmas and
only very special holidays. Bell ringing on a continuous basis during both the week and
weekends would be a disturbance to many in the neighborhood in my opinion.

Traffic: I do not believe that traffic is or ever has been much ofa problem for those living at
Mela Lane. On the few holidays such as Christmas and Easter when many visit the church, the
traffic is momentarily heavy, but only for a period of five minutes or so between the two or three
services.

PrQPerty values: Having a church with a school in our neighborhood is an enhancement. It is a
convenience and enjoyment to many. It increases our property values.

Sincerely,

~~ «./~
6-1.0 .. ere
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RECEIVED
JUN 24 200R

PLANNING, BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT

Jlll1e 24, 2008

VIA FACSIMILE AND HAND DELIVERY
~r.JoelJtojas,ACIP

Director ofPlanning, Building and Code Enforcement
City ofRancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

Re: Comments on St. John Fisher Project
Your Letter Dated May 31, 2008

Dear Mr. Rojas:

This is further to our letter dated June 17, 2008. As you recall, our home and
property on 15 Santa Barbara Drive are located directly across the street from the present
sanctuary on Crenshaw Boulevard and extremely close to the proposed bell tower and
planned sanctuary.

We have additional concerns regarding the above-referenced project:

1. Loss ofPrivacy: We have serious concerns about the potential loss ofprivacy
on our property and in our home as a result of this project. For the last 16 years, a fence,
dense hedge, pepper trees and pine trees on the Crenshaw border ofthe church property
provided privacy from the church sanctuary and church and other activities. The new
plan removes the hedge and fence, and there is nothing on the plans that ensures that the
pepper and pine trees will remain. Moreover. our property sits approximately 40 feet
below the elevation of the proposed sanctuary and sits directly across Crenshaw from the
existing sanctuary, and very close to the proposed bell tower and new sanctuary site. As
a result, we are concerned that parishioners and others on the Crenshaw side of the
property in various places will be able to look directly into our yard and home. For
example, there is a walkway from the comer steps at Crest and Crenshaw on the
Crenshaw side; there is a columbarium sitting areajust north ofthe existing sanctuary
with only a 42" wall overlooking Crenshaw; and there is no mitigation prohibiting the
placement of windows in the Crenshaw end of the existing sanctuary. The landscaping in
the plans does not help this situation and would take years to mature. The pennit should
not be issued without carefully examining this issue and ensuring that the privacy of
neighboring properties is protected.

2. Increased Noise: In addition to our concerns about the bells, which we
addressed in our earlier letter, we are concerned about the overall increase in noise
caused by the accumulation ofnew uses on the Crenshaw side ofthe property. With a
larger capacity church and more people attending each mass, and other new uses of the
property on the Crenshaw side, along with a new preschool, the overall noise level may

d82::£O 80 172: unr

RECEIVED
JUN 24 200R

PLANNING, BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT

June 24, 2008

VIA FACSIMILE AND HAND DELIVERY
~r.Joel1lojas,i\CIP

Director ofPlanning, Building and Code Enforcement
City ofRancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

Re: Comments on St. John Fisher Project
Your Letter Dated May 31, 2008

Dear Mr. Rojas:

This is further to our letter dated. June 17,. 2008. As you recall, our home and
property on 15 Santa Barbara Drive are located directly across the street from the present
sanctuary on Crensbavl Boulevard arid extremely close to the proposed bell tower and
planned sanctuary.

We have additional concerns regarding the above-referenced project:

1. Loss ofPrivacy: We have serious concerns about the potential loss ofprivacy
on our property and in OUT home as a result ofthis project. For the last 16 years, a fence~

dense hedge, pepper trees and pine trees on the Crenshaw border ofthe church property
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be substantially harmful. The permit should not be issued without carefully studying this
issue and ensuring that the accumulated noise will not negatively affect the surrounding
homes, especially those closest to church property.

3. Light: We have submitted concerns about the bulk:, mass and height of the
new sanctuary in our prior letter. However, we are also concerned that this structure, in
whatever form it is ultimately approved, will cast a shadow into our property or otherwise
lessen the light we currently enjoy, especially given our property's location, orientation,
and grade approximately 40 feet below tlie proposed sanctuary site. The initial study and
later Staff report do not address this important issue. The permit should not be issued
without carefully studying this issue.

4. BeU Conditions: We object to the cumulative restrictions on the bells. Even
after the Staff report, there are no required limits on the decibel level of the loudness of
the bells as measured from surrounding neighborhood property lines. Moreover, the new
recommendations set forth in the Staff report establishing a full minute's duration of
ringing, and further increasing the frequency of the ringing by adding seven holy days as
well as an 1ll1specified but potentially large number ofweddings and funerals, do not
mitigate the existing proposed bell parameters; instead, they exacerbate the negative
effects ofthe bells.

Sincerely, "

jl~ 1/. Jlkt ~/#~~() t"vJ V v (/}f r

Vincent and Lynne Belusko
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the City Council may increase. Thus, he felt that overall a seven member Planning
Commission could be more cost effective than a five member Commission.

Commissioner Gerstner felt that staff does the bulk of the work in researching t
projects and preparing staff reports, and anything the City can do to save st time is
beneficial. As far as being a diverse group, he noted that there currently e no women
on the Planning Commission, and given this community, he did not thi the Planning
Commission was nearly as diverse as it could be. He felt that a five ember
Commission would definitely be faster than a seven member Co ission and that the
quality of the decisions would be relatively unchanged. He di gree that having a
quorum is extremely important, and there have been insta s in the past where if this
had been a five member Commission having a quorum uld have been difficult.
However, if the goal is to save the City money, he felt at reducing the size of the
Planning Commission would be a cost savings.

Vice Chairman Lewis disagreed with Commis oner Gerstner that five Commissioners
can have a faster meeting than seven Co issioners. He felt that it is more a function
of who is at the meeting rather than how any. He felt that if the City wants to save
money they can encourage the Com . sioners to receive their staff reports via a CD
ROM rather than the large paper p kets they currently receive, which have to be
prepared by Staff. He stated he poses the reduction from seven members to five and
his opinions most closely align ith those of Commissioner Ruttenberg.

Chairman Perestam felt t re were times, because there were seven Commissioners,
that making a decision s been difficult. However, there have also been many times
where, because there ere seven members, a better decision was reached. He felt that
the Planning Comm' sion has been a very effective body, and was supportive of
keeping the Com Ission at seven members.

Commissione erestam added that there are a number of small things that can be
done to hel educe the overall costs of the Planning Commission, such as re-ordering
the meeti Agendas in certain ways to help reduce staff overtime.

airman Lewis moved to make a recommendation to the City Council that
the anning Commission remain at seven members, seconded by Commissioner
To blin. Approved, (5-1) with Commissioner Gerstner dissenting.

J
CONTINUED BUSINESS (cont)

2. Revision to Conditional Use Permit. Grading Permit. Minor Exception
Permit, Site Plan Review & Environmental Assessment {Case No. ZON2007
00598): 5448 Crest Road

Commissioner Tomblin stated that to ensure there is no misconception and to remove
any perception of an impartial hearing due to his affiliation with the applicant, he will
recuse himself from hearing this item, and he left the dais.
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Commissioner Gerstner stated that he was absent from the last meeting this item was
heard, however he has watched the video of the meeting and feels he is able to
participate in this public hearing.

Director Rojas noted that, given the City has received some public hearing continuance
requests related to some related public records requests, staff is modifying its
recommendation to continue the public hearing to the September 23, 2008 meeting. He
felt that this will give those requesting the public records enough time to review the
documents.

Associate Planner Mikhail presented the staff report, explaining that the Planning
Commission had given the applicant direction at its previous meeting to redesign the
sanctuary and reduce the height of the steeple, in addition to requesting clarification on
the methodology used in the parking analysis and parking counts. She showed plans
for the newly designed sanctuary and reviewed the changes made to the overall design,
including the sanctuary and steeple. She discussed the detailed parking analysis as
discussed in the staff report.

Commissioner Ruttenberg noted the request for a new garage required a Variance, and
asked if the garage was designed to help with the parking issue.

Associate Planner Mikhail explained that the garage was designed to be a storage
garage only.

Commissioner Ruttenberg noted that the parking analysis took into account certain
functions happening on certain days at certain times. He asked if the City has any
control over the church changing or adding activities at the site.

Director Rojas answered that it would depend on the conditions included in the
Conditional Use Permit. He stated that the Conditional Use Permit can be very specific
saying that only certain uses can take place at certain times on the property, and any
changes would require an amendment to the Conditional Use Permit.

Commissioner Ruttenberg asked the City Attorney how far the City can go in telling the
church what it can and cannot do on certain days or times.

City Attorney Lynch responded that if the issue is the timing of when certain activities
take place to ensure that the property is not over parked, those are legitimate land use
concerns. She stated that as long as the City is not preventing the church from
exercising its religious practices, but rather making sure that the staging of certain
activities at the site is done in a manner to make sure the required parking is provided,
she did not think that was a substantial burden on the exercising of their religious
activities.
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Vice Chairman Lewis asked staff if they felt the pictures and simulations recently
submitted by the applicant fairly, accurately represent how the project will look.

Associate Planner Mikhail stated that staff agreed with the pictures and simulations
submitted by the applicant.

Shelly Hyndman (architect) explained that to reduce the visibility of the new church
structure as viewed from the surrounding community, it has been pulled back from the
street, increasing the setback from Crenshaw Blvd. by 42 percent. She explained that
this results in setbacks in excess of the required setbacks by 131 to 364 feet over the
25 foot required setbacks, or 5 to 13 times the minimum requirement. She discussed
moving the proposed church to a different location on the lot, but noted that moving the
structure would not result in a fewer number of homes surrounding it. She also noted
that moving it to a more central location would result in poor traffic circulation, difficulties
for the Fire Department to reach the back of the church, and unfavorable soils
conditions which would result in economically prohibitive foundation costs. She showed
pictures of other local Catholic churches in San Pedro and other neighboring cities to
show the proximity to residential neighborhoods and the height of their crosses, and
also discussed the height of the crosses on churches in the local vicinity. She
discussed the findings needed to approve a Height Variation and how this proposed
design meets all of these findings. She concluded by stating that she has worked hard
to address concerns noted by the Planning Commission and feels the revised design
represents a response that will allow findings 3 and 4 to be made in support of the
project.

Monsignor Sork spoke briefly on the history or the church's architecture, explaining that
the building must be large enough to accommodate the parishioners and they should
also create a sense of transcendence. He explained that this proposed church was
designed specifically because of the worship needs of St. John Fisher. The location of
the church is directly connected to the worship needs, including the gathering places
and areas for the children. He felt that the current design meets the concerns of the
community as well as the worship needs of the church.

Commissioner Ruttenberg asked the Monsignor if there was a plan to control overflow
parking on special occasions.

Monsignor Sork explained that the two most crowded days are Christmas and Easter,
and on those two days there are people in the parking lot directing the flow and
maximizing the parking area. He explained that the church is currently offering more
parking than is necessary, and that on most days the parking area will be at less than
60 percent capacity.

Commissioner Tetreault noted that at any given time there could be several types of
activities happening on the church grounds, such as Boy Scout meetings, or education
classes, or use of the future gymnasium. He asked if, when these various activities are
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taking place, the church takes into account parking limitations so that the parking is not
over extended at anyone time.

Monsignor Sork answered that the church currently takes the parking and use into
account and makes every effort to spread out the use of the church grounds so that
there are no conflicts or parking issues.

Commissioner Tetreault asked the Monsignor if it is a concern of the church that the
parishioners are not inconvenienced by having a lack of parking and having to find
places in the neighborhood to park and walk to the property.

Monsignor Sork answered that the current parking lot has more than enough room for
parking, and if people chose to park somewhere else it's not because there is no space
in the parking lot.

Lisa Counts read several quotes from parishioners regarding the current design of the
proposed church. She explained that this design is the result of years of meetings,
education, and debate and that parishioners have pledged their hard earned money to
see this church built. She stated that at recent hearings it has been suggested that the
neighbors should have had some say in the design, however she disagreed, noting that
it is not up to them to pick design options. They have not been educated about catholic
religion, religious practices or traditions, nor is their hard earned money being used to
build the church. To further redesign the church would place a great hardship on the
parish, as it would require that this lengthy process be repeated. If it took two years to
reach consensus among parishioners, opening it up to the various Homeowners
Associations would make the process unwieldy in the extreme. She discussed the
recent changes made, noting that these changes meet all City requirements and have
satisfied City staff with all components of the project. She felt this is the best possible
plan for St. John Fisher and the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

Alan Weissman thanked the staff and City Attorney for granting the continuance and
providing them with the needed time to review all of the documents and await the
second request for documents. It also gives them time to meet with legal council and
investigate environmental issues that haven't been addressed. He hoped that St. John
Fisher will take the time to invite the neighbors to discuss the structure and the bells.

Ted Paulson encouraged the Planning Commission to continue the public hearing on
this matter as recommended by staff. He explained that the extension is necessary to
establish some dialogue with the church and reduce some of the atmosphere in the
neighborhood. He also stated that on two or three days a year, usually on a major
holiday, the church does exceed the parking capacity of their lot. He stated that cars
park three quarters of the way down his street on both sides and park on Crenshaw
Blvd. almost all the way down to Del Cerro Park. He was very disappointed that the
church did not choose to involve the adjacent neighborhoods when designing the
church and to get their input and concerns.
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Douglas Butler stated that the required parking is 674 spaces and the church has asked
to reduce that to 331 spaces, as they are not using all of the uses at the same time. He
did not think this would provide adequate parking for the many uses at the church. He
felt that the church's assumption that there will be no use of the Hall, no use of the
multi-purpose room, no administrators, and no use of the new gym is not a reasonable
assumption. He felt that 450 to 500 spaces, at a minimum, is necessary.

Philip Johnson commended Commission Tomblin for recusing himself from this public
hearing. He stated that he was speaking for several members of the Valley View
community. He felt that the argument that the church was existing before the
surrounding homes is an argument of no consequence and quoted California Civil Code
3479 regarding nuisances. He stated that a nuisance can be defined as the right thing
in the wrong place. He also quoted California Civil Code 3480 regarding public
nuisances. He stated that the law says the nuisance cannot significantly expand or
change and still have the protection against nuisance claims. He stated that before he
bought his home in 1986 he specifically asked if the church had bells, if there is a
cemetery at the church, and if the school made a lot of noise, and all of the answers
were no. Now the church is asking for a substantially different building and there have
been no sound studies or efforts to determine the decibel levels that will be produced.
He pointed out that in 1994 St. John Fisher applied to use bells and the City restricted
the use to Sundays and certain designated holidays only, between the hours of 9:00
a.m. and 6:00 p.m. only, and the decibel level was not to exceed 50 dBs measured at
the adjoining property owner's line. He noted that no such restrictions have been
placed on the current proposal. He discussed the Religious Land Use and
Institutionalized Persons Act of 2000, noting that this Act does not give a religious
institution the right to trample on the rights of others, and that a certain worshiping shall
not infringe upon the rights of others. He felt that St. John Fisher has not been a good
neighbor, in that they would have involved the local neighborhoods in their plans to
expand.

Richard Wizenick did not think the proposed church structure will be compatible with the
area. He stated that currently there are beautiful trees on the corner of Crenshaw Blvd.
and Crest Road and the neighborhood is very quiet. He did not want that to change.
He felt that reducing the height of the steeple even more and eliminating the steps to
the street and keep the trees as an added buffer would be helpful.

Barbara Walch felt that the proposed church looks more like a commercial development
in this residential neighborhood. She was concerned about the bell, adding that
electronic bells are no substitute for real bells. She felt that if bells were played at very
specific times and not too frequently, they might enhance the neighborhood. However,
she objected to constant ringing.

Commissioner Ruttenberg asked Ms. Walch if she would object to bells ringing possibly
once a day at a specified time.
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Ms. Walch answered that it would depend on the time of day, adding that she would still
object to electronic bells over real bells.

Noreen Chambers stated that she supports the Valley View and Island View residents in
their objections to this project. She also objected to any type of bells, whether they are
real or electronic.

Robert Mucha felt that the original design submitted to the City was exceptionally well
done and fully endorses the revised design.

Florence McTaggart felt that the proposed church is a beautiful structure and to say that
it is something that will impact this community is ludicrous. She felt very sad that there
are people that are so adamantly against such a beautiful structure.

Tom Coull stated that the new building at the present height will cast a shadow on the
Island View properties along Crenshaw. He explained that presently these homes have
a shadow cast upon them from the trees along Crenshaw Blvd, however the sun can
shine through the trees. He felt that any shade caused by this structure will have an
economic impact on the homes in Island View. He requested a sun angle study be
conducted for a twelve month period and a shade profile be presented.

Vincent Belusko stated that his home is probably the closes to the proposed bell tower.
He discussed bell towers and bells, explaining that they are an aesthetic desire of
parishioners. He stated that this church has existed on the present site for many years
and has not had the need for ringing bells. He did not think that the argument to have
or not have bells is a religious expression argument. He felt that the use of the
Religious Land Use and Institutionalized Persons Act is a red herring argument in that
all that is required is there not be discrimination against religious institutions. He stated
they are subject to the same land use rules, which include no adverse land use to the
adjacent properties. He stated that the proposed bell tower will have an adverse affect
on his property.

Bruce Butler felt it will be impossible for the Planning Commission to find there will be
no adverse affect on adjacent homes. He stated that parking during construction is a
serious issue that the Planning Commission will need to address. He also felt that the
proposed bell tower will have a significant impact on the real estate values in the
neighborhood.

Lynne Belusko appreciated the changes that have been proposed in construction,
however felt that even with this changes, because there is a lack of important
information and standards, there is not sufficient information in the application to
support a finding of no substantial adverse affect on adjacent properties. She stated
there is no evidence that lower the height of the speakers will sufficiently reduce the bell
noise in the surrounding neighborhoods. She stated there is no evidence that
increasing the distance of the noise source will sufficiently reduce the bell noise
experienced from her property and surrounding neighborhoods. She stated there is no
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evidence that the proposed sound beams will not reflect off of the existing church
structure and travel back to surround neighborhoods, nor is there evidence that a
portion of the sound beam will not travel directly into the Valley View neighborhood.
Therefore, given this current lack of information and standards, she did not think a
finding of no substantial adverse affects cannot be made at this time. She stated that
sound studies must be conducted to obtain additional information to accurately and
objectively determine the affects of the proposed bell uses to the adjacent properties
and surrounding neighborhoods.

Commissioner Tetreault asked Mrs. Belusko if she categorically objects to the use of
bells by the church, or if she was concerned about the timing and the decibel level of
the bells.

Mrs. Belusko answered she objects to both.

Commissioner Tetreault questioned what type of sound study can be conducted that will
accurately measure the sound impact until the project is actually built, as the
architecture and buildings around the bells will resonate with the sound. He asked if
she would be comfortable with allowing the bells with a six-month review period, at
which time there will be a public hearing before the Planning Commission to determine
if there are adjustments that must be made.

Ms. Belusko answered that the first thing that must be determined is whether or not the
bells are appropriate. If the Planning Commission feels the bells are appropriate, there
must be regulations and standards established to determine a level at which they will
not be adversely affecting the neighborhood properties. She was opposed to a program
where the Planning Commission approves first and decides later whether or not it was a
good idea.

Ronald Blond stated that he and his family are supportive of a number of elements in
the construction proposal. He understood the churches needs and desires, however he
felt that if built with the current design and in the proposed location the structures will
have a very significant adverse affect upon his property. Because the land pad of the
church property is 30 to 40 feet above his, the building will dominate the view from
nearly all areas of his property. He stated that catholic churches come in all shapes and
sizes, depending on the community they serve. He stated that it was his understanding
that St. John Fisher considered several other less conspicuous designs before deciding
on this one. He stated that he was very disappointed that St. John Fisher has made
many choices throughout this process without consulting or working with the
surrounding neighborhoods. He stated that the proposed design has quite a dramatic
impact on the neighborhoods and their lives.

Gary Long questioned why something can't be built in the middle of this very large
parcel in area that will have the least impact to the neighbors. He was very concerned
about the size, bulk, and mass of the proposed project in addition to the location on the
property. He stated this proposed design will be visible from both inside and outside the
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homes of all nearby residences, will block out the sun, cast shadows and shade to
many of the neighbors, and lower real estates values. He questioned why the church
does not lower the building pad by excavating the site and lower the height of the
structure. He questioned why, when single family residences all throughout the area
have to comply with a 16-foot height limitation, the church is allowed to build up to 74
feet high. He felt the same building standards should apply for everyone. He showed
several large pictures of the homes in his neighborhood with the silhouette behind them,
and explained how this structure will impact their homes. He asked the Planning
Commission to request St. John Fisher build their structures away from the corner of the
property, in an area that will have minimal impact to the surrounding neighborhoods.

John Slaught stated that he is thrilled that a new church will finally be built at St. John
Fisher. He explained the parish has not grown much in numbers, however the number
of children it serves has grown substantially, adding that most of the additional buildings
in the plans will benefit the children. He acknowledged that there are a few residents
who object to the plans, but pointed out that that the vast majority of houses and
developments did not exist when St. John Fisher developed its master plan, noting that
the plan was available to anybody who was interested in viewing it. He was anxious to
see a real church at the site.

John Counts stated that both sides have presented a lot of photos to the Planning
Commission. He felt that photos that are not altered can still be conveyed in different
manners, and perspective is a big part of that. He stated that any photo that has been
blown up has been altered, and therefore the Planning Commission must look at the
photos with this in mind. He discussed parking, and noted that if a parking plan meets
the minimum requirements of the City, then it meets the minimum requirements and
should be approved.

John Rewinski stated that there was a comment earlier in the meeting that the most
obtrusive design for the church was the one chosen, however actually it is the least
obtrusive and smallest design that was chosen. In regards to the neighbors' complaints
of a church being built at this particular location, he stated that this church was existing
when every one of the neighbors bought their homes and that the church already had in
place approval to construct a new sanctuary on this exact location. With regards to
parking, he questioned if the requirements of the City are being met, and the regulations
should not be changed at this time. In regards to the design of the church, he explained
that the exterior design flows from the interior requirements imposed upon them by the
Catholic Church, and explained some of those requirements. Therefore, he felt that it
would be inappropriate for people without a lot of background in the Catholic Church to
give comments on the design of the church.

Sean Armstrong stated that supporters of the church take this project very seriously,
and hoped the Planning Commissioners could separate the hyperbole from the facts
when making their decision. In discussing parking, he noted that currently there are six
services on the weekends with an attendance of approximately 250 to 400 people in
attendance per mass, with a seating capacity of approximately 600. The new church
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will have a capacity of 870, which means they will be meeting the minimum in parking
requirements for more than double the average service attendance. He acknowledged
that on Christmas and Easter there are overflow crowds, just as at any other religious
institution. He noted, however, that it is up to the City to regulate the parking on the
public streets and not the Church. He explained that the church will practice being a
good neighbor and encourage all the parishioners to park in the church parking lots and
not on the neighborhood streets.

Desmond Armstrong stated that he is looking at this as a human being who has raised
children and now has grandchildren that are being raised and attend St. John Fisher
Church. He stated that the church has always been open in communicating with the
residents on what they have had planned for the site. He asked that the Planning
Commission approve the request to build the new church.

Joe McGuinness stated that he has had two children graduate from St. John Fisher
school and currently has one more child in the school. He felt that the proposed
additions at St. John Fisher are desperately needed, as the children are playing on a
very limited play area during school and playing on asphalt. This project would give the
children a gym to play in, the area would be substantially increased, and the quality of
the play facilities would be greatly enhanced. With regards to the steeple, bells, and
design he asked that the Planning Commission give discretion, noting that these things
truly are an expression of religion. With respect to the opposition, he felt that to a large
part the opposition is fear driven. He noted that the present plan has resulted in quite a
bit of compromise in that respect. He stated that currently during the school day there is
the use of bells and load speakers, and there have been no complaints. He felt that
bells, like stained glass windows, are traditional recognized symbols of religious
expression. In terms of parking, he felt that the Planning Commission should look at
parking and determine if it is adequate, as he felt confident that it is more than
adequate.

Donna Hulbert stated her main concerns are parking of construction equipment during
construction and delivery of construction materials. She felt that parking construction
equipment on the street will constitute a danger and that it should not be allowed. She
stated that there are a lot of people who have invested their hard earned money into
their homes, and a lot of consideration should be given to property values that are being
affected. Finally, she suggested that the bell ringing be limited to the times that the
parishioners are at the church and can enjoy the bells. The bells do not need to ring
seven days a week.

Lori Daniels stated he is 100 percent in favor of the design and that the architect has
done a good job with the revised plan and taking the concerns of the neighbors into
consideration.

Rhonda Long commented that the St. John Fisher parishioners have been planning this
project for several years without ever having the intention of having a dialogue with the
surrounding neighborhoods. She pointed out that parishioners who do not live in the
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neighborhood will not have to hear the ringing of the bells seven days of the week.
Further parishioners will not have to listen to the traffic noises along Crenshaw Blvd.
that will be associated with this new church. She asked that the church not use the
children as a reason to build such a tall, imposing structure at the corner of Crest Road
and Crenshaw Blvd. She asked the parishes to take into consideration what the
neighbors will have to live with 365 days a year, and asked that a sanctuary without a
bell tower be built further towards the middle of the property, and to eliminate the stairs
down to Crenshaw Blvd.

Lenee Bilski was very disappointed to find many false statements in letters submitted to
the Planning Commission as well as the local newspapers from critics regarding the
proposed project. She noted that this church has been in existence since the early
1960s at there have been plans to build a permanent church since that time. She also
noted that a bell tower was approved in the 1990s but was never built due to lack of
adequate funding. She stated that the proposed bell tower will produce occasional
musical chimes, stressing that it will be music and not noise. She encouraged the
Planning Commission to allow the church to develop their property.

George Abele stated his support of the project and felt that the church has addressed
the issues raised at previous meetings from the Planning Commission and the
neighbors.

Shelly Hyndman (in rebuttal) stated that the condition regarding the hours the bells can
be rung was not requested by the applicant, but was a condition that was placed by
staff. She stated a columbarium is not a mausoleum and therefore not a cemetery use,
and therefore not restricted. Regarding parking, she explained that she has been
designing churches for 25 years and has never provided parking for more than 1 space
for every 3 seats in the sanctuary. She stated that she would happy to bring forward
other examples citing precedence in the state of California on this subject.

Commissioner Tetreault asked what a columbarium is.

Ms. Hyndman explained it is a place where ashes are enshrined after one is cremated.

Commissioner Ruttenberg asked, hypothetically, if the project were ready to be
approved but the Commission felt a little more parking were necessary, what could be
done.

Ms. Hyndman explained that after the meetings with the Fire Department and
adjustments that have been made to meet their requirements, there is really no more
room on the property for more parking.

Commissioner Tetreault asked if the seating in the church will be pew style seating.

Ms. Hyndman answered that it will be pew seating, and added that the seating count
takes into account the choir and the priests.
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Chairman Perestam noted in a report submitted there is a statement that historical
parking counts have been done for years at the site. He asked if that data could be
made available to the Planning Commission.

Ms. Hyndman explained that the church administrator has been doing parking counts
and could put a presentation together.

Chairman Perestam asked if education classes were being held on the Sunday's these
counts were done.

Ms. Hyndman explained that there is data that goes back years, however it is possible
for the most current three week period there were no education classes being held.

Chairman Perestam stated that he would like Ms. Hyndman to explore the possibility of
using the Mary and Joseph Retreat next to the church for possible overflow parking.

Commissioner Tetreault asked staff if the Planning Commission can base its decision
on the possible loss of sun and light caused by the project.

City Attorney Lynch explained that there is no easement for light and air in California,
however the Planning Commission can consider in the Conditional Use Permit findings
adverse impacts on adjacent properties.

Commissioner Tetreault asked staff if the Planning Commission can base its decision
on the potential negative impact this project might have on neighboring property values.

City Attorney Lynch answered that property values cannot be considered. She
explained that the Planning Commission should focus on the public health and safety
issues.

Commissioner Tetreault asked staff if it is has been a past practice by the City to take
the required number of parking spaces and begin reducing those numbers based on the
percentage of use or time of use.

Director Rojas explained that the practice of assessing shared parking versus total
required parking is very typical for non-residential projects that have different
components that operate at different days and times. He noted that this is common in
shopping centers, where there are different uses at different times. He stated this has
also been done at Terranea and Golden Cove. He explained that staff asks traffic
consultants to come up with a parking formula for different days and times based on
certain assumptions of use and operation, which is then given to the City traffic
consultant which reviews these assumptions.

Commissioner Tetreault then asked if, based on the information that the applicant's
traffic consultants as well as the City's consultant have determined that there is
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adequate parking, the Planning Commission condition the project to provide more
parking spaces.

Director Rojas explained that the study is based on certain assumptions, and if there is
evidence that has been introduced into the record that puts doubt on those
assumptions, the Planning Commission can add additional parking requirements. He
noted that there is then the problem of where that additional parking will be located.

Commissioner Tetreault asked staff to clarify the use of the columbarium.

Director Rojas answered that the Code does not have a definition of "cemetery", noting
that a columbarium is an area where ashes are kept. He stated that even if the
Planning Commission felt that this use qualifies as a cemetery, a cemetery is allowed in
an Institutional zone.

Commissioner Ruttenberg asked if there are certain considerations that are limited to
adjacent properties, as many of the speakers do not have property that is adjacent to
the subject property.

City Attorney Lynch answered the Code states adjacent properties, which it defines as
parcels that are abutting or separated by a street or alley.

With regard to parking, Commissioner Ruttenberg noted that statements were made
during the public hearing that the project is compliant with the Code. He asked if it
would only be code compliant if 657 spaces were provided, and anything less is up to
the applicant to convince the Planning Commission they need fewer spaces, and it will
be at the Planning Commission's discretion to determine if that is adequate.

City Attorney Lynch agreed.

Commissioner Tetreault felt that when it comes to religious organizations and their
plans for their sanctuaries, a certain level of discretion should be granted in their
decision to do so, as it is a religious organization practicing their religious expression.
He asked the City Attorney if that is a reasonable position to take, or should he treat the
church as any other secular institution.

City Attorney Lynch explained that under the Religious Land Use and Institutionalized
Persons Act, cities cannot impose a substantial burden on the exercise of religious
rights. She felt that the Planning Commission would have more latitude over governing
the design of a pharmacy or supermarket than the design of a church. However, there
is still the issue of whether it is substantially burdening. As an example, she stated that
requiring a redesign on a part of the property is probably not a substantial burden,
however to completely eliminate certain components that might disable the church from
doing certain types of services, that might be a substantial burden. She felt the
Commission needs to look at church uses and religious uses more carefully.
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Commissioner Tetreault stated that one of the major design elements being proposed is
a bell tower and steeple, noting that there is not a bell tower or steeple currently at the
site nor has there been one in the past. He asked if the City can tell the church that
they cannot have a bell tower or steeple.

City Attorney Lynch answered that if the church can exercise their religion without a bell
tower and steeple today, then the City can probably tell them they cannot have the bell
tower or steeple. She felt a safer decision would be to do what has already been
suggested, which is to regulate the height. She felt the bells pose an interesting
question, in that the church has not had bells in the past and they have been able to
conduct religious services without having any bells. Therefore, she felt that not allowing
the bells would not pose a substantial burden on the ability to provide the religious
aspect of their worship.

Commissioner Ruttenberg stated that it has been suggested that the church look at
building the structure more towards the middle of the property, however it has also been
noted that to do so would be much more expensive for the church. He asked if that
would become a substantial burden if the church were to say they cannot financially
afford to build the church at an alternate location on the property.

City Attorney Lynch explained that if the Planning Commission were to say you cannot
build a church on the property, that would be a substantial burden. She stated that
usually the substantial burden type of analysis happens when projects are being denied
outright, and not when the City asks that a project is redesigned.

Chairman Perestam asked if a private written agreement with a neighboring property to
accommodate additional parking would be adequate when addressing the City's parking
concerns.

City Attorney Lynch answered that if the church came in with a private agreement
demonstrating that they can use another facility for over-flow parking, that would be
sufficient.

Director Rojas added that other churches in the City have a condition of approval that
relate to private parking agreements with adjoining properties.

Chairman Perestam questioned what restrictions can be put on the church if there is
overflow at the church for a particular use or uses at the church.

City Attorney Lynch answered that a condition can be added that if the church will be
using additional rooms during a specific time of day that they have to show the City that
there is additional parking available for this use.

Associate Planner Mikhail added that the parking analysis that was prepared accounted
for the assembly use of the sanctuary at full capacity on Sundays. Overflow into any of
the other uses, such as Barrett Hall or the gymnasium, or other assembly uses were not
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included in the analysis and the Planning Commission could restrict those uses at those
times.

In looking at the plans Commissioner Gerstner understood how the church developed
the plan they did, however he felt there are other locations on the property for the
sanctuary. He felt that the proposed sanctuary in the proposed location speaks to the
neighbors and those driving by, however from a land use point of view it is not the
highest and best location for that function. He felt that in looking at the plan, it lacks a
bit of structure in connection of spaces with each other. He felt that a lot of the spaces
seem disjointed uses and more as a remodel rather than a great opportunity to overlay
a grander master plan and create something that really divides the uses and provides
some structure between the sanctuary and the school and the parking. He stated that
he can see in the plans where the architect started problem solving and where the Fire
Department had a very definite influence. With that being said, he felt that there are
other places on the property that are equally as good or possibly better for the
sanctuary. Regarding parking, he suggested that the study be expanded to show the
Planning Commissioners which spaces were counted during which peak hours so that
the Commissioners can better understand the methodology used. He did not think that
parking could be designed for Easter or Christmas. He felt that solar ramifications to
adjacent properties is important to consider, as it can be tied into setbacks. He would
like to see a sun study done. Regarding the bells, he noted that most people who
attend service at the church drive to the church and the only time during the day that
they will hear the bells is during the service they are attending. The neighbors will hear
the bells after every service during the day. He stated that the church is set in a
residential neighborhood, and felt it was asking too much of the neighbors to have the
bells. However, he would agree that the bells might be rung on special occasions, such
as after the Sunday noon services or on certain holidays.

Commissioner Tetreault stated that it is very difficult for him to sit at this meeting and
say the church is not providing enough parking, as he really has no idea what is
needed. However, there is currently more parking now than there will be when the
project is complete and the facility will be larger than it is currently. With that alone, it
makes him uncomfortable to say there will be adequate parking. Regarding the bells,
he noted that this is a church and churches have steeples, crosses, and bells. He
explained that we live in a community, and the church is part of the community. He also
stated that there are noises and sounds associated with a neighborhood; such as
lawnmowers, leaf blowers, and children playing. This could also include the bells of the
local church. He stated that there has to be some give and take with everyone involved
in this situation, and suggested looking into more limitations on the number of times the
bells can be rung. He felt it is appropriate for a church to have bells, a steeple, and a
cross, and it is appropriate for the building to look like a church that can be seen by the
community. However, this is a difficult situation as the church has rights as well as the
neighbors have rights, and he has not yet made a decision on this application.

Commissioner Ruttenberg felt that Commissioner Tetreault summed things up very well,
and was looking forward to hearing more information at the next public hearing.

Planning Commission Minutes
July 22, 2008

Page 19

included in the analysis and the Planning Commission could restrict those uses at those
times.

In looking at the plans Commissioner Gerstner understood how the church developed
the plan they did, however he felt there are other locations on the property for the
sanctuary. He felt that the proposed sanctuary in the proposed location speaks to the
neighbors and those driving by, however from a land use point of view it is not the
highest and best location for that function. He felt that in looking at the plan, it lacks a
bit of structure in connection of spaces with each other. He felt that a lot of the spaces
seem disjointed uses and more as a remodel rather than a great opportunity to overlay
a grander master plan and create something that really divides the uses and provides
some structure between the sanctuary and the school and the parking. He stated that
he can see in the plans where the architect started problem solving and where the Fire
Department had a very definite influence. With that being said, he felt that there are
other places on the property that are equally as good or possibly better for the
sanctuary. Regarding parking, he suggested that the study be expanded to show the
Planning Commissioners which spaces were counted during which peak hours so that
the Commissioners can better understand the methodology used. He did not think that
parking could be designed for Easter or Christmas. He felt that solar ramifications to
adjacent properties is important to consider, as it can be tied into setbacks. He would
like to see a sun study done. Regarding the bells, he noted that most people who
attend service at the church drive to the church and the only time during the day that
they will hear the bells is during the service they are attending. The neighbors will hear
the bells after every service during the day. He stated that the church is set in a
residential neighborhood, and felt it was asking too much of the neighbors to have the
bells. However, he would agree that the bells might be rung on special occasions, such
as after the Sunday noon services or on certain holidays.

Commissioner Tetreault stated that it is very difficult for him to sit at this meeting and
say the church is not providing enough parking, as he really has no idea what is
needed. However, there is currently more parking now than there will be when the
project is complete and the facility will be larger than it is currently. With that alone, it
makes him uncomfortable to say there will be adequate parking. Regarding the bells,
he noted that this is a church and churches have steeples, crosses, and bells. He
explained that we live in a community, and the church is part of the community. He also
stated that there are noises and sounds associated with a neighborhood; such as
I.awnmowers, leaf blowers, and children playing. This could also include the bells of the
local church. He stated that there has to be some give and take with everyone involved
in this situation, and suggested looking into more limitations on the number of times the
bells can be rung. He felt it is appropriate for a church to have bells, a steeple, and a
cross, and it is appropriate for the building to look like a church that can be seen by the
community. However, this is a difficult situation as the church has rights as well as the
neighbors have rights, and he has not yet made a decision on this application.

Commissioner Ruttenberg felt that Commissioner Tetreault summed things up very well,
and was looking forward to hearing more information at the next public hearing.

Planning Commission Minutes
July 22, 2008

Page 19



359

Vice Chairman Lewis stated that he is still undecided in this case, however he too
agreed with Commissioner Tetreault's comments. He added that just because the
church has the rights to do certain things, doesn't mean that they should. He strongly
suggested that the neighborhood groups and the church representatives meet and work
together towards a compromise. Regarding the bells, he suggested that at the next
meeting the church representatives play for the Planning Commission a recording of
what these proposed bells will sound like so that everyone has an idea of what is being
discussed.

Commissioner Ruttenberg moved to continue the public hearing to September 23,
2008, seconded by Commissioner Tetreault. Approved, (6-0).

Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 68796, General Plan Amendment, Zone
Change, Conditional Use Permit, Grading Permit, Density Bonus &

nvironmental Assessment Case Nos. SUB2007-00003 & ZON2007-00072 :
20 Highridge Road

Commission Gerstner stated that since he was absent from the meeting when this
item was last h rd, he had reviewed the tape of the meeting and felt that he was able
to participate and ote on this project.

Associate Planner Fo resented the staff report, giving a brief history of the project and
explaining the modificati s made to the project since the last hearing. He explained
the density bonus being re uested by the applicant, and that the City Attorney and staff
believe the density bonus, u er State law, applies after a developer has already
satisfied the City's five-percent et-aside requirement. Therefore, staff and the City
Attorney feel that in order to quail for a density bonus the applicant will need to
provide three units, or ten percent, be set aside for very-low-income households. He
explained that the developer believes e State law rules, and only requires five percent
to be set aside. He explained that the C has offered to accept the proposed two units
for very-low-income housing with the paym t of an in-lieu fee for the third unit. Staff
felt that this a reasonable position, as it woul hold staff's position that three units are
required but does not obligate the applicant to p vide the third unit and the design and
scope of the project would not have to be modified. Therefore, staff is recommending
the Planning Commission recommend to the City Co cil that the City approve the
density bonus and accept the dedication of two units for ery-Iow-income housing with
the in-lieu fee for the third. Staff was also recommending t public testimony be heard
and if the Planning Commission feels all concerns have been dequately addressed
that the public hearing be closed and the item continued to Aug t 1i h to adopt the
appropriate Resolutions.

Commissioner Ruttenberg noted that the applicant has requested defer I of payment of
the in-lieu fee until after the twenty-fifth unit is sold, and questioned what uld happen
if the applicant decides to lease a portion of the units rather than sell them.
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Planning Commission
c/o Joel Rojas
Director ofPlanning
Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard
Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca. 90275


RE EIVED
SEP 16 2008


PLANNING, BUILDING AND
CODe ENFORCEMENT


I


Re: Opposition to Revised St. John Fisher Master Plan Remodel and Expansion


Dear Planning Commission:


A number of homeowners have compiled the following notebook organizing our
concerns and objections to the proposed building project of Saint John Fisher Church.
This notebook is the result of the work of approximately 30 people living in the
communities ofIsland View, Mela Lane, Valley View and Del Cerro. This notebook
provides the most effective means at our disposal to present our concerns in an orderly,
easily accessible format rather than using emailed letters and 3-minute speeches.


This notebook is organized to first summarize the legal framework for the analysis.
Following that the subjects of Parking, Traffic, Noise, The Need for an EIR, Bulk &
Mass and Neighborhood Compatibility, and Other Irregularities in the Proceedings; are
detailed.


Although one or two people are the named authors of each of the letters that follow, the
contents of the letters have been reviewed by the others in the group, and reflect the
consensus position. Weare not opposed to the Applicant expanding its facilities to meet
its needs, so long as that expansion does not adversely affect the Applicant's neighbors.
In fact, most of us support the Applicant's activities, and Some ofus are even
parishioners. Every individual in the group spent time researching issues and facts, and
compiling data; and it is truly a collaborative effort from a number of individuals with
many different backgrounds, all living within a one mile radius ofthe Applicant. Many
ofus had the opportunity to interact with Leza Mikhail and were impressed with her
unfailing courtesy and cooperation in dealing with our inquiries.


We have reviewed the revised plans submitted by the Church, listened to speakers in
favor of the project, and read the letters submitted in support of the project. Most ofus
attended at least one of the Open Forums hosted by the Church (as ofthis writing one
Forum has still to take place). We were glad to have the opportunity to express some of
our concerns and ask questions. In fact many in attendance agreed that this type of
meeting would have been helpful closer to the beginning of the process. We were hoping
that the architect would be in attendance to answer questions and hoping we could hear
the proposed bells, but appreciate the efforts that were made. In addition, because many
ofus were concerned that an Open Forum would not be the best approach to trying to
reach compromise on some ofthe issues, we invited Msgr. Sork to meet with us.
However, our invitation was declined.
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Following our meeting with some of the parishioners in support of the project, the one
thing that struck home was how many questions there are still to be answered. There are
gaps in much of the information provided not just at the Open Forum, but in the plans
submitted by the Applicant which are online for review. In fact it was not until Saturday
that anyone even thought of landscaping. The process of compiling this notebook
coupled with questions unanswered in the Open Forum led to the conclusion that the
Applicant needs more time to fill in the gaps, that those with concerns need more time to
evaluate the new information, and probably most importantly nearly all aspects of this
project require the neutral, professional evaluation which can be obtained by requiring an
Environmental Impact Report.


Thank you for your attention in this matter.
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E. Bruce Butler
30 Santa Barbara Drive


Rancho Palos Verdes 90275
310-265-2215


Reverend Msgr. David A. Sork
Pastor, Saint John Fisher Parish
Delivered by Hand


Dear Monsignor Sork;


I am one of a number ofneighbors who have expressed concemsabout the
expansion of St. John Fisher, although we all congratulate you on seeking to modernize
your church. Many (but not all) ofus have received your invitation to the three open
sessions. In talking with some ofour mutual neighbors, I can say that we welcome the
opportunity i'O gain further insight into your plans, as wen as to present questions and
comments we may have. It would appear from your letter that these are meetings open
to the general public, which is probably not the best way to candidly discuss om concerns
and any compromises that might be reached by both sides.


I'll addition to attending your open forum, a number of us would like to invite you
to a private meeting to explore areas ofpotential compromise. We have reserved a
meeting room in the Palos Verdes Library for September 15,200:8 at 7:00 P.M. for such a
purpose. Ifthis time is inconvenient, please contact me m310..265-2215 00 that we can
reschedule the proposed ~ting.


Sincerely,


E. Bruce Butler


3
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SAINT JOHN FISHER PARISH
"CELEBRATING LIFE l.N.Tl;I.E lJGHT OF CHRIST"


:september lU, 'zoos


Thank you for the letter you left at the office yesterday.


I appreciate your affirmation ofour efforts to ~odemize not only the church but also the
facilities for our youth. The master plan was designed after years of planning to anticipate the
needs ofour parish for the 21st century.


I do'not feel that a private meeting at the library with selected individuals would be the
most appropriate mechanism for responding to our neighboring communities' concerns in light
ofwhat the planning commission requested.. The meetings that are scheduled for the neighbors
on September 13, 14, and 17 should enable all interested neighbors to review the plan on site,
tour_tb~ ~lities,and s~ ~_3-dimensional !JJo4~1 pre~ exactly how the entire site will look
in relationship to the neighborhood.


The parish building committee looks forward to meeting with you then.
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5448 CREST ROAD ~ RANCHO PALOS VERDES, CALIFORNIA 90275-5097
'*-' PARISH OFFICE (310) 377-5571 "'~ FAX (310) 377-6303 -",~ E-lVWL: INFO@STF.ORG J~
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LEGAL FRAMEWORK FOR ANALYSIS
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, PlaT
Donna Hulbert


11 Coveview Dr.
Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca. 90275


Planning Commission
c/o Joel Rojas
Director of Planning
Planning, Building and Code Enforceme:p.t
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard
Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca. 90275


Re: Opposition to Revised.St. John Fisher Master Plan Remodel and Expansion'


Dear Planning Commission;


I, and a number ofmy neighbors have been closely observing the above referenced
matter. After attending both Planning Commission hearings, reviewing the original and
revised plans, and the comments ofparishioners at the hearings and in writing; we
became alarmed that the assertions expressed by supporters of the project and the project
architect with respect to the law were so at odds with our understanding of the law, and
with what we believe to be our rights as citizens. Accordingly we undertook to determine
what laws and standards apply to this project and the decisions to be made with respect to
it.


Our fIrst purpose was to determine ifwe were incorrect in our understanding of the law.
Upon satisfying ourselves that we were not, our second purpose was to set forth the
comprehensive legal framework (Federal, State and Local) that should govern the .
analysis of the Applicant's proposal, and try to apply that law to the facts and
circumstances of the proposal.


We have identifIed six major areas of concern:


I. Contrary to assertions by the Applicant and its agents, the Constitution of the
United States and the Religious Land Use and Institutionalized Persons Act do
not provide the Applicant with any special protections for its proposed land
use.


II. The Applicant is entitled to the Equal Protection afforded other religious
denominations and other similMly SItuated secular uses.


III. The General Plan and the Development Code ofRancho Palos Verde provide
the proper framework for the analysis of the Applicant's proposed
construction.
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IV. The Applicant repeatedly fails to comply with the standards set forth in the
General Plan with respect to view preservation and noise considerations.


V. The Applicant repeatedly does not satisfy the requirements of the
Development Code with respect to the application process, parking, lighting,
and landscaping, nor does it demonstrate its project imposes no adverse effect
on adjacent property.


VI. The proposed project requires an Environmental Impact Report and not
merely a Mitigated Negative Declaration to assure environmental
consequences of the project are fully and accurately explored before decisions
are made.


The following separate section presents the detailed analysis that supports the above
referenced conclusions.


Respectfully submitted,


2
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THE APPLICANT'S PROPOSED PROJECT SHOULD NOT BE APPROVED
ABSENT CONSIDERABLE FURTHER STUDY.


To date there have been a number of comments and questions relative to the project and
the process, which caught our attention. The project architect at least as early as January
2008, months before the public comment period began, in the 3rd submittal of the CUP
includes references to RLUIPA (Religious Land Use and Institutionalized Persons Act)
intentionally or unintentionally inteljecting claims ofreligious freedom into the decision
making process in the staffs in review ofthe plans. She states, "restriction considerably
beyond the hours requested or not permitting the ringing ofbells may result in an unfair
restriction of religious exercise rights covered under RLUIPA." In her July 9, 2008 letter
to the Planning Department she asserts that further modifications cannot be required
because the Applicant is "protected by the federal RLUIPA statute" and concludes the
design as proposed is somehow required to express their religious beliefs. She suggests,
"Towers, steeples, and tall volumes have historically marked Catholic Church
architecture for thousands ofyears. The [C]hurch's right to evoke these Catholic
traditions to express their spirituality is a protected right" (presumably referring to the
United States Constitution.)


In letters and comments many of those in support of the project have referred to the hours
and money that was spent in the design of the Church, concluding that somehow that
should be enough to satisfy the neighbors and adjacent property owners. They have
further expressed the opinion that neighbors have no right to interfere in their design.
Some parishioners have concluded (without reference to the General Plan or the
Development Code) that the project meets all the development codes. Others have asked
the City what codes there are related to building heights. Supporters have attributed
actions to the "City" in 1961, that it could not have taken, since the City was not
incorporated until 1973. Supporters and the architect have been quick to point out there
is no noise ordinance or ridgeline ordinance in Rancho Palos Verdes, as if that absolves
them from responding to considerations regarding noise and development that is
compatible with the local context. As late as Sunday's open forum, one ofthe leaders
represented the City had signed off on the traffic and parking.


In the Commission hearings to date, there have been questions posed as to what
limitations can be placed on the Applicant, and views expressed that by virtue of the fact
that the Applicant is a religious institution it is allowed to be more dramatic and imposing
in its architecture.


It is our conclusion that the General Plan and the Development Code ofthe City of
Rancho Palos Verdes are proper land use and planning tools that do not violate any
Constitutionally protected rights or RLUIPA. A religious institution cannot be treated
less favorably than another institution, but it cannot seek more favorable treatment either.
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At the last hearing there was some discussion that decrease in property values ofadjacent
properties was not a proper consideration in concluding "there will be no significant
adverse effect on adjacent property or the permitted use thereof' as required by the
Rancho Palos Verdes Municipal Code Section 17.60.050. While the Commission may be
reluctant to hear about property values, because they hear it all the time, this is not one
residential neighbor discussing another neighbor's design or paint color. This is a
residential neighborhood expressing concerns about the height of an Institutional
structure that exceeds the Code height limitation for Institutional structures by 56 feet.
Further this structure is located at the comer ofa 9 acre site rather than closer to the
middle of the Applicant's property where it would have the least effect. The decision
with respect to the Applicant's proposal made in this setting, which necessarily takes into
account the facts and circumstances specific to these parties,has to be evaluated
consistent with the Due Process Clause, which prohibits the taking ofproperty by the
Government without notice and a fair hearing. There can be no fair hearing without
considering findings with respect to property values.


Consideration ofproperty values is also part of the evaluation of the aesthetic impact ofa
project under CEQA. At the very beginning, some neighbors with concerns regarding the
project requested an Environmental Impact Report rather than the Negative Mitigated
Declaration prepared by the Planning Staff. There has been little (if any) attention paid to
that request at the prior hearings. Even after eleven months in the Planning Department,
the Applicant's plans are incomplete with respect to a myriad of items. So many
questions remain with respect to parking, noise, lighting, landscaping, shadows cast,
aesthetics, safety, etc. This project requires the review of all these items by experienced
professionals with a neutral eye. An Environmental Impact Report is essential.


I. THERE IS NO LEGAL AUTHORITY FOR THE
PROPOSITION THAT THE RINGING OF CHURCH
BELLS IS A RECOGNIZED FORM OF RELIGIOUS
SPEECH SUBJECT TO FIRST AMENDMENT
PROTECTION


The difficulty in proving a negative is well known, and if the Applicant has some
published legal authority to the contrary, it should certainly present it. However at this
time, thorough searching ofcase law has revealed no situation in which the Ringing of


.Church Bells has received protection under the Free Exercise ofReligion, Freedom of
Speech, or Freedom ofAssembly clauses of the First Amendment. Nor has such
protection been accorded under RLUIPA.


In fact the only case found dealing with the ringing of bells potentially as religious
expression is Harris v. City of Chicago 218 F. Supp 2d 990, (2002, ND 111.). In Harris it
was claimed that the ringing of bells at a September 11 Memorial Ceremony sponsored
by the city violated the Establishment Clause of the FIrst Amendment. It was held that
there was no such violation, because the ringing of bells is not solely a religious exercise.
Obviously Harris is not dispositive on the issue presented here, but it is instructive
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because the Establishment Clause preventing the government from favoring one religion
over another or over secular interests exerts a pull in the opposite direction of the Free
Exercise, Freedom of Speech and Freedom ofAssembly clauses. The ftrst amendment of
the US Constitution strikes a balance to preserve the individual's rights to the Free
Exercise ofReligion and Assembly, while assuring that one religion is not promoted over
another, and that religious interests are not promoted over secular interests.


Similarly, no case has been found holding Architectural Design is a form ofReligious
Speech or Religious Assembly protected by the First Amendment. The only case found
that mentions that argument is San Jose Christian College v. City ofMorgan Hill, 360 F.
3d 1024 C.A. 9 Cal. (2004). In San Jose, the College argued that the buildings it
proposed to build were themselves religious speech. The Court made no determination if
that was in fact the case, but in any event rejected the argument that a City's failure to
rezone (to change hospital use zone to educational facility zone for a religiously affiliated
college) violated the First Amendment.


In addition the Court in San Jose indicated that First Amendment claims regarding laws
which are neutral on their face are not entitled to Strict Scrutiny, but are subject only to
the Rational Relationship test, unless a showing is made that the laws have been
systematically applied to disfavor religion. The inability to trigger the strict scrutiny test
may be why the Applicant referenced the Religious Land Use and Institutionalized
Persons Act of 2000.


II. RLUIPA DOES NOT REQUIRE THE APPROVAL OF
THE APPLICANT'S DESIGN AS REVISED NOR DOES
IT INVALIDATE ANY OF THE CONSIDERATIONS
SET FORTH IN THE CITY'S GENERAL PLAN OR THE
DEVELOPMENT CODE.


42 U.S.C.A 2000cc (RLUIPA) provides in pertinent part:


"No government shall impose or implement a land use regulation in a manner that
imposes a substantial burden on the religious exercise of a person, including a religious
assembly or institution, unless the government demonstrates that imposition of the
burden on that person, assembly, or institution--


(A) is in furtherance of a compelling governmental interest; and


(B) is the least restrictive means of furthering that compelling governmental interest."


RLUIPA was passed because Congress found that zoning codes frequently excluded
churches in places that permitted theaters, meeting halls, and other places where large
groups of people assembled for secular purposes. The full text of the Act can be found
at the back of this section. To date the Supreme Court of the United States has not
spoken with respect to the land use aspects of the Act. Not surprisingly at the Appellate
level, the application of the Act depends on the circumstances of each case. Questions
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exist as to what constitutes a "substantial burden."


At one end of the spectrum is Guru Nanak: Sikh Society ofYuba City v. County of Sutter,
(2006) 456 F. 3d 978, 9th Circuit, in which the Appellate Court found a violation of
RLUIPA. In Guru Nanak: the Sikh Society originally applied for a CUP to build a 5,000
square foot temple on 1.89 acres zoned Residential. The facility was intended to
accommodate religious services of no more than seventy five people at a time. That
application was denied. It thereafter sought to build a 2850 square foot facility on a 28
acre property zoned agricultural. The Applicant agreed to remodel the existing residence
on the property adding just 500 square feet. It agreed to set back requirements,
landscaping requirements and a no development buffer. It agreed that all ceremonies
would be held indoors. The facility would be surrounded by the existing orchards on the
property and the surrounding properties also had existing orchards. Denial of the CUP
with that history was found to violate RLUIPA.


At the other end of the spectrum is Henderson v. Kennedy (2001) 265 F. 3d 1072, DC
Circuit, cert. denied 535 US 986, in which it was found that banning the sale ofT-shirts
bearing Gospel messages by Evangelical Christians on the National Mall by the National
Park Service did not violate RLUIPA; The Court found it could inquire into the
importance of a religious practice when assessing whether a substantial burden existed.


Churches are not allowed special treatment under the First Amendment, and a Church has
no right to be free ofzoning regulations. Grace Untied Methodist Church v. City of
Cheyanne (2006) 451 F. 3d 643, 10th Circuit.


Time and money spent locating land on which a Church was allowed or to which a SUP
would be granted was not a substantial burden. Civil Liberties for Urban Believers v.
City of Chicago (2003) 342 F. 3d 752 7th Circuit, cert. denied Jan 7.2004.


In Vision Church, United Methodist v. Village ofLong Grove (2007) 468 F. 3d 975, cert
denied Oct 7,2007 Vision Church sought a CUP from the Village of Long Grove.
According to its Comprehensive plan the Village was dedicated to preserving its rural
character, the provision of quiet countryside and the enjoyment ofopen space. The
Church had originally sought to be voluntarily annexed into the Village. As a condition
they had requested a SUP to construct a church complex on the property. Initially the
proposed plans called for a 99,000 square foot facility with a sanctuary seating 1000.
Concerns were expressed about the size, which was reduced to 56,200 square feet,
seating 600. The parties were unable to agree on other conditions of construction, and
the annexation did not move forward.


Subsequently the land became involuntarily annexed when parcels surrounding it sought
and were granted annexation. After annexation the Church requested approval of its SUP
application for a 99,000 square foot, 5 building, 1000 seat sanctuary facility. The
Village passed a Public Assembly Ordinance limiting size to 55,000 square feet if the
property was 15 or more acres but did not front a state highway.
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)
The Appellate Court affirmed the District Court's finding that the ordinance requiring a
SUP did not violate RLUIPA and that denial of the SUP did not violate RLUIPA or the
Equal Protection Clause. Vision tried to argue that a school had received more favorable
treatment because it was larger than the 55,000 square feet, but that argument was
rejected because the school had been built before the Public Assembly ordinance
limiting square footage was enacted. The Court found that the statutes in question were
facially neutraL They did not restrict religious activity more than non religious activity.
They also noted that had Vision complied with the maximum size requirements imposed
by the Public Assembly Ordinance, there likely would be a church complex being
constructed: .


In addition to the size conditions, The Village also requested that Vision limit its Sunday
services to two, excepting weddings and funerals and limit its "major activities" to one
per week. (Major activities were defined as non religious events that anticipated the use
ofmore than 50 percent of the parking spaces.) While the Court found this slightly more
troublesome than the size limitations, they found them to be incidental burdens on the
exercise ofreligion, and that a burden had to be more than a mere inconvenience to rise
to the level of a constitutional injury. It must place significant pressure on Vision to
forego religious precepts or to engage in religious conduct.


III. APPLICATION OF THE EQUAL TERMS AND NON
DISCRIMINATION PROVISIONS OF RLUIPA WOULD
LIKELY REQUIRE PRECEDENTIAL EFFECT BE GIVEN
TO ANY DECISION REGARDING THE APPLICANT'S
PROPOSAL, SUCH THAT ANY OTHER RELIGIOUS
ENTITY OR SECULAR INSTITUTIONAL USE COULD
DE~TOBEALLOWEDTOBUILDTOTHESAME


HEIGHT, WITH THE SAME BULK AND MASS, WITH
THE SAME RINGING OF BELLS, THE SAME PARKING
SPACE NUMBERS, THE SAME LIGHTING ETC.


The Equal Terms and Non discrimination provisions ofRLUIPA provide in pertinent
part:


"(b) Discrimination and exclusion


(l) Equal terms


No government shall impose or implement a land use regulation in a manner
that treats a religious assembly or institution on less than equal terms with a
nonreligious assembly or institution.


(2) Nondiscrimination


No government shall impose or implement a land use regulation that
discriminates against any assembly or institution on the basis of religion or
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religious denoniination."


Any decision with respect to the Applicant's proposal will necessarily have a precedential
effect for any subsequent decisions of the City with respect to any other religious
denomination. Indeed because of the essentially single family residential character of the
Applicant's neighborhood, a denomination in a multi family residential neighborhood, or
a primarily institutional or commercial neighborhood could demand even more.
Furthermore under the equal terms provision and the Establishment Clause of the
Constitution any secular Institutional use 'could demand equal consideration as that given
this Applicant.


IV. THE. GENERAL PLAN AND THE DEVELOPMENT
CODE OF RANCHO PALOS VERDES PROVIDE
THE FRAMEWORK FOR ANALYSIS OF THE
APPLICANT'S PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION.


The General Plan of the City of Rancho Palos Verdes and the Development Code are
valid exercises of land use planning for the City. Each is neutral on its face, and neither
favors nor discriminates against religion over secular institutional interests. The General
Plan formulated at the City's inception sets forth the goals, considerations and guidelines
for the future development of the City. The General Plan has been reviewed and updated
regularly since incorporation of the City. The General Plan and Development Code work
together to conserve, protect and enhance the natural beauty and serene nature of the
Peninsula.


A. The Applicant repeatedly fails to comply with
standards set forth in the General Plan with respect to
view preservation and noise considerations.


The Applicant is quick to point out the absence of any ridgeline ordinance, the lack of a
noise ordinance and the fact that there is no protection of views of the open sky in the
Development Code. The applicant ignores the fact that standards for evaluating views
and noise are a large part of the General Plan.


In the introduction to the "Sensory Environment" section of the General Plan found at
page 176 the following is set forth:


"It shall be the goal of the City ofRancho Palos Verdes thorough
proper land use planning and regulations to provide for a quiet and
serene residential community with a minimum of restriction on
citizen activity.


Palos Verdes Peninsula is graced with views and vistas of the
surrounding Los Angeles Basin and Coastal Region. Because of
its unique Geographic forms and coastal resources these views and
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vistas are a significant resource to residents and to many visitors as
they provide a rare means of experiencing the beauty of the
Peninsula and the Los Angeles region. It is the responsibility of
the City to preserve these views and vistas for the public benefit
and where appropriate the city should strive to enhance and restore
these resources, the visual character of the City, and provide and
maintain access for the benefit and enjoyment ofthe Public."


What is also clear from the initial reading of the General Plan is that the City of Rancho
Palos Verdes came about in 1973 largely due to dissatisfaction expressed by residents
relative to the County development plan (or lack thereof). In the Introduction section of
the General Plan at pages 1-3, the frustration experienced by local residents in trying to
influence the County Planning and Zoning through Homeowners Associations and
Environmental Groups is recounted.


The introduction to the Natural Environment section of the plan indicates:


"It is the goal of the City ofRancho Palos Verdes to conserve,
protect, and enhance its natural resources, beauty and open spaces
for the benefit and enjoyment of its residents and the residents of
the entire region. Future development shall recognize the
sensitivity ofthe natural environment and be accomplished in such
a manner as to maximize the protection of it."


The General Plan documents the realization that open space has a demonstrable,
recognized, extraordinary value and has significance as a regional asset as well as a local
amenity, requiring a stewardship function be exercised by the City in planning and future
management above that normally exercised by atypical community. The Plan
documents the community in numerous ways has suggested a policy in which the
maintenance ofbalance between urbanization and retention ofnatural "open space type"
amenities would be essential in the planning of the community. (page 6) The plan has
numerous references to the desirable "rural atmosphere" the community seeks to
maintain. The plan recognizes all views, not just ocean and city lights.


From the first reading of the General Plan, it is clear that views and vistas include near
views and far views. Views have an unlimited arc and depth. They include not just the
ocean and city lights, but the geographic forms including canyons and ravines. (General
Plan pages 188-192). In fact in a Covenant to Maintain Property to Protect Views
requested by the City ofRancho Palos Verdes from The Daughters ofMary and Joseph in
1991, it states "A "near view" is defined as a scene located on the Palos Verdes Peninsula
including, but not limited to, a valley, ravine, equestrian trail, pastoral environment or
any natural setting" (This document is located at the back of this section). While there
may be no protection of "open sky" by ordinance, Rancho Palos Verdes has an expansive
definition ofviews from eye level, including the arc above.
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The City was incorporated in 1973, and while it had to accept decisions made by the
County before its existence, any decision made by the County is not controlling on the
City as far as precedent when it comes to new development or redevelopment on the
Peninsula. What this means as a practical matter is relying on buildings built or land
uses made before 1973 is inapposite. Wayfarer's Chapel and St. Peter's were built before
the incorporation. (Wayfarer's Chapel is actually mentioned in the General Plan and the
Application for Building Permit for St. Peter's by the Sea in 1962 and 1970 [for the
Tower] are at the back of this section)


The General Plan recognizes that most df the development in the City will be residential,
with institutional and recreational activity to support the population. Light commercial
activity will be carefully and strictly controlled and limited, while industrial and major
commercial activities are to be discouraged (Page 56 of General Plan). This may explain
why the residential codes seem more specific and the residential neighborhood
compatibility handbook exceeds 50 pages. It certainly is not rational to conclude that
preserving privacy, neighborhood compatibility and views is not atleast equally
important when evaluating Institutional Projects.


The General Plan makes provisions with respect to the future locations of Institutional
uses. At page 92 of the General Plan religious and other institutional activities are
specifically discussed. The plan designates an area for future religious and other
activities "centrally located, with good access, and buffered from residential
neighborhoods." The area was between Crestridge Road and Indian Peak road. Later at
Page 197 the plan describes the area as follows, "the major new area designated for
institutional use, the Crestridge/Indian Peak area, has generally moderate physical
constraints and is centrally located in the Peninsula. Institutional uses exist in the area,
and the intent is to provide for a complex of future such uses, rather than allowing them
to scatter throughout the community, where they are sometime incompatible with other
uses." The policies specifically enumerated in the General Plan with respect to
Institutional development require the City to: "6-Review the location and site design of
future institutional uses very carefully to ensure their compatibility with adjacent sites."
(Page 93 of General Plan). The Development Code at 17.26.040 (D) and (J) recognizes
further restrictions may be required when Institutional uses abut residential
neighborhoods.


The Applicant was already in existence at the time the City was incorporated so it was
not required to locate in the planned Institutional area. However, it is surrounded by
residential neighborhoods. It benefits from the residential character of its neighborhood.
Parishioners come to a more serene rural environment to worship. To the extent this
residential aspect of the environment is enjoyed by the Church, the Church must preserve
this aspect of that environment, not build a 72 foot structure so near its property line.


The Applicant is also quick to point out that there is no noise ordinance in RPV, but the
fact that there is no ordinance in the Development Code is hardly justification for adding
any element of sound. The fact that intrusive noises exist, whether lawnmowers, leaf
blowers, motorcycles or barking dogs, is no argument to support the addition of more
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sound. Moreover the General Plan devotes 10 pages to discussing noise concerns, hardly
evidencing a disregard for the problem (General Plan pages 177-187). A noise level
contour is included in the General Plan, which shows the Crest and Crenshaw Comer to
be at a 60 dB(a) level. It discusses steady state noise and single event or intermittent
noise at page 184, recognizing the difficulties ofenforcing a noise ordinance and
commenting "[f]orthese types of noise intrusions, courtesy and respect for one's
neighbor is the most efficient mitigating measure that can be exercised." The Plan
evidences concerns for the physical effects ofnoise on man, including the level at which
stress reactions occur.


The General plan indicates at page 186,"Too often, permissible noise level limits are
based on the maximum amount of noise that can be generated without eliciting
complaints. Although it is useful to know what the community reaction would be to
various noise levels, the standards that the City adopts should be geared toward achieving
the lowest ambient noise level possible, without inhibiting the ability to hold private
conversation at a reasonable distance." The plan continues: "ifRancho Palos Verdes is to
maintain its serene residential community free of abusive sounds and unnecessary noise,
it will have to adopt rather stringent noise controls."


B. The Applicant fails to comply with a myriad of
requirements of the Development Code.


Chapter 17.26 sets forth the sections dealing with Institutional and Cemetery Districts.
Institutional buildings shall have a building height not greater than sixteen feet and shall
not exceed one story, except with the approval of a conditional use permit. (17.26.040
B).


17.26.040 D provides that when an institutional district abuts a residential district,
additional parking requirements may be imposed ifwarranted.


17.26.040 I provides that all exterior lighting in institutional zoning districts shall
conform to the performance standards of Section 17.56.040. Itfurther provides that
before any development is approved, a plan showing the locations and specifications of
all exterior lighting shall be submitted for review and approval by the director.


17.26.040 J provides where an institutional district abuts a residential district buffering
additional setbacks for structures, parking and activity areas may be imposed.


Chapter 17.50 provides the standards for non residential parking and loading, and
candidly the areas of non compliance by the Applicant are too numerous to even preview
in this section. The requirements and the Applicants deficiencies are set forth in the
parking section of this notebook.


Chapter 17.60 sets forth the requirements for the Conditional Use Permit.
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17.60.20 B provides that an application shall contain full and complete information
pertaining to the request. Cemetery use (which includes a columbarium) in an
Institutional District also requires a Conditional Use Permit (17.26.030). (The original
application obtained from City Staff submitted in October did not indicate a columbarium
was part ofthe application.)


17.60.050 sets for the requirements that must be made before a conditional use permit can
be granted.


Subsection 3 provides that the planning commission must find "there will be no
significant adverse effect on adjacent property or the permitted use thereof." The picture
demonstrating the silhouette looming over the Belusko's house, which they brought to
the first meeting really tells the story with respect to this fmding.


At the last hearing there was some discussion that property values were not typically
considered when assessing this criteria, and that it really dealt with health and safety
Issues.


However Item 6 of 17.60.050 specifically details the health, safety and general welfare
considerations. One of the most basic rules in interpreting documents (whether laws or
contracts) is that if one section specifically defines its scope, another section must mean
something different. Given the fact that item 6 deals with health and safety, means item 3
must deal with something else.


At the last public hearing it seemed as though the members of commission thought they
were precluded from looking at property values. In fact the commission really must look
at any potential decrease in property values in order to satisfy the due process clause of
the U.S. Constitution. The "root requirement [of the due process clause is] that an
individual be given an opportunity for a hearing before he is deprived of a significant
property right. Boddie v. Connecticut (1971) 401 U.S. 371, 379. Many California cases
have taken into account property values with no discussion at all as to the propriety of it.
In the case ofSan Diego Building Contractors v. City Council bfSan Diego (1974) 13
Cal. 3d 205 disapproved on other grounds in 24 Cal. 3d 605, the Supreme Court
illustrated the difference between zoning ordinances which necessarily affect property
values in the abstract (which does not require the same due process inquiry) and
governmental decision making in an adjudicative setting, in which the government's
action affecting an individual was determined by facts peculiar to the individual case,
which does require due process protections.


In the instant situation a governmental decision in an adjudicative setting is taking place
and, the property rights ofat least the three properties in Island View across from the
Church are certainly affected by the proposed construction. To not consider the property
value issue violates the due process rights of these three homeowners. In addition, there
is another potential wrinkle when the adjudicative body of the government is making a
decision that decreases some property values in order to allow a religious institution to
build a Church ofunprecedented size (since the City's incorporation) so very near these
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residential properties, with such disregard for the General Plan and Development Code.
But we have ftnally reached a point that is beyond the scope of this letter.


Section 17.60.20 (4) requires that the commission ftnd that the proposed use is not
contrary to the general plan; and (6) That conditions regarding (lighting, noise,
landscaping, vehicular ingress and egress etc). have been imposed. Very briefly, this
section requires prior evaluation and approval on many aspects of the project on which
the Staffhas taken a wait and see approach.


For example, the decision about bells, ana the duration and level ofsound should be
discussed before the Applicant spends the time and money to get them. The neighbors
should also be given a right to be heard with respect to the final decision, and it should
not be left to the Planning Staff after the fact when everything is in place.


Likewise the lighting should be discussed before light poles are put in. (As will be
discussed more fully in the lighting section the "Photometric plan" submitted by the
applicant is inadequate. It fails to identify watts and type of lighting and no calculation is
possible to determine whether it satisftes the code requirements. It was purely fortuitous
that Mr. Edgerton took a look at the poor copy which is part of the documents online and
saw that the parking light poles were 25 feet high, contrary to the 10 foot height
limitation contained in 17.56.040(A)2. The Applicant certainly would not have been
pleased after it spent the money to install these poles if it could not use them and had to
tear them out and put in shorter ones. The residents would not have been pleased with
that many light poles of that height in this parking lot so near their homes. This example
illustrates why the public comment to complete and clear plans with respect to all issues
is so vital.


Landscaping is another item to be determined prior to approval. 15.34.040 sets forth the
requirements for the landscape plan. The Applicant's submitted documents are again
incomplete. At the open forum the Building Committee Chairperson seemed
unconcerned about questions regarding landscaping, asserting it could be changed at a
later date. However, as a practical matter the landscaping in the parking lot with respect
to what trees are planted and how that is accomplished (there-has to be some form of
planter and protection for the tree) could very likely effect the depth and possibly number
ofparking spaces, already a potentially signiftcant problem. As a legal matter, the Code
requires it be evaluated now.


V. This Project Requires an Environmental Impact Report
not merely a Mitigated Negative Declararion.


Based on the comments of so many neighbors questioning the parking and the noise
issues as well as the aesthetic issues and the bulk and mass of the structure, there was a
good indication at the time of the frrstpublic hearing that this project required more than
a Mitigated Negative Declaration. Additional time to study the project even with the
revisions, gave rise to more causefor concern with the project. Over the last month more
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gaps have been recognized in the information submitted. There is too much unknown
information, and the information that is known causes concern.


The Commission and the Staff are probably quite familiar with the Public Resource Code
sections commonly referred to as CEQA and they will not be set forth here.


The case ofPocket Protectors v. City of Sacramento (2004) 124 Cal App. 4th 903
contains a helpful summary of the breadth of the act and the low threshold for triggering
complete environmental review.


The Court summarizes a number ofprovisions and tests under CEQA as follows: The
purpose of CEQA is ''to inform the public and its responsible officials of the
environmental consequences of their decisions before they are made. Thus the EIR
protects not only the environment but also informed self-government"


"With certain limited exceptions, a public agency must prepare an EIR whenever
substantial evidence supports a fair argument that a proposed project may have a
significant effect on the environment."


"if there is substantial evidence in the whole record supporting a fair argument that a
project may have a significant non-mitigable effect on the environment, the lead agency
shall prepare an EIR, even though it may also be presented with other substantial
evidence that the project will not have a significant effect.


''the fair argument standard is a low threshold test for requiring the preparation of an
EIR"


"Relevant personal observations of area residents on nontechnical subjects may qualify as
substantial evidence for a fair argument.


"The fair argument review is generally nondeferential and prefers resolving conflicts in
favor ofmaximizing environmental review." (Emphasis added)


The Applicant's project requires the EIR. This project is clearly beyond the level ofa
Mitigated Negative Declaration allowed only where there is no substantial evidence in
light of the whole record that the project may have a significant effect on the
environment. (public Resource Code § 21064.5)


In conclusion, the General Plan and the Development Code of the City of Rancho Palos
Verdes pass muster under the Constitution and RLUIPA. The Applicant must completely
comply with the General Plan and the Development Code prior to approval of the CUP,
and the best mechanism to assure compliance is by requiring an Environmental Impact
Report.
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RELIGIOUS LAND USE AND INSTITUTIONALIZED


PERSONS ACT OF 2000
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... § 2000cc. Protection of land nse as religions exercise


(a) Substantial burdens


(1) General rule


No government shall impose or implement a land use regulation in a manner that imposes a substantial
burden on the religious exercise of a person, including a religious assembly or institution, unless the
government demonstrates that imposition of the burden on that person, assembly, or institution--


(A) is in furtherance ofa compelling governmental interest; and


(B) is the least restrictive means of furthering that compelling governmental interest.


(2) Scope ofapplication


This subsection applies in any case in which--


(A) the substantial burden is imposed in a program or activity that receives Federal financial
assistance, even if the burden results from a rule ofgeneral applicability;


(B) the substantial burden affects, or removal of that substantial burden would affect, commerce with
foreign nations, among the several States, or with Indian tribes, even if the burden results from a rule
ofgeneral applicability; or


(C) the substantial burden is imposed in the implementation of a land use regulation or system of land
use regulations, under which a government makes, or has in place formal or informal procedures or
practices that pennit the government to make, individualized assessments of the proposed uses for the
property involved. .


(b) Discrimination and exclusion


(1) Equal terms


No government shall impose or implement a land use regulation in a manner that treats a religious
assembly or institution on less than equal terms with a nomeligious assembly or institution.


(2) Nondiscrimination


No government shall impose or implement a land use regulation that discriminates against any assembly
or institution on the basis ofreligion or religious denomination.


(3) Exclusions and limits


No government shall impose or implement a land use regulation that--


(A) totally excludes religious assemblies from a jurisdiction; or


(B) unreasonably limits religious assemblies, institutions, or structures within a jurisdiction.
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~§ 2000cc-l. Protection of religious exercise of institutionalized persons


(a) General rule


No government shall impose a substantial burden on the religious exercise of a person residing in or
confined to an institution, as defmed in section 1997 of this title, even if the burden results from a rule of
general applicability, unless the government demonstrates that imposition ofthe burden on that person-


(1) is in furtherance of a compelling governmental interest; and


(2) is the least restrictive means of furthering that compelling governmental interest.


(b) Scope ofapplication


This section applies in any case in which--


(1) the substantial burden is imposed in a program or activity that receives Federal financial assistance;
or


(2) the substantial burden affects, or removal of that substantial burden would affect, commerce with
foreign nations, among the several States, or with Indian tribes.
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.... § 2000cc-2. Judicial relief


(a) Cause ofaction


A person may assert a violation of this chapter as a claim or defense in a judicial proceeding and obtain
appropriate relief against a government. Standing to assert a claim or defense under this section shall be
governed by the general rules of standing under Article III of the Constitution.


(b) Burden ofpersuasion


If a plaintiff produces prima facie evidence to support a claim alleging a violation of the Free Exercise
Clause or a violation of section 2000cc of this title, the government shall bear the burden of persuasion on
any element of the claim, except that the plaintiff shall bear the burden of persuasion on whether the law
(including a regulation) or government practice that is challenged by the claim substantially burdens the
plaintiffs exercise ofreligion.


(c) Full faith and credit


Adjudication of a claim of a violation of section 2000cc of this title in a non-Federal forum shall not be
entitled to full faith and credit in a Federal court unless the claimant had a full and fair adjudication of that
claim in the non-Federal forum.


(d) Omitted


(e) Prisoners


Nothing in this chapter shall be construed to amend or repeal the Prison Litigation Reform Act of 1995
(including provisions oflaw amended by that Act).


(f) Authority ofUnited States to enforce this chapter


The United States may bring an action for injunctive or declaratory relief to enforce compliance with this
chapter. Nothing in this subsection shall be construed to deny, impair, or otherwise affect any right or
authority of the Attorney General, the United States, or any agency, officer, or employee of the United
States, acting under any law other than this subsection, to institute or intervene in any proceeding.


(g) Limitation


Ifthe only jurisdictional basis for applying a provision of this chapter is a claim that a substantial burden by
a government on religious exercise affects, or that removal of that substantial burden would affect,
commerce with foreign nations, 'among the several States, or with Indian tribes, the provision shall not
apply if the government demonstrates that all substantial burdens on, or the removal of all substantial
burdens from, similar religious exercise throughout the Nation would not lead in the aggregate to a
substantial effect on commerce with foreign nations, among the several States, or with Indian tribes.
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... § 2000cc-3. Rules of construction


(a) Religious beliefunaffected


Nothing in this chapter shall be construed to authorize any government to burden any religious belief.


(b) Religious exercise not regulated


Nothing in tbis chapter shall create any basis for restricting or burdening religious exercise or for claims
against a religious organization including any religiously affiliated school or university, not acting under
color oflaw.


(c) Claims to funding unaffected


Nothing in this chapter shall create or preclude a right of any religious organization to receive funding or
other assistance from a government, or ofany person to receive government funding for a religious activity,
but this chapter may require a government to incur expenses in its own operations to avoid imposing a
substantial burden on religious exercise.


(d) Other authority to impose conditions on funding unaffected


Nothing in this chapter shall--


(1) authorize a government to regulate or affect, directly or indirectly, the activities or policies of a
person other than a government as a condition ofreceiving funding or other assistance; or


(2) restrict any authority that may exist under other law to so regulate or affect, except as provided in this
chapter.


(e) Governmental discretion in alleviating burdens on religious exercise


A government may avoid the preemptive force of any provision of this chapter by changing the policy or
practice that results in a substantial burden on religious exercise, by retaining the policy or practice and
exempting the substantially burdened religious exercise, by providing exemptions from the policy or
practice for applications that substantially burden religious exercise, or by any other means that eliminates
the substantial burden.


(f) Effect on other law


With respect to a claim brought under this chapter, proof that a substantial burden on a person's religious
exercise affects, or removal of that burden would affect, commerce with foreign nations, among the several
States, or with Indian tribes, shall not establish any inference or presumption that Congress intends that any
religious exercise is, or is not, subject to any law other than this chapter.


(g) Broad construction


This chapter shall be construed in favor of a broad protection of religious exercise, to the maximum extent
permitted by the terms of this chapter and the Constitution.


(h) No preemption or repeal


Nothing in this chapter shall be construed to preempt State law, or repeal Federal law, that is equally as
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protective ofreligious exercise as, or more protective ofreligious exercise than, this chapter.


(i) Severability


If any provision of this chapter or of an amendment made by this chapter, or any application of such
provision to any person or circumstance, is held to be unconstitutional, the remainder of this chapter, the
amendments made by this chapter, and the application of the provision to any other person or circumstance
shall not be affected.
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_ § 2000cc-4. Establishment Clause unaffected


Nothing in this chapter shall be construed to affect, interpret, or in any way address that portion ofthe First
Amendment to the Constitution prohibiting laws respecting an establishment of religion (ref.erred to in this
section as the "Establishment Clause"). Granting government funding, benefits, or exemptions, to the
extent permissible under the Establishment Clause, shall not constitute a violation of this chapter. In this
section, the term "granting", used with respect to government funding, benefits, or exemptions, does not
include the denial ofgovernment funding, benefits, or exemptions.
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... § 2000cc-5. Defmitions


In this chapter:


(1) Claimant


The term "claimant" means a person raising a claim or defense lU1.der this chapter.


(2) Demonstrates


The term "demonstrates" means meets the burdens ofgoing forward with the evidence and ofpersuasion.


(3) Free Exercise Clause


The term "Free Exercise Clause " means that portion of the First Amendment to the Constitution that
proscribes laws prohibiting the free exercise ofreligion.


(4) Government


The term "government"--


(A) means--


(i) a State, county, municipality, or other governmental entity created lU1der the authority ofa State;


(ii) any branch, department, agency, instrumentality, or official ofan entity listed in clause (i); and


(iii) any other person acting under color of State law; and


(B) for the putposes of sections 2000cc-2(b) and 2000cc-3 of this title, includes the United States, a
branch, department, agency, instrumentality, or official of the United States, and any other person
acting under color ofFederal law.


(5) Land use regulation


The term "land use regulation" means a zoning or landmarking law, or the application of such a law, that
limits or restricts a claimant's use or development of land (including a structure affixed to land), if the
claimant has an ownership, leasehold, easement, servitude, or other property interest in the regulated land
or a contract or option to acquire such an interest.


(6) Program or activity


The term "program or activity" means all of the operations ofany entity as descnbed in paragraph (1) or
(2) ofsection 2000d-4a of this title.


(7) Religious exercise


(A) In general


The term "religious exercise" includes any exercise of religion, whether or not compelled by, or central
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to, a system ofreligious belief.


(B) Rule


The use, building, or conversion of real property for the purpose of religious exercise shall be
considered to be religious exercise of the person or entity that uses or intends to use the property for
that purpose.







29-B


)


COVENANTBET~ENTHEDAUGHTERSOFMARY


AND JOSEPH AND THE CITY OF RANCHO PALOS
VERDES TO MAINTAIN PROPERTY TO PROTECT


VIEWS


I"'q
oll
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91-1691779
RECORDING REQUESTED BY:
City of Rancho Palos verdes


WHEN RECORDED RETURN TO:
City of Rancho Palos Verdes
Planning Department
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard


-Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90274


COVENANT TO MAINTAIN PROPERTY TO PROTECT VIEWS


Conditional use permit, variance, height variation, building
permi~~o~ other entitlement to construct a structure or to add
livafJle area to a structure.


7


WHEREAS, the Daughters of Mary and Joseph and _


.-


(hereinafter "Owners") is/are the


Owner (s) of the real property (the "Property") known as


~D:..::a:..::u:.;;(g.:.:h~te.:;;r::..:s:::.....:o:.:f::....:.Ma=r..l..y-=an=d....:J:.:o:::.:s:::.:e:.l:p:;;:;.h::;....:;.P.::.r.=av..::..::::;in::..::.c:::;;J.~·a::::.:l=.::a~t::.:::e=--_, Rancho Palos Verdes ,


California, as more ;ully Qescribed as Lot _ of Tract


No. - in the City of Rancho Palos Verdes as per Book ":tS'¥ 1-
Page 0"2..4 and Parcel(s) 01.3 on the records of


the Coun~y of Los Angeles Assessors Office; and


~'ER~AS, Owners have received Co.-.o\?t:e~lO~~r......~ Ab.. 165
permit from the City of Rancho Palos Verdes (the "City"); and


WHEREAS, the City is the owner of Crest Road


street, which is adjacent to the


Property; and


WHEREAS, in order to satisfy the provisions of Section


17.02.040 B. 4. of the Rancho Palos Verdes Municipal Code, said
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permit contains a condition requiring Owners to agree to maintain


all trees and other foliage on the Property in a manner so as to


protect views from other properties in a manner consistent with


Municipal Code Section 17.02.040 B. 4., and


WHEREAS, in consideration for receiving said permit, Owners


are willing to execute this" Covenant and to undertake the


maintenance obligations provid~d herein, for the purpose of


protecting the views from other properti·es in the City of Rancho


Palos Verdes in a manner consistent with Municipal code Section


17.02.040 B. 4.


NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the City's approval of


C.O~. N<.3' /65 permit, Owners hereby agree as


follows:


1. Owners covenant and agree to keep and maintain all trees


and foliage on the Property to prevent such trees and foliage from


growing to a height that exceeds the lesser of (a) sixteen feet,


or (b) the ridge line of the primary structure on the Property, to


the extent such foliage and trees would impair a view from the'


viewing area of other property. To this end, Owners covenant and


agree to trim, prune or (if necessary) remqve, in accordance with


the provisions of Municipal Code Section 17.020.040 B. 4. as


needed from time to time, all trees and foliage on the Property to


prevent such trees and foliage from exceeding such maximum' height


to the extent such foliage would impair a view from the viewing


area of other property.


91 1691779
-2-
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2. For purposes of this Covenant, a view shall be defined


as follows and shall include both "near views" and "far views":


(a) A "near view" is defined as a scene located on the Palos


-Verdes Peninsula including, but not limited to, a valley, ravine,


equestrian trail, pastoral environment or any natural setting.


(b) A "far view" is defined as a scene located off of the


Palos Verdes Peninsula including, but not limited to the ocean,


Los Angeles basin, city lights at night, harbor, Vincent Thomas


Bridge, shore line or offshore islands.


(c) View shall not include vacant land that is developable


under the City Code, distant mountain areas not normally visible,


nor the sky, either above distant mountain areas or above the


height of offshore islands.


(d) View may extend in any horizontal direction (360 degrees


of horizontal arc) and shall be considered as a single view even


if broken into segments by foliage, structures or other


interference.


3. For the purposes of this Covenant, "viewing area" shall


be defined in a manner consistent with the provisions of Municipal


Code Section 17.02.040 A. 16., which provisions are summarized


below:


(a) The area of the structure (excluding bathrooms,


hallways, garages, or closets) or lot (excluding setback areas)


where the Owners and the City determine the best and most


important view exists. The finished floor elevation of any


-3- 91 1691779
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viewing area must be at or above existing grade adjacent to the


exterior wall of the part of the building nearest to the viewing


area.


4. This Covenant shall run with the land and shall be a


burden upon the Property and shall be for the benefit of all real


property located in the City of Rancho Palos Verdes, County of Los


Angeles, state of California, including but not limited to


Crest Road street owned by the City, which is


adjacent to the Property.


5. This Coven~nt may be enforced only by the following


persons or entities:


a. The City of Rancho Palos Verdes, its successors-in


interest and its assignsi or


b. The owner of any residential real property in the


City of Rancho Palos Verdes whose view from the viewing area of


the structure is impaired by trees or foliage in excess of the


maximum height specified above in Section 1 of this Covenant.


6. Notwithstanding anything provided herein to the


contrary, the burdens of this Covenant may be terminated and


abandoned by the City Council of City at any time by execution and


recordation of a notice abandoning this Covenant.


91 1691779
-4-
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7. The covenants and obligations of Owners contained in


this instrument shall be binding upon Owners, their successors and


assigns, only during their respective periods of ownership of the


Property.


8. This instrument contains the entire agreement of the


Owners relating to the rights herein granted and the obligations


herein assumed. Any oral representations or modifications


concerning this instrument shall be of no force or effect except


for a subsequent modification in writing signed by the then


current Owners or for a termination hereof executed by the City.


9. In the event of any controversy, claim, or dispute


relating to this instrument or the breach thereof, the prevailing


party shall be entitled to recover from the losing party


reasonable attorney's fees and costs.


10. In the event that there is more than one individual


owner of the Property, the obligations set forth herein shall be


the joint and several.obligations of each Owner.


-5-
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the undersigned have executed this


Covenant to Maintain Property to Protect Views as of the ~;I


day.r~' 19 ,1/. i.' .,.


~~o/~~
Sister Margaret Mary Haller, DMJ
(Type or Print Name Under Signature)


AZ;~J'-~~~
Daughters of Mary and Joseph
(Type or Print Name Under Signature)


"Owners"


J 1
State of California )


)
County of LOs AN6~L6S )


personally


----::-:---::-----:-------:-----:---:-------:-::---::---:----:----:--:----,
personally known to me (or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory
evidence) to be the person{s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to the within
instrument and acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in
his/her/their authorized capacity (ies) , and that by his/her/their
signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of
which the person(s) acted, executed the instrument.


WITNESS my hand and official seal.


91 1691779


" OFFICLA.L SE.A..L
fi. .~ CR!ST!N[ E. BRUlIONE
""w. ~.bi NOTF.:W PUBUC - CAliFORNIA
~~~W)f LOS ANGELES COUNTY


"4LIFO"'\"" My Ccmm. Expires No\!. 6, 1992
.~~\.
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· BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATIONS FOR ST.
PETER'S BY THE SEA ISSUED BY THE COUNTY OF


LOS ANGELES
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!110CESSED B;


NO. OF
FAMIL.IES


DEMOL.ISH


APPLiCATION FOR BUILDING PERMIT


USEOF' C·l I
STRUCTURE' ~~r~~


CONTRACTOR --


DESCRIPTION OF WORK


tl1'l VI. 11 f 11 STATISTJCAL. CLASSIFICATION
~ggfi:sG 64 i o· V-l,t I w. oS ¥Clo"erlc::::' $ VYoc, ,'., _


CLAS.S..!'lO.~DWEL.L.. UNIT.S


COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF COUNTY ENGINEER


BUILDING AND SAFETY DMSION
JOHN A. !..AMBlE. COUNTY ENG;INEER


WILLIAM A. JENSEN SUP'T OF BUILDING


ADDRESS


C!i@ .ADO ALTER REPAIR


~APPl..:'if~-?FCL,$;IJ.RC.16(J7@
VALUATION $ 90/000,00 I 2,il"1!:?:f!..11---.....l.-----------l..------1


APPROVAL.S DATE INSPECT.Q;l>'S SIGNATURE


CL.YDE N. DIRLAM, PRINCIPAL STRw:::rU "J:.NGINEER


PERMIT VALIDATION ~.M~ CASH


L.ATH, EXT.


LATH. INT.


HOUSE NUMBER COR
RECT AND POSTED "


FURNACE: L.OCATION. 1",-_// _/ :7 ..t:,.C. - ~p
. GAS VENT DUCTS D "tJ (;PG-" r~-


r A Z~-'I I PMT. .~ FOUNDATION: LOCATION 4 .",...,c" ~ -::-t
~E:'i $ /()V:~ FEE --... FORMS. MATERIALS -t.,.., ",» z=... r ~'!~ h


FRAME: FIRE STOpS, -::<-_//_'?'~ 0,)" /~'" ~
BRACING, BOL.TS V /'h ""r.- /"JH~~ J. I HEREBY ACKNOWLEDGE THAT I HAVE READ THIS APPLICATION


AND STATE THAT THE ABOVE IS CORRECt AND AGREE TO COMPLY
WITH ALL COUNTY ORDINANCES AND STATE LAWS REG·ULATING
BUI·LDING CONSTRUCTION. I CERTIFY THAT IN DOING THE WORK
AUTHORIZED HEREBY I WILL NOT EMPL.OY ANY PERSON IN VIOL-A·
TION OF THE LABOR CODE OF THE STATE OF CAL-IFORNIA REL.An


lNG TO WOR~KMEN'SCO~~SATION.::'c;,~,tr-
SIGNATURE OF. ." ,-:.- _ .. ~ 1','
PERM ITTE ." . v /'.../;;/ Yo?; - e:,
ADDRESS :Z7..r;,i<"-4cZ.-r..-..ev~~a )Ill;(.


t/
PLAN CHECK VALIDATION @ M.O. CASH


1 0 0.2~~.9 8 4 9~ fEB 16 1 A 247.00
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21.5:)1 A5


JOHN F. L.EWIS, PRINCIPAL S~TUkP.,,~..SNGINEER


<;ASH - PERMIT VALIDATION l;!5J M.O. <;ASH


7.5 0 "f~
.. \80 8 1. S :];G i'~;\Y


5 A,"""" :';'.l.L, ..
• I ' .. ,


••AJ' .... " 11 .. "- " .,' , ... ' . ,"::':
COUNTY OF LOS AriTt~,.r::;;LES BUILDING Gd/t:) ?! 1/, /) /2- S -,


DEPARTMENT OF COUNTY ENGINEER ADD~ESS ,
BUIL.DING AND SAFETY DIVISION


I


Vn/2/" KI:'/v i~LOCALITY
JOHN A. LAMBIE. COUNTY ENGINEER


NEAREST V 4-.ct.k"R ICOLEMAN W. jEN'KINS, SU,P'T OF BUILDING CROSS ST.


FOR APPUCANT TO FILL IN
DISTRICT NO. ~JJP ~TYPET' PROUED BY


/2 CiWZ"o
r21/'"'rV""-(PRINT OR TYPE, ONLY) , ::- -


BUILDING (041 0 PI/O Jx::> 1


STAtISTICAL CLASSIFICATION SEWER MAP 9,
ADDRESS CLASS NO.~~ DWELL. UNITS BKn'Z~ -3
LOT NO./~~~ J. /) 10 ;::/ ,~8LOCK USE ZONE MAP LLC/:?t:;


143
NO.


TRACT SPECIAl .IINO. OF BLDGS • ..:3
CONDITIONS


SIZ.E OF ·LOT '. NOW ON LOT


M~fS~iI1lG BLDGP."....j.t://2..t! I:..t.;/ L}t2c.:i::."'""""' ¢,A BLDG. SETBACK FROM JU j-::> V () if2 S "~TREET)
OW NER S·-r'7:>z:tJ:,/2., '" n f..e... ~.+ ( FRONT PROP. LINE OF


.""PZ-<::: b.'·,f TYPE OF EXISTING SE·TBACK HIGHWAY + YARD = TOTAL


--- j HIGHWAY WIDTH FROM C.L.
ADDRESS#';< '" A. pg...,,;-z::,r-';;; t ....,4l2.1t. 1,=( 6-mAT ts +
CITY


ARCHITECT 0WlV(~IJ~- ~l Mj~'6t/-//75
BLDG. SETBACK FROM


(STREET)SIDE PROP. LINE OF
ENGINEER • C;',' lUll


TYPE OF SETBACK HIGHWAY YARD ToTAL


77<1 7? 2" L'A O'....L~,
EXISTING + "


ADDRESS
HIGHWAY WIDTH FROM C.L.


"8 . iUck TEL. + =
CONTRACTOR i (51l..K..iS -:-1 o(..,y.::>/oJ NO.


'-' LlC. CORNER CUTOFF" YES 0 NO a--ADDRESS NO.


CITY (';~OewA C~jr_
Lie.


SEE REVERSE SIDE FOR SPECIAL. APPROVAL.SCLASS


CONSTRUCTION LENDER
NAME AND B~ANCH


ADDRESS V·: (.,f~f- t'2 "l'10
SQ. n. NO. OF NO. OF" "i:J '{'+IO '( s.,,)1::'::?SIZE STORIES FAMILIES NEW


USE OF" /o,f.;('/ =-J?.; 7=< C#ulUr ADD 0
'~ vV <<{c,STR UCT UR E .. c;:. (j fl..


ALTER 0 - ,
....-._/7 ,""i" A~ REPAIR 0


SIGNATURE OF~ h$'A ~~/'/2. I>h DEMOL 0
APPLICANT ,JZ. .,.. .r ...,...". ,


VALUATION $ ~'l&e> it!:? I '3 3~e;,~
APPROVALS DATE IN5PE.CTOR~S SIGNATURE


P.C. :z:50 -1 1'1. tI (} IPMT. J'], I :~ FOUNDATION: LOCATION ·"'f t
.. <" " . <,'FEE $ FEE $ V FORMS MATERIALS .,/~~ /' n" •............,..---. ~


FRAME: FIRE STOPS, ! .'
I HEREBY ACKNDWLEDGE THAT I HAVE READ THIS APPLICATION BRACING. BOLTS


AND STATE THAT THE ABOVE IS CORRECT AND AGREE TO COMPL Y
FURNACE: LOCATION,WITH ALL ORDINANCES AND LAWS REGULATING BUILDING CONSTRUC-


TION. I CERTIFY THAT IN DOING THE WORK AUTHORIZED HEREBY I GAS VENT DUCTS


WILL NOT EMPLOY ANY PERSON IN VIOLATION OF THE LABOR CODE LATH, INT.
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA IN RELAT ING TO WORKMEN'S COM-
PENSATION IN..~U~,ANCE. 1""_' • '\..- LATH, EXT.
S IGNAT U~E OFfT. , ,. ',. ,,,"'''''12,,.,. ;,..}';...-,./ HOUSE NUMBER CORRECT


.<.,,"~::PERM ITTE~/ "::~ .,.. / }"'":; ~:t.""'''!-·:~C4·~ t/r·/F:;:7....."Z::;. /' AND POSTED


ADDRESS FINAL <;"/--;1 ~".
".'-
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PARKING ANALYSES
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Kathy & AI Edgerton
59 Oceanaire Drive


Rancho Palos Verdes CA 90275


15 September 2008


To: Members of the RPV Planning Commission
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes CA 90275


Subject: Comments re: St. John Fisher Proposed Development Project


Dear Commissioners:


The attached paper regarding the pending St. John Fisher proposed development
project is submitted for your consideration. It addresses concerns that we have
regarding the parking plan contained therein.


We appreciate and strongly support the Church's goal to expand their facilities to meet
the various needs of their parishioners and the peninsula community in general.
However, we feel that modifications should be made to the parking plan to assure that
the surrounding neighborhoods are not adversely affected by approval of a major
development with inadequate parking.


We are particularly concerned with the parking plan because we live in Del Cerro and
the residents of our development as well as those in Rancho Crest, Burrell Lane, and
Park Place have only 1 exit from our developments - on to Crenshaw Blvd. These
developments contain 160 residences and approximately 500 residents. In addition,
residents in nearby Island View (consisting of 95 homes and approximately 300
residents) have only 2 exits from their development - one on Crenshaw and one on
Crest Rd.


We have noted that the parking arrangements in the institutional area on Crestridge
(which contains several churches, a synagogue, an assisted living facility, and the Palos
Verdes Art Center) are totally inadequate to accommodate all parking requirements on
Sunday mornings. On a weekly basis, all available parking lots from the churches and
assisted living facility are completely full and cars park bumper-to-bumper on both sides
of Crestridge along the entire corridor. In fact, the institution that is located on the
western-most developed property on the south side of Crestridge corridor has recently
begun grading a small area of available undeveloped land to its west to build an
additional parking lot.


1
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Kathy & AI Edgerton
59 Oceanaire Drive


Rancho Palos Verdes CA 90275


Perhaps a high density of on-street parking is somewhat acceptable on a street where a
substantial distance is zoned institutional and where the people who are
inconvenienced are those who choose to travel to the area once a week. Crestridge is a
fairly wide street that can perhaps handle parking on both sides of the street without
significantly impacting the flow of traffic through the area.


However, the area around St. John Fisher Church is quite different. The Church is
bordered on 3 sides by residential areas whose residents must use Crenshaw on a daily
basis to go anywhere from their homes. In addition, Crenshaw becomes significantly
narrower to the south of Crest Rd. (After the Portuguese Bend landslide began, it was
never widened to accommodate heavy traffic.) Crenshaw ends just before one reaches
the recently acquired Portuguese Bend Nature Reserve and is already the primary
parking place for folks coming to visit the Reserve - primarily on weekends, including
when church services are being held. Prior to the imposition of the "time-out" for many
of the uses of the Reserve, parking would often stretch on both sides of the street from
the end of Crenshaw to beyond Altamira Canyon (located just north of Del Cerro Park
between Park Place and Island View homes), creating a significant traffic problem as
people exit and enter their cars, and block access to the surrounding streets as they
prepare for their hikes and other recreational activities. (Admittedly, the parking
significantly abated when the time-out was placed on use of the Reserve. However, now
that the time-out has been lifted, the heavy usage will undoubtedly return.)


We gladly welcome those who come to enjoy the Nature Reserve as well as the
parishioners who come to worship on weekends. However, we are concerned that
inadequate parking accommodations included in the proposed project, when combined
with the Nature Reserve parking needs at the south end of Crenshaw, will create an
undue burden on the residential areas that rely on this portion of the Crenshaw corridor
as their sole or primary means of ingress and egress.


We believe that the applicant's proposed plan for 331 parking spaces is based on
. inaccurate assumptions and improper application of the Code to the current project and
will result in substantially inadequate parking accommodations. The attached paper
begins with an overview of the applicable sections of the RPV General Plan and
Development Code and the assumptions used by the applicant to derive the proposed
parking requirements. Our paper then discusses approximately 6 different cases that
modify the applicant's parking assumptions to derive more realistic estimates of future
parking needs. Each case includes the assumptions used and the rationale for using
them. Finally, the conclusion section covers our assessment that future parking needs
have been significantly understated, based on the results of the various cases. In the


2
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Kathy & AI Edgerton
59 Oceanaire Drive


Rancho Palos Verdes CA 90275


conclusion, we offer our estimate of a reasonable range within which an adequate
number of parking places could be found. To facilitate comparison of the results of the
various cases, a Summary of Alternative Parking Requirements that contains all case
results in included in the paper immediately following the text.


We believe that the provisions of inadequate parking accommodations in the Crestridge
institutional area may have occurred when earlier institutional use applications were not
reviewed sufficiently with a focus on anticipating future parking requirements that may
arise beyond the current needs. We doubt that the current conditions on Crestridge
would have knowingly been approved by prior Planning Commissions. We ask that you
consider the recommended parking adjustments in the attached paper in the spirit of our
desire to assure that a similar situation is not repeated in the area surrounding St. John
Fisher Church.


Sincerely,


A Edge


·3
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Overview


Compatibility of neighboring land uses has been an important theme in Rancho Palos Verdes
since the City's incorporation. The RPV General Plan states that it is the policy of the City to
review the location and site design of future institutional uses very carefully to ensure their
compatibility with adjacent sites (Institutional Activity Policies, page 93). To implement the
General Plan, the RPV Development Code section 17.76.040-states that the purpose of the
chapter is to provide reasonable development of land, ensure the maximum preservation of the
scenic character of the area, ensure that the development of properties occurs in a manner
harmonious to adjoining properties, and that the project complies with the goals and policies of
the General Plan. Copies of these applicable sections of the RPV General Plan and
Development Code, as well as others referenced later in the document, are included in the
appendix following the text.


Compatibility in its broadest sense includes the intention that new development not adversely
affect the use of existing developments including adjacent residential areas. One aspect of
compatibility is that adequate off-street parking be provided for all developments - residential,
institutional, and commercial- when the projects are designed and built. The General Plan
states that the City's policy is to require adequate off-street parking for all existing and future
development (Transportation Systems Policies, page 137).


Furthermore, section 17.50.010 of the RPV Development Code applies specifically to
institutional and commercial land use in stating that the purpose of the section is "to assure the
provision of adequate off-street parking facilities in conjunction with nonresidential use or
development. The standards should be considered the minimum required to preserve the public
health, safety and welfare, and more extensive parking provisions may be warranted in
partiCUlar circumstances."


These policies require the City to take a long-term view and anticipate the future uses of
developments under consideration and not focus solely on the near-term anticipated uses,
basedstrictly on current levels of use.


The applicant is requesting approval to add 21,890 net square feet to existing facilities
consisting of 67,810 square feet of space, for total new facilities of 89,700 (Applicant's Sheet
AO.1, Project Description, as revised for the 7/22/08 Planning Commission public hearing; copy
included in the appendix). This represents an increase in available space of over 30% beyond
existing facilities. In conjunction with the expansion, the applicant proposes to reduce parking
spaces from 359 (as currently required by CUP #96 approved in 1985; copy included in the
appendix) to 331 spaces.


There is somewhat of a dichotomy inherent in the applicant's approach to the project that
encourages a casual reviewer of the plan to focus on the current needs of the applicant rather
than to anticipate potential or likely future uses of the expanded facilities once they become
available.
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The applicant proposes to increase available space by 30%. However, when describing the
anticipated uses, the applicant describes primarily a re-shuffling of current activities and only the
addition of a preschool. For example, the following descriptions of anticipated uses are found in
the explanation of required parking on page AO.9:


• "We are not a new organization in the community and the purpose of our project is to
enhance our current parish home while working within the confines of our existing
building site. In order to better serve our ministries we do require some additional space
since our current facilities are crowded and out of date and some of our existing
buildings will be demolished to accommodate proposed improvements."


• "The gymnasium will be created with the old/current church space and will serve school
children and various youth and adult groups already in operation at the parish. Currently,
organized sports for the school and youth group occur on outdoor basketball and
volleyball courts which are striped areas within our overflow parking areas. Other parish
groups that potentially could use the gymnasium would include existing groups currently
using Barrett Hall or the youth group currently using a building to be demolished in our
proposed master plan that feel their needs are better served in the gymnasium
environment. Again, however, these are existing programs currently in operation and
could not occur concurrent with the basketball/volleyball program. In essence, the
gymnasium is being provided to better serve our existing parish ministries with a facility
more appropriate to their uses."


• ''Th~ art room is an ancillary space that will support eXisting art instruction for the K-8
school currently occurring in Barrett Hall and in classrooms. This room is not intended to
be an exhibition space and will not be used for increased activities involving outside
participants as indicated in the traffic review letter."


• "The new library is replacing the existing library currently shown on the site
plan....Therefore this is an existing space being relocated and not·a new function on
site. The library is an ancillary space that supports the K-8 school current programs. The
existing and new libraries are equal in square footage."


• "The types of activities occurring in Barrett Hall are generally social functions in evenings
or plays/musicals done as an ancillary function to the K-8 sChool with the same kids as
are in attendance at the school with teachers. Therefore, these uses are typically non
concurrent with both school and mass hours. The types of activities anticipated for the
Parish Activity Center (the existing sanctuary building after remodel) include sports
events and youth gatherings attended by school-aged children non-concurrent with
masses and after school hours. Additional events in the Parish Activity Center may
include adult social gatherings or adult educational events generally occurring after
school hours and non-concurrent with masses."


The activity plans listed above apparently adequately describe the current uses of the facilities
and how they could be re-shuffled into new facilities, but the fact remains that almost 22,000 sq.
ft. of additional space is going to be available. A more forward-looking vision would certainly
take better advantage of the available space, and we believe that, over a relatively short period
of time, such a re-Iook would occur.
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It should be noted that we have struggled with how to analyze the parking in light of an apparent
dichotomy in the information provided - that is, whether the project should be viewed as a new
master plan for this property or as an expansion to an eXisting development. Treatment as a
new master plan would seem to imply that the project should be viewed as starting with a
relatively clean sheet of paper, or a "re-baselining" of the use of the property, with an objective
to optimize the use of the entire campus for the indefinite future. The master plan concept would
seem to be appropriate, given the applicant's perspective that "this proposed design must stand
the test of generations of Catholics to come in Rancho Palos Verdes. The long-term ability of
the proposed sanctuary to spiritually inspire its occupants is a cause the parish is not willing to
abandon." (See letter dated 7/9/08 to Leza M'ikhail, RPV Assistant Planner, from Shelly
Hyndman, Architect, and Msgr. David Sork, Pastor of St. John Fisher Church; copy attached in
the appendix.)


In contrast, the approach to building the additional facilities appears to be heavily constrained by
the location of the existing facilities and a desire to make the fewest changes possible. This
approach would seem to indicate that the evaluation should treat the project as an expansion to
an existing development which implies incremental change, much less significant in scope.


The current parking plan has elements of both. The applicant's proposal treats the parking
requirements as an integral part of a new master plan, a clean slate of paper, a re-baselining
without regard to the current approved level of parking or 359 spaces. In addition, the City's
starting point for determining required parking spaces based on strict code compliance for a


. new development is 657 spaces, in accordance with Development Code 17.50.020, Table 50-A,
Parking Space Requirements. (See 7/22108 Planning Dept. staff report, page 4; copy attached
in the appendix.) That figure is then adjusted downward based on an application of section
17.50.040(1), Seasonal or Peak Parking Areas, by the applicant to reflect only concurrent
activities at peak.


However, the rationale for the parking requirements is based primarily on a historical
perspective as to how many people have attended various masses in the recent past and
appears to be focused on the "here and now" requirements to support current activities, rather
than on a vision of future use 50 years from now. It is an approach an evaluator might take
when reviewing an incremental change less significant in scope, such as a remodel. This would
be more indicative of an approach that would begin with the current approved number of spaces
(359) and then add requirements for the additional facilities requested by the applicant, as
required in section 17.50.020 of the RPV Development Code, which establishes the proper
treatment of parking requirements for additions to existing developments. In addition, the
loading zone requirement actually is calculated on an incremental approach, unlike the rest of
the applicant's proposed plan and the City's evaluation.


Therefore, in light of the lack of clarity on this topic, we have included elements of both
perspectives in our analysis of the applicant's parking plan. In either case, as we understand the
RPV General Plan and Development Code, all proposed development projects are to be
analyzed for their effect on the adjacent properties as the neighborhoods exist today, without
regard to plans that may have been envisioned 45 years ago, but were never implemented. The
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required approach allows for incremental changes to be made to the look of the general area
where the project would be located over time, rather than dramatic and significant changes that
affect the overall look and feel of the neighborhood and surrounding properties.


The following sections contain a discussion of several shortfalls that we have found in the
applicant's parking plan. The topics are covered in two major sections. The first addresses
deficiencies in the way the Code is applied to this particular project. The second addresses
areas where we feel that Code compliance is lacking.


A number of different adjustments to the proposed parking plan are recommended in both
sections of the paper. The recommended adjustments are not all additive, in part because the
adjustments address shortfalls from the 2 mutually exclusively perspectives of (1) as a new
master plan, and (2) as an addition to an existing development (dichotomy described above).
The recommended adjustments are all summarized in a table titled Summary of Alternative
Parking Requirements, immediately following the text of the paper, to facilitate a comparison of
the results of the different approaches.


A conclusion section follows the case discussions and covers our assessment of the reasonable
range in which the required parking spaces should fall.


The appendix at the end of the document includes copies of the applicable sections of RPV's
General Plan and Development Code, referenced CUP #96, a relevant letter from an applicant
that is referenced in the paper, a referenced section of the 7/22/08 Planning Commission staff
report, and a 5-week vehicle occupancy survey taken by the authors of this paper.


Code Application Deficiencies


As mentioned earlier, a strict interpretation of the Development code would require the project to
provide 657 parking spaces (per the 7/22108 Planning Commission staff report, page 4, included
in the appendix). While we agree that an approach that focuses on concurrent uses to estimate
a peak-loading parking requirements is appropriate and reasonable (rather than a stacking of all
requirements regardless of timing as was used to derive the 657 figure), we feel that the 331
figure that the applicant has proposed is substantially understated for a variety of reasons that
are discussed below.


RPV Development Code section 17.50.010 is being improperly applied with respect to
children attending religious education classes.


The single most important element of the applicant's proposed parking plan is the inappropriate
application of RPV Development Code section 17.50.010, Parking Space Requirements, Table
50-A, to participants in the weekly Sunday morning religious education classes. These classes
are attended by 380 children and 38 teachers each Sunday from September through May. (See
Sheet AO.O, Sunday Religious Education, of the proposed plan.)
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The applicant and City staff used the Development Code Table 50-A, Parking Space
Requirements, which states that 2 spaces must be provided for each elementary or junior high
school classroom, with no requirement for parking related to the 380 children. These standards
are clearly intended for normal week-day general education school classes where parents drop
their children off in the morning and pick them up after school, or the kids walk to school or have
other means of transportation to/from school, none of which require on-site parking.


The applicant's religious education classes, however, have different characteristics from normal
weekday classroom settings. The classes are held concurrently with Sunday morning masses.
Masses begin at 9:00 and 10:45 and last for approximately 1 hour. The religious education
classes begin at 9:00 and 10:30 and last for one hour and fifteen minutes each. According to the
applicant's representatives, the children arrive at the applicant's property in their parents'
vehicles and park in the applicant's lot. The parents escort the children to their classes and then
concurrently attend mass in the sanctuary. The Sunday religious classes are held in the
classrooms used during the week for the K-8 school. (This scenario is supported by the fact that
there are no on-site areas to accommodate drop-off and pick-up on weekends, as you might
expect at regular weekday schools such as the Montessori School in Golden Cove.) These
Sunday School activities are an integral element of many American religious practices and are
more properly characterized as a church-related function that increases concurrent parking
demand than as a general education school function that does not require parking.


The Development Code Table of parking space requirements for elementary and junior high
. school classrooms was not intended to apply to situations such as religious education classes.
Code section 17.50.010 states: "These standards [in Table 50-A] should be considered the
minimum required to preserve the public health, safety and welfare, and more extensive parking
provisions may be warranted in particular circumstances." The Code does not limit the City to a
strict application of parking requirements to scenarios that are not at all similar to those
envisioned by the Code. The "particular circumstances" in the applicant's Sunday campus
usage are the concurrent presence of up to 870 worshipers in the sanctuary and 380 religious
education class attendees, driving to these activities in the same vehicles and parking in the
applicant's parking lot, while concurrently gathering in separate on,,:,site facilities.


A more logical treatment would be to include them in the calculation of parking required for
assembly areas. Since the children attend classes in buildings other than the sanctuary, they do
not contribute to filling the sanctuary capacity. Therefore, the 380 kids must be added to the
sanctuary capacity before deriving the necessary parking places. The combined number of
1,250 (870 sanctuary capacity seating plus 380 additional children concurrently attending
classes in nearby classrooms) should be used as the numerator when dividing by the average
car occupancy rate (assumed to be 3 per car in the Development Code) to derive the number of
required parking places. That calculation results in an additional 127 parking spaces (380
children divided by 3 persons per car) being required. When added to the applicant's proposed
amount of 331, the total becomes 458 spaces. If you are going to size parking to peak
concurrent facility usage, then you can't leave 30% of the concurrent occupants out of the
equation.
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survey. Although we did not have enough resources to effectively quantify the impact, we
believe that an overlap of 10% would not be an unreasonable assumption. Approximately 200
cars were generally counted for the 9:00 mass. If only 10% stay until most of the cars for the
next mass arrive, an additional 20 cars would remain in the parking lot.


The overlap seemed particularly noticeable on September 7th
, so we drove through the parking


lot at the completion of our survey (at approximately 11 :05) to see if we could determine the
reason. We found out that, on that day, a "Time & Talent" festival was being held outside the
sanctuary and people were gathering for an unusually extended period. We noted 60 empty
spaces in the parking lot at that time. However, we were surprised to see 15 cars parked
parallel to curbs where no parking spaces were marked (in some cases, next to curbs painted
red) - including fire lanes and other lanes used by cars to enter and exit parking spaces. Two of
the cars were parked along the curb in front of Barrett Hall, very close to the Crest Rd. entrance
at the far end of the campus from the current sanctLiary. This observation strongly indicated to
us that, sometime before or during the mass in progress, the parking lot must have been full,
causing people to park in unmarked areas (and in places that would be considered anything but
desirable from a distance point of view.) Otherwise, all cars would have been parked in marked
spaces.


If there are other festivals or similar events that occur during or between masses at other times
of the year, we would expect that the parking lot may become overloaded more than On
Christmas and Easter, which we agree should be treated as an exception to normal


. requirements (and handled via a condition requiring valet parking or similar: arrangements on
those days) and should not be covered by the peak period analysis.


To mitigate overlapping uses, the City should either require additional parking spaces or include
conditions that masses be separated by longer periods of time and that festivals be held at
times that do not conflict with masses. This is consistent with the applicant's desire to reduce
the number of Sunday masses.


The applicant's parking plan understates parking requirements during Saturday and
Sunday afternoon masses and does not account for overlapping uses, both of which are
likely to result in inadequate parking space during those time frames.


On page AO.9 (Parking Tables) of the proposed parking plan, a total parking requirement of 224
is reflected at 5 pm on Saturdays and 183 on Sundays. Those figures are not based on 290
parking spaces for the capacity sanctuary seating of 870 as required by the Code, but rather
assume smaller numbers of 125 and 158 spaces, respectively, for the masses. When adjusted
to reflect the appropriate seating capacity for each time frame, the figures become 389 required
parking spaces for the Saturday mass and 315 for the Sunday mass.lnihat case, the parking
requirement for Saturday would exceed the current proposed plan of 331 by 58 spaces,and the
requirement for Sunday would be very close to the planned number of spaces (315 vs. 331).


Furthermore, during the 1-hour period 5 pm to 6 pm on Saturdays, use of the Fireside Room
and upper and lower levels of the Parish Activity Center are eliminated to assure adequate
parking space for the 5:00 masses. However, all three areas are shown as available from 7 am


7







49-B


A Sunday morning survey of actual vehicle occupancy jndicates that using a factor of 3
persons per car to estimate parking requirements is insufficient to assure that adequate
off-street parking facilities are provided.


Section 17.50.020, Table 50-A, of the RPV Development Code governs parking space
requirements for churches and other assembly areas, and states that 1 parking space must be
provided for every 3 permanent seats or 1 space must be provided for every 50 square feet of
assembly area, whichever is greater.


We performed a survey of actual vehicle occupancy in cars arriving for Sunday masses during
the 5-week period from August 17, 2008 through September 14, 2008. The number of vehicles
and the passengers per arriving vehicle were collected for each of 3 morning masses on each
Sunday in the period, and the average passengers per car was derived for each Sunday. During
the survey, a combined total of 2,730 cars with 4,385 car occupants were counted, yielding an
average of 1.61 occupants per car. The individual Sunday results ranged between a low of 1.54
per car and a high of 1.65 passengers per car,indicating a very high degree of consistency
throughout the period, and an overall occupancy of well below an average of 3 per car indicated
in the Code. A copy of the weekly results and a detailed explanation of the methodology used
are included in the appendix.


If an occupancy rate of 1.6 is used, the parking requirements for the 870-seat sanctuary plus the
380 children in religious education and teachers would increase from 417 to 782, calculated as


.follows: [(870 + 380)/1.6] = 782. When spaces for the 38 teachers and 3 spaces for the priests'
residence are included, the total parking space requirement becomes 823.


We would note that this figure is also consistent with the overall aging population on the
peninsula. In addition, a similar vehicle occupancy rate of 1.7 was used in reviewing the Rolling
Hills Covenant Church proposed development in Rolling Hills Estates. It is our understanding
that that figure was based on a peninsula-wide analysis of average vehicle occupancy rates.


This analysis provides further evidence that the 331 spaces proposed are substantially
insufficient to assure that adequate off-street parking facilities are provided as required by
Development Code section 17.50.010.


Occupancy rates similar to the 1.6 occupancy factor observed in our survey (and the
corresponding demographics of an aging peninsula) may be contributing to the overcrowding of
parking lots in the Crestridge institutional zone, where on-street parking is heavy during Sunday
morning services.


Overlapping parking requirements for consecutive masses not included in the
applicant's proposal are likely to cause an inadequate supply of parking spaces.


The applicant's parking plan is based on the number of seats available for each mass
individually, and does not account for any overlap of parking requirements of consecutive
masses. The Church encourages parishioners to stay after mass to socialize and enjoy
refreshments. As a result, many attendees from earlier masses do not leave until attendees to
later masses begin arriving. We noted this effect occurring fairly consistently during the 5-week
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to 5 pm and from 6 pm to 10 pm (that is, all but the 5 pm to 6 pm hour). The assumption that all
associated parking space usage for that i-hour period could or would be eliminated is not
reasonable. It is more reasonable that at least some cars associated with the usage of those
buildings would remain in the parking lot during at least a portion of the mass hour, or at least
would still be there as mass attendees arrive, due to overlapping uses. If all 3 areas were at
capacity, the parking spaces required would potentially increase by 187 from the 389 spaces
(after adjustment to reflect the 870-person sanctuary seating capacity) to a total of up to 576
spaces. Obviously, the potential requirement of 576 spaces is an upper bound, and the actual
need would be less than that, but it is highly likely that a number greater than zero will remain in
the parking lot while mass attendees are arri'ving, as is currently assumed in the applicant's
plan. In any event, when the sanctuary capacity is used as required by the Code, the analysis
shows that 389 spaces are required (before adding any portion of the additional 187 spaces due
to overlapping requirements), exceeding the current plan in all cases.


Similarly, on Sundays, use of Barrett Hall and the upper and lower levels of the Parish Activity
Center are eliminated to assure adequate parking space for the 5:00 masses. However, all
three areas are shown as available from 2 pm to 5 pm and from 6 pm to 9 pm (that is, all but the
5 pm to 6 pm hour). If all 3 areas were at capacity, the parking spaces required would potentially
increase by 261 from the 315 spaces (after adjustment to reflect the 870-person sanctuary
seating capacity) to a total of up to 576 spaces.


To eliminate the overlapping requirements during the afternoon masses, the City should either
. require more parking spaces~orplace a condition on the applicant's permit that Barrett Hall, the


Fireside Room and the Parish ActiVity Center not be used for a period from one hour before the
5:00 mass to one hour after completion of the mass.


Parking Requirements for weddings, and fune.rals, and other special events have not
been included in the parking requirements anywhere.


The applicant has indicated that generally approximately 30 weddings and 65 funerals are
performed annually. Parking requirements for these and other special events have not been
included in the parking analysis. It is understood that they would not occur concurrently with
masses. However, the City also needs to include a condition that the events also would not
occur concurrently with activities in Barrett Hall, the Parish Activity Center, and the Fireside
Room to the extent that the total parking needs would exceed capacity.


Code Compliance Deficiencies


The applicant's proposed project does not comply with numerous Code requirements, yet the
applicant has not submitted any requests for variances. The most significant issues are
discussed below.


Code compliance issues are organized sequentially by Code section. City staff is
recommending waivers for some of these and has addressed others through added CUP
conditions. Some have not been addressed by staff or the applicant.
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, .... RIPV Development Code Section 17.50.0209 Pallrlldng Reqll.!lirements for Additions to
EXisting Developments, sihloll.llDd be used to determine the correct B'llIlllmlber of required....,.,
parksng spaces.


The applicant's parking plan proposes to "re-baseline" the parking requirements without regard
to the current level of approved parking (359 parking spaces), under the assumption that the
development is based on a new master plan. The City staff has indicated that as a new master
plan, the required parking spaces would be 657. (If the analysis is based on concurrent uses,
the required parking spaces would be somewhat less).


However, the applicant is currently operating under an existing CUP approved by a prior .
Planning Commission in 1985 (see appendix) in conjunction with an earlier expansion project
that requires 359 parking spaces. RPV Development Code section 17.50.020, Parking
Requirements, states: "for additions to existing developments, the increased parking
requirements shall be based only on the addition." Table 50-A of this section states that, for
assembly areas (including churches) minimum parking requirements are to be 1 space for every
3 permanent seats, or 1 space for every 50 sq. ft. of assembly area, whichever is greater.


The applicant is adding a 17,000 sq. ft. sanctuary with 8,668 sq. ft. of assembly area and
seating capacity of 870 and an additiona.1 net square footage of 4,890. A strict reading of the
Code related to additions to eXisting developments would require that 290 parking spaces would
be required for the new sanctuary, plus 98 spaces for the net additional 4,890 sq. ft. (in addition


. to the 359 required under the current CUP) for a total of 747 spaces (as opposed to a total of
657 parking spaces when viewed from a master plan (re-baselining) perspective).


Even!f you concede that the only addition in seating capacity (and therefore parking
requirements) arising from the 21,890 new square footage being added in this project is the
8,668 sq. ft. gathering area section of the sanctuary with an additional seating of 220 at peak
usage time (870 proposed sanctuary seating minus 650 current sanctuary seating) and exclude
all other square footage as being used at non-concurrent times, the Code application would
require the greater of (1) 8668 sq. ft. divided by 50 sq. ft, or 174 spaces or (2) 220 additional
seats divided by 3 per car, or 74 spaces. (Both figures are rounded up to the next higher whole
number, per the Development Code.) This very conservative approach to the new development
(even more lenient than the Code would appear to allow), when added to the current approved
parking spaces of 359, would result in a total of 533 spaces for the project.


The Code does not provide for any approach that would approve a decrease in parking
requirements when an addition to eXisting development is being requested. However, the
applicant has proposed to reduce available parking from the present required totai of 359 to 331
to accommodate the proposed expansion. Wouldn't a variance be required for approval of the
lower number?


If the Planning Commission were to approve the proposed expansion project with 331 parking
spaces, the Planning Commission would be transferring the applicant's responsibility to provide


code on-site parking for 200 vehicles to the adjacent public streets.
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RPV Development Code Section 17.50.030 Joint Use and Common Parking Facilities


In a previous hearing on the proposed expansion project, the applicant was asked if some of
their parking requirements could be satisfied by entering into a joint agreement with the
Daughters of Mary and Joseph Retreat Center. The Code provides that joint agreements may
be used when the two parties to the agreement have different periods of peak usage and
therefore available parking during a period of low activity at one location could be used by the
other party during the-other party's peak period. However, one of the Retreat Center's primary
uses is for weekend retreats which would directly compete with the applicant's need for
weekend spaces. This subject is covered in detail in another letter in this notebook.


Moreover, even if the Retreat Center's parking were to be made available to the applicant,
section 17.50.030 permits use of only 50% of off-site parking capacity to meet on-site needs.
The Retreat Center has approximately 94 paved parking spaces, so the applicant would only be
able to use 47 additional spaces to fill its parking requirement.


Furthermore, the Center parking is greater than 600 ft. from the sanctuary and thereby does not
comply with the section 17.50.040(C)(1) requirement that all parking spaces shall be within 300
ft. of the building it is to serve. Thus, if the requirement of alimit of 300-ft. maximum distance
from sanctuary were approved by the City via a variance, the applicant would still net only 47
additional spaces. Marymount has applied for a variance to this requirement for their dormitory
parking, but the applicant in this project has not.


The proposed project does not comply with RPV Development Code Section
17.50.040(C)(1), which requires that parking be located within 300 ft. of a building's
entrance.


Section 17.50.040(C)(1) requires all parking to be located within 300 ft. of the sanctuary. It also
requires legal and safe pedestrian paths from the parking to the sanctuary. The Required
Parking Facilities Code also states that the 300-ft. maximum "distances are to be measured
along a legal and safe pedestrian path from the parking space to the nearest entrance to the
building or use for which the parking is required.


Approximately 70% of the proposed 331 parking spaces are located more than 300 ft. from the
sanctuary as shown on annotated sheet AO.1, copy attached. The farthest spaces from the
sanctuary are over 590 ft. away. The proposed parking lot layout contains no safe pedestrian
ways for any but the few parking spaces on the west and north lot perimeters. All others require
most pedestrians to cross 1 to 3 traffic lanes.


The City staff has interpreted the 300-ft. maximum distance in the Code as the maximum
distance to the parking lot, notthe maximum distance from each parking space, as explicitly
required in the language of the code. This same interpretation is also being used for the
proposed Marymount expansion.


As a result, the author asked the City to provide data on all projects where their interpretation of
the code is being, or was, applied. The City swiftly provided data on 5 projects where, in their


10







53-B


'K
,


R
EM


ot
N


U
N


'S
CO


NV
E


PR
IE


.S
T


'"
"
"
-
-
-
f
N


.
DE


M
O


LI
SH


[X
fS


Tt
N


O
YO


UT
H"


H
.


NE
W


M
AI


NT
EN


AN
CE


r"
i'\


~
:G


AR
AG


E
'


''V
''l


1
)\


)


\
~
,
G
,


£
X
P
A
N
~


ot
B


A
A


R
rn


tiA
LL


L
R


E
M


O
D


E
L


EX
IS


TI
NG



SA


NC
Tl


JA
RY


UP
PE


R
lE


V
E


L
TO


G
YM


NA
SI


UM
AN


D
YO


UT
H


RO
OM


-
-
~


a
ft


&
'







54-B


opinion, their interpretation of section 17.50.040(C)(1) was applied. They are listed in the Table


below.


City Projects with Parking Spaces Beyond 300 ft. from Building Entrances


1------'--
Project Approval Date Compliance with Current Wording of Section


17.S0.040(C){1)


Congregation Ner Tamid i 1976 Non-compliant CUP; variance issued allowing


joint use parking agreement


Golden Cove/Montessori 2001 Complies
I


Trump 2003 CUP provides for valet parking to meet Code


Terranea 2008 !CUP provides for valet parking to meet Code


Marymount College
I


2008 Application pending before Planning


Commission; variance application submitted
I
I


St. John Fisher Church
I


~8 Non-compliantj no variance or mitigating


I Q.}P tonditions


Three of these projects meet the existing language of section 17.50.040(C)(1) through use of
valet parking, meaning attendees can disembark at the building entrance and have their cars
parked by valets (Trump &Terranea) or through full compliance with the 300-ft. limit (Golden
Cove). The Congregation Ner Tamid project doesn't comply with today's language of this Code.
However, a variance was issued by RPV for their parking solution. The Marymount expansion
project, now pending before the Planning Commission, has applied for a variance to this Code


section. This applicant has not.


The upshot of the above is that RPV has apparently never allowed a CUP project with parking
spaces more than 300 ft. from the structure for which the parking is intended without either a
variance or other mitigating conditions in the CUP. Neither the applicant nor City staff has
proposed or required a variance or CUP conditions for this deficiency.


The applicant's project should not be the first.
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Deve!opment Code Section 17.54UJ40(E), Screening


RPV Development Code section 17.50.040(E)(1) requires a solid masonry wall between
abutting residential districts which can be waived by the Planning Commission under certain
circumstances. None is provided along the southern perimeter of parking lot abutting Valley
View residences. Staff has said this requirementwill be added to the current list of CUP
conditions.


Development Code Section 17.50.040(f)(5), layolUlt and Paving


RPV Development Code section 17.50.040(F)(5) requires "bumpers, tire stops or any other
device deemed appropriate by the Director shall be provided along all pedestrian ways." No
such pedestrian ways or devices are included in the applicant's parking design.


Deveiopment Code Section 17.50.040(G)(1) and (9)


RPV Development Code section 17.50.040(G)(1) requires landscaped planter beds of at least
5-ft. width to be installed along the entire parking lot perimeter. The eastern parking lot
perimeter is proposed to extend to the eastern property line with no such landscaping.
Perimeter planters are also omitted by the Parish Activity Center. Section 15.50.040(G)(9)
requires a six-inch high concrete curb at the edge of all landscapes areas. There is no


. hardscape in the applicant's proposal for such curbing along the southern edge of the parking
lot.


Development Code Section 17.50.050(A), loading


This Code section requires 4 loading spaces for new developments the size of the project. The
applicant has proposed 3 without requesting a variance. The applicant should be required to
provide 4 loading spaces to bring their "master plan" into code compliance.


Development Code Section 17.511),040, Outdoor lighting for NonresDdentma~Uses


The section dictates a maximum height above grade of 10ft. for pole-mounted lighting. The
applicant has proposed 25-ft. high parking lot lighting. Staff has indicated the 10-ft. maximum
height will be added to the CUP conditions. The June 24, 2008 staff report, page 15, states the
CUP shall contain a condition requiring that ail lighting must be directed downward onto
applicant's property. The current CUP application includes flood lighting pointed upward to
illuminate the sanctuary cross. The Planning Commission should deny this request. On foggy
nights, which are frequent throughoutthe year, the upward flood lighting will diffuse and reflect
onto neighboring properties and the roadways.
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Conclusion


It is apparent from the variety of approaches covered in the above case analyses that the
proposed plan for 331 parking spaces is substantially inadequate when more realistic
assumptions and Code applications are used to develop parking needs. The prop·ased figure is
far below any of the estimates developed with more reasonable assumptions. It should be noted
that even the cases included herein do not attempt to anticipate future additional uses of the
89,700 total sq. ft. of the proposed new campus. They are simply based on applying the City's
Code to the current project.


A review of the table entitled Summary of Parking Requirements indicates that a minimum of
458 spaces should be required (case #4). And that amount does not even include any
adjustment to reflect the 1.6 vehicle occupancy rate we observed. Case numbers 7 and 8 are,in
our view, the most correct application of the Code for additions to existing facilities. They reflect
a range of 533 to 747 spaces. A very high·level "sanity check" to this analysis would be to take
the current parking requirements and simply increase that figure by 30% (the percentage
increase in the overall development square footage). That would result in a requirement of 467
spaces (359 x 1.3). These figures, when taken together, indicate to us that the minimum parking
requirement should be at least 450 to 500 spaces, possibly even more.


When you consider that the uses of the facilities are highly likely to increase over the longer
term, the parking needs are also likely to expand well beyond the current usage based on


. historical use of a much smaller campus. In fact, according to the applicant's proposed plan, it is
likely that in the near future, the number of masses will be reduced. (That point is made on
Hyndman & Hyndman sheets AO.O, Title Sheet, and AO.9, Parking Tables.) That reasoning is
the basis for the increase in sanctuary size from a capacity of 650 to 870. An increase of that
size (30%) would accommodate a reduction in the number of Sunday masses from 5 to 4.
However, it is our understanding that there currently is consideration of reducing the masses
from 5 to 2, which, in all likelihood, would exceed the capacity of the new sanctuary.


We ask the Planning Commissioners to carefully consider this information in their decisions
regarding this project, and require substantially more parking than is proposed - either by
requiring a multi-story parking lot or by reasonable joint parking agreements that can actually be
implemented and enforced. We mention this last point regarding joint agreements because we
noted last Sunday on Crestridge that cars completely covered both sides of the street, yet the
parking lot at Congregation Ner Tamid had significant vacancy. It is our understanding that the
synagogue is part of a series of joint agreements among the developments on Crestridge, yet
people apparently prefer to park on the street closer to the bUilding they are going to, rather
than in an off-street parking lot that is a.few 100 ft. farther down the road. That may be
acceptable in that area of Crestridge, which is all zoned institutional, but it is not acceptable in
an area that is primarily residential. Any joint agreements have to assure that the parking
arrangements are convenient or they will not be used.


We would also request that a detailed independent analysis of parking requirements be
performed through a full EIR process, along with a traffic analysis that takes into account the
realistic parking plan.
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We would also ask the Planning Commission to consider that the RPV General Plan says that it
is the policy to encourage public use of institutional recreational facilities, where possible
(Institutional Activity "Policies," page 93). The new facilities will include a gymnasium for the
parish youth (as well as an assembly area with a stage for theatre performances'in the existing
Barrett Hall). We would hope that the applicant would welcome all peninsula youth to take
advantage of the new facilities, of which the City and entire peninsula are woefully short.
Providing sufficient parking facilities is critical to enable this to occur.


Once this approval process is completed, a decision by the City to allow inadequate parking
facilities will be difficult to reverse.


Thank you for your consideration of our comments.


Submitted by Kathy & AI Edgerton


Transmitted to the City under cover letter dated September 15, 2008 by the Edgert,ons
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I
Summary of Alternative Parking Requirements


i Number of
Case Descriptions Spaces


I
1 Current approved parking (per CUP #96 dated 1985) 359


Master Plan Approach: Strict adherence to Code (per 7/22108 Planning Dept staff
2* report, page 4) 657


3* Applicant's Proposed Parking (Hyndman & Hyndman sheet AO.O) 331


- Based on applicant's estimates of peak concurrent parking requirements on
Sunday momings, 10 am - 12 noon


- Assumes sanctuary capacity of 870, 38 religious education teachers, 3 spaces for
priests' residence


4* Addition of 380 religious education students to Applicant's parking plan 458
I 331 proposed parking spaces in #3 above + 380 religious ed. students /3 per
vehicle = 458


Use of 1.6 occupants per vehicle factor based on 5-week parking survey (rather
5* than 3/car to derive minimum requirement) 823


[(870 sanctuary seating capacity + 380 religious ed. students)/1.6 + 38 religious ed.
teachers + 3 spaces for priests' residence] = 823


Adjustment of Sat/Sun pm masses to reflect capacity seating (rather than current
average-attendance used in applicant's estimates) and potential overlap with


6 Barrett Hall, Parish Activity Center, and Fireside Room


Saturday: 389 to reflect capacity seating + up to 187 for overlap with activities listed
for Fireside Room and Parish Activity Center 389 to 576


Sunday: 315 to reflect capacity seating + up to 261 for overlap with activities listed fat
Barrett Hall and Parish activity Center 315 to 576


7 Strict Application of Code section 17.50.020, Additions to Existing Space 747
The greater of:


(1) Current CUP of 359 +( 8,668 sq. ft. of new sanctuary assembly area + 4,890 other
add'i sq ft.)/50 sq. ft. per pkg space = 359 +272 = 631, or


(2) Current CUP of 359 + 870 new sanctuary capacity/3 people per vehicle + 4,890
other add'i sq. ft.l50 sq. ft. per pkg space = 359 + 290 + 98 = 747


Estimate of incremental amount based on current CUP plus additional sq.
8 footage or additional seating capacity 533


The greater of:


(1) current CUP of 359 + 8,668 sq. ft.l50 sq. ft. per pkg space = 359 + 174 = 533, all'
(2) current CUP of359 + (870 new sanctuary seating capacity - 650 current sanctuary
seating capacity)/3 = 359 + 220/3 = 359 + 74 = 433


- Assumes religious ed. kids are covered by current CUP


*Assumes no concurrent use of Barrett Hall, the Parish Activity Center or Fireside Room at peak times .and no
overlapping parking from consecutive masses
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Vehicle Occupancy Analysis


5-Week Summary - August 17, 2008 through September 14, 2008


8/17 8/24 8/31 917 9/14 Total


Combined Total of Passengers (from all 3 Masses) 747 834 864 1020 920 I 4385


Combined Total of Vehicles (from all 3 Masses) 453 510 539 629 599 2730


Average Passengers per Vehicle for all 3 Masses 1.65 1.64 1.60 1.62 1.54 1.61


Note: Figures for 8/17/08 are somewhat understated
because the survey started 15 minutes later than on the
other days.


4· 'Ir --!1







61-B


Vehicle Occupancy Analysis - September 7,2008


7:30am Mass 9:00 am Mass 10:45 am Mass


(8:15 - 9:'f5 (8:15 - 9:15 (10:15 -11:05
Exits Only) Entries Only) Entries Only)


No. of Total No. No.of Total No. No.of Total No. of
Cars of People Cars of People Cars People


Crest Rd. Entrance/Exit 89 118 81 127 84 131


I
I
I


Crenshaw Blvd. Entrance/Exit 98 I 142 136 239 141 263


Totals 187 I 260 217 366 225 394


Avg. Passengers per Vehicle 1.39 1.69 1.75


Combined Total of Passengers (from all 3 Masses) 1020


Combined Total of Vehicles (from all 3 Masses) 629


Average Passengell'S perVehicle for all 3 Masses 1.62


Methodology:


The number of passengers in each car was determined as the cars entered the church property via Crest Rd.
and Crenshaw Blvd. entrances for the 9:00 and 10:45 masses on September 7, 2008. Cars and passengers
arriving between 8:15 and 9: 15 were counted for the 9:00 mass, and cars and passengers arriving between
10:15 and 11 :05 were counted for the 10:45 mass.


Cars and passengers exiting the property onto Crest Rd. and Crenshaw between 8:15 and 9:15 were counted to
estimate the car density for the 7:30 mass.


At the end of each period, the total number of passengers and cars counted were determined.


The average car passenger density for each mass was determined by dividing the total number of passengers
counted by the total number of cars entering or eXiting (as applicable) during the applicable time period.


The average car passenger density for all 3 masses combined was similarly determined by dividing the
combined total number of passengers from all 3 masses by the combined total number of cars entering or exiting
(as applicable) durinQ all time periods.
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i
VehicBeOcclUlpancy Analysas - September 14, 200S


7:30am Mass 9:00 am Mass 10:45 am Mass
(8:15 - 9:15 (8:t5 - 9:15 (10:15 -11:05
Exits Only) Entries Oniy) Entroes Only)


No. of , Total No. No.of Total No. No.of Total No. of
Cars of People CalI'S ofPeopie CalI'S People


Crest Rd. Entrance/Exit 81 104 73 100 79 107


Crenshaw Blvd. Entrance/Exit 92 134 121 211 153 264


Totals 173 I 238 194 311 232 371


Avg. Passengers per Vehicle 1.38 1.60 1.60


Combined Tota! of Passengers (from an 3 Masses) 920


Combined Total of Vehicles (from 01113 Masses) 599


Average Passengell'S per Vehicle for aUi 3 Masses 1.54


Methodology:


The number of passengers in each car was determined as the cars entered the church property via Crest Rd.
and Crenshaw Blvd. entrances for the 9:00 and 10:45 masses on September 14, 2008. Cars and passengers
arriving between 8:15 and 9:15 were counted for the 9:00 mass, and cars and passengers arriving between
10:15 and 11:05 were counted for the 10:45 mass.


Cars and passengers exiting the property onto Crest Rd. and Crenshaw between 8:15 and 9:15 were counted to
estimate the car density for the 7:30 mass.


At the end of each period, the total number of passengers and cars counted were determined.


The average car passenger density for each mass was determined by dividing the total number of passengers
counted by the total number of cars entering or exiting (as applicable) during the applicable time period.


The average car passenger density for all 3 masses combined was similarly determined by dividing the
combined total number of passengers from all 3 masses by the combined total number of cars entering or exiting
(as applicable) durinQ all time periods.
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Vehicle Occupancy Analysis - August 17, 2008


7:30 am Mass 9:00 am Mass 10:45 am Mass


(8:30 - 9:20 (8:30 - 9:20 (10:00 -11:10
Exits Only) Entries Only) Entries Only)


No. of Total No. No.of Total No. No. of Total No. of
Cars of People Cars of People Cars People


Crest Rd. Entrance/Exit 29 39 66 91 70 109


Crenshaw Blvd. Entrance/Exit 64 97 96 182 128 229


Totals 93 I 136 162 273 198 338


Avg. Passengers pel" Vehicle 1.46 1.69 1.71


Combined Total of Passengers (from ailS Masses) 747


Combined Total of Vehicles (from all 3 Masses) 453


Average Passengers per Vehicle for an 3 Masses 1.65


Methodology:


The number of passengers in each car was determined as the cars entered the church property via Crest Rd.
and Crenshaw Blvd. entrances for the 9:00 and 10:45 masses on August 17, 2008. Cars and passengers arriving
between 8:30 and 9:20 were counted for the 9:00 mass, and cars and passengers arriving between 10:00 and
11:10 were counted for the 10:45 mass.


Cars and passengers exiting the property onto Crest Rd. and Crenshaw between 8:30ano 9:20 were counted to
estimate the car density for the 7:30 mass..


At the end of each period, the total number of passengers and cars counted were determined.


The average car passenger density for each mass was determined by dividing the total number of passengers
counted by the total number of cars entering or exiting (as applicable) during the applicable time period.


The average car passenger density for all 3 masses combined was similarly determined by dividing the
combined total number of passengers from all 3 masses by the combined total number of cars entering or exiting
I(as applicable) during all time periods.
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Vehicle Occupancy Analysis - August 24, 2008


7:30am Mass 9:00am Mass 11 0:45 am Mass
(8:15·9:15 {8:15 - 9:115 (10:15 -11:05
Exits Only) Entries Only) Entries Only)


!
No. of ITotal No. Ne.of Total No. No. of Total No. of
Cars ofPeopie Cars efPeople Cars People


Crest Rd. Entrance/Exit 55 73 64 103 65 102


Crenshaw Blvd. Entrance/Exit 92 135 104 183 130 238


Totals 147 208 168 286 195 340


Avg. Passengers per Vehicle 1.41 11.70 1.14


Combined Total of Passengers (from aBl3 Masses) 834


Combined Total of Vehicles (from all 3 Masses) 510


Average Passengers per Vehicle for ail 3 Masses 11.64


Methodology:


The number of passengers in each car was determined as the cars entered the church property via Crest Rd.
and Crenshaw Blvd. entrances for the 9:00 and 10:45 masses on August 24, 2008. Cars and passengers arriving
between 8: 15 and 9:15 were counted for the 9:00 mass, and cars and passengers arriVing between 10:15 and
11 :05 were counted for the 10:45 mass.


Cars and passengers exiting the property onto Crest Rd. and Crenshaw between 8:15 and 9: 15 were counted to
estimate the car density for the 7:30 mass.


At the end of each period, the total number of passengers and cars counted were determined.


The average car passenger density for each mass was determined by diViding the total number of passengers
counted by the total number of cars entering all" exiting (as applicable) during the applicable time period.


The average car passenger density for all 3 masses combined was similarly determined by dividing the
combined total number of passengers from all 3 masses by the combined total number of cars entering or exiting
I(as applicable) durina all time periods.
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Vehicle Occupancy Analysis - August 31,2008


·7:30 am Mass 9:00 am Mass 10:45 am Mass
(8:15 - 9:15 (8:15 - 9:15 (10:15 -111:05
Exits Only) Entries Only) Entries Only)


I
No. of ITotal No. No.of Total No. No.of Total No. of
Cars of People Cars of People Cars People


Crest Rd. Entrance/Exit 78 111 54 84 72 114


Crenshaw Blvd. Entrance/Exit 114 164 98 177 123 214


Totals 192 275 152 261 195 328


Avg. Passengers per Vehicle 1.43 1.12 1.68


Combined Tota! of Passengers (from all 3 Masses) 864


Combined Total of Vehicles (from all 3 Masses) 539


Average Passengers per Vehicle for all 3 Masses 1.60


Methodology:


The number of passengers in each car was determined as the cars entered the church property via Crest Rd.
and Crenshaw Blvd. entrances for the 9:00 and 10:45 masses on August 31, 2008. Cars and passengers arriving
between 8:15 and 9:15 were counted for the 9:00 mass, and cars and passengers arriving between 10:15 and
11 :05 were counted for the 10:45 mass.


Cars and passengers exiting the property onto Crest Rd. and Crenshaw between 8:15 and 9:15 were counted to
estimate the car density for the 7:30 mass.


AUhe end of each period, the total number of passengers and cars counted were determined.


The average car passenger density for each mass was determined by dividing the total number of passengers
counted by the total number of cars entering or exiting (as applicable) during the applicable time period.


The average car passenger density for all 3 masses combined was similarly determined by dividing the
combined total number of passengers from all 3 masses by the combinediotal number of cars entering or exiting
'(as applicable) during all time periods.
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All electrified fences shall contain a warning sign, posted
in avisible location, warning that an electrified fence is in
use.


5. Chain link, chicken wire and fiberglass fences
are prohibited in front yards between the front property
line and the exterior facade of the existing single-family
residence closest to the front property line; in side yards
between the street side property line and the exterior fa
cade ofthe existing single-family residence closest to the
street side property line; and within a rear yard setback
which abuts the following arterial streets identified in the
city's general plan: '


a. Crenshaw Boulevard;
b. Crest Road;
c. Hawthorne Boulevard;
d Highridge Road;
e. Miraleste Drive;
£ Palos Verdes Drive East;
g. Palos Verdes Drive North;
h. Palos Verdes Drive South; and
i. Silver SpurRoad (Amended during 11-97


supplement; Ord. 320 § 7 (part), 1997: Ord. 254 §§ 2-4,
1990; Ord. 194 § 10 (part); 1985; Ord 175 §§ 14-18,
1983; Ord. 150 §§ 15,16,1982; Ord. 132 § 3 (part), 1980;
Ord. 90 § 5 (part), 1977; Ord. 75 (part), 1975)


·17.76.040 Grading permit.
A. . Purpose. The city finds and declares that it is nec


essary to adopt this section to promote the public health,
safety and general welfare. Where this section is in con
flict with other city ordinances, the stricter shall apply.
Specifically, this section provides for:


1. Pennitting reasonable development of land
and minimizing fire hazards, ensuringthe maximumreten
tion ofgroundcover to aid in protection against flooding,
erosion, earth movement, siltation and other similar haz
ards;


2. Ensuring the maximum preservation of the
natural scenic character ofthe area consistent with reason
able economic use ofsuch property;


3. Ensuring that the development ofeach parcel
of land, as well as watercourses, streets and other public
lands and places, occurs in a manner harmonious with ad
jacent lands so as to minimize problems of flooding,
drainage, erosion, earth movement and similar hazards,
and to maintain the visual continuity of hill ~and valley
without unsightly continuous benching ofbuildable sites;
and


4. Ensuring that each project complies vvith all
goals and policies of the general plan, any specific plan
and any amendments.


347
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B. Grading Allowed. The following grading may be
allowed with a minor grading permit, a m~orgrading


permit or a remedial grading permit. Each parcel of land
involved requires separate approval:


1. A minor grading permit shall beused for those
projects which meet all of the following criteria:


a. An excavation, fill or combination thereof, in ex
cess oftwenty cubic yards, but less than fifty cubic yards,
in any two-year period, on a slope ofless than thirty-five
percent, or


b. An excavation three feet or more, butless
than five feet, below natural grade or a fill three feet or
more, but less than five feet, above natural grade on a
slope oflessthan thirty-five percent;


2. A majorgrading permit shall be used fortbose
projects which result in any of the following:


a. An excavation, fill or combination
thereof, in excess offifty cubic yards in any two-year pe
riod,


b. An excavation five feet or·more below
natural grade or a fill five feet or more above natural
grade,


c. Notwithstanding exemptions (e)(t) and
(C)(2) of this section, any excavation or fill which en
croaches on or alters a natural drainage channel or water
course,and


d Unless-otherwise exempted by subsection
C ofthis section, an excavation or fill on an extreme slope
(thirty-five percent or more);


3. A remedial grading Permit shall be used for
excavations, :fill or any redistribution ofearthmaterials for
the purpose ofenhancing soil stability and reducing geo
technical hazards due to natural land movement or the
presence ofnatural hazards.


C. Grading Exempt. The foIIowing grading shall be
exempt from this section:


1. An excavation, fill orcombination thereof, less
than twenty cubic yards in any two-year period;


2. An excavation less than three feet belownatu
ral grade, or a fill less than three feet above natural grade;


3. Grading pursuant to a permit for excavation in
public streets;


4. Grading in connection with a public improve
ment or other public works project for which inspection is
provided by the city or another public agency, as approved
by the city engineer;


S. Grading in private easements by a public util
ity, cable franchisee or a mutual water company;


6. An excavation or fill on private propertymade
by an individual to repair or replace a sewer line, water
line or other underground utility line;


(Ranch.~ Pllfug V~" 12-07)
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CUP #96 - Revision "0·, Grading Permit, Minor Exception Permit and Sign Permit
Planning Case No. ZON2007..Q0492
Page 4
It is important to note, Section 17.50.020 of the RPVMC provides the following parking
requirements fat specified uses:


USE
PARKING SPACE REQUIREMENT FROM SJF MASTER PlAN PARKING


RPVCODE PROVIDED


Assembly space 1 space for every 3 permanent seats; or 1 6,037 square foot gym, 2,178 square


(i.e. sanctuary, space for every 50 square feet of assembly foot multi-purpose room, 870 seat


Barrett Hall and area, whichever is greater (18 linear inches sanctuary, 1,122 square foot meeting


gymnasium) of bench shall be considered 1 seat) room and 4,818 square foot Barrett Hall
=573 required parking spaces


LIbraries
1 space for every 300 square feet of gross 1,256 square foot Library =4 required
floor area parking spaces


Professional Offices 1 space for every 215 square feet of gross 10,204 square feet of office area =37
(I.e. Administrative tloorarea required parking spaces
Building)


Elementary
9 K-8 classrooms and 7 religious


Classrooms (i.e. 2 spaces for each classroom education classrooms =32 required
grades K-8 and parking spaces
religious education)


1 space for every employee plus 1 space for
every 5 children or 1 space for every 10
children where a circular driveway is provided 4 employees plus 40 children with


Preschools for the continuous flow of passenger vehicles circular driveway =8 required parking
(for the purpose of loading and unloading spaces
children) and which accommodates at least 2
vehicles


Single-Family
8,047 square feet =3 required parking


Residential 1 space for avery 5,000 square feet
(Rectory)


spaces


TOTAl 657 ReqUIred Parking Spaces


As noted in the parking table above, if the City's parking requirements were applied to all
the individual components of the proposed master plan. the applicant would be required to
provide 657 parking spaces. Although the proposed S1. John Fisher Master Plan is
considered .. a multi-use project, Staff is aware that all proposed uses will not be
concurrently used throughout the·week and/or weekend. As SUCh. Staff required the
applicant to prepare a parking analysis that indicates the dates and times of all programs
and uses that are provided within the various St. John Fisher facilities for every day of the
week. This is the same approach that the City has used with other commercial or
institutional projects that involve various uses/tenants with varying hours of operation.


4
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, RECORDED IN OFFICIAL RECORDS
RECORDER'S OFFICE


LOS ANGELES COUNI'(.
CALIFORNIA ,,~'


31. P~~.' 9 :A.M. SEPt ~'1. 1988


Saint John Fisl~er


5,448 Cr~rt RORd P. O. Bor 2249
Rancllo Palo. JI~rdss, CaU!omill 90274


PARISH HOUSE
377·5571


RESOLUTION P. C. NO. 85-6


CONDITIONllL USE PERlUT 11 96; VARJ:A1~CE: 11116 MID TIlE FINJ:lL NEGATIVE
DECLARATION FOR ENV'IROMENTllL ASSESSMENT 11461


lJd~®lliUW~W
OCT 231987


AGREEMENT , ENVlRONMEN1'1 SE/iVICES


The Church facilities shall be operated .in such a manner so as
to avoid a use which would exceed the 359 parking spaces on site.
Should demand for ·parking spaces exceed the approved capacity, the
Church ,shall utilize attendant parking (using tandem parking) to
increase parking capacity, '


~' Ol1n'"
;C r~ "ATTom.:trr IN 'FAc1I


':'-'I---=-==~~_------:-
Ro~n Catholic Archbishop of Los Angeles


corporation Sole


(Individual)
fJ TICOR TITLE INSURANCE


OFFICIAL SEAL
Jacqueline A Buekminster
NoTARY..euatlc ~ CALI;:'ORNtA


lOS ANGElES COUNTY


.' My.~m~:~~~!.:~


STATE OF CAL1F9JtNIA} .
COUNTYOF '~' ~~_ SS.


On .4a~..z i; I «7 before me. the undersigned. a Notary Public in .nd for
said State, personally a.ppeared .~ J>;;;Jdr


'.xH:.~c../~
________ , personally known to me or


proved to me on the basis of satisfa.ctory eviden~e to be:
the person_ whose name Lrr1,./ subscribed to the
within instrument and acknowledged that~ exe
l:uted the same.
WITNESS my hand .nd official se.l.
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TRAFFIC AND PARKING NARRATIVE


1. Parking General Information


The parking table indicating "Parking by the Hour" aSsumes worse case occupancy scenarios and shows
full occupancy and high occupancies in assembly spaces throughout the project that are neither intended or
supported by historic activities at the parish campus. The reason for this is to show that even using these
assumptions the project parking provided in the proposed masterplan is sufficient to meet all needs with a
factor of exaggeration applied. The "Parking Matrix by Square Foot per Building" table is provided at the
city's request to correlate square footages with parking requirements for both existing and proposed uses
working with the city's municipal code parking criteria. The parking required derived in this table is then
used in the counts represented in the "Parking by the Hour" tables. In combination, the "Parking by the
Hour" table, the "Parking Matrix by Square Foot per Building" table and the "Parking Calculation" table
on sheet AO.O demonstrate the required parking for the project using actual historical scheduling data
provided by the church where applicable.


The existing parking lot at the parish was constructed with the original masterplan dated 1961 and shown
on sheetA2.13 at which time the masterplan anticipated a future 1200 seat sanctuary to be built. As a
result a large parking lot was installed and a portion of it containing 132 spaces was converted to play area
for the school children. This area is not accessible for parking on weekdays and the total 359 spaces
occurring on site today are underutilized when all parking is available. Historic parking counts conducted
by the Parish indicate current parking is never close to full and excessive.


The parish has been serving the Rancho Palos Verdes Community from this current site for over 45 years.
They are not a new organization in the community and the purpose of this project is to enhance the current
parish home while working within the confines of the existing built out site. In order to better serve their
ministries they do require some additional space since current facilities are crowded and out of date and
some of their existing buildings will be demolished to accommodate proposed improvements. The only
expansion in current programs includes the addition of a small 2 classroom preschool and additional seats
in the sanctuary.


2. Parking Table Results Summary


EXISTING
Sundays 232 max +3 loading spaces
Mon-Fri. 258 max + 3 loading spaces
Saturday 257 max + 3 loading spaces


EXISITING PROVIDED
359 + 0 loading Evenings, Saturday, Sundays
227 spaces Weekdays during school hours


PROPOSED
Sundays 331 max + 3 loading spaces
Mon-Fri. 286 max + 3 loading spaces
Saturday 287 max + 3 loading spaces


PROPOSED PROVIDED
331 + 3 loading spaces Evenings, Saturdays, Sundays
319+ 3 loading spaces Weekdays during school hours


3. GYJ;lmasiumJParish Activity Center


The gymnasium will be created within t4e old/current church space and will serve school children and
various youth and adult groups already in operation at the parish. Currently, organized sports for the
school and youth group occur on outdoor basketball and volleyball courts which are striped areas within
our overflow parking areas. Other parish groups that potentially could use the gymnasium would include
existing groups currently using Barrett Hall or the youth group currently using a building to be demolished
in our proposed masterplan that feel their needs are better served in the gymnasium environment. Again,
however these are existing programs currently in operation and could not occur concurrent with the
basketball/volleyball program. In essence, the gymnasium is being provided to better serve our existing
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parish ministries with a faGility more appropriate to their uses. It is also important to note that the size of the
gymnasium is limited since it is contained within an existing building. The maximum court size that can be
accommodated is a Junior High basketball court at 74'x42' with minimal side line/base line clearances to walls
leaving minimal space for spectators and no space adequate for bleachers or seating. The overall room size is.
approximately 58'xl 00' andrequired side line/base line clearances are 3 to 12' surrounding the court for play. This
leaves no opportunity for large spectator events to occur.


4. Administrative Building


The total square footage of administrative space in the proposed plan throughout the campus is I0,204 sfas
compared to the existing plan where 7,527 sfare designated for the same administrative uses. The expanded square
footage is not a result of adding administrative staffbutrather it is attributable to providing much needed storage
space and larger work areas for current staff. No expansion to staffis planned.


5. Meeting Rooms for Religions Education


Meeting rooms will be created in spaces currently occupied by administrative offices. The meeting rooms are to serve
the existing religious education program currently operating in ad hoc spaces throughout the campus that are not well
suited for this use. Religious education is separate and non-concurrent from our K-8 school and occurs after school
and on weekends. There is no expansion anticipated in the program. Historical data is available on the program's
.enrollment and does not indicate a trend of increased enrollment. These spaces have been labeled meeting rooms on
the site plan rather than religious education to avoid confusion with the K-8 classroom spaces and enrollment. There
is no expansion anticipated for the K-8 school enrollment and the religious education meeting room spaces are not
adequate in size for a K-8 classroom size and therefore would never be lised to serve expanded K-8 enrollment.


6. Art Room


The Art room is an ancillary space that will support existing art instruction for the K-8 school. currently occurring in
. Barrett Hall and in classroOllls. This room is not int~nded to be an exhibition space and will not be used for increased


activities involving outside participants as indicated in the traffic review letter.


7. Library


The new library is replacing the eXisting library currently shown on the site plan sheet AO.2 in the wing of classrooms
labeled "West School Classrooms". Therefore this is an existing space being relocated and not a new function on site.
The library is an ancillary space that supports the K-8 school current program and. The existing and new library are·
equal in square footage.


8. On-street parking


An analysis of parking requirements as it relates to existing and proposed facilities and scheduled activities was
provided on sheet AO.O entitled "Parking Calculation". All of the required parking is provided on-site.


In summary, our parish has been serving the Rancho Palos Verdes Community from our current site for over 45 years.
We are not a new organization in the community and the purpose of our project is to enhance our current parish home
while working within the confines of our existing built out site. In order to better serve our ministries we do require
some additional space since current facilities are crowded and out of date and 'some ofour existing buildings will be
demolished to accommodate proposed improvements. Our traffic study submitted for the project accounted for the
ITE rates affiliated with the 40-students added in our new proposed preschool as well as associated teacher and staff
increases and the increased seating in our new worship space. This traffic study shows the project's traffic does not ,
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9. New Church/Sanctuary


A new Sanctuary has been planned for this site since the masterplan done in 1961 which anticipated a future 1200 seat
church and conversion of the present church to a multi purpose building. The new sanctuary is being constructed to
better accommodate the evolving liturgical practices of the Catholic Church as well as to seat 870 where the current
church seats 650. There is no growth in the parish community or overall participation at masses. The new 870 seat
church is in response to the decreaSing availability of Catholic priests to say mass and therefore the trend is to have
larger churches seating more people and less masses. Historical COtmts of actual mass attendances indicate a total
2200 people regularly attend masses at the Saturday and Sunday mass times which will not change. The parking table
conservatively assigns fuJJ attendance at multiple masses on Sunday mornings which results in 4,611 persons
attending or more than double the current attendances. This is to evidence that the parking can support these numbers
but it is not an indication that the church believes this scenario is possible. Parking and traffic studies address the
added seats in the sanctuary and no traffic impacts resulting in mitigation are necessary and parking is included for
this use.


10. New Preschool


Currently no licensed day care or preschool exists on site. The proposed plan includes 2 new preschool classrooms
which will provide for 20 children per class with a morning and an afternoon session available. Parking and traffic .
studies address this new addition and no traffic impacts resulting in mitigation are necessary and parking is included
for this use.


11. Barrett Hall


Barrett HaJJ is an existing building on site with no new changes other than the addition of a 304 sf storage area to '
replace the existing storage container being removed that is east of this building and serves the drama department.
Barrett Hall includes a stage and is generally used by the school during school hours for lunches on rainy days, drama
instruction/plays, and other group events serving K-8 school students and teachers. Therefore this building does not
generate additional trips to the site or parking requirements during weekdays. Approximately 5 times per year the
haJJis full to approximately 300 for school plays, anniversary celebrations for priest's ordinations, and other parish
social gatherings., '


12. Existing Church Lower Level


This space is in the basement of the existing church and no new changes are anticipated on the lower level. The
assembly space serves as a meeting space for Alcoholics Anonymous 4 times per week from 7-9:30pm for 20-70
people. The school uses this space for aftercare before and after school for approximately 20 students. On Sundays,
babysitting is available during masses for children with parents attending masses. The assembly space is also used for
parent meetings for confirmation preparation and other adult and youth meetings/gatherings occurring irregularly. No
changes are anticipated in the use of this lower level.
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17.50.010


Chapter 17.50


NONRESIDENTIAL PARKlNGAND LOADING
STANDARDS


17.50.010 Purpose.
This chapter assures the provisionofadequate off-street


parking facilities in conjunction with any nonresidential
use or development These standards should be considered
the minimum required to preserve the public health. safety
and welfare, and more extensive parking provisions may
be warranted in particular circumstances. (Ord. 320 § 7
(part), 1997: Ord. 78 (part), 1975)


Sections:
17.50.010
17.50.020
17.50.030


17.50.040
17.50.050


Purpose.
Parking requirements.
Joint use and common parking
facilities.
Development standards.
Loading.


17.50.020 Parking requirements.
Parking shall be provided in accordance with the list of


uses under this section. Where the standards result ina frac
tion, the next larger vvb.ole number shall be the number of
spaces required. Foradditions to existing developments, the
increased parking requirement shall be based only on the
addition. A minimum oftwo spaces shall be provided for
any use or development regardless ofthe size or scope of
the use ordevelopment Ifthe specificuse is not listed in the
following Table 50-A, the parking requirements listed iD.


.Table 12-A ofChapter 17.12 (Commercial Districts) shall
apply. Disabled parking shall be provided in accordance
withthecummtstate amended UniformBuilding Code. The
number ofdisabled parking spaces required by the CUlTent
state amended Unifonn Building Code shall constitute a
portion ofthe total parking required under this section.


TABLE50-A


Uses ParkiD2 Space Requirements
.Commercial Recreation
Billiard hall 2 spaces for each billiard table plus.l space for every 2


employees
BowlinR; alley 5 spaces for each lane
Golfcourses 6 spaces for each hole plus the established parking


requirements for all ancillary uses less a 25% credit
Golfdriving ranges 1 space for each tee plus 1 space for every two


emoloyees
Health clubs and spas 1 space for every 150 sauare feet ofgross floor area
Hotels 1 spac~ for each room for each ofthe first 100 rooms,


1/2 space for each room for each ofthe rooms
thereafter, plus 1 space for every 2 employees


Motels 1 space for each sleeping unit plus 1 space for every 2
employees


Restaurants, bars and lounges 1 space for every 3 seats; or 1 space for every 75
sauare feet ofdinin2 room area, whichever is greater


Skating rinks 1 space for every 750 square feet ofgross floor area
with a minimum of25 spaces


Stables 1 space for each paddock; or 1 space for every 5
horses, whichever is. greater


Swimming pools 1 space for every 100 square feet ofwater surface plus
1 space for each employee, with a minimum of 10
spaces


Tennis, handball and mCQuetball facilities 3 spaces for each court


{llimcho Palos Vetdes 12-07} 300
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17.5~.02011
Uses Parkill2 Space Requirements
Medical and Health Facilities
Convalescent homes, nursing homes, homes for the 1 space for every 4 beds
aged, rest homes and sanitariums
Dental and medical clinics and offices 1 space for every 250 square feet ofgross floor area
Hosoitals 1 space for every 2 patient beds
Veterinary hospitals and clinics 1 sPace for every 250 feet oflUossfloor area
Assembly
Auditoriums, theaters, churches, clubs and stadiums 1 space for every 3 permanent seats; or 1 space for


every 50 square feet ofassembly area, whichever is
greater (18 linear inches ofbench shall be considered 1
seat)


Mortuaries and funeral homes 1 space for each hearse plus 1 space for every 2
employees plus 1 space for every 150 square feet of
assembly area


Educational Uses
Colleges and universities 1 space for every 2 full-time regularly enrolled


students plus 1 space for every 5 student seats plus 1
space for every 2 employees/faculty


Day nurseries and preschools 1 space for every employee plus 1 space for every 5
children or 1 space for every 10 children where a
circular driveway is provided for the continuous flow
ofpassenger vehicles (for the purpose of loading and
unloading children) and which accommodates at least
2 such vehicles


Elementarv and iunior hi2h schools 2 sPaces for each classroom
High schools 1 space for every faculty member plus 1 space for


every 6 students
Libraries 1 space for every 300 square feet ofgross floor area
Trade schools, business colleges and commercial 1 space for every 3 student capacity plus 1 space for
schools every employee/faculty
Retail Uses
Food stores, grocery stores, supermarkets and drug 1 space for every 250 square feet ofgross floor area
stores
Furniture and appliance stores 1 space for every 350 square feet ofgrosS floor area
Automobile sales and rentals 1 space for every 350 square feet ofgross floor area


plus 1space for every 2,000 square feet ofoutside
sales area


Service Uses
Automobile service, repair and gas station 1 space for every employee, plus 2 spaces for every


service bay, plus 1 space for every vehicle used in
connection with the use (such as tow trucks)


Automobile washine: and cleaning
full-service 15 spaces plus 1 space for every two employees
self-service 5 spaces for eveIY 2 bays
Financial institutions 1 space for every employee plus 1 space for every 250


square feet ofgross floor area
Barber shops and beauty salons 3 spaces for eveIY barber chair or station
Coin-operated Laundromats 1 space for every 3 washing machines


301 (R.am:ho Palos Verdes 12-07)
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17.50.020


Uses Parkin!! Space Requirements
Dry cleaners 1 space for every 300 square feet ofgross floor area


nlus 2 snaces for delivery vehicles
Professional office 1 snace for every 275 SQuare feet ofgross floor area


(Old. 320 § 7 (part), 1997: oro. 78 (part), 1975)


17.50.030 Joint use and common parking facilities.
The planning commission may permit the joint use of


parking facilities to meet the standards for certain uses
under the following conditions:


A. . Up to one-halfofthe parking facilities required for
a primarily daytime use may be used to meet the require
ments of a primarily nighttime use and up to one-half of
theparking facilities required for a primarily nighttime use
may be used to meet the requirements ofa primarily day
time use; provided, that such reciprocal parking ammge
mentshall complywith Section 17.50.030(C)of1hischap
ter.


B. Theparking facilities required for aprimarilyday
time use or for specific days ofuse may be used to satisfy
up to fifty percent of the requirements for a church or
school auditorium subject to requirements set forth in Sec
tion 17.50.030(C)of this chapter.


C. The parties concerned shall show that there is no
substantial conflict in the principal operating hours ofthe
building or uses for which· the joint use is proposed and
shall evidence agreement for such use by a proper legal
instrument to which the city is a party.


D.· The planning commission may reduce parking re
quirements for common parking facilities by up to twenty
five percent in shopping centers or other commercial areas
where a parking lot with common access and joint use is
provided. (Ord. 320 § 7 (part), 1997: Ord. 90 § 5 (part),
1977; Ord. 78 (part), 1975)


17.50.040 Development standards.
The following development standards shall apply to all


parking areas with six or more spaces:
A. Parking Lot Pennit Anyone constructing aparking


lot containing six stalls or more, whether separate or in
conjunction with a structure, shall obtain a parking lot
permit as per Section 17.76.010(parking lot permit).


B. TransportationDemand ManagementParking Re
quirements. New nonresidential developments--shall be
subject to the applicable transportation demand manage
ment parking requirements specified in Section 10.28.030
(Transportation demand management and trip reduction
measures) of the city's Municipal Code.


C. Location.


1. Required parking facilities. shall be on the
same lot as the structure they are intended to serve; except,
that with proper legal agreement, theplanningcommission
may approve parking on a separate lot. For sleeping or


, boarding facilities, including rest homes, dormitories, ho
tels and motels, the required parking shall be within one
hundred fifty feet ofthe building it is to serve. Forall other
uses, the required parking shall be within three hundred
feet ofthe building it is to serve. The above distances are
to be measured along a legal and safepedestrianpathfrom
the parking space to the nearest entrance ofthe building or
use for which the parking is required.


2. The required parking spaces maybe located in
interior side and rear setbacks. No parking space, either
required or otherwise, shall be located in any required
front or street-side setback area, unless the base zoning


.district regulations provide otherwise.
D. Access. There shall be a minimum ten foot wide,


four inch thick concrete, slab vehicular accessway from a
public street or alley to off-street parking facilities. Such
accessway shall be designed to specifications approved by
the director ofpublic works.


E. Screening.
1. Where a parking area abuts a.residential dis


trict, theparking area and residential district shall be sepa
rated by a solid masonry wall not less than five feet in
height; except, that this wall shall be forty-two inches in
height where it is in prolongation ofthe front setback area
of an abutting residential use or district. The planning
commission may waive this requirement ifadditional set
back and.screening planting or landscaped berms are to be
provided.


2. Where a parking area is across the street from
a residential district, there shall be a border ofappropriate
landscaping not less than ten feet in width, measured from
the street right-of-way line, along the street frontage.


F. Layout and Paving.
1. Parking areas shall provide for a twenty-five


foot outside turning radius within the facility and a thirty
foot outside turning radius into public alleys.


2. Parking spaces shall be arranged so that vehi
cles need not back onto or across any public sidewalk.


3. Of'f:.street parking facilities shall be designed
so that a vehicle within a parking facility shall not be re
quired to enter a street to move from one location to any
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other location within that parking facility. Separate non
contiguous parking facilities may be-provided with inde
pendent entrances for employees and visitor parking; pro
vided. the designated use of each lot is clearly identified
on proposed plans and at the entrances to each lot.


4. No dead-end parking aisles serving more than
five stalls shall be permitted, unless the aisle is provided
with a turnaround area installed in a manner meeting the
approval ofthe director.


5. Bumpers, tire stops or any other device
deemed appropriate by the director, shall be provided
along all pedestrian ways, access or street oralleyadja~t
to any off-street parking area except where screening is
located.


6. All parking areas shall be surfaced with as
phaltic or cement concrete paving which is at least three
inches thick.


7. Standard parking stalls sball-be designed in
accordance with the standards and dimensions specified in
the "parking lot layout" diagrams and tables contained in
Exhibit "50-A" of this section. All parking stalls shall be
clearly marked with lines, and access lanes shall be clearly
defined with directional arrows to guide traffic. Theap
propriate parking lot striping, including whether parking
stalls shall be single or double striped, as shown in the
diagram contained in Exhibit "SO-B" oftbis section titled
"standard.parking stall striping", shall be determined by
the director. Except for parallel parking stalls, standard
parking stalls shall be a minimum ofnine feet (width) by
twenty feet (depth) in area. Parallel parking stalls shall be
a minimum of twenty-six feet in depth. Compact stalls
shall be a minimum of eight feet (width) by fifteen feet
(depth) in area and shall not exceed twenty percent ofthe
total number of approved spaces, unless a different size
stall is authorized or required by the director or planning
commission. Compact stalls shall be marked for compact
use only.


8. All off-street parking spaces shall be clearly
outlined with lines eitherpainted on the pavement or indi
cated with special paving materials on the surface of the
parking facility.


9. Parking aisle widths shall be in accordance
with the dimensions and standards specified in the ''park
ing lot l~out" diagrams contained in Exhibit "50-A" of
this section. Deviations from the diagrams' standards may
be approved by the director, if it is demonstrated to the
satisfaction ofthe director ofpublic works that alternative
dimensions and standards will not result in adverse park
ing lot traffic circulation impacts.
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10. Disabledparking spaces shall be in accordance


with the dimensions and specifications of the state
amended Uniform Building Code.


G. Landscaping.
1. A landscapedplanterbed ofat least five feet in


width shall be installed along the entireparking lotperime
ter; except, for those areas devoted to perpendicular 1lCM
cessways.


2. A minimum offive percentofthe paved parkM
ing area shall be devoted to interior planting areas. The
extensive use of trees is encomaged to the extent that the
trees do not significantly impair views from surrounding
properties. All planting areas shall be at least three feet
wide. Perimeter planting Shall not be considered part of
this required interior planting.


3. Where topography andgrading permit, parking
lots shallbe depressed and/or scr,eened from viewbyland
scaped berms and hedges. Where this is impractical, the
use ofdecorative screening walls and hedges shall be pr0
vided.


4. Where trees already exist on the property, the
design shall make the best use of this growth and shade.
Such trees shall be protectedby a tree well vvith a diameter
sufficient to ensure their continued growth. The five perM
cent interior lot area landscaping standard included inthis
chaptermay be reduced to compensate for the retention of
such trees.


5. Planting areas shall be distributed throughout
the lot as evenly as possible, but variations from this patM
tern may be granted by the staffwhen a different pattern
would result in the overall aesthetic improvement of the
project. Innovation in design and materials is encouraged.


6. Wherever a center divider separates parking
stalls facing each other, tree wells shall be established not
more tha1l fifiyfeet apart for large trees (exceeding twenty
feet spread at maturity), or not more than thirty feet for
small and medium-sized trees.


7. A full-eoverage. permanent irrigation system
shall be installed. Hose bibs shall be located at not less
than two-hundred foot intervals to allowfor reinforcement
ofthe system by hose watering.


8. All plantings shall be maintained free ofdebris
and in conformity with the accepted practices for landM
scape maintenance.


9. A six inch high cement concrete curb shall be
constructed at the edge ofall landscaped areas.


H. Drainage and Lighting.
1. All drainage from parking areas for six or


more cars shall be taken to a public street, alley, storm
drain or natural drainage course to the satisfaction of the
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director ofpublic works and shall not pass over anypublic
sidewalk.. .


2. Lighting provided to illuminate a parkingarea
shall be hooded and arranged and controlled so as not to
cause a nuisance either to highway traffic or to adjacent
properties; and a lighting plan shall be provided as per
Chapter 17.56 (Environmental Protection) oftbis title.


r Seasonal orPeakParking Areas. With the approval
of the planning commission, the above development st~
dardsmaybe waived or conditionallywaived for aportion
ofthe required parking spaces where:


1. The applicant can show what portion of the
required spaces are required only on: aperiodic basis, such
as seasonal or once a week;


2. The parking area is planted in turf ofa wear-
resistant type; and .


3. Provision is made for irrigation and maInte
nance ofthe turf.


J. Signs. The provisions of Section 17.76.050 (Sign
pennit) shall apply. '....


K Usability. The required off-streetparking facilities
shall not'be used for any purpose other than as required by
this chapter. Unless otherwise provided by an approved
conditional use permit, no owner ortenant shall lease, rent
or otherwise make such required parking available to any
person who does not occupy the premises for which the
parking is required. (Ord. 320 § 7 (part), 1997: Ord. 194
§ 11, 1985; Old. 78 (part), 1975)


17.50.050 Loading.
The following off-street loading spaces shall be pr0


vided and maintained for all institutional and commercial
uses other than office buildings. The loading spaces shall
be not less than ten feet in width, twenty feet in length, and
with fourteen feet ofvertical clearance.


A Loading spaces Required per Total Square Feet of
Building Space (gross floor area)


Total Square Feet ofBuilding Loading spaees
Soacc (flross floor area) Required
Commercial Buildings


3,000 15,000 1
15,001 45.000 2
45,001 - 75.000 3
75,001 105;000 4
105;001 and over 5


Total Square Feet ofBuilding Loading spaces
Soace (tn"oss floor area) ReQmed
Commercial Outdoor Sales (grOSS area)


0 5,000 1
5,001 45,000 2
45.001 105.000 3
105,001 and over 4


Institutional
3,000 20,000 1
20,001 50,000 2
50,001 80,000 3
80001 110.000 4
110,001 and over 5


B. When the lot upon which loading. spaces are lo
cated abuts an alley, such spaces shall have access from
the alley. The length of the loading space may be meas
ured petpendicular to or parallel with the alley. Where
such loading area is parallel with the alley and said lot is
fifty feet or less in width, the loading area shall ext:c:nd
across the full width of the lot. The length of a loading
area need not exceed fifty feet for any two spaces.


C. Loading space required by this title mayoccupy a
required rear or interior side setback, but not a required
front or street side setback. Where the loading is permitted
in a setback, said setbaCk may be used in calculating the
arearequired for loading; providing, that there be no more
than one entry or exit per sixty feet oflot frontage or frac
tion thereof.


D. All loading spaces shall be separate, striped spaces
in addition to the required parking spaces and shall not be
located within a required parking lot driveway, backout
space or aisle; except, that for commercialbuildings with a
gross floor area ofless than fifteen thousand square feet,
the loading space may be located within a parking lot
driveway, back-out space or aisle.


E. No loading space shall be located on a dead-end
driveway, accessway, aisle or alley unless a turn-around
circle with a minimum radius of ninety feet is provided
adjacent to the loading space. (Ord 320 § 7 (part), 1997:
Ord 78 (part), 1975)
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stroction fencing, as defined in Chapter 17.96 (Defini
tions). Unless required to protect against a safety hazard,
temporary construction fencing shall notbeerected sooner
than fifteen days prior to commencement ofconstruction.
Once erected, temporary coDstruetion fencing shall be sub
ject to the following stan~ds and conditions:


1. The temporary construction fencing shall sur
round all safety hazards as appropriate and prevent unau
thorized entry to the subject parcel;


2. During construction, the subject temporary
fencing shall be maintained in a condition that is consistent
·with the city's property maintenance standards described
in Cbapter8.24 (Property Maintenance) ofthe city's Mu
nicipal Code; and


3. Temporary construction fencing shall be re
moved, unless such removal would create asafety hazard
as determined by the director, and the property maintained
in a condition that is consistent with the city's property
maintenance standards described in Chapter 8.24(Property
Maintenance), within thirty days of any of the following
occurrences:


a. The expiration or withdrawal ofthe build
ing/grading permit for development of the fenced parcel;
or


b. Issuance of the final buil~ng/grading


permit or certificate ofoccupancy for the development of
the fenced parcel.


4. Ifthe temporary construction fencing is deter
mined by the director to be necessary to protect against a
safetyhazard orattractive nuisance, the temporaryfencing
may be erected for a period of one hun~d eighty days,
after which the property owner shall either remove the
temporary fencing or replace the temporary fencing with
pennanent fencing.


D. Construction Site Maintenance. All construction
sites shall be maintained in a secure, safe, neat and orderly
manner. All construction waste and debris resulting from a
construction, alteration or repair project shall be removed
on a weekly basis by the contractor or property owner.
Temporary portable bathrooms shall be provided ona con
slroction site if required by the city's building official.
Saidportable bathrooms shall be subject to the approval of


. the city's building official and shallbe placed in a location
that will minimize disturbance to the surrounding property
-owners. Trash dumpsters placed in the public right-of-way
shall require prlor-approval from the city's department of
public works.


E. Cargo Containers. Cargo containers may be used in
any zone for temporary storage in conjunction with con
struction allowed through an active building permit;, pro
vided that the city's building official determines that the
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active building permit warrants the use ofa cargo container
for tempormystorageand is neededto fucilitate construction.
For purposes ofthis section, an active building permit shall
mean a building permit that has not exp~ bas not been
revoked, and has notbeen finaled. In the event that an active
building permit is finaled, revoked, or expired, any cargo
containersusedfor temporarystorage shall be removedftom
tbeproperty witbintencalendardays ofsaid expiration, revo
cation, orfinalization. The numberand locationofcargocon
miners onconstructionsites shallbesubject to theapprovalof
the city's building official and shall be placed in a location
that will minimize disturbance to the swrouoding property
owners. (Ord 462 § 10,2007; Ord. 320 § 7 (part), 1997: Ord.
78 (part), 1975)


11.56.030 Outdoor lighting for residential uses.
No outdoor lighting shall hereafter be installed or used


in the single-family residential (RS) or multiple-finnily
residential (RM) zones, except in accordance with the pro
visions ofthis section.


A Except as hereinafter provided, no outdoorlighting
shall bepermitted where the light source is directed toward
or results in direct illumination ofa parcel·ofproperty or
properties other than that upon which such·light source is
physically located. Individual, nonreflector, incandescent
lightbulbs, not exceedingone hundred fifty watts each, or
an aggregate ofone thousand watts for each lot or parcel
shall be permitted. On lots exceeding fifteen thousand
square feet, an additional one hundred watts in the aggre
gate shall be permittedfor each one thousand five hundred
square feet ofarea or mlUor .fraction thereo~ by which the
lot or parcel exceeds fifteen thousand square feet; pr0


vided, that itt no event shall the aggregate exceed two
thousand watts. As used herein, the term ''watts'' is irre
spective of the voltage. If nonincandescent lighting is
used, the wattage of each nonincandescent light shall be
multiplied bythe following conversion factors to ascertain
a standard wattage that is comparable to the wattage asso
ciated with incandescent lighting:


Type ofLamp Multiolier
Quartzltun1nlten-bal02en 1.23
mercury 2.4
fluorescent 3.7
sodium vapor HPSV 5.7
sodium vapor LPSV 9.0
metal halide 4.9
incandescent reflector 1.6


B. No outdoor lighting shall be permitted where the
light source or fixture, iflocated on a building, above the
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.e ofthe eave&, or iflocated on a standard or pole, more
1hanten feet above grade.


C. Notwithstanding the requirement& of this section.
, ,outdoor lighting maybe installedand used in a mannernot
permitted by this section upon the issuance of acondi
tional use permit pursuant to Chapter 17.60 (Conditional
Use Pennit&). (Ord. 320 §' 7 (part), 1997: Ord. 78 (part),
1975)


17.56.040 Outdoor lighting for nonresidential uses.
No outdoor lighting shall hereafter be installed in any


nomesidential district, except in accordance with the pro
visions ofthis section.


A. Priotto the issuance ofthe first certificateofoccu
pancy, a lighting plan prepared by a lighting coIl1:iactor,
which shall include the location, height, number oflight&,
wattage, estimates ofmaximum illumination on site and
&pilVglare at property lines, and in conformance with the
following standards and criteria, shall' be submitted'for
approval by the director. ,


1. No one fixtUre shall exceed one thousand two
hundred watts and the light source shall not be directed
toward or result in direct illumination ofa parcel ofprop
ertyor properties other than that upon which such light
wurce is physically located. Wattage fot nonincandescent
19hting shall be calculated using-the-multiplier values de


scribed in Section 17.56.030(A) ofthis chapter.
2. No outdoor lighting shall be permitted where


the light source or fixture, if located on a building, is
above the line ofthe eaves. Ifthe light source or fixture is
located on a building with no eaves, or iflocated ona stan
dard or pole,the light source at fixture shall not be more
than ten feet above existing grade, adjacent to the building
or pole.


3. All estimates or testing shall be done with the
entire facility illuminated.


4. - Testing equipment sba11 bea calibratedgassen
panalux electronic 2 or an equal approved by the director.


B. The director mayapprove deviations whichexceed
the standards set forth in Section 17.S6.04O(A)(1) through
(AX3) of this chapter. when the director finds that such
deviations are required for public safety. (Ord. 320 § 7
(part). 1997)


17.56.050 Residential neighborhood protection.
A. No commercial vehicles weighing in excess ofsix


thousand pounds shall be parked or ~ored in any residen
tial district, except during residential construction or in
conjunction with residential deliveries within the hours
stated in Section 17.56.0SO{B) of this chapter.


B. Deliveries involving commercialvehicles weighing
in excess ofsix thousand pounds Shall be allowed in resi
dential districts only between the hours ofsevena.1IL and
seven p.m., Monday through saturday.


c. No building materials, machinery or othermateri
als or equipment shall be stored outdoors inanyresidential
district, except during construction on the lot


D. All mechanical equipment, such as air condition
ers, heaters and exposed duets orplumbing located inresi
dential districts shall be screened from view ofthe public
right-of-way and adjacentproperties, to the satisfaction of
the director.


E. Except for mechanized skylights and/or solarpan
els allowed pursuant to Section 17.48.050(Lots, Setbacks,
Open Space Area and Building Height). vents or ducts
required by the Uniform Building Code. and satellite dish
antennas allowed pursuant to Section 17.76.02O(B) (An
tennas and satellite dishes), no mechanical equipment,
such as air conditioning/heating units, shall be placed on
the roofofa main building or accessory structure in resi
dential district&. (Ord. 320 § 7 (part), 1997: Ord. 78 (part),
1975)


17.56.060 Slope drain maintenance.
It is unlawful for any person owning, leasing, occupy


ing or having possession- of any property in the city on
which a slope drain exist& to' interfere with, impede the
flow o~ or reduce the effectiveness in any manner. ofsaid
slope drain. The construction ofany structure overa slope
drain and the accumulation of trash, debris, overgrown
vegetation, earth or any other materials within a slope
drain is prohibited. (Old. 320 § 7 (part). 1997)


.'
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July 9, 2008


Ms. Leza Mikhail, Assistant Planner
City.of Rancho Palos Verdes pianning Department
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275


RE: Conditional Use Permit, Grading Permit, 'Er:lVironmental Assessment, Sign Permit, Minor
Exception Permit; Case No. ZON2007-00492


DearLeza,


We understand that recent public comment on the St John Fisher project has been m de
suggesting the church consider flipping their proposed sarictuary floor plan in order to move e
tower portion of the structure to the northeast resulting in less Visibility to residents directly we
and northwest of the proposed sanctuary. While we greatly appreciate the spirit of the suggestion
in resolving neighbor's concems, we have reviewed the effects of this suggestion with the church
and find it unacceptable for the following reasons:


1 The current design is the result of many design alternatives intensely scrutinized by
parishioners and represents the decision of hundreds of St John Fisher church members
who pledged financial support for this specific church design. The magnitude of -this
change would result in a very different church. It took 2 years to get to this point in the
process and starting over would require re-presentlng any major redesign to the entire
parish, liturgical-consultant, and Archdiocese as well as reconfirming all of the financial
pledges made with acceptability of any new design.


2 In the current plan the Blessed Sacrament Chapel is ·under the tower. In the Catholic
faith,·this is the most sacred space in the church and it is used for individual prayer and
silent reflection. As SUCh, the chapel was intentionally placed in a quiet area of the site.
Consistent with this approach, the .Iabyrinth (a meditative prayer walk outdoors), and the
columbarium (wall interning ashes), are located ·outside the Blessed Sacrament Chapel
to co-exist on the quiet prayerful side of the site separated from the preschool and school
campus. All of this will be abandoned if the project is flipped.


3 The current plan has a large window on the side opposite· the tower that views out
towards the city lights. Flipping the plan results in losing this view. Instead, this window
would look into neighbor's backyards.


4 The rooflines of the curr,ent church design are sculpted to coalesce with the slopes of the
adjacent hillsides. As one climbs the hill on approach to the church the buttresses and
rOoflines extend the curves suggested by the surrounding topography. Flipping the plan
would negate the natural flow of these ascending lines and would not be as compatible
with the surrounding topographical setting.


In addition to the above, the parish feels they have responded with numerous concessions that
represent the extent of changElS not in violation of their rig.hts protected by the federal RLUIPA
statute (Religi0tils"Land Use and Institutionalized Persons Act) to develop this property consistent
with its present use and as required to express their religiaus beliefs. "Phis -proposed' design must'
stand the test of generations ofGatf:lolics to come in Rancho Paros Verdes. The long term ability
of the proposed sanctuary to spiritually inspire its occupants is a cause the parish is not willing to
abandon. Transcending normality and creating.a bUil9ing full of sacred mysteries and capable of
transforming people'S emotions is not a task assignable to the neighbors in opposition of our
design. Towers,steeples, and tall volumes have historically mafked·CathoJic Church architect!Jre
for thousands of years. The church's right to evoke these Catholic traditions to express their
spirituality is a protected right.


t7
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St. John Fisher Catholic Church
City of Rancho Palos Verdes


Hyndman & Hyndman
July 9,2008


( The parish has been an integral part of the Rancho Palos Verdes community for over_ 47 years
and very much wishes to maintain a positive relationship with surrounding residents. Pursuant to
this goal, the parish has made the following concessions to date:


1 Revise bells to a "Carillon" system in lieu of authentic bells
2 Relocate bells to within 16' of ground
3 Relocate bells 66' further away from Crenshaw property line to lessen outbound noise
4 Aim speakers inward for bell sounds generated by Carillon
5 Limit bell ringing to scheduled times
6 Reduce footprint of church 1,400 sf to reduce bulk and increase setbacks to public


R.O.W. thus diminishing the overall visibility and presence of the church structure
7 Reduce footprint of administration building 1,480 sf to allow moving church further from


street and more to the interior of the property
8 Narrow width of tower element to reduce bulk of tower and abutting roof lines
9 Reduce height of cross from 88' to 74' consistent with Wayfarer's Chapel height
10 Reduce height of top of tower from 72' to 60' to reduce bulk and height
11 Reduce heights of rooflines facing Crenshaw resUlting _in omission of mechanical


mezzanine space and a more costly means of accommodating mechanical equipment


It is unfortunate that some of the neighbors are unhappy about the church project however in the
absence of a skyline or ridgeline ordinance protecting views to open sky, there is no legal mechanism by
which they can deprive us of proViding for our parish's spiritual needs. We firmly believe that no !3tructure
on this site would be well received by those in opposition. Perhaps it is not widely understood that a
catholic church is unique in its size characteiistics. Due to the fact that catholic congregations are
significantly larger in size than- other congregations, anywhere from 10 to 20 times, Catholic churches
cannot be compared to protestant or non..cfenominational churches in size and related bulk and mass
criterion. Due to the demographics in RPV, there will only be one Catholic Church in RPV and therefore
no other comparison within city lines. A review of other Catholic churches will yield similar or larger
structures than the one proposed-at-St. John Fisher.


The proposed design revisions have lowered the portion of bUilding mass in excess of the current church
height from 22% to 7.5%. These height reductions may not seem significant to city staff, the neighbors,
or the planning commission however they are significant to our parishioners, many of which are RPV
residents. This change in height will affect the acoustical clarity of pipe organ music within the sanctuary
as well as result in a more humble and less spiritually transformational space. The very small tall portion
of the church footprint at the tower that remains is extremely necessary as this tower is the only element
signlfyingthe spiritual expression needed to mark this structure as a religious institution. Please do not
support the few project opponents in continuing to push for further design changes that will nullify any
means of conveying spirituality in our new church.


We are hopeful that this explanation gives staff a more thorough understanding of the objections towards
flipping the church footprint and further design revisions. Should you have any questions about these
points please let us know so we can address them in advance of the next public hearing.


Thank you,


Shelly Hyndman. Project Architect
Msgr. David Sork, Pastor S1. John-Rsher Church


Cc; St. John Fisher Building Committee
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(
July 1'3, 2008


Dear Planning Commissioners:


I am writing in support ofthe St. John Fisher Master Plan and urge your prompt approval
ofthis project. .


The revised plan responds directly to the issues ofheight, massing, and bell noise raised
by a few ofthe neighbors at the June hearing. At the hearing, a photograph was shown,
taken from the front yard ofan Island View.resident, illustrating this neighbor's concern
about the tower height. It is difficult for many ofus to understand a building based on
several red balloons off in the distance, especially in a photograph. One imagines some
monolithic structure. The revised plan's photographs with the model placed inside
explain the project's appearance from Island View in a way that is much easierto
understand, everi keeping in mind that the photographs show a white cardboard model.
One can begin to seethe play of light and shadow ofwalls and windows, the nestling of
the structure among the trees, and the sculptural effect ofthe cross against the sky.


The revised plan lowers the tower height substantially, as well as other church roof lines.
and pushes the church further offCrenshaw and the comer intersection. The perception
ofthe building's mass. therefore. is lessened greatly. The added setback also allows for
an increased landscaped buffer. The neighbors across the street will mostly see a screen
oftrees.· The building will not -block views ofany homeowners. .


The issue ofpotential bell noise has been addressed by.using carillon bells that enable the
church to adjust the bell volume. by the lowering ofthe speakers to a height 16feet above
the ground. and by the placement of the· speakers on a wall face directed towards the
church's gathering plaza. This carillon location greatly increases the distance ofthe
source of sound from the neighbors, further reducing any possible noise.


I would also like to respond to comments regarding the ,!?uilding's appearance: "it doesn't
fit in to the rural landscape ofRPV, it is too modern", etc. The surrounding
neighborhoods are a relatively.dense mixture of styles. including.ranch and colonial
styles. These large tract homes most certainly are not rural innature. Nevertheless, as
stated several times at the last hearing, this building will stand out. It is a church, not a
residence. It is meant to be a community landmark. ·It is nota hard concrete building. but
a structure rich and warm with natural materials and softened by lush landscaping. Its
design is the result ofmany months ofplanning involving hundreds ofenthusiastic and
committed parishioners.


Lastly, I would like to address parking concerns. The parking narrative and sheet AO.9
of the original plans clearly show that the proposed plan's parking needs are met. The
peaktime on Sunday centers around the largest mass ofthe morning, the 10:45 AM mass,
and religious education classes that begin at 10:30 AM. Some familIes attend the earlier
9 AM mass and leave their children for RE class, picking them up an hour later. Other
parents attend the 10:45 mass while their children are in class. In either case, -children do
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not drive themselves to religion class. The290 parking spaces required for the church for
mass and the 38 required by code for the teachers of the 19 classrooms plus the 3 rectory
spaces equals the 331 provided spaces.


Thank you for your consideration ofthis letter. Again, I urge your timely approval for
the St. John Fisher project.


Sincerely,


Lisa Hunt Counts, AICP
4979 Silver Arrow Dr.
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA90275


A-31
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· DOUGLAS BUTLER
A PROFESSIONAL. CORPORATION


) CERTIFIEO SPECIAl.rST - TAXAT"ION LAW
PROBATE, ESTATE: PLANNING & TRUST LAW


THE: STATE BAR OF CALIFORNIA
SOARD OF LEGAl.. SPE:CIAL.IZATION


ATTORNEY AT L.AW


26441 HIGHRIOGE ROAO, SUITE: 303


ROLLING HILLS ESTATES, CALIFORNIA 90274-4872


September 10, 2008


(310) 265-9999


F"AX (310) 265-4995


Planning Commission
c/o Joel Rojas
Director of Planning
Planning, Building and Code Bnforcement
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275


Re: Opposition to Revised
St. John Fisher Master Plan Remodel and Expansion
Case Number ZaN 2007-000492


ST. JOHN FISHER CHURCH CAN NOT MEET THE
PARKING REQUIREMENTS OF THE CITY CODE


Dear Planning Commission:


St. John Fisher Church has acknowledged that they may reduce the
number of Sunday masses in the future. This means there will be
additional parking demands on the remaining church services.
Statements that the parking lot is not currently full means
nothing considering the increased use in the future. The current
parking lot fills up. Last Sunday, September 7, 2008, numerous
vehicles were parked in red zones and along side roads wnere no
parking is allowed. The parking problems exist now. St. John
Fisher Church must provide adequate onsite parking for the cur
rent use as well as for any expansion.


The church proposes to substantially increase the use of the
facilities and at the same time reduce the required parking.
This is not appropriate for the neighborhood and it violates the
city codes which set forth the rules for onsite parking. It
would cause parking on the streets surrounding St. John Fisher
Church. Please see the addendum'''History of St. John Fisher
Church Parking".
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Planning Commission
c/o Joel Rojas
Director of Planning
September 10, 2008
Page 2


st. John Fisher Church is operating under a 1985 CUP which
requires 359 parking spaces. Any analysis of the required park
ing must start with the currently required parking and add the
additional required parking under the city code. The city code
requires more than 359 parking spaces be provided when the prop
erty is expanded. Additional parking based on the expansion only
is required. This would require 649 parking spaces. Please see
the addendum uThe Code Requires Additional Parking for Expan
sion".


If the Planning Commission is going to reduce the required park
ing below the required 657 spaces based on concurrent use, it
must still provide adequate parking based on the concurrent uses
which are likely to exist. The required parking based on a con
current use theory based on city codes would require 600 parking
spaces on Saturday/Sunday during the time of maximum parking
usage. A joint~useand common parking facilities agreement would
require 657 parking spaces between two properties. Please see
the addendum regarding "Concurrent Use".


The proposed parking plan fails to meet the requirements of the
City of Rancho Palos Verdes parking code for green space. There
is inadequate open space, a five foot open space between the
parking lot and neighboring properties was not provided along the
east side of the property, the tree wells in the parking lot are
grossly inadequate. The center divider does not allow for tree
growth or protection of the trees. There is inadequate green
space in the parking lot. There are no five foot masonry walls
facing adjoining residential properties. The parking spaces are
too far away from the new sanctuary. The parking plan will cause
congestion in the parking lot. Please see the addendum regarding
the "Parking Plan".


The Mary and Joseph Retreat Center property can not meet the code
requirements for use in any joint use or common parking facility
agreement with St. John Fisher Church. Please see the addendum
regarding the Mary and Joseph Retreat Center.


The church has numerous options which would provide adequate'
parking. If the Planning Commission authorizes expansion of the
St. John Fisher Church, they must condition the expansion with
use limitations so parking is still provided on site. The


93
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Planning Commission
c/o Joel Rojas
Director of Planning
September 10, 2008
Page 3


Planning Commission has options to limit the effects of inade
quate parking. Please see the addendum regarding "Planning Com
mission Optionsll •


The Planning
spaces. The
359 spaces.
expansion.


DB:rs


Commission can not approve the plan with 331 parking
parking lot without the new sanctuary fills up with
Substantial additional parking is required for any


Very truly yours t


~~-
DOUGLAS BUTLER


)


)


. Butler\RentalProperties\valleyview\
ChurchRemodel\Planning
Commissionll.Ltr-090308
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HISTORY OF ST. JOHN FISHER CHURCH PARKING
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HISTORY OF ST. JOHN FISHER CHURCH PARKING


In 1966 the required parking for the property was 180 parking
spaces. By 1966 the church had no intention of building a
sanctuary on the corner because they obtained permission to build
the rectory building on the corner in 1966.


The required parking for the property is now 359 spaces. This is
based on the 1985 CUP. Attached is a copy of the 1985 CUP and a
copy of a recorded agreement by St. John Fisher providing for 359
parking spaces. This is less than the 574 spaces which were
required for the property in 1985 based on the usage at that
time. The reduction from 574 pages to 359 spaces in 1985 was
based on a concurrent use theory. The concurrent use theory is
that since not all uses of the property occur simultaneously, the
real or actual parking demand is less than required under the
code.


In 1985 st. John Fisher was also required to provide tandem
parking with parking attendants when required. This has not
occurred.


Since 1985 the old sanctuary was expanded in 1994 with no
additional parking required. Additional classrooms were added
with no additional parking required.


Currently on Christmas and Easter the church uses Barrett Hall as
an overflow sanctuary. On special holidays the overflow room
will be packed. Obviously at these times the current parking lot
is inadequate. Currently on some Sunday.:? the parking lot with
359 spaces is full. For instance the parking lot was full last
Sunday, September 7, 2008. Numerous cars were parked in the
driveways and in no parking areas. When the new larger sanctuary
is built and the number of masses reduced the parking demands
will substantially increase.


Currently during some funerals and weddings parking is inadequate
and those in attendance at such events park in the driveways and
on adjacent streets.


The required parking based on the expansion is 657 parking
spaces. st. John Fisher is now proposing to reduce the required
parking to 331 spaces which is less than the currently required
359 spaces. 331 spaces is the absolute maximum number of parking
spaces St. John Fisher can squeeze onto the property after their
proposed expansion. 331 parking spaces is not adequate and will
create severe parking shortages on the site and cause offsite
parking on the adjoining streets on a weekly basis. If cars
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start to park on Crest and Crenshaw, it will cause traffic
problems since the streets are not wide enough to accommodate the
traffic and the parking demand at the same time.


If Crest and Crenshaw were posted as no parking areas, then the
overflow parking would move to adjoining neighboring residential
streets.


The St. John Fisher Church parking was inadequate in 1985 when
Barrett Hall was built and a CUP reduced the required parking to
359 spaces. More parking spaces should have been required in
1985. This is evident by the current parking shortages.


At this time adequate parking must be provided. The addendums
described below provide different ways to calculate the required
parking under the city code:


A. The Code Requires Additional Parking For Expansion;


B. Concurrent Use; and


c. Mary and Joseph Retreat Center


Butler\RentalProperties\ValleyView\
ChurchRemodel\HistoryOfParking-09030B
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THE CODE REQUIRES ADDITIONAL PARKING
FOR EXPANSION
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THE CODE REQUIRES ADDITIONAL PARKING FOR EXPANSION


For additions to existing developments the increased parking
requirement shall be- based only on the addition. Please see
code section 17.50.020.


At this time the church proposes to add a new 17,000 square foot
church sanctuary and reduce the required parking. Section
17.50.020 of the city code requires that additional parking be
provided when you expand the use, of property. Under Section
17.50.020 you must start with the current required parking of 359
spaces and increase the number of required parking spaces by the
additional development.


The current required parking is 359 spaces. Since the use
requires 574 spaces, St. John Fisher is already receiving a
substantial credit for concurrent us~.


The additional parking required is one space for each 50 square
feet of assembly space, or one space for every three seats,
whichever is greater. Depending on how you define assembly area,
the additional parking required is between 173 to 340 additional
spaces. The alternative required parking under city code is one
space for every three seats which results in 290 spaces for the
new sanctuary of 870 seats. The city must use whichever method
creates the greater number of parking spaces. For this purpose
we will assume the greater number is 290 parking spaces.


The required parking would be 359 + 290 = 649 spaces based upon
the expansion of the project under city code section 17.50.020.


Butler\RentalProperties\ValleyView\
ChurchRemodel\DevelopmentExpansions
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CONCURRENT USE


(C/o
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CONCURRENT USE


Section 17.50 of the city code sets forth the nonresidential
parking and loading standards. It should be noted that section
17.50.10 sets forth the purpose of the parking standards as
follows:


"This chapter assures the provision of adequate
off-street parking facilities in conjunction with any
non-residential use or development. These standards
should be considered the minimum required to preserve
the publichealth r safety and welfare r and more
extensive parking provisions may be warranted in
particular circumstances."


The city code section 17.50.30 sets forth "joint use and common
parking facilities conditionsl/. Joint use and common parking
facilities guarantee that the code required parking is available
through a joint use and common parking facilities agreement.


Nowhere in the city code are there concurrent use standards.
Concurrent use is not set forth in the code but has been allowed
in limited practice. Concurrent use should be used very
cautiously.


The city by concurrent use policy has allowed less than the
required minimum parking to be provided when the parking uses on
the property are not concurrent. St. John Fisher now argues that
the sanctuary and school are not concurrent uses and therefore
less than the minimum required parking should be allowed. The
church in 1985 in arguing for reduced parking claimed that the
Barrett Hall uses were different from the rest of the site.
As a result r the required parking was reduced to 359 parking
spaces. Now the church is saying the new sanctuary should be a
different use and Barrett Hall should be aggregated with the
school and other Monday to Friday uses. Please see the attached
1985 CUP.


To properly analyze the concurrent usages r you must identify each
building and identify its type of use. The buildings on the site
are of three type£ of uses:


1. Primarily Sunday use (new proposed sanctuary and
religious education facilities)


2. Primarily weekday use (school classrooms)


3. Likely to be used at all times:


A. Barrett Hall


\0\
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III'


B. New gymnasium


C. Meeting room


D. Multipurpose room


If the city is to reduce the required parking from the required
minimum parking of 657 spaces based on the concurrent use theory,
the city should compute the required parking based on the three
different types of usage for each building to determine the
anticipated parking demand on different days of the week.


Attached is a schedule of required parking calculations based on
the expected usage of each building on the site for each day of
the week.


The required parking requirements in the attached schedule are
slightly different from the city's calculation. The difference
in required parking of six additional spaces is a result of the
addition of four loading spaces and two additional spaces which
were the result of rounding calculations in the assembly
buildings.


The city in its original calculation added all assembly buildings
together to compute the assembly parking requirement. As a
result, only one additional parking space was required due to
rounding. In this calculation, the parking for each assembly
building was calculated individually which resulted in two
additional parking spaces due to rounding. The city code
requires one additional parking space when parking standards
result in a fraction of a parking space.


Four loading dock spaces were added under code section 17.50.50
based on the total square feet of building space. (Gross
institutional buildings consisting of BO r 001 to 110,000 square
feet require four loading spaces under the city code.)


Section 17.50.050(D) states that loading spaces are in addition
to the regular parking spaces.


Using a concurrent use theory and calculating the required
parking by actual use on each day of the week results in a
minimum of 600 required parking spaces for Saturday and Sunday
use.


As an alternative to a reduction in the parking for concurrent
use, the Planning Commission could require a joint use and common
parking lot agreement under section 17.50.030(C). A joint use
agreement can not be entered into with the Mary and Joseph
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Retreat Center since their primary use is on the weekend. See
section 17.50.030(C). Also a joint use andcornmon parking lot
agreement requires the minimum parking to be divided between the
two locations. There are 94 allowed parking spaces at the Mary
and Joseph Retreat Center. 94 + 331 = 425 spaces. That is still
232 parking spaces short of the required 657 spaces. Please see
attached Mary and Joseph Retreat Center parking requirement
summary.


St. John Fisher Church assumes that Barrett Hall, the meeting
room, the multipurpose room, the new gymnasium and the classrooms
will not be used on Sundays when the sanctuary is in use. That
is the only way they can ask that the city reduce the parking
requirements to 331 parking spaces. If the city grants the
requested parking of 331 spaces, a condition should be attached
to the CUP which would prohibit the simultaneous use of Barrett
Hall, the meeting room, the multipurpose room, the new gymnasium
and the classrooms when the sanctuary is being used.


Butler\RentalProperties\ValleyView\
ChurchRemodel\ConcurrentUse-090308
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PARKING PLAN
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PARKING PLAN


City parking lot landscaping requirements are set forth in
section 17.50.040 (Development Standards).


Section C(l) requires that the required parking be within 300
feet of the building it is to serve. Over sixty percent of the
parking for the proposed sanctuary is over 300 "feet away from the
proposed sanctuary building. The proposed parking is located too
far away from the proposed sanctuary.-


Section E(1) requires a solid masonry wall not less than five
feet in height where a parking area abuts a residential district.
No five foot masonry wall is provided on the south edge of the
property which adjoins the residential neighborhood of Rancho
Crest Homeowners Association (Valley View Road) .


Section F(5) requires that bumper tire stops or other devices
shall be provided along all pedestrian ways.


The parking plan appears not to have adequate separation of
pedestrian areas from parking areas.


section G(1) requires a landscaped planter bed of at least five
feet in width be installed along the entire parking perimeter
except for those areas devoted to perpendicular access ways
(driveways) .


There is no five foot wide landscaped planter bed on the eastern
edge of the parking lot.


SectionG(2) requires a minimum of five percent of "the paved
parking area be devoted to interior planting areas.


The five percent minimum is not met. (The exterior perimeter
planting shall not be considered part of the required interior
planting. )


The code requires the extensive use of trees.


Section G(6) requires that when parking stalls face each other a
three foot center divider be provided. In addition, trees are
required every thirty to fifty feet in the center" divider.


The parking plan does not provide for a real center divider. The
proposed parking plan allows a 1-1/2 foot portion of the parking
stalls facing each other to be devoted to parking while simul
taneously calling the space a planted center divider. The plan
allows the car to use the last 1~1/2 feet of the parking space by
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allowing the front of the car to overhang "into the planted center
divider. (If both cars overhang/ they could be touching each
other as if there was no center divider.) In effect the parking
stalls are face to face without any real center divider.


The dual use of the same area for parking and landscaping
effectively limits the interior landscaping to grass and ground
covers. Any planting above ground level could pose a problem to
the car engines and in any event is not likely to grow. It can
not be irrigated because sprinklers would cause mechanical
problems to cars.


The dual use of the same area for trees and parking does not
protect the trees. In section 8(4) tree wells are required for
existing trees. In Section 8(6) tree wells are provided every 30
to 50 feet in the center divider. In the code it is assumed the
trees are protected by the three foot center divider. The dual
use effectively eliminates any protection of the trees which are
required in the city code. The tree wells will be part of the
dual use of the parking stall for parking and landscaping. The
cars if they pull forward into the stall/ could hit the trees.
The dual use of the parking stalls for landscaping does not
protect the trees.


The dual use of parking stalls will create other parking and
traffic hazards. Some drivers will stop short in the parking
stall assuming they are not supposed to overhang the planted
area. Those cars could then stick out into the traffic lanes/
creating a traffic hazard and slowing down traffic.


Parking and traffic congestion along the eastern edge of the
property is likely. Cars backing into or out of parking spaces
will stop the orderly entrance or exit of cars from the parking
lot causing additional parking and traffic congestion.


The parking lot should be redesigned to meet the landscaping
requirements of the city code. This may result in the loss of
parking spaces. The parking plan should also be redesigned to
improve the flow of traffic into and out of the parking lot. The
current parking design with cars parking on the main access road
on the east side of the property will create traffic congestion.


The proposed parking plan effectively avoids the landscaping
standards for parking lots. If the Planning Commission adopts
the proposed parking plan, they might as well simply require St.
John Fisher Church to paint three foot green stripes in the
parking lot.


Butler\RentalProperties\
ValleyView\ChurchRemodel\
ParkingPlan-091008
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MARY AND JOSEPH RETREAT CENTER
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MARY AND JOSEPH RETREAT CENTER


The Mary and Joseph Retreat Center can not meet the city code
requirements for any joint use and common parking facilities
agreement with St. John Fisher Church.


Section 17.50.030 sets forth the rules on joint use and common
parking facilities.


A copy of the development code is attached. In the first section
it states "The planning commission may permit the joint use of
parking facilities to meet the standards for certain uses under
the following conditions."


In a joint use and common parking facilities agreement, you must
meet the parking requirements of the code. The parking
requirement is 657 spaces. (The actual parking requirement may
be 663 spaces. Please see the memorandum regarding concurrent
use.) There are not 657 parking spaces. The St. John Fisher
Church will have 331 parking spaces. The Mary and Joseph Retreat
Center has 94 spaces. Together they only have 425 spaces.
Therefore, a joint use and common facilities agreement could not
meet the requirement that they meet the parking standards of 657
spaces.


The Planning Commission may reduce the parking requirements for
common parking facilities in shopping centers or other commercial
areas where a parking lot with common access and joint use is
provided (code section 17.50.030(D)). This section applies to
commercial zoned property and St. John Fisher Church and the Mary
and Joseph Retreat Center are institutional and therefore can not
claim any reduction in the parking requirement under section
17.50.030(D). Even with the twenty-five percent reduction in the
required parking St. John Fisher Church would still not meet the
parking requirement of the city code. The required parking is
657 spaces. A twenty-five percent reduction would reduce the
required parking to 493 spaces. There are only 425 parking
spaces on the two properties.


More important is the requirement in section 17.50.030(C) that
the facilities must show there is no substantial conflict in the
principal operating hours of the buildings or uses for which the
joint use is proposed.


The primary use of the Mary and Joseph Retreat Center is weekend
use. Attached are brochures and website pages showing that the
Mary and Joseph Retreat Center has weekend retreats. The
Planning Department memorandum to the Planning Commission on
April 8, 1992 states the primary use of the retreat center is on
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weekends. See attached copy. On occasion, the Mary and Joseph
Retreat Center rents out space for church services of different
denominations. These uses have occurred on Sundays. It is
obvious from the website, brochure and actual use that the Mary
and Joseph Retreat Center has primarily weekend use.


St. John Fisher's primary parking shortage occurs on weekends
which is the same primary use days as the Mary and Joseph Retreat
Center. Therefore, the two facilities can not enter into a joint
use and common parking facilities agreement to share parking
facilities on a Sunday under thB city code.


Butler\RentalProperties\
ValleyView\ChurchRemodel\
MaryAndJosephCenter2-091008
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PLANNING COMMISSION OPTIONS
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PLANNING COMMISSION OPTIONS


1. If the Planning Commission decides to limit the required
parking to 331 spaces, then the Planning Commission should
require that all other assembly rooms, i.e. Barrett Hall,
the meeting room, the multi-purpose room and the new
gymnasium, can not be used for a period commencing one hour
before and terminating one hour after any church service,
wedding or funeral held in'the new sanctuary building.
Prohibiting the simultaneous use of the new sanctuary and
the other assembly rooms would reduce the parking demand.


2. The Planning Commission could require parking beyond 331
spaces which might require the church to remove an existing
building or buildings.


3. The Planning Commission could require that the sanctuary
building be smaller. This would reduce the parking demand
and the smaller building footprint would allow for
additional parking.


4. If a joint use and common parking facilities agreement is
proposed with the Mary and Joseph Retreat Center property, a
CUP must be placed on the Mary and Joseph Retreat Center
property prohibiting weekend use of the Mary and Joseph
Retreat Center.


5. If the Planning Commission approves the parking plan, the
exceptions to the city code parking plan requirements should
be clearly set forth in the CUP.


Butler\RentalProperties\
Valley\View\ChurchRemodel\
PlanningCommissionOptions~090908
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1985 CUP
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Staff Report
February'26, 1985
Page Two


BACKGROUND


The Church and its functions have been located at their present site since
1961 . (The rectory and convent were added sometime in 1966~67).


PHYSICAL DESCRIPTION


The subject site comprises 9.4 acres and is located on a plateau overlooking
the intersection of Crenshaw Boulevard. (to the west) and Crest
'Road (to the north) with sloping, landscaped banks on the other tWQ (2) sides.
Single family residential is the.prominent adjacent land use. The s·ite
takes access from two driveways:, one eac.h on- 'Cl~est Road and Crenshaw Soul eva rd
with the ,primary· one on Cl~enshaw. Boulevard.


. .


Exi sting impl~ovements include the Church, school bun dings, rectory and
convent (see' plans). The peri meter of the property is heavily planted wi th
mature landscaping. In general, the site is visually iSolated from surrounding
land uses. .


PROJECT DESCRIPTION


The' applicants are pl"'opos"ing to construct a new socia1!meeting hall adjacent to
~heschool facility in the center of the property. The proposed structure would
,ompromise 7,049 square feet of kitchen space, offices, storage rooms, several
multi-purpose rooms and a large hall area (see floor plans.) It would be used
for meetings, choir.rehearsals, schoo'l meetings, social gatherings, etc.


The proposal would place the structure 2.5 feet below the exi.sting grade
(quantities of earth to be handled is !'lot known at this time). The structure
would measure 28.5 feet at its highest point as measured from existing grade~.


The proposed location requires rearranging the existing parking layout.
As shown on the enclosed plans, 359 parking spaces would be provided
(6 iri garages and not available for general use). On a site 'inspection,
staff counted 345 existing marked or striped spaces. The site visit took place
during the noon mass. Staff estimates that the parking was about 2/3 full.


At the present time, there are recre~tional faci1itieslocated within the par'king
area. These include 6 basketbal1 backboarDs, assorted jungle gym .equipment, and
a basebal1 backstop. There is also a covered lunch area. An of these would
be displaced by the new parking arrangement, although staff has been told the,
basketball backboards would be replaced in the same general location.


The combined squa!~e footages of an the bui1dings (includi-ng the proposed
building) would require 574 parking spaces (this is based on the code require
ments, which assumes worst use simultaneous demand). Variance 116 is
requesting a reduction of 215 spaces. The applicants justify this with the argue
-~nt that there will not be simultaneous use of the major facilities (the new


;1 and the Church); therefore, the Il rea p or actual demand is less.
Using this reasoning, the new han ltJould require 293 spaces individually, while
all the other uses (simOltaneously) would require 281 spaces. In either case.
the 359 proposed spaces provide more than would be required,


,//6
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ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS


Please refer to the attached Initial Study for Environmental Assessment #461
for discussion of this topic.


No significant eJJ.viJ~onmental impacts have· been identified with the prop'osal
and a Draft Negative Declaration has been prepared and is attached.


PROJECT CONSIDERATIO~S


The proposed structure is well situated on. the subject property, almost.
centrally located on the site. This location, combined with the existing
landscaping and the tqpographi ca1 characteri sti cs waul d render the structUl~e


almost invisible to surrounding land uses. . .


1/7


The proposed parking/circulation seems to be workable.
actual parking demand is within the proposed capacity.
be .approved, it should be conditioned so as to prohibit
situations.


The II rea l'l or
Should the Variance
s1multaneous demand


In reviewing any hew major construction or development, the City considel~s the
requirement for public works improvements alon.g the frontages ,of the public
rights~of-way. In this case, there al~e sever'aT places along Crenshaw
Boulevard and Crest Road where repairs to the paVing are needed. If it so
chooses, the Commission may require such J~epairs as a condition of approval.


,"he Commi 5si on shoul d a·l so consi del" requi ri ng improvements of the recently
approved designated trails in the public right-of-way along the pro~erty


frontages 'on Crenshaw Boulevard and C~est Road. Staff will discuss this
in detail at the meeting .


.CODE CONSIDERATIONS


The site is zoned Institutional; new uses l"equire a Conditional Use Permit.
Proposed bui.lding height and setbacks are all within Code standards.


The parking issue must be resolved;' however, the Code standard' of simultaneous
use does not seem wholly appropriate for this use.


Another area of co'ncern is the Code requirement th'at a minimum of 5% of the
interior of paJ~king lot areas be landscaped. The applicant has been requested
to supply figures for the square footage of the parking lot area and the
landscaped area. ~er Code standards, tbis 5% cannot include perimeter land
scaping; it is intended to soften large expanses of paved surfaces. The islands
currently shown in the parking areas are to be landscaped. Should the
Comm'f 5si on choose to approve thi s " .staff rec.ommends· a .condi ti'o-n -"
requiring c'ompliance with the 5% req·uirement. The applicant would have to
submit plans verifying such compliance. .


Lastly, as noted earlier, quantities of earth to be handled with the proposed
-""ading are not known at this time. Should the Commission approve this


oject, staff wOuld suggest that staff be given the authority to'approve
a gr'ading application should it exceed 1,000 cubic yards of mate.rials, as
that would no\nmally require the application to come back to the Commission.
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Since there are no slopes or other controversial issues regarding the grading
such authority would sho)~ten the processing of the application.


CONCLUSIONS/FINDINGS


Staff does not see any major problems with the proposed project. Those
concerns taised in the previDu~ section are real, but not significant enough
to warrant denial of the project; and can be handled through appropriate
conditions of approval. .


It is staff's opinion that the proposed social/meeting hall addition Bnd
St. John. Fisher Parish meets the fol1owing C.U.P. criteria:


1. That the site is adequate in size and shape to accommodate the intended
e;<pansion;


2 That the site for the proposed expansion relates to streets and rqadways
properly designed to carry the type and quantity of traffic generated by
the use;


3.· Tha:t by approving the expansion at the specific lQcation~ there would be no
significant adverse impacts on the adjacent properties or permitted uses
thereof;


4. That the proposed use is not contrary to the General Plan; and


5. That subject to the conditions/mitigation measures attached to Resolution
P.C. No. 85- ~ there will be no significant adverse environmental impacts
resulting from the proposed project.


and the fo'l1owing findings can be made' regarding Variance 116.


L That there are. exceptional or extraordinary, ci rcumstances or
conditions applicable to the property involved, or to the intended use of the
property, which do not apply generally to other property in the same
zoning district; in that the intended use of the property would not
utilize simultaneous demand for proposed parking facilities.


2. That such varia'nce is necessary for the preservation and
enjojnnent of a substantial property right of the applicant, which right is
possessed by other property owners under like conditions in the same zoning
district; in that other religious facilities in the Institutional zone
have the same right for full service facilities and to conduct a full
range of activities.


3. That the granting of the variance will,not be materially
dett~imental to the public welfare or injurious to property and improve
ments in the area in which the prop€rty is located; in that the·re would
be no significant adverse impacts associated with the proposed structure and
..:ts location.


4. That the granting of such a variance will not be contrary to
the objectives of the General Plan,


/(g
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INITIAL SruDY ,
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSME~i NO. 461


PROJECT lOCATION


The project site is located at 5448 Crest Road. The property is zoned
Institutional and is owned and operated by the Roman Catholic Church.


PROJECT DESCRIPTION


The applicant is pl"'oposing to constn:Jct a 7,049 sq.uare foot meeting ha11
for Parish social functions, receptions, school assembly meetings,
dinners, etc. This building would eliminate these uses i.n existing
bUildings, which are not desiqned for such activities.


ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING


The property encompasses 9.4 acres 'which includes the church building,
convent, rectorj/,,3 school buildings, play facilities and expansive parking
area. '


Iff


'Surrounding land uses include single family residential to the east and south
alo·ng Valley View (down a large IIcommor:! area ll slope). The Cayman Tract
(38848r is ,aCl"'OSS Crenshaw to the west, and aown a slope. from the_subject DrODe,l~tv are


more sinqle family residences to the north across Crest Road. The Villa Verde
resi np..l:Jti n1 rfp.vpJ nnmAl1t i c:: 51 ~~w~~:ed di aOQl'lallv nr.l"n;;~ the Crest/Crp.Rshaw inters'eetion.


:nVIRONMENTAl ISSUES


The issues discussed below have been detel~mrimed to be of environmental concern.
Other environmental issues (as described in GEQA) have been examined and have
been detel~ined to be of no concern within the parameter~ of the proposed
project. Unless 'discussed in this Initial 'Stud'y~ or the General Plan~ the
impacts {individual and/or collective) when added to past~ current or
future projects are not consi dered s1 gni fi cant from a curnul at,i ve effect
viewpoint.,


EARTH


Due to the gentle slope of the existing site, the proposed structure would
be lowered 2.5 feet below the adjacent parking area. Compaction and fill
are an expected part of such construction. No negative impacts are
associated- with this; hO\1ever~ to protect against excessive dust during
construction phases, a wate-ring truck shan be employed.


TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION


The existing structures/uses on the site require a total of 281 parking
spaces based upon si mlll taneous use. The proposed stl"ucture woul d requi re an
additional 293 spaces for a total of 574 required parking spaces. Again this
is based upon simultaneous use. As the proposed structure would not be
usea simultaneously with the church activity~ the "real ll demand for parkinq, is


eh less.


The location of the proposed structure mandates realignment and striping of
the parking lot. A total of 359 parking spaces is proposed with the Rew
~onfiguratfon~ A Variance is reqttired due to the substandard number of
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prov; ded spaces; however ,·.$uch requcti on may be just; fi ed due to the II rea l l1


demand for parking . versus' s'i J!lu 1taneous demand.


In view of the fOi~egoing information and discussion and the Environmental
Assessment Questionnaire, i.t has been determined that a .Negative Declaration
should be prepared.


This Initial Study was prepared by Stev'eRubin, fI,ssociate Planner, under t·he
dii~ection of the Director of Environmental Services on Febrt:.lary 20, 198'5.
Data was supplied by the applicant thl"ough,the Environmental Assessment


: Questionnaire and through sources listed below:


1. Rancho Palos Verdes Development 'Code
2. Rancho Palos Verdes Address File - 5448 Crest Road
3. Environmental Assessment #461
4. Con~itional Use Permit #9£ Application
5. Variance No. 116 Application
6. Ranchb Palos Verdes General Plan


/::2D
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USOLUTION P.C. NO. 85-


. A RESOLUTION OF THE PI.li.DING COMmSSIOR OF TE!E CITY OF RAliCIlO
PAI..OS VERDES APPROVING CONDITIONAL USE PER.."afIT #96, VARIANCE #116, AND TIm


DUFT,lmGAI'IVEi DECLARAIIOJi FOR ENVIRONMENIAL ASSESSMIDIT #461


'iVHEP~AS, the Roman Catholic, Archbishop of Los Angeles has
made application to construct a church social/meeting hall at St., John
Fisher Parish, located at 5448 Crest Road; and


WHE~AS~.after a public hearing was held on February 26, 1985
at wh·ich time' all interested parties were given an opportunity to be heard and
present evidence.


NOW, THEREFORE, THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF Rll.NCHO PALOS
VERD·ES DOES HEREBY Fnm, DE'l'ERMI1i'E AND RESOLVE AS FOLLOWS.:


S~ction 1. That the site is adequate in size and shape to accommodate
c.he intended 'expansion; .


Section 2. That the site for the proposed expansion relates ta
.streets and roadways properly designed to carry the type and quantity, of:
traffid gener~ted by the use;


Se.ction 3. That by approving the expansion at the specific location,
rhere wouid·~e no' significant adverse impacts on the adjacent properties or


,-mi t: ted uses thereof,;


Section-4. That there are exceptional. or e~~traordinary circumstances or
conditions applicable to the property involved, or to the intended use of the
property, which do not apply gene·rally to other property in the same
zoning district; in that the intended use of the property would ·not
utilize simultaneous demand' for proposed parking facilities


Section 5. That such variance is necessary for the preservation and
enjoyment of a subs·tantial property right of the applicant, which right is
possessed by other property o~~ers under like conditions in the same zoning
district; in that other religious facilities in the Institut~onal zone
have the same right for full service faci1.ities and to conduct a full
range of activities '


., Section £;. That the granting of the variance will not be materially
detrirnentai to the public welfare or injurious-to .property and improve-
ments in the area in which the property is located; in that there would
be no significant adverse impacts associated with the proposed structur~ and
its location


Section 7. Tnat the granting or such a variance will not be contrary to
:he objectives of the General Plan
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EXHIB, ~: RESOLUTION .P.C~ NO. 85-


, ,


Conditional .use Peniiit '96" Variance #116,. Draft Negative Declaration for
En.vironmental Assessment 1461 are approved 'subject to the following,
c'onditions: .'


1. i-hisapproval shall expire one year from the date of adoption if application
for bui1ding permits have not· been made. Extension may'be granted by the
Planning, Commission for uP to one additi'onal year. Extension must be granted
prior to expir'ation~ .


2.. A watering truck shall be employed duri.ng construction phases to control
dust.


3. The applicants shail submit a grading application to b~ approved by the
Director ,of Environmental Services prior to application for building permits,


, ,


4. Applicant s.nall conform to the minimum requirement for 5% interior land
scaping o'f parking areas. Site 1andscape/irrigation plans shan 'be ~'pproved


by the Director of Environmental Services prior to appiica~ion for building.
permits and installed prior to occupancy of. the huilding.


I. The Church facilities shall.be operated in such a manner so as not to create
s·imultane'ous. demand for maximum park.ing requirements~ which would exceed
th~ 359 spaces on site.


6. The applicant shall submit plans to the Director of Public Works for the
repair of substandard asphaltic paving in Crest Road and CrenShaw
Boulevard up :to the :center line of 'said right-af-ways, subject 'to his
a.pproval. Said improvements shall be completed prior to occupancy'of
thebuil ding.


7. The appiicant shan submit plans to the Director of Environmental Services for
approval to improve designated equestrian trails within the'public right-of-
way along its property frontage along Crest Road and 'Crenshaw Boulevard. .


8. Said improvements shan be completed prior to occupancy of the building.
Final building plans, including elevations, materials, and lighting shall
be approved prior to application for building permits. .


",


I l-
I /


! "







123-B


, !..


I 'u.we been fnfonned by the Director &nd/or his Environmental Services starf that


the conditions set forth in this application are not c:onsiiiel"'ed to be within the. . ..
scope 'of the variance process I!S estabHshed "in the City's, Development Code.


Signature of .Applicant:


-,_...._-----:'----------
~t:: _


1/76
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17.50.010


Chapter 17.50


NONRESIDENTIAL PARKING AND LOADING
STANDARDS


17.50.010 Purpose.
This chapter assures the provision'ofadequate off-street


parking facilities in conjunction with any nonresidential
use or development. These standards should be considered
the minimum required to preserve the public health, safety
and welfare, and more extensive parking provisions may
be vvarranted in particular circumstances. (Ord. 320 § 7
(part). 1997: Ord. 78 (part), 1915)


Sectiolls:
17.50.010
17.5fl.020
17.50.030


17~50.040


17.50.05«l


Purpose.
Parking requirements.
Joint use and common parldng
.facilities.
Development standards.
Loading.


17.50.020 Parking requirements.
Parking shall be provided in accordance with the list of


uses under this section. Where the standards resultin a:frac
tion, the next larger whole number shall be the number of
spacesrequired. Foradditions to existing developments, the
increased parking requirement shall be based only on the
addition. A minimum oftwo spaces shall be provided for
any use or development regardless ofthe size or scope of
the use ordevelopment. Ifthe specific use is not listed inthe


. following Table SO-A, the parking requiremeJits listed in
Table 12-A ofChapter 17.12 (Commercial Districts) shall
apply. Disabled parking shall be provided in accordance
with the Cl.UTeDt state amended UnifoIDlBuDding Code. The
number ofdisabled parking spaces required by theCWTent
state amended Uniform. Building Code shall constitute a
portion ofthe total patidng required under this section.


TABLE 50-A


( ..


Uses Parkin! Space Requirements
Commercial Recreation
Billiardhall 2 spaces for'each billi~d table plus 1 space for every 2


employees
Bowling alley SsPaces for each lane
Golf courses 6 spaces for each hole plus the established parking


requirem~ts for all ancilliirv uses, less a 25% credit
Golf driving ranges 1 space ror each tee plus 1 space for· every two


emnloyees
Health clubs and spas 1 svace for every 150 SQuare feet ofIn'oss floor area
Hotels 1 space for each room for each ofthe first 100 rooms,


1/2 space for each room for each ofthe rooms
thereafter, plus 1.space for every 2 employees


Motels 1 space for each sleeping unit plus 1 space for every 2
employees


Restaurants, bars and lounges 1 space for every 3 seats; or 1 space for every 75
square feet ofdining room area, whiohever is 21'eater


Skating rinks 1 space for every 750 square feet ofgross floor area
with a minimum of25 spaces


Stables 1 space for each paddock; or 1 space for every 5
horses, whichever is Ereater


Swimming pools 1 spacefor every 100 square feet ofwater surface plus
1 space for each employee, with a minimum of 10.
spaces


Tennis, handball and racquetball facilities 3 spaces for each court


(
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Uses ParitilBE Space Requirements
Medical and Health Facilities
Convalescent homes"nur~ing homes, homes for the 1 space for every 4 beds
aged, rest homes and sanitariums
Dental and medical clinics and offices 1 space fOr every 250 'SQuare feet of2t'OSS floor area
Hospitals 1 space for every 2 patient beds
Veterinary hospitals and clinics 1 space for every 2.50 feet of 21"OSS floor area
Assembiv
Auditoriums, theaters, churches, clubs and stadiums 1 space for every3 permanent seats; or 1 space for


every 50 square'~t ofassembly are~ whichever is
greater (18lfuear inches ofbench shall be oonsidered 1
seat) ,


Mortuaries and funeral homes 1 space, for each hearse pius 1 space for every 2
employees plus 1 space for every 150 square feet of
assembly area


Educational Uses
Colleges and universities 1 space for every 2 full-time regularly enrolled


students plus 1 space for every .5 student seats plus 1
space for every 2 emploYees/facultY


Day nurseries and preschools 1 space for every employee plus 1 space for every .5
children or 1 space for every 10 clnldren where a
circular driveway is provided for the continuous flow
ofpassenger vehicles (for the purpose of loading and
unloading chi1~en) and which accommodates at least
2 such vehioles


Elementary and junior high schools 2'spaces for each classroom
High schools 1 space for every facuity member plus 1 space for


every 6 students
Libraries 1 space for everv 300 square feet ofgross floor area
Trade schools, business colleges and commercial 1 spac~ for every 3 student capacity plus 1 space for
schools every employee/faculty
Retail Uses
Food stores, grocery stores, supennarkets and drug 1 space for every 250 square feet ofgross floor area
stores
Furniture and appliance stores 1 space for every 350 SQuare feet ofgross floor area
Automobile sales and rentals 1 space for every 3SO square feet ofgross floor area


plus 1 space for every 2,000 square feet ofoutside
sales area


Service Uses
Automobile service, repair and gas station 1 space for every employee, plus 2 spaces for every


service bay, plus 1space for every vehicle used in
connection with the ~e (such as tow tnicks)


Automobile wasmtU! and cleamne
full-service 15 spaces plus 1 space for everv two employees
self-service .5 spaces for everv 2 bays
Financial institutions 'I space for every employee plus 1 space for every 250


square feet of w-oss floor area
Barber shops and beauty salons 3 spaces for every barber chair or station
'Com-operatedLaundromats 1 space for every 3 Washing machines


301 (Rmlcho Palos Vel"des 12-(7)
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17.50.020


Uses Parkim!' Space Reqmrements
Dry cleaners 1 space for every 300 square feet ofgross floor area


-_ plus 2 spaces for delivery vehicles
Professional office 1 space for every 275 square feet ofgross :tIoor area


/~7


(


(Ord. 320 § 7 (part), 1997: Ord. 78 (part).. 1975)


.17.50.030 Joint use and common parking facilities.
The planning commission may permit the joint use of


parking facilities to meet the standards for certain uses
under the following conditions:


A. _Up to one-halfoftheparking facilities required for
a primarily daytime use may be used to meet the require
ments of a primarily nighttime use and up to one-half of
the parking facilities required for a primarilynighttimeuse
may be used to meet the requirements ofaprimarily day
time use; provided, that such reciProcal parking arrange
mentshall complywith Section 17.50.030(C) of1his chap
ter.


B. The parkingfacilities required for aprimarilyday
-time use or for specific days ofuse may be used to satisfy
up to fifty percent of the requirements for a church or
school auditorium subject to requirements set forth in Sec
tion 17.50.030(C}ofthis chapter.


C. The parties concemed-shall show that there is no
subsmntial-eonflict in the principal operating hours ofthe
building or uses for which the joint use is proposed and
shall evidence agreement for such use by a proper legal
instrument to which the city is a party.


D. The planning commission may reduce parking re
quirements for commonparking facilities "yup to twenty
five percent in shopping-centers or other commercialareas
where a parking lot with common access and joint use is
provided, (Ord. 320 § 7 (part), 1997: Ord. 90 § 5 (part),
1977; Ord. 78 (part), 1975)


17.50.040 Development standards.
The following development standards shall apply to all


parking areas with six or more spaces:
A. Parking Lot Permit Anyone constructing aparking


lot containing six stalls or more, whether separate or in
conjunction with a Structure, shall obtain a parking lot
permit as per Section 17.76.010 (parking lot permit).
- B. Transportation Demand ManagementParkingRe


quirements. New nonresidential developments shall be
subject to the applicable transportation demand manage
mentparking requirements specified in Section 10.28.030
(Transportation demand management and trip reductiOn
measures) of,the city's Municipal Code.


-c. Location.


1. Required parking facilities shall be on the
same lot as the structure theyme intended to serve; except,
that withproperlegal agreement, the planningcommission
may approve parking on a separate lot. For sleeping or


, boarding facilities, including rest homes, dormitories, ho
tels and motels, the required parking shall be within one
hundred fifty feet ofthe building it is to serve. For all other
uses, the required parking shall be within three hundred
feet of the building it is to serve. The above distances are
to be measured along a legal and safe pedestrianpath from
the parking space to the nearest entrance ofthe building or
use for whioh the parking is required.


2. The required parking_spaces maybe located in
intenor side and rear setbacks. No parking space, either
required or otherwise, sball be located in any required_
front or street-side setback area, unless the base zoning
district regulations provide otherwise.


D. AcCess. There shall be a minimum ten foot wide,
four inch thick concrete, slab vehicular accessway :from a
public street or alley to off-street parking facilities. Such
accessway shall be designed to specifications approved by
the director ofpublic works.


E. Screening.
1. Where a parking area abuts a.residential dis


trict, the parking area-and residential diStrict shall be sepa
rated by a soIidmasonry wall not less than fi:ve feet in
height; -except, that this wall shall be forty-two inches in
height where it is in prolongation ofthe front setback area
of an abutting residential use or district. The planning
commission may waive this requirement ifadditional set
back and screening planting or landscaped berms are to be
provided.


2. Where a parking area is across the street from
a residential district, there shall be a border ofappropriate
landscaping not less than ten feet in width, measured from
the street right-oi-way line, along the street frontage.


F. Layout and Paving.
1. Parking areas shall provide for a twenty-five


foot outside turning radius within the facility and a thirty
foot outside turning radius into public alleys.


2. Parking spaces shall be arranged so that vehi
cles need not back onto or across any public sidewalk.


3.- Off-street parking facilities shaH be-designed
so that a vehicle within a parking facility shall not be re
quired to enter a street to move from one location to any


(


(
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other location within that parking facility. Separate non- .
contiguous parking facilities may be provided with inde
pendent entrances for employees and visitor parking; pro
vided. the designated use of each lot is clearly identified
on proposed plans and at the entrances to each lot.


4. No dead-end parking aisles serving more than
five stalls shall be permitted, unless the aisle is provided
with a turnaround area installed in a manner meeting the
approval ofthe director.


5. Biunpers; tire stops or any other device
deemed appropriate by the .director, shall be provided
along aU pedestrian ways, access or street oralley acljacent
to any off-street parking area except where screening is
located.


6. All parking areas shall be surfaced with as
phaltic or cement concrete paving which is at least three
inches thick.


7. Standard parking staUs shall be designed in
accordance with the standards and dimensions speoifiedin
the ']larking lot layout" diagrams and tables contained in
Exhibit "50-A" of this section. All parking stalls shall be
clearlymarked with lines, and access lanes shall be clearly·
defined with directional arrows to guide traffic. The ap
propriate parking lot striping, including whether parking
stalls shall be single or double striped, assoown in the
diagram contained in ExIu'bit "50-B" ofthis section titled


. "standard parking stall striping",·shall be detennined by
the director. Except for parallel parking stalls, standard
parking stalls shall be a minimum ofnine feet (width) by
twenty feet (depth) in area. :Parallel parking stalls shalJ. be
a minimum of twenty-six feet in depth. Compact stalls
shall be a minimum of eight feet (width) by fifteen feet
(depth) in area and shall not exceed twenty peroent oithe
total number of app:s;oved spaces, unless adift'erent size
stall is authorized or required by the.director or planning .
commission. Compact stalls shall be marked for compact
use only.


8. All off-street parking spaces shall be clearly
outlined with lines eitherpainted on the pavement or indi
cated with special paving materials on the surface of the
parking mcility.


9. Parking aisle widths shall be in accordance
with the dimensions and standards specified in the ''park
ing lot layout" diagrams contained in Exln'bit "50-A" of
this section. Deviations from the diagrams ~ standards may
be approved by the director, if it is demonstrated to the
satisfaction oftbedirector ofpublic works that alternative
dimensions and standards win not result in adverse park-
ing lot traffic circulation impacts. .


303


17.50.040


/JJ
:10. Disableaparking spaces shall be in accordance


with the .dimensions and specifications of the state
amended Uniform Building Code.


G. Landscaping.
1. A la11l:U!capedplanter bed ofat leastfive feet in


widthshallbe installed along the entireparldng lot perime
ter; except, ~r those areas devoted to perpendicular ac
Cessways.


2. A minimum offive percent ofthe paved park
ing area shall be devoted to interior planting areas. The
extensive use of trees is encomaged tQ the extent that the
trees do not significantly impair views from surrounding
properties. All planting areas shall be at least three feet


. Wide. Perimeter plaJiting shall not be considered part of
this required interior planting.


3. Where topography andgrading permit, parking
lots shall be depressed and/or screened from viewby land
scaped berms and hedges. Where this is impractical, the
use ofdecorative screening walls and hedges shall be pro
vided.


4. Where 1J:ees already exist on the property, the
design shall make the best use· ofthis growth and shade.


.Such trees sbal1 be protected by a 1J:.ee wen with a diameter
sufficieI;rt to ensure their continued growth. The :five per
cent interior lot area landscaping standard included in this
chapter:maybe reduced to compensate for the retention of
such trees.


5. Planting areas shall be distributed throughout
the lot as evenly as possibl~, but variations from this pat
tern may be granted by the staff when a different pattern
would result in the overall aesthetic impr.ovem.ent of the
projeQt. Innovation in design and materials is encouraged.


6. Wherever a center divi~er separates parking
stalls facing each.other, tree wells Shall be established not
more than fifty.feet apart for large trees (exceeding twenty
feet spread at maturity), or not more than thirty feet for
small and medium-sized 1J:ees.


7. A full-coverage, permanent irrigation system
shall be installed. Hose bibs shall be located at not less
thantwo-~undted foot intervals to allowfor reinforcement
of the system by hose watering.


8. All plantings shall be maintained.:free ofdebris .
and in .conformity with the accepted practices for1and~


scape maintenance.
9. A six inch high cement concrete curb shall be


constructed at the edge ofall landscaped areas.
.H. Drainage and Lighting.


1. All.drainage from parking areas ·for six or
more carsshaU be taken to a public street, alley, storm
drain or natural drainage course to tbesatisfaction of the
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17.50J)40


director ofpublic works.and shall notpass overanypublic
sidewalk.


2. Lighting provided to illuminate a parkingarea
shall be hooded and arranged and controlled so as not to
cause a nuisance either to highway traffic or to adjacent
properties; and a lighting plan shall be provided as per
Chapter 17.56 (Environmental Protection) oftbis title.


r. Seasonal orPeakParkingAreas. With the appro~
ofthe planning commission, the above development st~
dardsmay be waived or conditionally waivedfor aportion
of the required parking spaces where:


. 1. The applicant can show what portion of the
required spaces are required only on: a periodic basis, such
as seasonal or once a week;


2. The parking area is planted in turf ofa weat-
resistant type; and .


3. Provision is made for inigation and.mainte
nance ofthe tur.t:


1. Signs. The provisions of Section 17.76.0~O (Sign
permit) shall apply. . ...


K. Usability. The required off-streetparking facilities
shall not be used for anypurpose other than as requiredby
this chapter. Unless otherwise provided by an approved
conditional usepermit, no owner ortenant shall lease. rent
or otherwise make such required parking available to any
person who does not occupy the pren1ises for which the
parking is required. (Ord. 320 § 7 (Part), 1997: Ord. 194
§ 11, 1985; Ord. 78 (part), 1975)


17.50.050 Loading.
The following off-street loading spaces shall be pro


vided and maintained for all institutional and commercial
uses other than office buildings. The loading spaces shall
be not less than: ten feet in vvidth, twenty feet in length, and
with fourteen feet ofvertical clearance.


A. . Loading spaces Required perTotal Square Feet of
Building Space (gross floor area)


Total Square Feet ofBuilding Loading spaces
Space (21"085 :floor area) Reauired
Commercial Buildings


3,000. 15,000 1
15,001 45,0.00 2
45,001 -75,000 3
75,001 - 105,000 4
105.001 and over 5


Total Square Feet ofBWiding Loading spaces
Space (~oss floor area) Required
Commercial Outdoor Sales (g;rOSS area)


0 5,000 1
5,001 45,000 2,


105,000 345,001
105.001 and over 4


Institutional
3.000 20.000 1
20,001 50,000 2
50,001 80,000 3
80.001 110,000 4
110,001 and over 5


B. When the lot upon which loading spaces are lo
cated abuts an alley, such spaces shall have access :from
the alley. The length of the loading space may be meas
ured perpendicular to or p~el with the alley•.Wh~e
snch.loading area is parallel Wlth the alley and sald lot IS


fifty feet or less in width, the loading area shall ext~d
across the full width ·of the lot. The length of a loading
area need not exceed·fifty feet for any two spaces.


C.. Loading space required by this title may occupy a
required rear or interior side setback, but.no~ .a 1"eq~ed
.front or street side setback. Where the loading IS penmtted
in a setback, said setback may be used in calculating the
arearequired for loading; providing, that there be.no more
than one entry or exit per sixty feet oflot frontage or frac
tiOn thereof. .


D.Allloading spaces shall be separate, striped spaces
in addition to the required parking.spaces and shall not be
located within a required parking lot driveway,. backout·
space oraisle; except, that for commercial buildings vvith a
gross floor area of less than fifteen thousand square feet,
tful loading space may be located within a parking lot
driveway, back-out space or aisle. . .


E. No loading space shall be located on a dead-end
driveway, accessway,aisle or alley unless a ~-ar~und
circle with a minimum radius of ninety feet 18 proVIded
adjacent to the loading space. (Ord. 3;ZO § 7 (part), 1997:
Ora 78 (part), 1975)
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April 8, 1992


PROJECT DESCRIPTION


The property has been owned and occupied by the Daughters of
Mary and Joseph since 1959. Existing structures on site
consist of a Novitiate (housing for the Sisters), a Retreat
Center (2 lodge buildings, lounge building and Chapel) and
auxilliary Service Building which consists of dining,
ki tchen, laundry and office facili ties. Also on s~ te are
staff house, garage and classroom structures.~··


This requested is for a revision to the existing Conditional
Use to add a two story expansion adjacent to the Novitiate
Building, at the south, for senior members of the Daughters
of Mary and Joseph Community. This expansion is referred to
as the "Marian Center". Included within the expansion are a
central stair/lobby area, twelve bedrooms, including two
des igne,d for handicapped accessibili ty, ki t,chen a nd dining
room, community room, therapy room, and arts/crafts room.
This expansion is intended to be self contained and not
intended to serve the other buildings.


Summary of Existing Building Uses on Site


Novitiate Building - Two story building consisting of common
room, private chapel (resident use only), eight modified
dorm sleeping spacess, one living suite (bedroom and living
room combination), and office/study rooms for residents and
the original thirty-six bedrooms, due to their small size,
have been altered to provide eighteen bedrooms. _ .


Retreat Center Single story cluster of,;;f'&t:hldings,
consisting of Lounge building witp offices, Chapel building
with seating for approximately 1'28 persons, and two lodge
buildings each with fifteen bedroom/bath combinations.
Retreat Center including Chapel is used primarily on
weekends. Please note that Saint John Fisher Parish is
loca ted on the site immedia tely adjacent to this property
therefore there is not a neighborhood religious service
scheduled at this Chapel.


Service Building Single story building consisting of
kitchen, dining room, laundry facili ties, and offices, and
three car garage. This building serves as the dining room
for the residents and on weekends the retreat attendees.


/33
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consisting
bathrooms.
community


two car


Proposed Marian Center - Daughters of Mary & Joseph (cont.)
Project Description - April 8, 1992


Staff House - Single story residential building
of six bedrooms, living room, kitchen and three
Building houses Daughters of Mary and Joseph
resident staff members. Adjacent to house is
garage.


Classroom Building Single story bUilding presently
consisting of two classrooms, supply room, library, toilet
rooms and an office. Itis proposed to demolish the office,
toilet rooms and library. This would leave the two
classrooms and supply room and it is proposed to add new
toilet rooms which would comply wi th current handicapped
requirements.


BURDEN OF PROOF STATEMENTS


1. The si te is approxima tely 5.98 acres in size, loca ted
in an Insti tutional zone and all structures meet required
set· backs from side yards. The side yard set back proposed
at the new "Marian Center" of 20' -0" is in compliance wi th
Section 17.28.030. Over 50% of the site will remain in
na tural growth or cul t iva ted landscape. - The site loca tion
proposed for the "Marian Center" is presently asphalt paving
which is currently not being used. Overall bUilding height
proposed is consistant with the height of the eXisting
novitiate it will abutt.


2. The proposed addition of the "Marian Center" would not
generate a significant number of traffic "trips" per day.
It is intended to provide one vehicle with driver for
transportation for the senior members use for off site
visits to doctors or others. The overall use of the site
will be otherwise unaffected in any manner and with addition
bas~c traffic patterns would remain the ~ame.


3. Proposed "Marian Center ll will not adversely affect
adjacent properties due to the unique location of th~


overall site. Located to the west is Saint John Fisher
Parish which is well shielded from this site by trees and
.landscape growth, the north and east front onto Crest Road
and the propose d s true t ure, set back adjacent to the wes t
property line, would not be visible from the road, the south
property line is separated from adjacent developed property
by a natural gully and the structure is set back
approximately 70 feet property line.


4. This development and its use was initiated in 1959
prior to the City's incorporation or adoption of the General


13'/
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/3S-
Proposed Marian Center - Daughters of Mary & Joseph (cont.)
Project Description - April 8, 1992


Plan. Application for an addition to the Staff House was
reviewed by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes on September 10,
1991 and approved as Conditional Use Permit No. 165. The
proposed addition is consistant with the General Plan as a
permitted use in Section 17.28.020 C for an Institutional
District. The proposed project meets the development
standards, will have no significant overall affect and is
consistant with the existing use of the property.
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$195
$295


Weekend Retreats


Mary & Joseph
Home Page


/


Weekend Retreats


Day Programs


Extended Retreats


I'


Our Presenters


Special Programs


General Information


~.
I


Map & Directions


Facility Amenities


Page 1 of 2/ 37


Zen Retreat: Old Things Are Passed Away, All Things Become New
Weekend: 7:00 pm Friday, July 25 to Sunday Afternoon, July 27, 20C
This silent retreat starts with a travelers dinner on Friday evening. It include
meditation, private interviews and daily talks. Using the Zen method and di~


emptying that leads to new life and a new creation. For information, call Ge
COST: Paid in full by July 5 After July 5
Weekend per person/shared $170
single room if available $270


He Alone is Our Hope
7:00 pm Friday, October 5 to 2:00 pm Sunday, October 7
"Without wonder, without hope we are condemned to live on the thin decepl
retreat will focus on what happens when we give our "yes" to the Lord. It is
persistent hope. But the Lord is faithful and has promised never to leave us
a Healing Service with time for personal ministry. For information, call Gerry
COST: Paid in full by September 12 After September 12
per person/shared $155 $180
single room if available $235 $265


Honesty in Recovery; 12 Step (AA) Retreat for Women
7:00 pm Friday, November 7 to 1:30 pm Sunday, November 9
In our addiction, we have to lie a lot. In recovery, we start by not lying and
being respected, trusted and loved. As we share our experience of this tram
supported. This retreat is spiritual, not religious in nature. Non-denominatio
For information, call Sr. Julia at (310) 377-4867 ext 256.
COST: Paid in full by October 17 After October 17
per person/shared $155 $180
Single room if available $235 $260


Ch'an (Chinese for Zen) Medita-tion Retreat
7:00 pm Friday, November 21 to 5:00 pm Sunday, November 23
Break away from your hectic, busy life; nourish yourself with relaxation and
weekend of Ch'an in every moment, walking, sitting, eating a meal and enjc
the practice of direct contemplation, you will learn to look at things from fre:
and the environment in a loving and caring way. We will discuss Buddhist te
Venerable Chang Wu is a teacher of Chan Buddhism and resident nun at the
organization founded by her teacher Chan Master Sheng Yen. For informatio
234.
COST: Paid in full by October 31 After October 31


http://www.maryjoseph.org/index_files/Page343.html 09/09/290.8
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Weekend Retreats


per person/shared
single room if available


$160
$245


Page 2 Of2/
3


'2


$185
$270


Keeping Up to Date; 12 Step (AA) Retreat for Married Couples
7:00 pm Friday, December 5 to 1:30 pm Sunday, December 7
The Great AI-Anon Insight: We don't have to 'get' the other person to under
When each partner in a recovering marriage does this, the marriage gets ve
religious in nature. Non-denominational. For information, call Sr. Julia at
COST: Paid in full by November 14 After November 14
per couple $310 $360


Being in Love with Love: The Mystic Path of Blessed John Ruusbroec
7:00 pm Friday, December 12 to 1:30 pm Sunday, December 14
A silent retreat devoted to exploring the teachings of the 14th century Christ
following the gUidelines found in his classic work The Divine Esp0 usals{ we I/'


"dark stillness in which all lovers lose their way." Time will be given for silen
discussion of the themes presented. The retreat is intended to be both a ba:
ongoing encouragement for those more experienced in contemplative spiritL
phases of the spiritual journey{ which for Ruusbroec, are: The Active Life{ in
center of our da.i1y activities and concerns. The Interior Life, in which we go
permeating every aspect of our lives. The Contemplative Life, in which the Ie
God's love{ allowing us to live in the daily awareness that God's love is the v
For information, call Gerry at (310) 377-4867 ext 234.
COST: Paid in full by November 21 After November 21
per person/shared $215 $240
cin"l", rr'l/wn if :::n,::>.i.l::>hl", ct:':l1 n ct:':l~a:;


http://vvvvw.maryjoseph.org/index_files/Page343.html 09/09/2098:
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Mary & Joseph Retreat Center


DAYS & EVENINGS OF PRAYER
WEEKENDS & 7-DAY RETREATS
1992 - 1993


(310) 377-4867
5300 Crest Road
Rancho Palos Verdes
California 90274


Day of Prayer, Tuesday, 9:00 - 3:00 pm - Bring Lunch
Evening of Prayer, Wednesday, 7:30 pm - 10:00 pm
Weekend, Friday Evening to Sunday, at 1:00 pm
Father Joe Scerbo, SA


Day of Prayer, Tuesday, 9:00 - 3:00 pm - Bring Lunch
Evening of Prayer, Wednesday, 7:30 - 10:00 pm
Weekend, Friday Evening to Sunday at 1:00 pm
Father Tom Hand, SJ


Day of Prayer, Tuesday, 9:00 am - 3:00 om - Bring Lunch
Evening of Prayer, Wednesday, 7:30 pm - 10:00 pm
Advent Day of Prayer, 9:00 am - 3:00 pm - Bring Lunch
Sister Johanna Leahy, DMJ
Advent Weekend for Sisters ONLY, Friday Evening to
Sunday at 1:00 pm
Father Rich Danyluk, SSCC


OCTOBER 13
11 14
11 23 - 25


NOVEMBER 17
11 18
" 20 - 22


DECEMBER 15
11 16
11 19


11 18 - 20


JANUARY
11


19 Day of Prayer, Tuesday, 9:00 am - 3:00 pm - Bring Lunch
20 Evening of Prayer, Wednesday, 7:30 pm - 10:00 pm


FEBRUARY
11


16
17


26 - 28


Day of Prayer, Tuesday, ~;OO am - 3:00 pm - Bring Lunch
Evening of Prayer, Wednesday, 7:30 - 10:00 pm
Weekend, Friday Evening to Sunday at 1:00 pm
Father Greg ory Elmer, OSB


MARCH
11


11


23
24


26 - 28


Day of Prayer, Tuesday, 9:00 - 3:00 pm - Bring Lunch
Evening of Prayer, Wednesday, 7:30 pm - 10:00 pm
Weekend, Friday Evening to Sunday at 1:00 pm
Father Rich Danylwc, SSCC


APRIL
11


.11


20
21


4 - 10


Day of Prayer, Tuesday, 9:00 am - 3:00 pm - Bring Lunch
Evening of Prayer, Wednesday, 7:30pm - 10:00 pm
6-Day Holy Week Retreat, Sunday Evening to Holy Saturday
morning at 9:00 am
Father Gregory Mayers, CSSR


MAY 14 - 16


" 18
" 19


JUNE 20 - 27


II 27 - July 3


JULY 4 - 9


Weekend, Friday Evening to Sunday at 1:00 pm
Father Aloysius Michael
Day of Prayer, Tuesday, 9:00 am - 3:00 pm ~ Bring Lunch
Evening of Prayer, Wednesday, 7:30 - 10:00 pm


7-Contemplative Retreat, Sunday Evening to the following
Sunday at 11:00 am - Father Gregory Elmer, OSB
7-Day Contemplative Retreat, Sunday Evening to the following
Sunday at 11:00 am - Father Tom Hand, SJ


5-Day Intensive Retreat, Sunday Evening to Fri. at 1:00 pm


Father Gregory Mayers, CSSR
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Presenter: Sr. Johanna Leahy,


I ,


1992-1993 'DAYS AND 'EVENINGS OF


DAYS OF PRAYER $5.00
Evenings of Prayer $4.00


THEME - BLINDNESS - Is. 29:18
"The eyes of the blind shall see."


OCTOBER
13 - Day
14 - Eve


THEME - PRESENCE OF GOD - Ex. 33:14
"My presence shall go with you."


THEME - CUP - Ps. 116:13
"I will take the cup of salvation and call
upon the name of the Lord."


THEME - CROSS - Mat. 16:24
"Take up your cross daily and follow Me."


THEME - HARVEST - Luke 10: 2
liThe harvest is rich but the laborers
are few."


THEMB - THE SEA - Rev. 14:7
"Worship the Maker of heaven, and earth, and
sea. II


JANUARY
Day - 19
Eve - 20


FEBRUARY
Day - 16
Eve - 17


APRIL
Day - 20
Eve - 21


MARCH
Day - 23
Eve - 24


MAY
Day - 18
Eve - 19


!
, NOVEMBER THEME - FIRE - Rev. 3: 18
!\ / .....------...., Day - 17 "Be like gold tried in the fire."
:-< ") Eve - 18


.~ ;>-==--~ DECEMBER THEME - WORD Jam. 1: 22
x~ )


/ - - '. _.../ Day - 15 "Be ye doers of the word. II


___ -__ Eve - 16
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r The Gift ofMeditation
I'll


Sundays ~ 5:00-6:15pm


;. \


'", ";,":" :•.:,-.' ' :: ' .•


Sr. Margaret Helmes, DMJ


·;·F~~idQiR@ffen~g··;;>.<>··.' '..
d . ~ •• ':"::,;;.:':.' ...; . ,"


FOR FURTHER INFORMAnON PLEASE CALL (310) 377-4867, Ext. 230


Mary and Joseph Retreat Center
5300 Crest Road, Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90274
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MARY AND JOSEPH RETREAT CENTER
PARKING REQUIREMENTS
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25 Santa Barbara Drive
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275


September 10, 2008


Mr. Joel Rojas, AICP
Director ofPlanning, Building and Code Enforcement
City ofRancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275


Re: Sf. John Fisher Proposed Expansion - Traffic and Other Issues


Dear Mr. Rojas:


I am a homeowner in the Island View community directly across the street from S1. John
Fisher. As I have learned more about this project over the past few months since it became
public, I have grown increasingly concerned about the numerous significantly adverse effects it
will have on our community. These adverse effects include the increased traffic flow through an
already congested res~dential area, the lack of adequate parking within the project, the size and
mass of the proposed building, the noise from the proposed ringing ofbells and addition ofa
gymnasium, and an architectural design that is completely incompatible with the traditions of
Rancho Palos Verdes. These developments would have a fundamentally detrimental impact on
the many residents who surround SJFi and thus I strongly urge you to require that the projectnot
move forward without meaningful review and modification to address these adverse effects.


I understand that many ofmy neighbors have written to you with respect to a number of
these issues, and so I would like to address this letter primarily to the issue oftraffic. As you
know, SJF is located at the comer of Crest Road and Crenshaw Boulevard. This intersection is
extremely busy, as it services all traffic flowing out of the Del Cerro, Valley View and Island


.View neighborhoods and Del Cerro Park, a large percentage of the traffic flowing into and out of
the City ofRolling Hills, most traffic for the numerous communities along Crest Road, and a
significant amount of through traffic headed to Hawthorne Boulevard and the western portions of
Palos Verdes. As my backyard abuts Crest Road, I am well aware of the thousands ofcars that
flow through this intersection on a daily basis.


I believe the proposed SJF expansion will significantly and adversely affect the flow of
traffic through this intersection, and particularly the portion ofCrenshaw Boulevard immediately
south of Crest Road. First, the lack ofadequate parking within the SJF grounds is likely to result
in peop]e parking their cars on Crenshaw Boulevard south ofCrest, as well as in other spots
adjacent to the two.entrances to SJF. The project currently has 359 spaces, which is already well
below the number ofparking spaces that should be required (480). Notwithstanding the
increased development and likely need for more parking (as much as 667 spaces), SJF proposes
to reduce the number ofparking spaces to 331, less than halfof the number that should be
required. The expansion of the sanctuary and the addition ofa pre-school and a gymnasium, plus
SJF's stated desire to reduce the number ofmasses and increase the number ofparishioners per
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Mr. Joel Rojas - September 8, 2008


mass, should mean that that SJF requires many more parking spaces, not less. Without adequate
parking, these vehicles wiII end up on the surrounding streets, which are not wide enough to
accommodate both increased traffic flow and on-street parking.


As you can see from the attached diagram, one ofthe principal entrances to SJF is located
on Crenshaw Boulevard immediately south ofthe intersection with Crest Road. Huge numbers
of vehicles flow through this gap every day, including the residents ofDel Cerro, Valley View
and Island View, as well as visitors headed to Del Cerro Park or the 1,200 acres ofconservation
land below Del Cerro. In order to get into the SJF entrance, vehicles must cross this flow of
traffic in both directions. The turning lanes into SJF are very short and the entrance is narrow.
Thus, very few cars are able to make the tum'against the flow of traffic at anyone time. As a
result, during heavy periods the traffic backs up into the Crest-Crenshaw intersection. This
situation is further exacerbated by vehicles attempting to exit the SJF parking lots at the same
time, often attempting to make left-hand turns against the traffic flow and in front of the line of
cars attempting to enter the SJF parking lots. This already bad situation would get much worse if
the streets were lined with parked cars, which would block lanes and sight lines. On-street
parking will result in a significantly adverse impact on traffic flow, and will also likely result in
an appreciable increase in the risk ofserious injury or death.


Second, the proposeq expansion plans also call for a new pedestrian entrance to St. John
Fisher to be constructed right at the intersection of Crest and Crenshaw. This entrance will
certainly further encourage on-street parking on Crest and Crenshaw, as well as people
attempting to pick up and drop offpassengers in the middle of a very busy intersection with an


.already complex flow of traffic. Even greater congestion and higher risk ofinjury will be the
result. This intersection has already been the site ofnumerous serious accidents in recent years,
and one can reasonably expect that more will occur as a result of the proposed SJF expansion.


Given these obvious issues, I was very surprised to learn that the traffic analysis prepared
by SJF's consultant concluded that the proposed expansion wouIdhave negligible impact.
However, even a lay.reader can see that SJF's analysis is seriously deficient in at least the
following seven areas.


1. No Analysis ofCrenshaw South ofCrest. The SIF study omitted any analysis ofthe
impacts on traffic on Crenshaw Boulevard south of Crest Road. This area includes one of the
two entrances to SIF as well as the entrance to the hundreds ofhomes in the Valley View, Del
Cerro and Island View communities, as well as Del Cerro Park and popular conservation areas.
This area clearly will be affected by the proposed expansion and cannot be left out of the study.


2. No Analysis of On-Street Parking. The SJF study did not address the impact ofon
street parking on traffic flow, presumably because it assumed SJF would provide sufficient
parking for all vehicles on its grounds. For the reasons cited above, this will not be the case.
Either SIF must provide significantly more parking spaces or they must analyze the impact of the
on-street parking that will result if they do not.


LAl :1168376.1 2
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Mr. Joel Rojas - September 8, 2008
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3. No Analysis ofPedestrian Entrance. The SJF study did not address any impact ofthe
proposed pedestrian entrance at the Crenshaw-Crest intersection. It is clear that this entrance
would encourage both on-street parking and passenger drop-offs in the middle ofa very busy
intersection. These will clearly impact traffic flows, and therefore must be analyzed.


4. Unreasonable Assumptions re Increased Traffic From SJF Project. The SJF study
assumes the proposed expansion will result in very few additional vehicles entering and exiting
the SJF grounds, notwithstanding the addition of a larger sanctuary, a new gymnasium, a new
pre-school program and a reduction in the number ofmasses. It is reasonable to assume that the
overall number of SIF parishioners could grow, given the new sanctuary and its increased
capacity. However, even assuming no growth, SJF has publicly stated its intent to reduce the
number ofmasses it holds. Thus, it is also reasonable to assume that more parishioners will
attend each mass, generating more traffic during peak periods..Even assuming one less mass
attended by 300 people would require another 187 cars (or 374 entrances and exits) to be
absorbed in peak periods at 1.6 people per car (the average persons per car recently observed). It
is reasonable to assume that a new pre-school with 40 students alone will generate an additional
80 trips per day. It is reasonable to assume that the gymnasium at times will be in use while
events are taking place in the sanctuary. It is not reasonable, or even credible, to assume that all
of these will result in no meaningful increase in traffic.


5. Unreasonable Assumptions re Increased Traffic From Other Factors. The SJF study
also assumes that this area will experience negligible increases in traffic resulting from factors
other than the SJF project. This is not a reasonable assumption. The City and various private


.groups have invested.significant funds in Del Cerro Park and the surrounding consezvation areas,
presumably with the intent that more people will use them. Weekends are the peak periods for
visits to these areas, but that is precisely the same period when the SJF project will experience
the most use. The only way to access these areas from the top of the hill is via Crenshaw south
of Crest, past the SJF entrance. It is also unreasonable to assume that the Terranea project and
other residential and commercial developments in our City and elsewhere on the Peninsula will
not result in any increase in traffic.


6. No Analysis of Peak Period Traffic. The SJF study did not calculate traffic volumes
on peak period use. An increase ofa few hundred cars per day may be negligible ifspread out
over the entire day. However, the SJF project will generate large amounts of traffic during very
small increments of time, and that traffic will often involve crossing traffic, such as between
masses or other events that are closely scheduled.


7. No Analysis of Construction Traffic. Finally, the study also did not address the
impact ofa long-term construction project on traffic in the area. It is reasonable to assume that
the grading and construction ofthe proposed expansion will take several years, involve the
transportation of huge amounts ofsoil, and require many dozens ofvehicles trips per day~ It
would also be reasonable to assume that SJF does not intend to halt all use of the existing SJF
facilities during construction. As a result, the construction project can reasonably be expected to
have a very significant impact on traffic.


LAI:1168376.1 3
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Mr. Joel Rojas - September 8, 2008


In light of these serious omissions, the Commission should order the traffic study to be
redone. The Commission should also consider recommending limitations on SJP's conditional
use pennit that would fully mitigate the adverse effects on traffic resulting from the proposed
expansion. These would include requiring additional parking on the SJF grounds, prohibiting
on-street parking on Crenshaw and Crest and other streets in the areas surrounding SJF,
eliminating the proposed pedestrian entrance at the Crenshaw-Crest intersection, restricting or
prohibiting the simultaneous use of the sanctuary and gymnasium facilities, closing the SJF
entrance on Crenshaw south ofCrest, reducing the capacity of the proposed sanctuary, and
requiring carpooling.


I am not opposed to SJF building a neW sanctuary that meets the needs ofits parishioners.
However, governing laws and regulations require that the proposed expansion not impose
significant adverse impacts on the surrounding community. It is clear that there are a number of
such impacts, none ofwhich have been addressed to date by SJF. As a result, I would urge the
Commission to recommend that the project not proceed without further review and modifications
to mitigate these serious concerns.


Mark C. Easton, Esq.


Enc!.


LAI :1168376.1 4
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5431 Valley View Road
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA
90275


September 14, 2008


Planning Commission
c/o Joel Rojas
Director of Planning
Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275


Re: Opposition to Bells at St John Fisher


Dear Planning Commissioner,


Our family has resided on Valley View Road for 27 years. In September of 1981,
before we purchased our home I visited the office of St. John Fisher to inquire
whether bells were rung at any time. The woman I spoke to stated that the church
did not ring any bells. She further stated that they had no plans of installing bells.
After relaying these facts to my husband, we purchased our home. Now we are faced
with the prospect of electronic bells ringing throughout the day daily.


Monsignor Sork told us at a meeting at the City Planning Office that the schedule
would be, Monday through Friday at 8:00 AM, 12:00 noon, and 6:00 PM. That
frequency has increased according to the sound study company Dudek that was
hired by St. John Fisher. They have added an additional time of 5:05PM. The Sunday
schedule has increased to the following times; 8:50 AM, 10:35 AM, 12:00 noon,
12:20 PM, 4:50 PM, and 6:00 PM. The Saturday schedule is 8:00AM, 12:00 noon,
5:00 PM, and 6:00 PM. Additionally, there are 7 Holy Days, weddings, funerals,
Christmas and Easter.


After carefully reading the Dudek sound study ofAugust 22,2008 I have serious
concerns about its' conclusions. First, it would have been appropriate if the
neighbors were notified when the testing was to take place. We could have
positioned ourselves so that we could determine whether the bells impacted us.
Second, one of the areas that they tested was a home on the corner of our street The
sound to that residence is blocked by the existing sanctuary. This is not a fair
assessment of the other homes on our block,


Currently we hear the church services every Sunday morning directly through our
bedroom windows as do our neighbors on either side. We would suggest that when
the new sanctuary is built that all of the windows and doors remain closed during
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their services so the surrounding neighbors on all sides do not have to listen to the
services. The Planning Commission should also place a condition on the proposed
gymnasium to keep the windows and doors closed during the times of use. This
should reduce the noise coming from the church property.


On January 25,1977 the Director of Planning and Secretary to the Commission,
Sharon Hightower and the Chairperson, Ann Shaw approved and adopted
Conditional Use Permit No.21 and Variance No; 12 subject to the conditions found in
Exhibit CiA ", which are necessary to protect and preserve the health, safety, and
general welfare in the area. This was for The Peninsula Baptist Church, presently
known as The Peninsula Community Church. It is located approximately 2 blocks
from St. John Fisher Church. If you examine Exhibit A (attached) you can see that
number 7 on the third page states that "The bells shall be non -functional bells only.
If the City Planning Commission restricted The Peninsula Baptist Church from
ringing bells, then how can you approve another church two blocks away from
ringing bells? Saint John Fisher is surrounded by many more homes than the
Peninsula Community Church.


Presently there are two churches where bells are chimed. They are St. Peters by the
Sea and The Wayfarers Chapel. Both of them were already established with bells
before the incorporation of the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.


My suggestion for this situation is to allow St John Fisher to place and play their
bells inside their church. This way they could have their bells ring as many times a
day as they wish without disturbing the neighbors. Since the CUP for the Peninsula
Community Church does not allow functional bells then you cannot allow another
church to sound bells. If you do then every church in Rancho Palos Verdes will want
bells.


~
pectWllY'_ ~ "j .


(:j)i1udV
an Olenick
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RESOLUTION NO. 77-2 P.C.


A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING C0r1.!'1ISSION OF THE CITY
OF RANCHO PALOS VERDF,s GRANTING A CONDITION,l\L USE
PEro1IT AND VARIANCE FOR THE CO~STRUCTION OF A RELI
GIOUS FACILITY IN A~J INSTITUTIONi\l, ZON?


/S3


~rnEl~AS, the Peninsula Baptist church has requested a condi
tional use permit and variance for the construction of a s~nctua~y .
building (including "tower") at 5640 Nest Crestridge Road 1n an lnstl-
tutional zone; and


i"HERBJI.S, after notice issued pursuant to the provisions of the
City's Development Code, .public hearings were held on December 28, 1976,
January II, 1977, and January 25, 1977, at which times all i~terested
parties were given an opportunity to be heard and present eVldence.


N011, THEREFORE, the Planning Commission of the City of Rancho
Palos Verdes does hereby find, determine, and resolve as follows:


Section 1: That the proposed use is permitted in the zone
subject to the issuance of a conditional use permit.


Section 2: That the site is served by Crestridge Road, an im
proved street, sixty-four (64) feet wide, which is designed to carry the
type and quantity of traffic generated by the proposed use.


Section 3: That the sUbjec~ use, with safeguards and condi
tions imposed by this permit, will cause no significant adverse effects
to adjacent properties or the permitted uses thereof.


Section 4: That the subject use is in conformity with the
General Plan, which designates the site appropriate for the approved
use.


Sec·tion 5: That the tower structure, including cross, shall
not exceed an overall height of sixty-eight (68) feet (as measured from
the lOivest point of the front elevation) ·and has been found to pose no
significant obstruction to a reasonable expectation of a view.


Section 6: That given the project's location, design, adjacent
uses, and lot configuration and size, the site is adequate to accommodate
the proposed use, subject to approval of a variance for the following:


A. Reduction in the required number of parking spaces.


B. Encroachment of a structure four (4) feet into the
required twenty (20) foot rear setback.


C. An increase in the maximum allowable building height
to thirty-seven (37) feet.


Section 7: In approving the variance, the Planning Commission
finds as folloWS:-


A. That there are exceptional or extraordinary circum
stances or conditions applicable to the subiect
pr~perty, or to the intended use of the property,
WhlCh do not apply generally to other property in
the same zonina district.. as i.Clentifi ed hf>ln''':
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2)' }'.nel1croachment of four (4) feeL. by a structure
into the rear setback is found acceptable since
this placement: a). preserves a mature coral
tree; b) minimizes potential view impairment;
and c) there is considerable difference in
grade up to the abutting properties.


3) An increase in the maximum allowable building
height is found acceptable since: a) the
structure will obstruct no reasonable expecta
tion of a view; and b) the total area of the
roof which exceeds the height limit is minor in
scope and is in keeping with the intent of the
spirit of the code requirements.


B. That the variance is necessary for the preservation
and enjoyment of a substantial property right of the
applicant, which is possessed by other property
owners under like conditions in the same zoning
district, since the Code allows for the use of
joint parking agreements, the location of the cor
al tree is considered a practical difficulty inso
far as building location is concerned, and the
height of the structure will not obstruct a reason
able expectation of a view.


C. That given the development patterns within the area,
the structure's orientation and location within an
institutional district, the granting of the variance
will not be significantly materially detrimental to
the public welfare or injurious to property and
improvements in the surrounding area.


D. That the intended use is not contrary to the General
Plan.


Section 8: For the foregoing reasons, the Planning Cowmission
of the City of Rancho Palos Verdes hereby grants approval of Conditional
Use Permit No. 21 and Variance No. 12, s~bject to the conditions found
in Exhibit nAn, which are necessary to pr.o.tect and preserve the heal th,
safety, and general welfare in the area.


APPROVED and ADOPTED this~ day of January , 1977.


/) .
j IfJ I .~,, !I .


"/ v ;' ./..z....)~L, '<,....h....J / . •/'J -.-.: ~it.-c..rH..v
Sharon vJ. Hightower .
Director of Planning and
Secretary to the Commission


Ann Sha"7
Chairperson
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All signs (existing and proposed) shall be subject to the
provisions of Chapter 6, Part 7, of the Development Code.


'.
3); Joint parking agreements shall be required which provide a


',,-,,' minimum of 125 auxiliary parking spaces \vithin.~a;cd
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A periodic review and approval or parking facilities and
joint parking agreements may be made by the Director of
Planning, to insure adequacy.


A landscape plan shall be prepared and implemented, which
includes appropriate landscaping and a permanent irrigation
system on all existing and/or proposed undeveloped land.


The final development plan shall be submitted to Southern
California Edison Company for compliance with necessary
safety and maintenance standards prior to final City approval.


The bells shall be non-functional bells only. ~\... ""7
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NECESSITY FOR AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT
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Donna Hulbert
11 Coveview Dr.


Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca. 90275


Planning Commission
c/o Joel Rojas
Director ofPlanning
Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard
Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca. 90275


Re: Opposition to Revised St. John Fisher Master Plan Remodel and Expansion'
'.~\ :


Dear Planning Commission;


From the beginning many people requested the preparation of an Environmental Impact
Report. Many have wondered why a draft mitigated negative declaration was even
attempted given the numerous individual impacts and the cumulative effect of them on
the environment. All of the sections discussing topics ofparking, noise, traffic, bulk and
mass and neighborhood compatibility (aesthetics), lighting etc. are incorporated here to
urge the Commission to require an Environmental Impact Report. This section is
intended to serve as a summary of the potential Unpacts, and is organized along the lines
ofthe Environmental Checklist Form/Initial Study dated June 3, 2008.


Aesthetics: The initial study recognized that there were potentially significant impacts
absent mitigation. Unfortunately, there has never been any real discussion ofwhat
mitigation would be appropriate. The Initial structure totaled 84 feet in height, exceeding
the height of any institutional structure on the Peninsula, even those approved before the
City was incorporated. In fact at the first hearing the Applicant seemed ready to present
what ultimately became its revised plan, but was unable to due to the lateness of the
hour. That revision merely reduced the height to equal to the highest existing Church on
the Peninsula, again despite the fact that the approval of that project preceded the
incorporation of the City and involved a local context far different from that present in
this residential neighborhood setting. This structure without question has "a substantial
effect on a scenic vista" and "substantially degrades the existing visual character" of the


.surroundings. The silhouette was removed after a mere two weeks hindering the ability
to demonstrate just how great an effect it will have.


Moreover, this project is located at the corner-of Crest and Crenshaw, the last stop sign
on the road to the entrance Portuguese Bend Nature Preserve. It is at this comer that
Catalina Island and the ocean first become visible to residents and visitors alike. The
General Plan details how important views and vistas are on the Peninsula, and ranks the
views related to the traIls as among the most important. Aesthetically, the question of
whether such a large structure in this location is appropriate has to be addressed, and
should be addressed in the context ofan Environmental Impact Report.
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The question ofwhether this project will "create a new source of substantial light or
glare, which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area" cannot be
answered absent a complete lighting plan that details the locations ofall lights, the
wattage, the type oflight (in case a multiplier is involved) and how many lamps are in
each proposed light. The photometric plan is inadequate for determining whether the
lighting satisfies code restrictions. The discussion of shielding lights and one-foot candle
light at the sidewalk is ludicrous in light of the fact that the initial plan showed 25 foot
high light standards in the parking lot (well in excess of code limitations of 10 feet), and
that there is no discussion ofthe lighting of.the sign at the comer (with at least 3 fixtures)
which is far more significant than one-foot candle. Finally, nothing is documented in the
plan about how the cross (72 feet from the ground) is going to be lit. There appears to be
some reference to incandescent light, which seems doubtful since the source can only be


.. 10 feet above ground and has to illuminate 62 feet up. Lighting has to be determined
before the approval of the CUP, and the plan submitted by the Applicant cannot be
commented upon in any meaningful way, due to the utter lack of detail in the plan. An
EIR would provide this much needed information.


Air Quality: The Initial study documents the potentially significant effect this project
will have on air quality primarily dt,le to the dust that will result from the extensive
grading. At some point in the documents it notes it will require 600 truck trips to remove
it. The fact that the disturbance in Air Quality is temporary during the period of
construction is no reason to ignore it. There would be less of a problem with the dust to
the surrounding neighborhoods if the structure was placed closer to the middle of the
property. Perhaps less grading would be required if the structure was not so tall


From the standpoint oflong term effects, the Applicant submitted a shadow study within
the past few days. One of the most significant findings is that during the winter,
Crenshaw will be in shadow in the mornings, South of Crest even as late as 9 AM when
most of the heavy traffic is gone. This is significant because this particular stretch of
Crenshaw is subject to very dense fog in the winter. Anyone who lives in the area can
attest to the fact that there are times when absent.great care to pinpoint landmarks along
the drive, one can completely lose where they are on the street. This happens at night and
in the morning, and logically continued shadow would.lead to longer periods of this
dense fog, impacting safety concerns. Again.an EIR is needed to assess this.


.The Shadow Study is more fully discussed in the letter which follows this one.


Geology and Soils: According to parishioners at the Open Forums the South and East
sections of their property have soil issues such that it would be prohibitively expensive to
try to build the sanctuary in that comer, presumably due to the height, since they are
building the rectory. Although they claim that the soil is fille at the site they propose for
the sanctuary, this is too important an issue in terms of safety to forego an in depth
assessment. Applicant admits there would be a problem on one section of its property,
but claims not on another. An Environmental Impact Report would address this fully.
Moreover, in the current proposal there is extensive grading and planned refilling. An
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EIR may demonstrate it would make more sense to build the structure at ground level
with less refilling, which could solve the issue with respect to the proposed height of the
building.


Land Use and Planning: The landscaping plan submitted by the Applicant does not
even approach a complete plan. A complete plan is required for Land Use and Planning
under the Development Code before the Conditional Use Permit is approved. It is
impossible to discuss every deficiency in the plan. One of the problems is tree selection
for the parking lot. Prunus C. Mt. St. Helens is chosen which has a 20 foot height and 20
foot crown at maturity. The tree is diagramed between many of the parking spaces
without any explanation for what type ofplanter or curbing will protect it. A cursory
look online ofother jurisdictions' parking lot landscaping plan criteria reveals there
should be significant planting space to protect the trees (at least a two foot radius), which
totally throws the parking space count off, if the spaces become unusable. Staking of
treesfor a year or so is not uncommon. Moreover this tree branches very low on the
trunk: and is going to make it difficult to get out of the car, as well as uncomfortable to
walk under for the 20 foot diameter of its crown. A developmentin Santa Fe does not list
this as an appropriate tree for parking lots (although it does list is as appropriate in other
uses). While in theory it may be possible to trim the tree to make it easier to get out of
the car, it is unclear what trimming will do to the root structure. In fact it is not clear if
the root structure of this tree tends to spread out or down. The more shallow the roots,
the more potential problem for the asphalt in the parking lot. Finally this tree is listed as
requiring high water use, hardly appropriate when people are encouraged to plant drought
resistant landscaping. The landscaping plan needs to be reviewed by an independent
expert to determine whether the rest of it suffers from similar problems, and to determine
ifthe landscaping water usage on the project is excessive. Water is always an
environmental issue in California.


As a side note, since there has been so much discussion about the offensive noise caused
by leafblowers (which is probably something all sides can agree on). Leafblowers
became popular during one of the many Southern California drought periods. People
used to water down sidewalks and driveways to clean them after mowing. With water
shortages the knee jerk solution to the problem became a gasoline powered leafblower
strapped to the back. In retrospect it would have been a good idea to assess the
environmental impact of the proposed solution and then opt for the use ofa hand held
broom instead.


. Noise: One ofthe arguments in support of the bell ringing appears to be that it is better
than the above referenced leafblowers. Solving a noise related problem is not
accomplished by adding more noise. The General Plan ofRPV in 1973 indicated the
ambient noise level- at the Crest ·and Crenshaw comer at 60 decibels. The Applicant
submitted a noise study (approximately 11 months after it started this process) with
respect to· the bell ringing, and what it shows is that now at lOin the morning in August,
when many are on vacation, with no traffic present; that comer has a decibel level of
between 65 and 70. A level of 70 indicates that the noise level has doubled there since
1973 (due to the logarithmic nature of the noise equation). That is disturbing and


/59
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something everyone should be concerned about if we want to preserve the quiet, serene
nature of the Peninsula The report from the Applicant again brings up the point that
there is no noise ordinance in RPV, but this time references the Rolling Hills Ordinance.
Rolling Hills will allow an additional 15 decibels ofnoise" to the ambient level ifthe
duration is a minute or less. The problem for the Applicant is the Rolling Hills
Ordinance requires the ambient level at 45- 55. The comer ofthe Applicant's property as
it exists now is already at the 70 level with no street traffic. The noise study submitted by
the Applicant is insufficient, and a full EIR should be required.


In addition further study has to be done on how to minimize construction noise for the
two years this phase of the project is likely' to last. The quarter mile notice provisions
currently proposed are inadequate given the properties of sound, and the fact that much of
it travels up.


Parking: Need we say more? Well just in case, a very telling commentwas made by the
architect at the last hearing. She related that she had met with the parishioners at length
to get a sense of the needs of each ministry, and although she tried to get them to
eliminate Religious Education classes concurrent with the 10:45 mass, that was
something they would not agree to. She knows parking at 10:45 mass is a problem.


Traffic:. Perhaps the most important issue is the traffic during construction. In addition
to the Noise coordinator, the city should consider a Traffic Coordinator to address
concerns and complaints. The comer ofCrest and Crenshaw in the mornings is
significantly backed up on Crest toium left onto Crenshaw. Many people have started
turning right onto Crenshaw and making a U-turn to head the opposite way on Crenshaw.
Just this past week the left turn lane at the Applicant's driveway has had a no U-turn sign
posted, to solve this problem for them. Not surprisingly that has just transferred the .
problem to the next left turn pocket, the one that enters Valley View. There needs to be
considerable study"done to determine how best to handle construction traffic.


Safety: Apparently one of the reasons for locating the sanctuary at the comer was the
danger currently to school children who cross the parking lot with their teachers during
the week to go to the Church from the school. Apparently the two week silhouette period
was a safety nightmare for the school (Ironically school was out for summer a few days
after the silhouette was taken down, but they could not wait until school was out to put up
the silhouette.) Imagine the safety nightmare for the children at the school during the .
construction period. What safety issues are presented for elderly parishioners? In


.addition construction equipment and materials have to be stored on site. Will it be safe
for children to be present at school during construction?
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A number of the concerns raised above would be significant enough on their own to
require an Environmental Impact Report. The cumulative effect is overwhelming. The
planning commission is very familiar with the provisions of CEQA and the minimal
standards necessary to trigger the need for preparation ofan environmental impact report.
'Those conditions have surely been triggered on this project.


Sincerely,


/~/
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LANDSCAPING AND APPROVED PLANTS LIST IN
SANTA FE WITH RESPECT TO PARKING LOTS
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. 1~3
XI. LANDSCAPING AND APPROVED PLANTS


ID.3.d. Small Deciduous Trees r Large Shrubs (10 to 20 feet)


• Acceptable forresidences and residential lanes I small streets, and alleyways.
Acer ginnala Amur Maple L
Acer palmatum Japanese Maple H*
Betula occidentalis fontinalis Western Red Birch M
Cereis canadensis· Eastern Redbud H*
Cotinus coggygria Smoketree M
Crataegus laevigata 'Paulii' Paul's Scarlet Hawthorn M
Crataegus lavellel 'Carrierei' Carrier Hawthorn M
Crataegus phaenopyrum 'Washington' Hawthorn M
Eleagnus angustifolia Russian Olive H
Euonymus europaea Spindle Tree H
Forestiera neornexicana New Mexico Olive M
Koelreuteria paniculata GoJden Raintree M


~ Malus 'Radiant', 'Snowdrift' Flowering Crabapple species M
Populus tremuloides Quaking Aspen H


~ Prunus american American Plum H
~ Prunus cerasifera 'Mt. St. Helens',etc. Flowering Plum H
~ Prunus virginiana meiancarpa ChokecHerry M
~ pyrus calleryana Ornamental Pear M
~ Robina ambigua Idaho Locust, Purple Robe Locust M


robina neomexicana Rose Locust M
Quercus gambelii Gambel Oak M


~ Sophora japonica Pagoda tree M


NOTE: Many types and species of fruit trees are suitable, including varieties of pear, peach,
apricot, and others.


ID.3.e. Small Evergreen Trees (10 to 20 feet)


• Acceptable for residences,. ear'5Lg9 areas.;...8l1eyways, medians; and along walkways.
• Not to be used as street trees, nor for use on southern facing sides of structures.


Juniperus chinensis "Spartan","HetziColumnaris","Keteleeri" M
"Robusta Green"; "Torulosa" Juniper


Juniperus monosperma One-s.eed Juniper M
Juniperus scopulorum "Cologreen", "Gray Gleam", M


"Whichita Blue",Rocky Mt. Juniper
Juniperus virginiana "Hillspire","Manhattan Blue", M


"Sky Rockef', Eastern Red Cedar
Pinus aristata Bristlecone or Foxtail Pine H


ID.3.f. D.eciduous Shrubs and Groundcovers


• .Acceptable for residences, parking areas, alleyways, medians and along walkways.
Amelanchier ainifolia Saskatoon Serviceberry L
Amelanchier utahensis Utah Serviceberry M
Amorpha fruitcosa False Indigo M
Aronia arbutifolia Red Chokeberry L
Berberis thubergii 'Rose Glow' Rose Glow Japanese Barberry H
Berberis thubergii atropurpurea Red leaf Japanese Barberry M
Buddleia alternifolia Fountain Butterfly Bush M
Buddleia david" Butterfly Bush M
Buddleia davidii nanoheAsis Dwarf Butterflybush M
Caragana arborescens Siberian Peashrub L
Caryopteris clandonensis Blue Mist L


Tierra Contenta Design Standards for Phase 28
Adopted June 2003
10/30/03
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COMMENTS REGARDING SHADOW STUDY
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r01W.~8etty coulb
49SfMItC~Cat"~Vrwe


Rancho--palorVerder
calt(orn£a.- 90275


310-541 ;.2878


September 12,2008


Mr. Joel Rojas
Director ofPlanning, City ofRancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275
To: Planning Commission


Ref: Shadow Study ofJohn Fisher Church Project by Dudek


Dear Sir,
A review of the shadow study prepared by Dudek indicates that the writer of
this report may be confused as to the direction of the shadows that are cast
from this project. The four homes we believe that are being addressed, in the
SUlTI1nary of this study, are on the west side of Crenshaw and it does appear
that new shadows on the Island View property would occur as a result of
placing the sanctuary in this location outlined in this study. There is no
specification in the study as to the height of the new landscaping or what
height value they used for the existing landscaping. Trees grow and I have
personally observed that the trees that presently exist do cover Island view
property in the morning in August hence the reason for my suggestion that a
stu~y be done to determine the coverage at the winter solstice· while
incorporating the new plans for the sanctuary. They have also selectively
shown what the coverage is at 9:00 am and not at an earlier time. Two or
three hours of shade are shade time that the present home owners do not
have at this time and if this is the case this would have a direct impact on
them being able to have the full enjoyment of their home and back yards as
they have experienced in the past 20+ years.
Another issue to consider is the inability of a homeowner to install solar
pow.er panels on their roofs in order to reduce their dependence on
commercial power because of this potential increase in shade tiIne.
One other consideration is that there is a considerable amount of fog that


. collects at certain times of the year at the top of Crenshaw Boulevard and
the longer this area is in the shade, especially at the intersection of Crest
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Page 2.
Road and Crenshaw Boulevard the longer it will take for thewarrner air to
penetrate the atmosphere and clear this condition: just an additional traffic
hazard if the sanctuary is built where it is presently planned.
By placing the sanctuary so close to the corner of Crenshaw and Crest and
the ability of church members to be able to walk around this building at an
elevation 30 or 40 feet above the residences in Island View is something
that does not exist today and would have an adverse effect on privacy of our
homeowners.
If the issue of building a new sanctu'ary had been brought to the neighbors"
two years ago, when all of the various designs and locations were being
discussed 81. John Fisher congregation would have saved a lot of money
and all of the neighbors would be affirmative to their needs.
I know of no person that is against the church or for that matter any church
that wants to try to attract or accommodate new member; it just so happens
that 81. John Fisher tried to accomplish this task by not involving anyone
outside of their church.
The obvious solution to this issue is to relocate the sanctuary by moving it
back into the 9.5 acres that they have on the 81. John Fisher church property.







167-B


BULK AND MASS AND NEIGHBORHOOD
CO:MPATIBILITY


/ c/;; 7
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E. Bruce Butler
Santa Barbara Drive


Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275


September 16, 2008


Re: St. John Fisher Master Plan


Memorandum to the Rancho PalosVerdes Planning Commission:


The Mass and Bulk. of the Sanctuary and Steeple Proposed by Saint John Fisher in
its Revised Plan Constitute an Unreasonable Impairment ofa Number of Homes in


the Residential Community of Island View and Surrounding Communities


Based on the record before it, the Planning Commission can not make the
conclusion required by Subsection 17.60.050.3 of the RPV Municipal Code that ''there
will be no significant adverse effect on adjacent property or the permitted use thereof."
The record before the Commission, as imperfect and as minimal as it is, consists of four
photographs and a plat plan showing the respective elevations of the proposed structures
and the existing homes.


The first records are two photographs taken from the backyard of a residence at
17 ~ Santa Barbara Drive (Attachment A) and from the street in front of15 Santa
Barbara Drive in Island View (Attachment B). These two photographs show clearly how
the original proposed structure overwhelms these homes. Because the Planning Staff
chose not to require a second silhouette ofthe revised plan, the Commission has no basis
to conclude that the revised structure will not have the same overpowering impact on
these properties.


The other photographs were taken by the RPV Planning Staffand were used by
the Applicant in the submission ofits revised plan to simulate the impact of the revised
plan on residences in Island View (Attachments C and D). These photographs are not
relevant for two reasons. First these attachments are wrong and deceptive. The attached
map (Attachment E - Arial View & Photo Key Map) created by the Applicant is not
accurate. This map purports to show where the photographs in Attachments C and D
were taken. Point C on Attachment E is wrong and should be ignored Point D on
Attachment E is actually where the picture in Attachment C was taken. Attachment D
was actually taken near the edge of the map in Attachment E.


The second reason Attachments C and D are irrelevant is that these pictures show
the relationship ofthe revised plan to the impact on Island View residences at the 500
foot line from the church property and well outside this line. Because of their distance
from the homes which are impacted in Attachment A and B, Attachments C and D
provide no basis for any conclusion concerning the impact on those properties. They are
not relevant to the Commission's determination on the negative effect on the homes
closest to the proposed structure.


The only other records before the Planning Commission are plat plans for the area
to be considered (Attachment F). These documents on their face indicate that they can
not be relied upon. Nevertheless they are useful to show the relative elevation ofa
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structure sited near the edge ofa nine acre property on a pad 20-30 feet higher than the
pads ofresidential homes which are across the street from a proposed 43 foot building.
The building is designedwith a roof-line ofvarying heights, with the highest point
intentionally placed to be opposite the homes in Island View, towering 60-70 feet above
them. The proposed steeple is 60 feet above its pad and towers 80 feet above several
homes in Island View.


Construction of structures 60-80 feet ab(we residential homes less than 100 feet
away and in plain view of other residential neighborhoods is not compatible with the
residential atmosphere at the crest ofRancho Palos Verdes. Such a massive building will
destroy the residential environment and the peaceful enjoyment of the properties adjacent
to the proposed structure. It also will have a negative impact on the value of these
homes. Press reports concerning the Loyola Marymount projectindicate substantial
opposition to structures which are half of the comparable height of the Saint John Fisher
project.


In summary, there is absolutely no record on which the Planning Commission
could reach the conclusion that there will be no significant adverse effect on a number of
homes on Santa Barbara Drive in the Island View Community.


Res~~ submitted. I iJ
L )'jwez I3v IJk::


Island View Resident and Retired Attorney
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Attachment A


Photograph from 17 ~ Santa Barbara Drive
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Attachment B


Photograph from 15 Santa Barbara Drive
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Attachment C


Staffphotograph utilized by Applicant erroneously purports
to show view from point C on Attachment E.


Photograph actually is from point D on Attachment E.
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St John Fisher Catholic Community
Revised Proposed Design
July 2008


ORIGINAL DESIGN REVISED DESIGN


C. View From Island View Community


'-....
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Attachment D


The photograph is actually from a point 1 to 1 & ~ inches
to the left ofpoint D on Attachment E
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Attachment E


Point C on this map is wrong and should be deleted. Point
D on this map is actually,point C and point D is 1 to 1 Y2


inches to the left ofpoint D on this map


..... /
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Attachment F


These RPV records are admittedly unreliable. They do,
however, provide comparable elevation data.
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Map Output Page 1 of 1 ~"I
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ap Output


Images should not be reli~d upon for any purpose"'lf RAnr.hn PAln~ .
'Distribution of electronic and paper images for the City's GIS system is PrQhibited without.written aUlhorization by. the City


http://www.giscentral.com/servlet/com.esri.esrimap.Esrimap?ServiceNam... 6/23/200i
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The following two diagrams demonstrate a comment made by Commissioner Gerstner
that the sanctuary could be built closer to the center ofthe property. Candidly we were
unwilling to incur the further expense to redesign the project, and our architect
repositioned buildings based upon their footprint. In these designs the Blessed Sacrament
Chapel and Tower are located not only away from the noise ofschool children, a
necessity according to the architect's July letter to the Commission; the tower is now
further from the noise present closer to the street.
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The following photographs were taken ofall other churches in Rancho Palos Verdes, to
try to demonstrate the local context.


Applicant's proposed building is taller than any other. In fact it is probably the height of
the building in combination with the tower and cross height that make the bulk and mass
so ,prominent and objectionable.


We are aware that Protestant churches generally have fewer seats. However, it is not the
footprint of the Applicant's plan that raises the objections, it is the height, bulk and mass.
IfApplicant requires 17,000 square feet for the sanctuary, that is understood, so long as
its property provides sufficient area for all the buildings it wants to construct (with
sufficient parking). Applicant is required, as is every other property owner in the City to
have adequate space for building. IfApplicant cannot provide adequate parking and a
gymnasium it is not unconstitutional or unreasonable to have the Applicant make
adjustments.
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WAYFARER'SCHAPEL


5755 PALOS VERDES DRIVE SOUTH


BUILIDING HEIGHT: 24 FEET


TOWER HEIGHT: 62 FEET


CROSS HEIGHT: 12 FEET


. Built prior to Incorporation of City


III
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ST. PETER'S BY THE SEA PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH


6410 PALOS VERDES DRIVE SOUTH


TOWER HEIGHT: 50 FEET


CROSS HEIGHT: 12FEET


Built prior to Incorporation of City


I~/
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ASCENSION LUTHERAN CHURCH


26231 SILVER SPUR ROAD


BUILDING HEIGHT: 32 FEET


CROSS OBJECT: 3 FEET


If/
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ST. PAUL'S LUTHERAN CHURCH OF PALOS
VERDES


31290 PALOS VERDES DRIVE WEST


BUILDING HEIGHT: 32 FEET


CROSS HEIGHT: 30 FEET
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MT. OLIVE LUTHERAN CHURCH


5975 ARMAGA SPRINGS


BUILDING HEIGHT: 20 FEET


CROSS OBJECT: 12 FEET


/7)







196-B







197-B


PACIFIC UNITARIAN CHURCH


5621 MONTEMALAGA DR.


BUILDING HEIGHT: 20 FEET


117
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PENINSULA COMMUNITY CHURCH


5640 CRESTRIDGE ROAD


BUILDING HEIGHT: 25 FEET


TOWER HEIGHT: 42 FEET


CROSS HEIGHT: 12 FEET


Built after incorporation of the City in the area designated for
Institutional Use. Church property is lower than property across


the street from is, and is much lower than the surrounding
residences.


It'}
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CONGREGATIONNER TAMID


5721 CRESTRIDGE RD.


BUILDING HEIGHT: 28 FEET


Built in area designated for institutional use.


rXO(
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CHURCH OF JESUS CHRIST OF LATTER DAY
SAINTS


5845 CRESTRIDGE RD.


BUILDING HEIGHT: 26 FEET


TOWER HEIGHT: 53


CROSS OBJECT: 15 FEET


Built in area designated for institutional use
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CO~TYCffiUSTIANCHURCH


1903 WEST SUMMERLAND STREET


BUILDING HEIGHT: 20 FEET


CROSS OBJECT: unknown


Built offof Western behind multi-story apartment buildings
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CmuSTLUTHERANCHURCH


28850 SOUTH WESTERN AVE.


BUILDING HEIGHT: 28 FEET


TOWER HEIGHT: 43


CROSS OBJECT: 24FEET


Built before City's incorporation
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The following chart summarizes the comment letters by locati.on of the authors, received
prior to the fIrst two public hearings. The vast majority ofneighbors close to the Church
wrote letters in opposition. Much of the support came from parishioners geographically
further away in Rancho Palos Verdes, in other cities on the Peninsula, and in cities off the
Peninsula.
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REALTOR LETTER
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(


September 14, 2008


Mr. Joel Rojas
Director of Planning, City ofRancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275
To: Planning Commission


Re: Saint John Fischer Church (SJF) Project


Dear Sir,


.I have been a realtor for the past 35 Years serving buyers and sellers in the South
Bay, Palos Verdes Peninsula and Long Beach areas.
I am a resident of an area close to the church.
I absolutely object to the proposed project by SJF. The massiveness, the location
the adverse effect on contiguous properties - such as the lack otprivacy, increased
traffic, noise and the fact that the architecture of this building is not in hannony
with the ~urroundinghomes and churches.
All other churches add to the beauty ofPalos Verdes and this does not. It would be
more acceptable to the massiveness of this building were reduced and it were
moved away from the comer of Crest Road and Crenshaw Boulevard.


~
. cerely,


. G-~ ~~~
. haron Kushner
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OTHER CONCERNS
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SOME LINGERING CONCERNS


• As the Commission and Staff are aware from the first public hearing, many
neighbors were taken aback by the fact that Commissioner Tomblin is a
parishioner at St John Fisher and did not recues himself until the second public
hearing. While no one believes that anything was intentionally done to influence
the process, his comments that he thought his participation might add some
insight into the decision, were not enough to reassure many of us that we were on
an equal playing field. In additio,n, on. behalf of the Applicant in discussions
outside the hearings, it was indicated they thought Commissioner Tomblin's
presence might help in explaining Catholic tradition for those who were unaware
of it. The inquiry does not have to rise to the level of whether there was some
inadvertent bias in the proceedings. The real problem is with inequality of access.
The Applicant had 7 months of interaction with the City staffbefore the silhouette
was put up, which alerted neighbors to the enormity of the building. Early on
there is documented communication to the City from the Applicant that the
Applicant is unwilling to compromise further on the bell ringing, and that
requiring them to do so may violate Federal law. In addition a member of the
deciding body, who is also a parishioner, is trying to add insight into the project.
It all adds up to a very uncomfortable feeling on this side of the fence. In the
future, there should be more awareness that the process cannot be tainted by even
the appearance of impropriety. There should be no possibility of unequal access
that favors one side over the other. Interestingly one of the segments of the staff
report includes a section about whether any Commissioner lives within 500 feet of
the subject property, a consideration implemented probably to avoid the
appearance ofbias.


• The Silhouette was in place for only two weeks, which is completely at odds with
the three-page ''NON-SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL SILHOUETTE
CONSTRUCTION CRITERIA" a copy of which follows. That provides·that the
silhouette shall be constructed exactly as the guidelines describe unless the
applicant can demonstrate to the Director that strict adherence to the guidelines
will adversely impact the operation of the existing non-residential use and or
public safety. The use of balloons that did not stay inflated and could not stay at
the appropriate height with even a minimal breeze did not satisfy the criteria.
Moreover there was no clear notice of the height of the main building at 48 feet
(revised to 42 feet) or any reasonable representation of the tower. Furthermore a
two week period was rather paltry compared to the-requirement in item 7:


The silhouette must remain in place and be maintained in
good condition throughout thereguired IS-day public
notice period for the Conditional Use Permit. the decision
process and. if necessary, any appeal periods. The frame
may not be removed until the City's appeal process has been
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exhausted and· a .final decision has been rendered. The
applicant must remove the frame within seven (7) days
after a final decision has been rendered and the City's
appeal process has been exhausted. (Emphasis in original).


We are aware that the Applicant claimed the Silhouette posed some safety
concerns with a school on the premises. School was out for the summer right
after the silhouette came down. There is no Summer School offered by the
Applicant. The silhouette could haye stayed up through August. Moreover, if a
safe silhouette cannot be built by the Applicant, how can we be assured the
construction and the construction site will be safe, once the project is approved.
Someone of a suspicious nature might think the silhouette had to come down as
soon as possible to free up the parking spaces it was occupying. A silhouette is
crucial to notice requirements and to the evaluation of bulk and mass and
aesthetic iinpact on the neighborhood.


• Some of the Applicant's representations about their goals and motivations are
inconsistent and contradictory, leaving us to wonder as to the real situation.


o At the hearing representatives fot the Applicant indicate they are
not expecting any increase in mass size, nor are they anticipating
any decrease in the number of masses offered in the foreseeable
future.


However, their fundraising brochure indicates: "Additionally, the
changing dynamics of our Church will bring modifications in the
size of masses. The Archdiocese has examined the trend toward
fewer priestly vocations and an increase in the responsibility of lay
leadership. Inevitably, there will be fewer masses and the
attendance will increase. Constructing a la[r]ger Church at Saint
John Fisher Parish anticipates and accommodates for this
situation."


The Project Title and Description Sheet A.O.O submitted by the
Applicant provides; "[t]he new Sanctuary is being built to provide
for the option of reducing the uWl1ber of Sunday masses and
consolidating down to less masses which may be required since
the number of priests available to serve the Catholic Church is on a


. severe decline."


The parking tables of the Applicant at AO.9 indicate: "The new 870
seat church is in response to the decreasing availability of Catholic
priests to say mass and therefore the trend is to have larger
churches seating more people and less masses."
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o The current Mass attendance numbers seem to depend on whether
parking spaces are being discussed or whether the topic of
discussion is the need for more space to accommodate their
ministries. If parking spaces are the issue Mass attendance is
estimated by parishioners at 250-400. Otherwise they are
"bursting at the seams."


o In the selection of pictures to demonstrate how the new building
will look, despite the fact that the City had approximately 50 views
to choose from, including several from the corner of Crest and
Crenshaw, the Applicant did not choose to present that view.
While we understand there was no obligation to do so, it is the
view that everyone will see coming up to the intersection. Views
from the Island View entrance and the Mela Lane entrance are not
quite as important, albeit more favorable to Applicant's position.


o The Applicant seems to want to discuss its Master Plan for the area
if the evaluation is more favorable to them, yet are willing to be
evaluated only as to the additions it is making if that works better.
There should be some consistency required.


o And a small issue: when asked during the one Open Forum if the
gymnasium could be used by the community (for instance PVBA)
for basketball-as sharing of facilities with the citizens of RPV is
lauded in the General Plan-the response was it would be
impossible, because there are no bleachers, and there would be too
much traffic. However, another representative of the Applicant
indicated the next day that the Catholic League will be able to play
their games there from 3-5 in the afternoon.


Some of us feel that the Applicant has not really provided straight and consistent
answers through this process. This heightens the concern with respect to the
many incomplete Plans they have provided by the Applicant, and the wait and see
approach that has been taken on a number of issues. Public comment and full
exploration ofall aspects of the plan is essential before approval.
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PORTION OF APPLICANT'S FUND RAISING
BROCHURE INDICATING INEVITABLE NEED TO


DECREASE NUMBER OF MASSES AND INCREASE
ATTENDANCE
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Of CREST AND CRENSHAW


.Aa~a1tiorialIY, the changing dy;';-a:rci~s '~i~~r Ch~~l~·.:v-ill b~ing-'modifi~at~~s hl-th~-;ize ~f ~~sses. The Archdiocese has
examined the trend toward fewer priestly vocations and an increase in the responsibility ofJay leadership. Inevitably, there
will be fewer masses and the attendance will increase. Constructing a lager Church at Saint John Fisher Parish anticipates
ilnd accommodates this sitllation.
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NON-SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL SILHOUETTE
CONSTRUCTION CRITERIA FROM CITY OF


RANCHO PALOS VERDES







224-B


NON-SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL
SILHOUETTE CONSTRUCTION CRITERIA


If anon-single-family-residential development project requires a Conditional Use Permit
application, the property owner/applicant will be required to construct a certified
silhouette that depicts the proposed project some time prior to the public hearing on the
application. In order to minimize costs involved in constructing a silhouette, it is advised
that the silhouette not be constructed until directed to do so by the case planner. It is
important to·· note that a non-single-family-residential development project that requires a
silhouette will not be deemed "complete" for processing without the submittal of a
signed statement by the property owner that they agree to construct the required
silhouette and obtain certification of the silhouette by a licensed engineer or architect.


The silhouette shall be constructed exactly as these guidelines describe unless
the applicant can demonstrate to the Director that strict adherence to these
guidelines will adversely impact the operation of the existing non-residential use
and/or public safety. The Director has the authority to allow deviations from


.these criteria, so long as the intent of providing the silhouette to assist, Staff, the
general public and decision makers is reasonably satisfied.


Top one foot of
poles to be ----fo


painted


Roof line
indicators


Temporarv frame
posts


1~---~~"""';'-~L--__16 foot marker
painted on all poles


1. The temporary silhouette· shall, at a minimum, consist of wood posts (or other
sturdy and rigid material - 2" x 4"s are typical) at all corners of the structure(s)
and/or main building masses and at either end of all proposed ridgelines, with a
taut rope (of %" diameter), marked by triangular flagging or ribbons connecting
the posts (see above diagram). If ribbons are used, the ribbons should be bright
colored at a minimum width of 3-inches and should be affixed to string at 12-inch
increments.
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NON-SINGLE-FAMILy RE~•.JENTIAL SILHOUETTE CONSTRUCTIOh..;RITERIA
PAGE 2


2. The top one foot of the posts shall be painted red or orange to better demarcate
the height of the proposed structure in photo analyses. If the project proposes to
exceed the "by-right" height. limit of the underlying zoning designation for the
property, a similar mark shall be placed using a different, but equally visible, color
on the posts at the "by-right" height limit, as measured pursuant to the City's
code. Please consult with your case planner regarding the applicable method for
determining the "by-right" height limit for your project.


3. The applicant shall, at the time of submittal of an application to the· City, sign a
waiver (see project application) which absolves the City of any liability associated
with construction of, or damage by, the temporary silhouette. The applicant
shall not construct the temporary silhouette until instructed to do so by the
case planner and the waiver form is submitted to the City. The applicant
shall notify the case planner when the silhouette is in place..


4. Once the project silhouette is constructed, a licensed engineer or architect shall
certify that the silhouette accurately depicts the location and height (including the
color demarcation on the silhouette posts) of the proposed development. (see
attached certification form).


5. The Silhouette Certification Form shall be accompanied by a site plan that
identifies the location of the silhouette posts, the eXisting grade elevation call
outs for the base of the posts (if posts touch existing grade), and the elevation
call-outs for the top of the posts. If the silhouette is constructed entirely above an
existing structure so that the posts supporting the silhouette do not touch existing
grade, then the site plan must include the existing grade elevation closest to the
existing structure and the supporting silhouette posts.


6. City Staff will conduct a site inspection to review the adequacy of the silhouette's
depiction of the proposed project. Adequacy will be based on an accurate
depiction of the proposed project's envelope, accurate delineation of ridgelines,
and the proper flagging.


7. The silhouette must remain in place and be maintained in good condition
throughout the required 15-day public notice period for the Conditional Use
Permit. the decision· process and, if necessary, any appeal periods. The
frame may not be removed until the City's appeal process has been exhausted
and a final decision has been rendered. The applicant must remove the frame
within seven (7) days after a -final decision has been rendered and the
City's appeal process has been exhausted.


SEE NEXT PAGE FOR SlLHOUETTE CERTIFICATION FORM
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SILHOUETTE CERTIFICATION FORM


THIS CERTIFICATION FORM MUST BE COMPLETED BY A
LICENSED/REGISTERED ENGINEER OR ARCHITECT. THIS FORM MUST BEAR
AN ORIGINAL WET STAMP AND SIGNATURE IN ORDER TO BE VALID. THIS
FORM MUST ALSO BE ACCOMPANIED BY A SITE PLAN THAT IDENTIFIES THE
LOCATION OF THE SILHOUETTE POSTS, THE EXISTING GRADE OR
SUPPORTING STRUCTURE ELEVATION CALL·OUTS AT THE BASE OF THE
POSTS, AND THE ELEVATION CALL-OUTS FOR THE TOP OF THE POSTS. ANY
MISSING INFORMATION· WILL RENDER THE SUBJECT APPLICATION
"INCOMPLETE" FOR PROCESSING.


I have measured the location and height (including the color demarcation) of the


silhouette posts located at the project site (address) _


_________ on (date) and I have found


that the project silhouette accurately depicts the location and height (including the color


demarcation) of the proposed structure presented on the architectural plans prepared


by (name of architectural firm) on


(date) for the proposed project currently being considered by


the City of Rancho Palos Verdes (Planning Case No. ).


Signature _


LS/RCE


Date


-Revised: March 12,2001


W:\Forms\Plng\apps\SILHOUETTE CRITERIAdoc












CITY OF
PLANNING, BUILDING, & CODE ENFORCEMENT


MEMORANDUM
TO:


FROM:


DATE:


SUBJECT:


CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION


DIRECTOR OF PLANNING,~~ND CODE ENFORCEMENT


JULY 22, 2008 ~ -


CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT #96 - REVISION "D", GRADING PERMIT,
MINOR EXCEPTION PERMIT AND SIGN PERMIT
(CASE NO. ZON2007-00492);
PROJECT ADDRESS: 5448 CREST ROAD;
APPLICANT: SHELLY HYNDMAN
LANDOWNER: THE ROMAN CATHOLIC ARCHBISHOP OF LOS
ANGELES;


Staff Coordinator: Leza Mikhail, Associate Planner


RECOMMENDATION


1) Review the revised design and the additional information provided by the applicant to
determine whether the modifications and additional information address the Commission's
concerns with the proposed project; and


2) Ifthe proposed revisions are deemed acceptable by the Planning Commission, close the
public hearing and direct Staff to bring back the appropriate resolutions and conditions of
approval for consideration at the September 23, 2008 Planning Commission meeting.


BACKGROUND


On June 24, 2008, the Planning Commission considered the above-referenced case (with
the exception of the Variance request discussed below) for the proposed St. John Fisher
Master Plan project. Staff's recommendation at that time was to review the proposed
project, direct the applicant to modify the design of the proposed sanctuary by reducing the
height of the steeple and continue the hearing to the July 22, 2008 Planning Commission
meeting. As noted in the previous analysis (June 24,2008 Staff Report attached), Staff
supported the applicant's request for a Sign Permit, Grading Permit and Minor Exception
Permit, however Staff felt that the mandatory findings for the Conditional Use Permit could
only be made provided that the height of the steeple on the proposed sanctuary was
substantially reduced.


30940 HAWTHORNE BLVD. / RANCHO PALOS VERDES, CA 90275-5391


PLANNING/CODE ENFORCEMENT (310) 544-5228/ BUILDING (310) 265-7800/ DEPT. FAX (310) 544-5293/ E-MAIL PLANNING@RPV.COM


CITY OF
PLANNING, BUILDING, &CODE ENFORCEMENT


MEMORANDUM
TO:


FROM:


DATE:


SUBJECT:


CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION


DIRECTOR OF PLANNING,~~NDCODE ENFORCEMENT


JULY 22, 2008 ~ -


CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT #96 - REVISION "D", GRADING PERMIT,
MINOR EXCEPTION PERMIT AND SIGN PERMIT
(CASE NO. ZON2007-00492);
PROJECT ADDRESS: 5448 CREST ROAD;
APPLICANT: SHELLY HYNDMAN
LANDOWNER: THE ROMAN CATHOLIC ARCHBISHOP OF LOS
ANGELES;


Staff Coordinator: Leza Mikhail, Associate Planner


RECOMMENDATION


1) Review the revised design and the additional information provided by the applicant to
determine whether the modifications and additional information address the Commission's
concerns with the proposed project; and


2) If the proposed revisions are deemed acceptable by the Planning Commission, close the
public hearing and direct Staff to bring back the appropriate resolutions and conditions of
approval for consideration at the September 23, 2008 Planning Commission meeting.


BACKGROUND


On June 24, 2008, the Planning Commission considered the above-referenced case (with
the exception of the Variance request discussed below) for the proposed St. John Fisher
Master Plan project. Staff's recommendation at that time was to review the proposed
project, direct the applicant to modify the design of the proposed sanctuary by reducing the
height of the steeple and continue the hearing to the July 22, 2008 Planning Commission
meeting. As noted in the previous analysis (June 24,2008 Staff Report attached), Staff
supported the applicant's request for a Sign Permit, Grading Permit and Minor Exception
Permit, however Staff felt that the mandatory findings for the Conditional Use Permit could
only be made provided that the height of the steeple on the proposed sanctuary was
substantially reduced.


30940 HAWTHORNE BLVD. / RANCHO PALOS VERDES, CA 90275-5391


PLANNING/CODE ENFORCEMENT (310) 544-5228/ BUILDING (310) 265-7800 / DEPT. FAX (310) 544-5293 / E~MAIL PLANNING@RPV.COM
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CUP #96 - Revision "0", Grading Permit, Minor Exception Permit and Sign Permit
Planning Case No. ZON2007-00492
Page 2


After hearing the public testimony and discussing the various aspects of the project, the
Planning Commission identified concerns with the height of the proposed sanctuary steeple
and requested clarification on additional aspects of the project. More specifically, the
Commission requested clarification on a) the methodology used to determine the number
of provided parking spaces, and b) clarification from the City Attorney regarding any legal
limitations the Planning Commission may have on restricting or prohibiting the proposed
sounding of bells. After identifying these concerns, the Planning Commission agreed to
continue the public hearing to July 22, 2008. Excerpt Draft Minutes of the June 24, 2008
meeting are attached.


In response to the concerns identified at the June 24, 2008 Planning Commission meeting,
the applicant submitted modified plans and updated information to Staff on July 2, 2008.
Subsequently, Staff notified all interested parties and sent an update through the listserv
feature on the City's website noting that the modified plans were received and are available
for viewing at the Planning Department or online through the City's website.


DISCUSSION


Proposed Revisions


Modifications to Sanctuary Building


Since the public hearing on June 24, 2008, the project applicant has redesigned the
proposed sanctuary steeple, as requested by the Planning Commission. The revisions to
the proposed sanctuary and steeple include a reduction in the overall height and footprint
of the structure, additional articulation to the design of the structure, and an increase in the
setbacks of the sanctuary from Crest Road and Crenshaw Boulevard.


The project proposal that was presented to the Planning Commission on June 24, 2008
included a sanctuary that ranged in height from 15'-0" at the northeast end of the structure
(adjacent to Crest Road) to 72'-0" at the top of the steeple, and 88'-0" at the top of the
cross (adjacent to Crenshaw Boulevard). The applicant has reduced the height of the
steeple by 14'-0", thereby resulting in a design that ranges in height from 15'-0" at the
northeast end of the structure to 60'-0" at the top of the steeple and 74'-0" at the top of the
cross at the southwest end of the structure. The applicant also reduced the overall height
of the sanctuary by reducing the heights of the architectural "fins" and foyer by 3 to 6 feet.
The revised design also includes the elimination of the stepped roof lines along the south
side of the steeple in order to reduce the overall appearance of the steeple as seen from
Crenshaw Boulevard, south of Crest Road, and properties within the Island View HOA.


In addition, the applicant has reduced the footprint of the sanctuary from 18,400 square
feet to 17,000 square feet, resulting in an overall reduction of 1,400 square feet of footprint
area. It is important to note, the original sanctuary design included a mezzanine for the
storage of mechanical equipment. As a result of reducing the size of the steeple, the
mezzanine was also eliminated. In order to accommodate adequate storage space for
mechanical equipment without increasing the footprint sanctuary, the applicant has added
a 900 square foot basement for the storage of mechanical equipment.
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After hearing the public testimony and discussing the various aspects of the project, the
Planning Commission identified concerns with the height of the proposed sanctuary steeple
and requested clarification on additional aspects of the project. More specifically, the
Commission requested clarification on a) the methodology used to determine the number
of provided parking spaces, and b) clarification from the City Attorney regarding any legal
limitations the Planning Commission may have on restricting or prohibiting the proposed
sounding of bells. After identifying these concerns, the Planning Commission agreed to
continue the pUblic hearing to July 22, 2008. Excerpt Draft Minutes of the June 24, 2008
meeting are attached.


In response to the concerns identified at the June 24, 2008 Planning Commission meeting,
the applicant submitted modified plans and updated information to Staff on July 2, 2008.
Subsequently, Staff notified all interested parties and sent an update through the Iistserv
feature on the City's website noting that the modified plans were received and are available
for viewing at the Planning Department or online through the City's website.


DISCUSSION


Proposed Revisions


Modifications to Sanctuary Building


Since the public hearing on June 24, 2008, the project applicant has redesigned the
proposed sanctuary steeple, as requested by the Planning Commission. The revisions to
the proposed sanctuary and steeple include a reduction in the overall height and footprint
of the structure, additional articulation to the design of the structure, and an increase in the
setbacks of the sanctuary from Crest Road and Crenshaw Boulevard.


The project proposal that was presented to the Planning Commission on June 24, 2008
included a sanctuary that ranged in height from 15'-0" at the northeast end of the structure
(adjacent to Crest Road) to 72'-0" at the top of the steeple, and 88'-0" at the top of the
cross (adjacent to Crenshaw Boulevard). The applicant has reduced the height of the
steeple by 14'-0", thereby resulting in a design that ranges in height from 15'-0" at the
northeast end of the structure to 60'-011 at the top of the steeple and 74'-0" at the top of the
cross at the southwest end of the structure. The applicant also reduced the overall height
of the sanctuary by reducing the heights of the architectural "fins" and foyer by 3 to 6 feet.
The revised design also includes the elimination of the stepped roof lines along the south
side of the steeple in order to reduce the overall appearance of the steeple as seen from
Crenshaw Boulevard, south of Crest Road, and properties within the Island View HOA.


In addition, the applicant has reduced the footprint of the sanctuary from 18,400 square
feet to 17,000 square feet, resulting in an overall reduction of 1,400 square feet of footprint
area. It is important to note, the original sanctuary design included a mezzanine for the
storage of mechanical equipment. As a result of reducing the size of the steeple, the
mezzanine was also eliminated. In order to accommodate adequate storage space for
mechanical equipment without increasing the footprint sanctuary, the applicant has added
a 900 square foot basement for the storage of mechanical equipment.
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The applicant has also increased the street-side setbacks of the sanctuary from Crest
Road and Crenshaw Boulevard without compromising the requirements regulated by the
Los Angeles County Fire Department for fire truck accessibility to new structures. The
Development Code requires a minimum street-side setback of 25'-0". The original
sanctuary proposal provided a 40'-0" street-side setback from the west property line at
Crenshaw Boulevard and a 48'-0" street-side setback from the north property line at Crest
Road. The revised sanctuary would provide even greater setbacks resulting in a 57'-0"
street-side setback from the west property line at Crenshaw Boulevard and a 62'-0" street
side setback from the north property line 'at Crest Road.


In summary, the applicant has attempted to address the concerns raised by Staff and the
Planning Commission with the height of the original sanctuary steeple. From Staff's
perspective, the revised project is clearly an improvement because in conjunction with
reducing the steeple height by 14'-0", the applicant reduced the overall height of the
sanctuary structure by 3 to 6 feet and significantly increased the street-side setbacks to
further mitigate the impacts of the proposed steeple. Nonetheless, Staff and the applicant
seek direction from the Commission as to whether the modifications adequately address
the Commission's concerns.


Staff also discussed with the applicant the possibility of relocating the steeple and high
points of the structure from the southwest end of the sanctuary (adjacent to Crenshaw
Boulevard and the Island View HOA) to the northeast end of the sanctuary (adjacent to
Crest Road) without compromising the architectural design or functionality of the.sanctuary.
The applicant has provided a response reflecting concerns regarding this additional
modification (see attached "Letter from Applicant").


Modifications to Administrative Building


In order to provide increased setbacks for the sanctuary while providing adequate fire truck
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It is important to note, Section 17.50.020 of the RPVMC provides the following parking
requirements for specified uses:


USE
PARKING SPACE REQUIREMENT FROM SJF MASTER PLAN PARKING


RPVCODE PROVIDED


Assembly space 1 space for every 3 permanent seats; or 1
6,037 square foot gym, 2,178 square


(Le. sanctuary, space for every 50 square feet of assembly foot multi-purpose room, 870 seat
sanctuary, 1,122 square foot meeting


Barrett Hall and area, whichever is greater (18 linear inches
room and 4,818 square foot Barrett Hall


gymnasium) of bench shall be considered 1 seat) =573 required parking spaces


Libraries
1 space for every 300 square feet of gross 1,256 square foot Library =4 required
floor area parking spaces


Professional Offices 1 space for every 275 square feet of gross 10,204 square feet of office area =37
(i.e. Administrative floor area required parking spaces
Building)


Elementary
9 K-8 classrooms and 7 religious


Classrooms (i.e. 2 spaces for each classroom education classrooms =32 required
grades K-8 and parking spaces
religious education)


1 space for every employee plus 1 space for
every 5 children or 1 space for every 10
children where a circular driveway is provided 4 employees plus 40 children with


Preschools for the continuous flow of passenger vehicles circular driveway =8 required parking
(for the purpose of loading and unloading spaces
children) and which accommodates at least 2
vehicles


Single-Family
8,047 square feet =3 required parking


Residential 1 space for every 5,000 square feet
(Rectory)


spaces


TOTAL 657 Required Parking Spaces


As noted in the parking table above, if the City's parking requirements were applied to all
the individual components of the proposed master plan, the applicant would be required to
provide 657 parking spaces. Although the proposed St. John Fisher Master Plan is
considered a multi-use project, Staff is aware that all proposed uses will not be
concurrently used throughout the week and/or weekend. As such, Staff required the
applicant to prepare a parking analysis that indicates the dates and times of all programs
and uses that are provided within the various St. John Fisher facilities for every day of the
week. This is the same approach that the City has used with other commercial or
institutional projects that involve various uses/tenants with varying hours of operation.
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The parking matrix and parking tables contained in the applicant's parking study describe
the various uses for weekdays (Mondays through Fridays) and Saturdays and Sundays.
Below, Staff has provided a summary of the weekend and weekday uses and how the
parking analysis concluded that the proposed amount of parking will be sufficient to meet
the parking demand.


Monday through Friday Uses


The St. John Fisher elementary school ~K-8) is in session Monday through Friday only,
between the hours of 7:50 AM through 3:00 PM. The elementary school also offers early
morning care for students from 7:00 AM to 7:45 AM and after school care from 3:00 PM to
6:00 PM. The new preschool would have two sessions with 40 children in each session.
The first session would begin at 8:45 AM and end at 11 :30 AM and the second session
would begin at 12:30 PM and end at 3:45 PM. The applicant anticipates that approximately
50% of the preschool students would be siblings of the existing K-8 students and will likely
be dropped off and picked up at the same time. The elementary school and preschool are
not in session on Saturdays or Sundays.


Other uses that are in operation during the regularly scheduled elementary and preschool
sessions are the Parish Administrative Offices and the Priest's residence (rectory). The St.
John Fisher facilities also offer a daily mass at 8:00 AM and 5:15 PM with a typical
attendance of 75 persons. In addition, the church offers religious education classes on
Tuesdays and Wednesdays from 4:00 PM to 5: 15 PM. The school's Barrett Hall and Parish
Activity Center (assembly spaces) do not have daily or weekly events that occur
concurrently with the school or sanctuary schedule or hours of operation.


The applicant provided a parking table that provides the uses that are in operation at any
given time throughout the weekday, based on the code requirements. The applicant
provided modified parking counts for the assembly spaces (Le. Barrett Hall, Parish Activity
Center and Sanctuary weekday masses) based on historical attendance throughout the
day. Overall, the applicant has noted that the maximum number of parking spaces required
at the highest peak hour of operation at the St. John Fisher property Monday through
Friday is 286 parking spaces, well within the 331 parking spaces provided through the
proposed project.


Saturday and Sunday Uses


As noted above, the elementary school and preschool are not in session on Saturdays or
Sundays. The Church does, however provide religious education classes on Sundays
between the hours of 9:00 AM and 11 :45 AM, with a maximum of 380 children and 38
teachers. The applicant has also noted that there is one employee (Parish Secretary) in the
administrative office on Saturdays between the hours of 9:00 AM and 5:00 PM.


The church offers two daily masses on Saturday at 8:00 AM and 5:15 PM with a maximum
historical attendance of 375 persons. Masses are held on Sundays at the following times:
7:30 AM, 9:00 AM, 10:45 AM, 12:30 PM and 5:00 PM. The parking table accounts for the
uses that are concurrently in operation at any given time on a Saturday and/or Sunday; is
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based on the code requirements for each use; and takes into account the highest peak
hour of attendance for each regularly scheduled mass. The applicant has noted that the
largest attendance for a regularly scheduled mass is between the hours of 10:00 AM and
12:00 PM on Sundays. Assuming full occupancy of the proposed sanctuary with 870
seats, the applicant would be required to provide 290 parking spaces pursuant to the City's
code. In addition to the parking spaces required by code for the sanctuary use, 38 parking
spaces are required for the 38 religious education teachers, 3 parking spaces are required
for the rectory (single-family residential) and 3 additional loading spaces are required for a
total of 331 required parking spaces during the peak use time. The project proposal
includes a total of 331 parking spaces to meet this demand.


The City's traffic engineer reviewed the applicant's parking analysis and determined that
the assumptions and conclusions contained in the parking analysis, as described above,
appear valid. As such, the City's traffic engineer is of the opinion that the number of
parking spaces necessary to accommodate potential vehicles during the highest peak hour
of operation (10:00 AM to 12:00 PM on Sundays) for the entire property (uses in
concurrent operation) has been provided.


Proposed Carillon Bells


As noted in the previous analysis (June 24, 2008 Staff Report attached), in response to
concerns from neighboring residents with the sounding of the bells, Staff identified a
number of conditions of approval that could be imposed to minimize impacts to surrounding
neighborhoods. The proposed conditions are listed below:


=> Speakers for the carillon bells shall face the interior of the lot and shall not
directly face any adjacent residential properties.


=> Speakers for the carillon bells shall not exceed a maximum height of 16'-0", as
permitted by the development code.


=> Chiming of the bells shall be limited to the hours listed on the project plans,
before weddings, after funerals and on the 7 Holy Days (dates will be listed).


=> The carillon bells shall not chime for more than a period of 60 seconds at each
allotted time, as proposed.


=> In no case, shall the carillon bells be chimed before 7 am or after 7 pm.


=> Once the carillon bells are installed, the applicant shall be subject to a 6 month
review period for staff to determine an appropriate and reasonable maximum
level for the bells to be rung.


At the June 24, 2008 Planning Commission meeting, the applicant noted that they felt the
proposed conditions of approval were adequate and reasonable if the project were
approved. After listening to the public testimony at the June 24, 2008 Planning
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Commission meeting, the applicant has proposed to relocate the speakers for the carillon
bells to an alternate location on the sanctuary roof, below a maximum height of 16'-0". The
speakers were originally located on the sanctuary steeple and were setback 44'-0" from the
west property line, along Crenshaw Boulevard, across from the Island View HOA. The
speakers on the revised proposal would be located further south on the sanctuary with a
110'-5" setback from the west property line.


Staff is of the opinion that the revised location of the proposed speakers for the carillon
bells, in conjunction with the recommended conditions of approval if the project is
approved, would allow the applicant to reasonably utilize carillon bells on the subject
property and minimize the sound of the bells to the surrounding neighbors.


As noted earlier, at the June 24, 2008 meeting, the Planning Commission requested
clarification from the City Attorney regarding any legal limitations the Planning Commission
may have on restricting or prohibiting the proposed sounding of bells. The City Attorney
plans on attending the July 22,2008 meeting to address the Commission's questions on
this particular issue.


Revised Grading


The applicant has provided revised grading quantities (See attached "Revised Grading
Quantities") that reflect the recent revisions, including the addition of a 900 square foot
basement beneath the sanctuary, the relocation of the sanctuary and the retention of more
of the existing hillside and mature landscape along Crenshaw Boulevard and Crest Road. It
is important to note, the revised grading does not increase the overall cubic yards of
grading (30,688 cubic yards of excavation, fill and remedial grading combined) or the
overall quantity of exported earthwork (8,700 cubic yards of export). As such, Staff
continues to support the applicant's request for a grading permit.


ADDITIONAL INFORMATION


Public Comments


Since the June 24,2008 Planning Commission meeting, Staff has received 31 additional
comment letters (attached). The majority of the correspondence continues to raise
concerns regarding the height of the originally proposed sanctuary, the sounding of bells
on the property and traffic congestion as a result of construction equipment, all of which
have been addressed in this report or the June 24, 2008 Staff Report (attached). One
specific letter also requested that an interested parties list be created for emails. Staff has
created an interested parties list for mailing labels. In addition, Staff has a created a listserv
feature on the City's website where any person can add their email for updates on the
proposed project. An interested person can subscribe to the St. John Fisher Iistserv
through the following website by clicking on the subscribe box for St. John Fisher:
http://www.palosverdes.com/rpv/listserver/index.cfm . Staff will update all members of the
Iistserv of proposed construction for the St. John Fisher Master Plan project if approved.
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Withdrawal of Variance


As noted in the June 24, 2008 Staff Report, the applicant was proposing a 454 square foot
garage that would encroach 6'-0" into the required 20'-0" east side yard setback. Staff sent
a public notice for the Variance request to residents within a 500 foot radius on June 26,
2008 noting the date of the public hearing for the Variance request. On July 10, 2008, the
applicant withdrew the request for a Variance and will be providing a garage that meets the
minimum setbacks for Institutional zoned properties. As of the preparation of this report,
plans identifying the relocated garage have not formally been provided. As such, the re
located garage will either addressed as late correspondence from Staff at the July 22, 2008
Planning Commission meeting.


Public Record Act Request


Staff received a public records request from Phillip Johnson, on June 30, 2008, requesting
a complete copy of the City's file on the subject property. According to Government Code
Section 6253(c), the City of Rancho Palos Verdes is required to provide a response to a
public records request within ten (10) days of receipt of said request. The records were
provided to Mr. Johnson on July 9, 2008.


On July 1, 2008, Staff received an additional public records request from Alan Weissman
requesting 1) Copies of all emails between staff, emails with the Planning Commissioners,
any staff notes taken and emails with/from the applicant regarding the Project and 2)
Copies of all emails and letters and any other form of notes or records within the City of
Rancho Palos Verdes file on the project. On July 10, 2008, within the 10-day required
response period, the City Attorney sent a letter to Mr. Weissman informing him that the City
will need additional time, up to fourteen (14) days (no later than July 25,2008), to search
for, collect, and appropriately examine a voluminous amount of separate and distinct
records sought by Mr. Weissman. This fourteen (14) day extension of time is permitted
pursuant to Government Code Section 6253(c), under specified circumstances, including
the need to review a large number of documents.


After receiving said notification from the City Attorney's office that the documents he
requested won't be available until after the July 22nd public hearing date, Mr. Weissman
submitted an additional letter on July 11, 2008 (attached) requesting that the July 22nd


public hearing be continued at least thirty days (to at least August 26, 2008). In addition,
on July 14, 2008, Staff received an additionalletterfrom Mr. Philip Johnson also requesting
a continuance.


Both parties who have requested the continuance have been made aware that only the
Planning Commission can decide whether to continue the public hearing and that such a
decision needs to be made at the July 22, 2008 meeting. If the Commission is inclined to
continue the public hearing, Staff recommends that the Commission pursue Alternative No.
1 listed in the Alternatives section.


CONCLUSION
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Based on the above analysis and previous analysis that was presented in the June 24,
2008 Staff Report and Mitigated Negative Declaration, Staff continues to support the
applicants request for a Sign Permit, Grading Permit and Minor Exception Permit. As a
result of the testimony given at the June 24, 2008 Planning Commission meeting and the
direction provided to the applicant, the height of the proposed sanctuary and steeple have
been reduced. In addition, the applicant has significantly increased the street-side setbacks
along Crest Road and Crenshaw Boulevard, while eliminating portions of the steeple tower
to lessen the appearance of the steeple as seen from neighboring rights-of way. Although
Staff has discussed the alternative of moving the steeple and high points of the structure
from the southwest end of the structure to the northeast end of the structure, the applicant
has provided reasons why they do not wish to move forward with said alternative.
Therefore, Staff recommends that the Planning Commission review the proposed revisions
and the additional information submitted by the applicant and determine if the modifications
meet the Planning Commissions concerns. If the proposed revisions meet the Planning
Commissions concerns, Staff recommends that the Planning Commission close the public
hearing and direct Staff to bring back the appropriate resolutions and conditions of
approval for consideration at the September 23, 2008 Planning Commission hearing.


ALTERNATIVES


The following alternatives are available for the Planning Commission to consider:


1) Identify any issues of concern with the proposed project, provide Staff and/or the
applicant with direction in modifying the project, and continue the public hearing to
September 23, 2008.


2) Approve the Conditional Use Permit #96 - Revision "0", Grading Permit, Minor
Exception Permit and Sign Permit as proposed, with the condition to relocate the 454
square foot garage to meet all setback requirements, and direct Staff to prepare and
return to the September 23, 2008 Planning Commission meeting.


3) Deny, without prejudice, Conditional Use Permit #96 - Revision "0", Grading Permit,
Minor Exception Permit and Sign Permit and direct Staff to prepare and return to the
September 23, 2008 Planning Commission meeting.


Attachments:


• Letter from the Applicant (Design Modifications)
• Revised Grading Quantities
• Letter of Withdrawal of Variance Request with Alternative Garage Locations
• Additional Public Correspondence
• Public Records Request and City Response
• June 24, 2008 Staff Report
• Draft Minutes from June 24, 2008 Planning Commission meeting (excerpt)
• Revised Sanctuary Design Plans July 2008
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July 9,2008


Ms. Leza Mikhail, Assistant Planner
City of Rancho Palos Verdes Planning Department
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275


RE: Conditional Use Permit, Grading Permit,'Environmental Assessment, Sign Permit, Minor
Exception Permit; Case No. ZON2007-00492


Dear Leza,


We understand that recent pUblic comment on the St. John Fisher project has been m de
suggesting the church consider flipping their proposed sanctuary floor plan in order to move t e
tower portion of the structure to the northeast resulting in less visibility to residents directly we
and northwest of the proposed sanctuary. While we greatly appreciate the spirit of the suggestion
in resolving neighbor's concerns, we have reviewed the effects of this suggestion with the church
and find it unacceptable for the following reasons:


The current design is the result of many design alternatives intensely scrutinized by
parishioners and represents the decision of hundreds of St. John Fisher church members
who pledged financial support for this specific church design. The magnitude of this
change would result in a very different church. It took 2 years to get to this point in the
process and starting over would require re-presenting any major redesign to the entire
parish, liturgical consultant, and Archdiocese as well as reconfirming all of the financial
pledges made with acceptability of any new design.


2 In the current plan the Blessed Sacrament Chapel is under the tower. In the Catholic
faith, this is the most sacred space in the church and it is used for individual prayer and
silent reflection. As such, the chapel was intentionally placed in a quiet area of the site.
Consistent with this approach, the labyrinth (a meditative prayer walk outdoors), and the
columbarium (wall interning ashes), are located outside the Blessed Sacrament Chapel
to co-exist on the quiet prayerful side of the site separated from the preschool and school
campus. All of this will be abandoned if the project is flipped.


3 The current plan has a large window on the side opposite the tower that views out
towards the city lights. Flipping the plan results in losing this view. Instead, this window
would look into neighbor's backyards.


4 The rooflines of the current church design are sculpted to coalesce with the slopes of the
adjacent hillsides. As one climbs the hill on approach to the church the buttresses and
rooflines extend the curves suggested by the surrounding topography. Flipping the plan
would negate the natural flow of these ascending lines and would not be as compatible
with the surrounding topographical setting.


In addition to the above, the parish feels they have responded with numerous concessions that
represent the extent of changes not in violation of their rights protected by the federal RLUIPA
statute (Religious Land Use and Institutionalized Persons Act) to develop this property consistent
with its present use and as required to express their religious beliefs. This proposed design must
stand the test of generations of Catholics to come in Rancho Palos Verdes. The long term ability
of the proposed sanctuary to spiritually inspire its occupants is a cause the parish is not willing to
abandon. Transcending normality and creating a building full of sacred mysteries and capable of
transforming people's emotions is not a task assignable to the neighbors in opposition of our
design. Towers, steeples, and tall volumes have historically marked Catholic Church architecture
for thousands of years. The church's right to evoke these Catholic traditions to express their
spirituality is a protected right.


2611 SOUTH COAST HIGHWAY 101, SUITE 200
CARDIFF, CA 92007


PHONE: 760-634-2595
FAX: 760-634-0285
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St. John Fisher Catholic Church
City of Rancho Palos Verdes


Hyndman & Hyndman
July 9,2008


The parish has been an integral part of the Rancho Palos Verdes community for over 47 years
and very much wishes to maintain a positive relationship with surrounding residents. Pursuant to
this goal, the parish has made the following concessions to date:


1 Revise bells to a "Carillon" system in lieu of authentic bells
2 Relocate bells to within 16' of ground
3 Relocate bells 66' further away from Crenshaw property line to lessen outbound noise
4 Aim speakers inward for bell sounds generated by Carillon
5 Limit bell ringing to scheduled times
6 Reduce footprint of church 1,400 sf to reduce bulk and increase setbacks to public


R.O.W. thus diminishing the overall visibility and presence of the church structure
7 Reduce footprint of administration building 1,480 sf to allow moving church further from


street and more to the interior of the property
8 Narrow width of tower element to reduce bulk of tower and abutting roof lines
9 Reduce height of cross from 88' to 74' consistent with Wayfarer's Chapel height
10 Reduce height of top of tower from 72' to 60' to reduce bulk and height
11 Reduce heights of rooflines facing Crenshaw resulting in omission of mechanical


mezzanine space and a more costly means of accommodating mechanical equipment


It is unfortunate that some of the neighbors are unhappy about the church project however in the
absence of a skyline or ridgeline ordinance protecting views to open sky, there is no legal mechanism by
which they can deprive us of providing for our parish's spiritual needs. We firmly believe that no structure
on this site would be well received by those in opposition. Perhaps it is not widely understood that a
catholic church is unique in its size characteristics. Due to the fact that catholic congregations are
significantly larger in size than other congregations, anywhere from 10 to 20 times, Catholic churches
cannot be compared to protestant or non-denominational churches in size and related bulk and mass
criterion. Due to the demographics in RPV, there will only be one Catholic Church in RPV and therefore
no other comparison within city lines. A review of other Catholic churches will yield similar or larger
structures than the one proposed at St. John Fisher.


The proposed design revisions have lowered the portion of building mass in excess of the current church
height from 22% to 7.5%. These height reductions may not seem significant to city staff, the neighbors,
or the planning commission however they are significant to our parishioners, many of which are RPV
residents. This change in height will affect the acoustical clarity of pipe organ music within the sanctuary
as well as result in a more humble and less spiritually transformational space. The very small tall portion
of the church footprint at the tower that remains is extremely necessary as this tower is the only element
signifying the spiritual expression needed to mark this structure as a religious institution. Please do not
support the few project opponents in continuing to push for further design changes that will nullify any
means of conveying spirituality in our new church.


We are hopeful that this explanation gives staff a more thorough understanding of the objections towards
flipping the church footprint and further design revisions. Should you have any questions about these
points please let us know so we can address them in advance of the next public hearing.


Thank you,


Shelly Hyndman, Project Architect
Msgr. David Sork, Pastor St. John Fisher Church


Cc; St. John Fisher Building Committee
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EARTHWORK QUANTITIES


FIRE LANES/STAIR ACCESS
TOTAL RAW CUT: 2,562 CY
TOTAL RAW FILL: 542 CY


SANCTUARY BUILDING
TOTAL RAW CUT: 9028 CY
TOTAL RAW FILL: 3150 CY
R&R: 5,893 CY


ART ROOM
TOTAL RAW CUT: 0 CY
TOTAL RAW FILL: 39 CY
R&R: 143 CY


TOTAL RAW CUT: 13,477 CY
TOTAL RAW FILL: 4,080 CY


ADMINISTRATION BLDG
TOTAL RAW CUT: 1022 CY
TOTAL RAW FILL: 171 CY


LIBRARY
TOTAL RAW CUT: 4 CY
TOTAL RAW FILL: 150 CY
R & R: 129 CY


PLAY AREA
TOTAL RAW CUT: 861 CY
TOTAL RAW FILL: 28 CY
R & R: 0 CY


TOTAL R& R CUT = 6,217 CY
TOTAL R&R FILL =6,914 CY (INCLUDES SHRINKAGE)


TOTAL RAW CUT: 13,477 CY + 6,217 CY =19,694 CY
TOTAL RAW FILL: 4,080 CY + 6,914 CY =10,994 CY


EXPORT =19,694 CY - 10,994 CY =8,700 CY
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Leza Mikhail


From: Shelly Hyndman [Shelly@hyndman-hyndman.com]


Sent: Thursday, July 10, 20085:45 PM


To: Leza Mikhail


Subject: st john fisher maint garage


Attachments: 08-7-10 Rev Maint Garage.pdf


Dear Leza,


Please cancel the application for the variance for the sub-standard setback affiliated with the proposed
maintenance garage. The 454 sf maintenance garage will be relocated in the configuration per the attached
pending final approval from Msgr. Sork who is unavailable today. We will incorporate the final footprint and
elevations for this maintenance garage in our final plans. It will not exceed the 15'-4" height noted in your previous
staff report.


Shelly Hyndman
Hyndman & Hyndman Architects
www.hyndman-hyndman.com
shelly@hyndman-hyndman.com
Ph:760-634-2595
Fx:760-634-0285
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July 16, 2008


To the Planning Commission and City Staff:


The St John Fisher architect did an excellent job in making changes to the new
church plans to accommodate the neighbors who have complained about the
building. All problems have been addressed. The height is compatible with other
churches in the neighborhood. The views certainly do not impact anyone. If
anything, the new building will enhance the neighborhood with its beauty and
grace. There will be no change or increase in activity at the church site.


I hope that the Planning Commission can see that this new church will be an asset
to the area, and will grant permission to the St John Fisher Church to continue with
their plans without further cutbacks or revisions. Changing anything more would
compromise its design, beauty and, more importantly, function.


Joan Barry
30770 Ganado Drive
Rancho Palos Verdes


July 16, 2008


To the Planning Commission and City Staff:


The St John Fisher architect did an excellent job in making changes to the new
church plans to accommodate the neighbors who have complained about the
building. All problems have been addressed. The height is compatible with other
churches in the neighborhood. The views certainly do not impact anyone. If
anything, the new building will enhance the neighborhood with its beauty and
grace. There will be no change or increase in activity at the church site.


I hope that the Planning Commission can see that this new church will be an asset
to the area, and will grant permission to the St John Fisher Church to continue with
their plans without further cutbacks or revisions. Changing anything more would
compromise its design, beauty and, more importantly, function.


Joan Barry
30770 Ganado Drive
Rancho Palos Verdes


19-A







DOUGLAS BUTLER
A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION


RECEIVED
JUL 16 2008


CERTIFIED SPECIALIST ~ TAXATION LAW


PROBATE. ESTATE PL.ANNING & TRUST LAW


THE STATE BAR OF CALIFORNIA


BOARD OF LEGAL SPECIALIZATION


ATTORNEY AT LAW


28441 HIGHRIDGE ROAD, 5UITE 303


ROLLING HILLS ESTATES, CALIFORNIA 90274-4872


July 16, 2008


PLANNING, BUILDING AND
CODE ENFQRGEMIiNl999


FAX (310) 265-4995


Joel Rojas
Director of Planning
Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275


Re: Opposition to Revised
St. John Fisher Master Plan Remodel and Expansion
Case Number ZaN 2007-000492


Dear Mr. Rojas:


This is a new project. There should be a new notice and publica
tion of the proposal sent to all property owners. There should
be a new silhouette posted on the property. An Environmental
Impact Report should be completed for the project. There has
been insufficient notice and time to evaluate the proposed
changes.


The proposed sanctuary/bell tower is still too tall. The bell
tower has been moved closer to the homes on Valley View Road.
This is a negative factor for the homes on Valley View Road.
Exterior bells or sound should not be allowed. Bells should ring
in the interior only with limitations on the sound level so as
not to disturb the neighbors. There are no churches in Rancho
Palos Verdes which are surrounded by homes that currently ring
bells.


While the church may have been built first in the intervening
years numerous homes have been built all around the church (Some
on land originally owned by the church). The church did not have
bells for over 40 years when all of the homes were built. Now
the church wants a major expansion which substantially changes
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Joel Rojas
Director of Planning
July 16, 2008
Page 2


the use of the property. In analyzing the St. John Fisher Master
Plan Remodel and Expansion you must start on the basis that the
homes were there first.


There is insufficient parking. Parking needs to be based on the
sanctuary and on reasonable usage of the other facilities. The
youth center, church and school offices and school are likely to
be in use on Sundays. While the other facilities may not be used
at full capacity, they will be in use on Sundays. In determining
the required parking you must assume that some spaces will be
used on Sunday morning for purposes other than attending church.


The claim of the church that the parking lot is not being fully
used at this time does not consider all factors. The church
representatives have stated it is likely that the number of chur
ch services will be reduced in the future because of a shortage
of priests. This would result in more people attending the re
maining church services. Secondly, the times they have checked
the parking lot are times of typical low use (during the summer
and early December). During events such as weddings, funerals
and special holidays the present parking lot has insufficient
parking spaces. I know this from personal experience.


It is not reasonable to c~lculate parking requirements for a
multi-use facility based upon a time of low usage or usage for
only one of several purposes. Parking remains an issue and addi
tional parking spaces should be required. In no event should the
required spaces be reduced below the current 359 required spaces.
The number of required parking spaces should be increased.


Noise from the youth center could be an issue. Currently you can
hear music from the church services and talking in the parking
lot in the homes on Valley View. There should be some mechanism
in the future to limit youth center hours of operation or require
that windows and doors be shut so that the youth center does not
unduly burden its neighbors. Neighbors do not want to hear mid
night basketball games being played at the youth center or car
doors slamming shut in the middle of the night.
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Director of Planning
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·Noise from the youth center could be an issue. Currently you can
hear music from the church services and talking in the parking
lot in the homes on Valley View. There should be some mechanism
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21-A







Joel Rojas
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As an additional condition, there should be no telecommunication
devices attached to the exterior of the new sanctuary building or
the youth center.


As an additional condition and as mitigation, St. John Fisher
should be required to place all aboveground utilities underground
on Crenshaw Boulevard between Crest Road and 500 feet beyond
Valley View Road.


Very truly yours,


~~~.__ .-


DOUGLAS BUTLER


DB:rs


Butler\RentalProperties\ValleyView\
PlanningCommission6.Ltr-071508
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7/15/08


To: Mr. Joel Rojas, AICP
Director ofPlanning
Building and Code Enforcement
City ofRancho Palos Verdes


Re: Proposed St John Fisher construction project


Dear Mr. Rojas and members ofthe planning commission,


Thank you for taking the time to read one more letter. I know you have received
hundreds of letters and are probably setting up an appointment with the optometrist as we
speak. My wife, 2-year old daughter, and twin 3-day old daughters (yeah, 3-days old)
live at 17 Santa Barbara Drive in Island View. You would think, in my sleep-deprived
state, that I would have more pressing things to do than write this letter; however, living
in one of the most affected homes by the St. John Fisher project (directly across the
street), I am forced to speak out. ... forgive me if my printed words sound a bit slurred.


I'd like to start by saying that my family and I support a number of elements in the
construction proposal. As Msgr. Sork has pointed out, the project began as an effort to
improve their youth facilities, including a new gymnasium, art room, library and
preschool. We fully understand and respect these early goals and appreciate the need to
upgrade many of their other facilities. However, as I'm sure you've guessed, the new
sanctuary and bell tower (both in their initial and modified designs) are a different
story. Ifbuilt per the proposed designs, these dramatic structures would pose a
significant imposition upon my family and neighbors. Since I'm confident that others
have done an admirable job addressing the most disturbing and disruptive aspects ofthe
design, I'll spare you and not repeat their arguments. In contrast, what I'd like to
accomplish in this letter is to address the justifications offered by the church (and its
project supporters) for building such conspicuous and imposing structures.


During the June 24th planning commission meeting, the project architect, Shelly
Hyndman, explained that the new sanctuary and steeple are "essential to providing
spiritual and religious identity to the church campus," while other representatives, such as
Lisa Counts, expressed that they were necessary to meet the "spiritual needs" of the
congregants. However, after some investigation, I found that none ofmy Catholic friends
or neighbors was aware of a correlation between steeple size and spiritual fulfillment.
Nor was anyone aware of the pre-requisite of a bell tower. In fact, as I have discovered,
Catholic churches come in all sorts of shapes and sizes, depending on the community
they serve, and St. John Fisher itself considered several other less conspicuous designs
before deciding on this one.
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Lisa Counts went even further to suggest that the new church was "meant to welcome the
community as a whole to our new parish, and to be a visual gift at the intersection of
Crest and Crenshaw." Judging by the number of my neighbors anxious to oppose this
project, I suspect that "a visual gift" might be a little overstated. I also wonder how the
supporters of the project (most ofwhom live quite a distance from the church), would
react to, say, an 80 foot tall Buddha within 50 yards of their backyard....better yet, an 80
foot tall Mosque with a loudspeaker calling its worshippers to prayer five times per day?
If any of them has ever been to a Muslim country, I suspect their concern over the noise
generated by the mosques would be more than just a "fear of the unknown," as suggested
by Mr. Counts.


Another justification offered was that placing this new sanctuary and bell tower at the
comer of Crest and Crenshaw (the most impacting portion oftheir property) is consistent
with the original 1961 plans. My rebuttal to this is that it is simply irrelevant, especially
since none of our homes existed at that time. And, the argument that the proposal is
comparable in scale to other churches in the Palos Verdes area is deceiving when one
considers both the proximity of this church to a far greater number ofhomes and the 20
30 foot elevated pad in comparison to many ofthese homes.


Other explanations revolved around the limited choices the church and architect faced in
coming up with this proposal (e.g. there was no place else to put the sanctuary and bell
tower... .lowering the height would ruin the design, etc.). Though I appreciate the fact
that the church has, by now, invested a great deal oftime, money and emotion into the
proposed design, the truth is that they have had numerous opportunities to make choices
throughout the process. I'll just name a few: 1) They chose not to consult any
potentially impacted neighborhood BOAs for input, before or during the design process;
2) Though theyconsidered several sanctuary/steeple designs (including much more
modest ones), the design they chose was far and away the most intrusive; 3) They
chose, in their proposal, to provide the bare minimum number of parking spaces
suggested by the parking analysis (28 fewer than the present number); 4) They chose not
to perform any sound studies to determine the impact ofvarious bell decibel levels or
durations; and 5) They chose to leave the silhouette and balloons outlining the proposed
structure for the barest amount of time. By the time we digested the significance of
those balloons (the first we had heard anything about the project proposal), they were
taken down. Thankfully, a couple of insightful neighbors captured the dramatic images
showing the potential structures dwarfing our homes, views that would not have been
provided by the church.


The parishioners ofSt. John Fisher understandably desire new youth facilities and even a
beautiful new church, and the designs for the new sanctuary/bell tower are indeed
impressive, even awe-inspiring for some. However, beauty is in the eye of the beholder.
We simply ask the planning commission to consider the impact of the present proposal on
those of us who are not "inspired" by the structures. And we ask that those involved in
the project pause and truly ask themselves ifthey are following the golden rule. Would
they not also object to a towering noise-producing structure 50 yards from their backyard,
built because it honored someone else's faith?
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Respectfully,


Ronald Blond MD, Linda Blond, Katherine Blond, Elizabeth Blond and Margaret Blond
17 Santa Barbara Drive
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275


Respectfully,


Ronald Blond MD, Linda Blond, Katherine Blond, Elizabeth Blond and Margaret Blond
17 Santa Barbara Drive
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275
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RECEIVED
JUL 16 200B


July 16, 2008


VIA FACSIMILE AND HAND DELIVERY


Planning Commission
City ofRancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275


Re: Comments on Revised Proposed Design
Request for Continuance
St. John Fisher Project


Dear Sirs:


PLANNING. BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT


TIris is further to our letters dated June 17 and 24, 2008. As you recall, OUI home
and property on 15 Santa Barbara Drive are located directly across the street from the
present sanctuary on Crenshaw Boulevard and extremely close to 1he proposed bell tower
and planned sanctuary.


Comments on the proposed revised plan:


Proposed Location and Orientation ofBell Speakers


There is insufficient evidence in the file to establish that these changes are
sufficient to avoid substantial adverse effects on our property and on the surrounding
neighborhoods:


--There is no evidence that lowering the height of the speakers to sixteen
feet vvill sufficiently reduce the bell noise experienced by our property and the
surrounding neighborhoods.


--There is no evidence that increasing the distance ofthe noise source as
proposed will sufficiently reduce the bell noise experienced by our property and the
surrounding neighborhoods.


--There is no evidence that the proposed "sound beam" will not reflect off
the existing church structure and travel back into Island View and/or other existing
neighborhoods.


--There is no evidence that a portion ofthe "sound beam" will not travel
directly into the Valley View neighborhood.


--There is no evidence that the sound will stay within the "sound beam"
and that excessive sound will not stray into surrounding neighborhoods.


~GvO-vV9-0~8
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Moreover, the seven holy days added to the proposed bell ringing plan exacerbate
the noise which would travel into neighborhoods. The 81. John Fisher bulletin indicates
that five masses are offered for each holy day. (See attached.) Accordingly, each one of
the seven holy days translates into several sessions ofbell ringing, not just one.


Sanctuary and Steeple Height, Bulk and Mass Issues


There is insufficient evidence in the file to establish that the changes proposed to
the church and steeple are sufficient to avoid significant adverse effects on our property
and the surrounding neighborhoods:


--The photographs submitted by the applicant to support its revised plans are
insufficient to accurately show the effect of the proposed plans. Photograph "c" does not
appear to have been taken from the location shown on the Aerial View and Photo Key
Map, but rather somewhat farther down the street. None of the photographs provided
shows how the sanctuary and steeple would appear from the street in front ofthe three
homes closest to the proposed sanctuary and steeple.


If the applicant were required to resilhouette the portion ofthe structure facing
Crenshaw, including the revised footprint, roof lines and steeple height, with a stable
structure not using baJloons or other unstable elements, then the Commission, Staff, and
the community would have the opportunity to effectively and accurately assess the
impact ofthe sanctuary and steeple in its new, proposed fonn. Please grant a continuance
in this matter to pennit installation ofa new, revised silhouette.


Vincent and Lynne Belusko


Encl.
Cc: Mr. Joel Rojas


Ms. Lisa Mikhail
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ST" JOHN F1SHER·...
A CATIlOLIC COMlVIUNITY FOR ALL
CELEBRATING LIFE IN THE LIGHT OFCHRISl'


SUNDAY MAsSES


Saturday Evening Vigil Mass·
5:00pm


Sunday
7:30am
9:00 am, Contemporary Choir
lO:45 am, Parish Choir
12:30 pm
5:00 pm, Youth Choir


WEEKDAY MASSES


Monday~Friday8:00 am, 5:15 pm
Saturday, 8:00 am


LITURGY OF mE HoURS


Morning Prayer
Monday-Saturday 7:45 am
Blessed Sacrament Chapel


HOLVDAYS


Vigil: 5:30 pm


Mass: 6:30 am, 8:00 am, 11:00 am,
7:30pm


. . ,


SACRAMENT OF RECONcruIATION ...


(CONFESSIONS)


Monday, Wednesday - Friday 4:45-5: 1opm;
Tuesday, 7 pm; Saturday 4-4:45 pm


or by appointment.


BAPTISMS


Contact Parish Office for details


MARRIAGE


Arrangements should be:rn:adewiththe
Priest at least six months in adi;ance;


PARISmONERS WHO ARE ILL


If you would like to receive. the sacraments
of Communion, Reconcitiation, or
Anointing of the; Sick, please t:allthe
Parish Office.


NEED A PRAYERFUL LISTL'\iER?


Call the Stephen Ministry Hotline at 310
541-1403.


WHAT~SlNSlJ)K:.


A~istratibn.· ,."."~ 2


Contacts ~.........•..... , 2


Worship ·~...•. ,...................•... 3


Offices ofFaith Formation


Children 4


HighSchool Teens .4


Adilits ..•..,.· S


Stewardship .....•.•.••.....•.:.....•• 6


Co1ll1lllli:ritY•.....•...•...•............ 7


This Week at SJF ".9


. '.- . -. ", '-.. - .


5448 Crest Road €I Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275 tl T: (310) 3:-7~557119 F: (310) 377~6303 g '.'......, -,;.sj.=:org


899:90 80 9 ~ Inr


ST" JOHN F1SHER·...
A CATIlOLIC COMlVIUNITY FOR ALL
CELEBRATING LIFE IN THE LIGHT OFCHRISl'


SUNDAY MAsSES


Saturday Evening Vigil Mass·
5:00pm


Sunday
7:30am
9:00 am, Contemporary Choir
lO:45 am, Parish Choir
12:30 pm
5:00 pm, Youth Choir


WEEKDAY MASSES


Monday~Friday8:00 am, 5:15 pm
Saturday, 8:00 am


LITURGY OF mE HoURS


Morning Prayer
Monday-Saturday 7:45 am
Blessed Sacrament Chapel


HOLVDAYS


Vigil: 5:30 pm


Mass: 6:30 am, 8:00 am, 11:00 am,
7:30pm


. . ,


SACRAMENT OF RECONcruIATION ...


(CONFESSIONS)


Monday, Wednesday - Friday 4:45-5: 1opm;
Tuesday, 7 pm; Saturday 4-4:45 pm


or by appointment.


BAPTISMS


Contact Parish Office for details


MARRIAGE


Arrangements should be:rn:adewiththe
Priest at least six months in adi;ance;


PARISmONERS WHO ARE ILL


If you would like to receive. the sacraments
of Communion, Reconcitiation, or
Anointing of the; Sick, please t:allthe
Parish Office.


NEED A PRAYERFUL LISTL'\iER?


Call the Stephen Ministry Hotline at 310
541-1403.


WHAT~SlNSlJ)K:.


A~istratibn.· ,."."~ 2


Contacts ~.........•..... , 2


Worship ·~...•. ,...................•... 3


Offices ofFaith Formation


Children 4


HighSchool Teens .4


Adilits ..•..,.· S


Stewardship .....•.•.••.....•.:.....•• 6


Co1ll1lllli:ritY•.....•...•...•............ 7


This Week at SJF ".9


. '.- . -. ", '-.. - .


5448 Crest Road €I Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275 tl T: (310) 3:-7~557119 F: (310) 377~6303 g '.'......, -,;.sj.=:org


899:90 80 9 ~ Inr
28-A







June 24, 2008


VIA FACSIMILE AND HAND DELIVERY
Mr. Joel Rojas, ACIP
Director ofPlanning, Building and Code Enforcement
City ofRancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275


Re: Comments on St. John Fisher Project
Your Letter Dated May 31, 2008


Dear Mr. Rojas:


REceIVED
JUL 16 2006


PLANNING, BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT


This is further to our letter dated June 17,2008. As you recall, our home and
property on 15 Santa Barbara Drive are located directly across the street from the present
sanctuary on Crenshaw Boulevard and extremely close to the proposed bell tower and
planned sanctuary.


We have additional concerns regarding the above-referenced project:


1. Loss ofPrivacy: We have serious concerns about the potential loss ofprivacy
on our property and in our home as a result ofthis project. For the last 16 years, a fence,
dense hedge, pepper trees and pine trees on the Crenshaw border ofthe church property
provided privacyfrom the church sanctuary and church and other activities. The new
plan removes the hedge and fence, and there is nothing on the plans that ensures that the
pepper and pine trees will remain. Moreover, our property sits approximately 40 feet
below the elevation of the proposed sanctuary and sits directly across Crenshaw from the
existing sanctuary, and very close to the proposed bell tower and new sanctuary site. As
a result, we are concerned that parishioners and others on the Crenshaw side of the
property in various places will be able to look directly into our yard and home. For
example, there is a walkway from the comer steps at Crest and Crenshaw on the
Crenshaw side; there is a columbarium sitting area just north of the existing sanctuary
with only a 42" wall overlooking Crenshaw; and there is no mitigation prohibiting the
placement ofwindows in the Crenshaw end ofthe existing sanctuary. The landscaping in
the plans does not help this situation and would take years to mature. The permit should
not be issued without carefully examining this issue and ensuring that the privacy of
neighboring properties is protected.


2. Increased Noise: In addition to our concerns abo~t the bells, which we
addressed in our earlier letter, we are concerned about the overall increase in noise
caused by the accumulation ofnew uses on the Crenshaw side of the property. With a
larger capacity church and more people attending each mass, and other new uses of the
property on the Crenshaw side, along with a new preschool, the overall noise level may
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be substantially harmful. The permit should not be issued without carefully studying this
issue and ensuring that the accumulated noise will not negatively affect the surrounding
homes, especially those closest to church property.


3. Light: We have submitted concerns about the bulk, mass and height ofthe
new sanctuary in our prior letter. However, we are also concerned that this structure, in
whatever form it is ultimately approved, will cast a shadow into our property or otherwise
lessen the light we currently enjoy, especially given our property's location, orientation,
and grade approximately 40 feet below the proposed sanctuary site. The initial study and
later Staffreport do not address this important issue. The permit should not be issued
without carefully studying this issue.


4. Bell Conditions: We object to the cumulative restrictions on the bells. Even
after the Staffreport, there are no required limits on the decibel level ofthe loudness of
the bells as measured from surrounding neighborhood property lines. Moreover, the new
recommendations set forth in the Staffreport establishing a full minute's duration of
ringing, and further increasing the frequency ofthe ringing by adding seven holy days as
well as an unspecified but potentially large number ofweddings and funerals, do not
mitigate the existing proposed bell parameters; instead, they exacerbate the negative
effects ofthe bells.


S~:AJU-M~
Vincent and Lynne Belusko


be substantially harmful. The permit should not be issued without carefully studying this
issue and ensuring that the accumulated noise will not negatively affect the surrounding
homes, especially those closest to church property.


3. Light: We have submitted concerns about the bulk, mass and height of the
new sanctuary in our prior letter. However, we are also concerned that this structure, in
whatever form it is ultimately approved, will cast a shadow into our property or otherwise
lessen the light we currently enjoy, especially given our property's location, orientation,
and grade approximately 40 feet below the proposed sanctuary site. The initial study and
later Staff report do not address this important issue. The permit should not be issued
without carefully studying this issue.


4. Bell Conditions: We object to the cumulative restrictions on the bells. Even
after the Staff report, there are no required limits on the decibel level ofthe loudness of
the bells as measured from surrounding neighborhood property lines. Moreover, the new
recommendations set forth in the StaffrePOrt establishing a full minute's duration of
ringing, and further increasing the frequency ofthe ringing by adding seven holy days as
well as an unspecified but potentially large number ofweddings and funerals, do not
mitigate the existing proposed bell parameters; instead, they exacerbate the negative
effects ofthe bells.


S~:4JtttM~
Vincent and LYnne Belusko
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July 16,2008


Ms. Leza Mikhail
Associate Planner
City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275


Dear Leza,


Maude Landon
34 Santa Barbara Drive


Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275
RECEIVED


JUL 16 2008
-·~.~ANfJ


CODE~


I have several issues of concern that I want to address in this letter about the St. John Church
Redesign Project: Sanctuary Location; Parking Adequacy; Traffic Impact.


Sanctuary Location
St. John Fisher Church was here when I moved to the neighborhood 23 years ago and it has always
been a good neighbor. It has sensitively maintained the low profile, semi-rural character of the
residential neighborhood in which it co-exists. However, the current Church Building Plan would
bring the good neighbor policy to an end. The current plan, placing the sanctuary on the comer of
Crest Road and Crenshaw Blvd., would obtrusively tower over the neighborhood. Many of the
church's neighbors, myself included, feel that it would make very good sense to relocate the
sanctuary further back on the 9.2 acres to diminish the negative impact on its surrounding
neighbors. There are multiple possibilities that would allow our neighbor, St. John Fisher Church,
"to preserve the character of the established neighborhood" (taken direcdy from the RPV
General Plan).


1. Move the sanctuary back to the location where the proposed "New Administration
Building" is planned, plus flip the current sanctuary building-plan, so that the steeple would
be located more in the center of the property (placing the steeple on the east side of the
sanctuary). The low-profile administration building and the school playground could be
moved to the northwest comer of the church property (Crest Road and Crenshaw Blvd.
intersection) maintaining the large trees and foliage around the perimeter.


2. Place the sanctuary just to the south of Barrett Hall, move the proposed school playground
to the northwest comer, fence it off, add a parking lot that would be added in front of the
new administration building and just to the north of the current sanctuary (proposed Parish
Activity Center).


I am sure that the church's architect can come up with many creative location solutions that will be
acceptable to the surrounding neighbors.


.Parking Adequacy and Impact
The number of parking spaces that the church has determined as needed, 331, is also a topic of
concern.


1. The new sanctuary will seat 870 people. The current sanctuary, which is not being tom
down, can accommodate 650 people. There is no reason why the church cannot use the
current sanctuary, as well as the new sanctuary, for services on holy days or whenever the
need arises. 1bis is a potential of 1520 seats being used, not including any other concurrent
uses of the church. With 2 people in every car, just the sanctuary parking would need 760
spaces, plus there are many other concurrent parking needs.


2. There has been talk of reducing the number of masses. This would cause more people to be
attending each service and would increase the number of parking spaces needed.


July 16, 2008


Ms. Leza Mikhail
Associate Planner
City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275


Dear Leza,


Maude Landon
34 Santa Barbara Drive


Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275
RECEIVED


JUl16 2006


I have several' issues of concern that I want to address in this letter about the St. John Church
Redesign Project: Sanctuary Location; Parking Adequacy; Traffic Impact.


Sanctuary Location
St. John Fisher Church was here when I moved to the neighborhood 23 years ago and it has always
been a good neighbor. It has sensitively maintained the low profile, semi-rural character of the
residential neighborhood in which it co-exists. However, the current Church Building Plan would
bring the good neighbor policy to an end. The current plan, placing the sanctuary on the comer of
Crest Road and Crenshaw Blvd., would obtrusively tower over the neighborhood. Many of the
church's neighbors, myself included, feel that it would make very good sense to relocate the
sanctuary further back on the 9.2 acres to diminish the negative impact on its surrounding
neighbors. There are multiple possibilities that would allow our neighbor, St. John Fisher Church,
"to preserve the character of the established neighborhood" (taken directly from the RPV
General Plan).


1. Move the sanctuary back to the location where the proposed C:C:New Administration
Building" is planned, plus flip the current sanctuary building-plan, so that the steeple would
be located more in the center of the property (placing the steeple on the east side of the
sanctuary). The low-profile administration building and the school playground could be
moved to the northwest comer of the church property (Crest Road and Crenshaw Blvd.
intersection) maintaining the large trees and foliage around the perimeter.


2. Place the sanctuary just to the south of Barrett Hall, move the proposed school playground
to the northwest comer, fence it off, add a parking lot that would be added in front of the
new administration building and just to the north of the current sanctuary (proposed Parish
Activity Center).


I am sure that the church's architect can come up with many creative location solutions that will be
acceptable to the surrounding neighbors.


.Parking Adequacy and Impact
The number of parking spaces that the church has determined as needed, 331, is also a topic of
concern.


1. The new sanctuary will seat 870 people. The current sanctuary, which is not being tom
down, can accommodate 650 people. There is no reason why the church cannot use the
current sanctuary, as well as the new sanctuary, for services on holy days or whenever the
need arises. This is a potential of 1520 seats being used, not including any other concurrent
uses of the church. With 2 people in every car, just the sanctuary parking would need 760
spaces, plus there are many other concurrent parking needs.


2. There has been talk of reducing the number of masses. This would cause more people to be
attending each service and would increase the number of parking spaces needed.
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3. With a new and beautiful sanctuary, many more parishioners may come to church, increasing
the parking impact.


4. The current plan has stairs leading up to the church from the street. The stairs will
encourage parishioners to park on the street as a matter of convenience. Many, if not most,
able-bodied people will opt to park on the street to avoid the time and traffic created by a
long line of cars leaving the parking lot at the end of the church service. (One of the
Planning Commissioner's admitted to doing this, already.) Crest Road and Crenshaw Blvd.
will be lined with parishioners' cars. This will result in an aesthetic problem for the
neighbors as well as a traffic problem.


Traffic Impact
A Traffic Impact Study south of St. John Fisher Church needs to be conducted.


1. Many people from all over LA County come to the Portuguese Bend Nature Preserve, which
is located at the end of Crenshaw Blvd. Saturdays and Sundays are the busiest days, not only
for the Preserve, but also for the Church. Bikers, walkers, joggers and naturalists park their
cars on Crenshaw.


2. There is a park at the end of Crenshaw Blvd. as well, Del Cerro Park. Saturdays and Sundays
are also the most popular days for going to the park.


3. There is talk of RPV and the PVPLC planning to construct memorial walls, pathways, etc. at
the entrance to the Preserve at the end of Crenshaw Blvd. This may well encourage even
more recreation activity at the Preserve and Del Cerro Park.


CEQA would seem to require a full EIR for this project. I respectfully request a full EIR..


\,~~
Maude Landon
Island View Resident


3. With a new and beautiful sanctuary, many more parishioners may come to church, increasing
the parking impact.


4. The current plan has stairs leading up to the church from the street. The stairs will
encourage parishioners to park on the street as a matter of convenience. Many, if not most,
able-bodied people will opt to park on the street to avoid the time and traffic created by a
long line of cars leaving the parking lot at the end of the church service. (One of the
Planning Commissioner's admitted to doing this, already.) Crest Road and Crenshaw Blvd.
will be lined with parishioners' cars. This will result in an aesthetic problem for the
neighbors as well as a traffic problem.


Traffic Impact
A Traffic Impact Study south of St. John FisheF Church needs to be conducted.


1. Many people from all over LA County come to the Portuguese Bend Nature Preserve, which
is located at the end of Crenshaw Blvd. Saturdays and Sundays are the busiest days, not only
for the Preserve, but also for the Church. Bikers, walkers, joggers and naturalists park their
cars on Crenshaw.


2. There is a park at the end of Crenshaw Blvd. as we14 Del Cerro Park. Saturdays and Sundays
are also the most popular days for going to the park.


3. There is talk of RPV and the PVPLC planning to construct memorial walls, pathways, etc. at
the entrance to the Preserve at the end of Crenshaw Blvd. This may well encourage even
more recreation activity at the Preserve and Del Cerro Park.


CEQA would seem to require a full EIR for this project. I respectfully request a full EIR..


\,'-~~
Maude Landon
Island View Resident
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Maude Landon
34 Santa Barbara Drive


Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275


July 15,2008


Ms. Leza Mikhail
Associate Planner
City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275


Dear Leza,


I have several issues of concern that I want to address in this letter about the St. John Church
Redesign Project: Sanctuary Location; Parking Adequacy; Traffic Impact.


Sanctuary Location
St. John Fisher Church was here when I moved to the neighborhood 23 years ago and it has always
been a good neighbor. It has sensitively maintained the low profile, semi-rural character of the
residential neighborhood in which it co-exists. However, the current Church Building Plan would
bring the good neighbor policy to an end. The current plan, placing on the sanctuary on the corner
of Crest Road and Crenshaw Blvd., would obtrusively tower over the neighborhood. Many of the
church's neighbors, myself included, feel that it would make very good sense to relocate the
sanctuary further back on the 9.2 acres to diminish the negative impact on its surrounding
neighbors. There are multiple possibilities that would allow our neighbor, St. John Fisher Church,
to preserve the character of the established neighborhood.


1. Move the sanctuary back to the location where the proposed "New Administration
Building" is planned, plus flip the current sanctuary building-plan, so that the steeple would
be located more in the center of the property (placing the steeple on the east side of the
sanctuary). The low-profile administration building and the school playground could be
moved to the northwest corner of the church property (Crest Road and Crenshaw Blvd.
intersection) maintaining the large trees and foliage around the perimeter.


2. Place the sanctuary just to the south of Barrett Hall, move the proposed school playground
to the northwest corner, fence it off, add a parking lot that would be added in front of the
new administration building and just to the north of the current sanctuary (proposed Parish
Activity Center).


I am sure that the church's architect can come up with many creative location solutions that will be
acceptable to the surrounding neighbors.


Parking Adequacy and Impact
The number of parking spaces that the church has determined as needed, 331, is also a topic of
concern.


1. The new sanctuary will seat 870 people. The current sanctuary, which is not being torn
down, can accommodate 650 people. There is no reason why the church cannot use the
current sanctuary, as well as the new sanctuary, for services on holy days or whenever the
need arises. This is a potential of 1520 seats being used, not including any other concurrent
uses of the church.


2. There has been talk of reducing the number of masses. This would cause more people to be
attending each service and would increase the number of parking spaces needed.


3. With a new and beautiful sanctuary, many more parishioners may come to church, increasing
the parking impact.


Maude Landon
34 Santa Barbara Drive


Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275


July 15,2008


Ms. Leza Mikhail
Associate Planner
City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275


Dear Leza,


I have several issues of concern that I want to address in this letter about the St. John Church
Redesign Project: Sanctuary Location; Parking Adequacy; Traffic Impact.


Sanctuary Location
St. John Fisher Church was here when I moved to the neighborhood 23 years ago and it has always
been a good neighbor. It has sensitively maintained the low profile, semi-rural character of the
residential neighborhood in which it co-exists. However, the current Church Building Plan would
bring the good neighbor policy to an end. The current plan, placing on the sanctuary on the corner
of Crest Road and Crenshaw Blvd., would obtrusively tower over the neighborhood. Many of the
church's neighbors, myself included, feel that it would make very good sense to relocate the
sanctuary further back on the 9.2 acres to diminish the negative impact on its surrounding
neighbors. There are multiple possibilities that would allow our neighbor, St. John Fisher Church,
to preserve the character of the established neighborhood.


1. Move the sanctuary back to the location where the proposed "New Administration
Building" is planned, plus flip the current sanctuary building-plan, so that the steeple would
be located more in the center of the property (placing the steeple on the east side of the
sanctuary). The low-profile administration building and the school playground could be
moved to the northwest corner of the church property (Crest Road and Crenshaw Blvd.
intersection) maintaining the large trees and foliage around the perimeter.


2. Place the sanctuary just to the south of Barrett Hall, move the proposed school playground
to the northwest corner, fence it off, add a parking lot that would be added in front of the
new administration building and just to the north of the current sanctuary (proposed Parish
Activity Center).


I am sure that the church's architect can come up with many creative location solutions that will be
acceptable to the surrounding neighbors.


Parking Adequacy and Impact
The number of parking spaces that the church has determined as needed, 331, is also a topic of
concern.


1. The new sanctuary will seat 870 people. The current sanctuary, which is not being torn
down, can accommodate 650 people. There is no reason why the church cannot use the
current sanctuary, as well as the new sanctuary, for services on holy days or whenever the
need arises. This is a potential of 1520 seats being used, not including any other concurrent
uses of the church.


2. There has been talk of reducing the number of masses. This would cause more people to be
attending each service and would increase the number of parking spaces needed.


3. With a new and beautiful sanctuary, many more parishioners may come to church, increasing
the parking impact.
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4. The current plan has stairs leading up to the church from the street. The stairs will
encourage parishioners to park on the street as a matter of convenience. Many, if not most,
able-bodied people will opt to park on the street to avoid the time and traffic created by a
long line of cars leaving the parking lot at the end of the church service. (One of the
Planning Commissioner's admitted to doing this, already.) Crest Road and Crenshaw Blvd.
will be lined with parishioners' cars. This will result in an aesthetic problem for the
neighbors as well as a traffic problem.


Traffic Impact
A Traffic Impact Study south of St. John Fisher Church needs to be conducted.


1. Many people from all over LA County come to the Portuguese Bend Nature Preserve, which
is located at the end of Crenshaw Blvd. Saturdays and Sundays are the busiest days, not only
for the Preserve, but also for the Church. Bikers, walkers, joggers and naturalists park their
cars on Crenshaw. .


2. There is a park at the end of Crenshaw Blvd. as well, Del Cerro Park. Saturday and Sunday
are also the most popular days for going to the park.


Sincerely,


Maude Landon
Island View Resident


4. The current plan has stairs leading up to the church from the street. The stairs will
encourage parishioners to park on the street as a matter of convenience. Many, if not most,
able-bodied people will opt to park on the street to avoid the time and traffic created by a
long line of cars leaving the parking lot at the end of the church service. (One of the
Planning Commissioner's admitted to doing this, already.) Crest Road and Crenshaw Blvd.
will be lined with parishioners' cars. This will result in an aesthetic problem for the
neighbors as well as a traffic problem.


Traffic Impact
A Traffic Impact Study south of St. John Fisher Church needs to be conducted.


1. Many people from all over LA County come to the Portuguese Bend Nature Preserve, which
is located at the end of Crenshaw Blvd. Saturdays and Sundays are the busiest days, not only
for the Preserve, but also for the Church. Bikers, walkers, joggers and naturalists park their
cars on Crenshaw. .


2. There is a park at the end of Crenshaw Blvd. as well, Del Cerro Park. Saturday and Sunday
are also the most popular days for going to the park.


Sincerely,


Maude Landon
Island View Resident
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. ·Homeowners in Island View and Valley View RoadRECEIVED
Concerned About Certain Aspects ofthe


S:t. John Fisher Master Plan JUL 15 2008


To the Planning Commission ofRancho Palos Verdes PLANNING, BUJ~DING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT


Re July 22 Hearing Process


There are less than 130 homeowners living along Valley View Road and in Island
View~ most ofwhom oppose certain aspects of the St. John Fisher Master Plan. There are
3;000 parishioners ofthe church~ most ofwhom support the proposed plan. The hearing on
Jillle 24th reflected the impact ofthese numbers. Far more supporters ofthe plan were given
an opportunity to speak during the first hour or so ofthe hearing. Many opponents had to
leave when the hearing dragged on after midnight.


To provide a level playing field. we suggest the tollowing procedme. When persons
sign up with a request to speak, they should be asked whether they are tor or against the
ourrent plan. The requests ofall ofthose for the plan shouid be collected in one pile· and those
against. in a second pile. The Commission should then draw a name from the proponents pile
fIrst and then one from the opponents pile and·thus alternate between proponents and


, opponents until all speakers have had the opportunity to present their views:
All speakers should be requested to state ·"Yhether~ are residents ofRancho Palos


Verdes


'Ilhfll1t·hhmv
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To the Planning C~mmissionofRancho Palos Verdes


, 'H~meo~~s in Island View~dValley View RoadRECEIVED
Concerned About Certain Aspects ofthe


St. John Fis~~r Master Plan JUL 15 200B


PlANNING, BU'~D'NG AND
, CODE ENFORCEMENT


Re July 22 Hearing-Process


There are less than 130 homeowners living along V.alley View Road and in Island
View, most of-whom oppose ca-tain aspects of the St. John Fisher Master Plan. There are
3;000 parishioners ofthe church, most ofwholIl support the proposed plan. The hearing on
Jlllle 24th reflected the impact ofthese numbers. Far more supporters ofthe plan were given
an opportunity to speak during the first hour or so ofthe hearing.' 'Many opponents had to
leave when the hearing dragged on after m.idnight


To provide a level playing field, we suggest the following procedme. When persons
sign up with a request to speak, they should be asked whether they are tor or against the
current plan. The requests ofall ofthose for the plan shouid be collected in One pile' and those
against in a second pile. The Conunission should ,then draw a name from the proponents pile
fIrst and then one from the opponents. pile and"thus alternate between proponents and
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All speakers should be requested to state ,whether~ are residents ofRancho Palos
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JUL 15 200B


City of Rancho Palos Verdes
Director of Planning, ·Building.arid Code Enforcement
30940 HawtI"Ioole.:Envd.
Rancho.Palos VenieS, Ca.fifomia 90274 .
Attn; b;re~'ofPI2irining ant1 ZOning and' Ms .Leza"Michail


_ _. PLANNING, BUILDING AND
Dear DireCtOr of ~fann,ng an4.Ms~Mlchail~ . . . . CODE ENFORCEMEI'JT


May.laskwhy tl'l...r~.o/er:enQ"new sllhou~t:tes put uP.·fOr the revIsed plans regardmg the proposes!
Jotln Fisher buildil1g? aecause of this, please delay and put a "continuance': on your July 22, 2008
meeting.reg.;fArqitJ9,.th.e ,proposed St John Fisher"buil<!ing':untilall residents in the $lIrroundirtg area can


. view and underStand ttJe impact and significance ofSuch a massive, towering structure in their


. neighbomt;>,qd:. ).' ,'.' .. . . .. . . . .. . .....
Thanks· you;
Gary Long . .


fo ~'f. y?q ~ . ~. IJ f1
fJ«11grcJ,Q<;~rJSJt,/ {/;.cJ( f<t e,o~7';/


~


'ON 3NOHd 8NOl WOcL::l


JUL 15 200B


City of Rancho Palos Verdes
Director of Planning, ·Building.arid Code Enforcement
30940 HawtI"Ioole.:Envd.
Rancho.Palos VenieS, Ca.fifomia 90274 .
Attn; b;re~'ofPI2irining ant1 ZOning and' Ms .Leza"Michail


_ _. PLANNING, BUILDING AND
Dear DireCtOr of ~fann,ng an4.Ms~Mlchail~ . . . . CODE ENFORCEMEI'JT


May.laskwhy tl'l...r~.o/er:enQ"new sllhou~t:tes put uP.·fOr the revIsed plans regardmg the proposes!
Jotln Fisher buildil1g? aecause of this, please delay and put a "continuance': on your July 22, 2008
meeting.reg.;fArqitJ9,.th.e ,proposed St John Fisher"buil<!ing':untilall residents in the $lIrroundirtg area can


. view and underStand ttJe impact and significance ofSuch a massive, towering structure in their


. neighbomt;>,qd:. ).' ,'.' .. . . .. . . . .. . .....
Thanks· you;
Gary Long . .


fo ~'f. y?q ~ . ~. IJ f1
fJ«11grcJ,Q<;~rJSJt,/ {/;.cJ( f<t e,o~7';/
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EduardoS


From: Vola Gerst [bkrisy1@yahoo.com]


Sent: Tuesday, July 15, 2008 3:04 PM


To: eduardos@rpv.com; pc@rpv.com; lezam@rpv.com


Subject: Stjohn Fisher bells


RPV Planning Committee


Re: St.John Fisher project


Will someone please get SJF church to state just exactly how long the bells will ring and what
days.


According to their petition the bells are to ring Monday thru Saturday 8am, noon, 5:05pm
and 6pm and on Sunday from 8:50 am, 10:35am, noon, 12:20pm, 4:50pm and 6pm.


They do not state how long these "bells" are to ring and how loud.


There is an article in the PV News, June 26, 2008 issue in which the writer (Ashley Ratcliff)
states that the "bells" are also going to ring during the seven Holy Day Masses Oust when is
that and how often during the year) before weddings and after funerals.


Do they intend to play Christmas carols at Christmas time? What about Easter how long,
loud and often are they going to ring? What about All Saints Day?


There is a retreat next door, that rents out as a retreat to groups. What kind of retreat is it
when there are bells ring all day?


If they are planning on using a recording and not actual bells, what is the need for such a high
bell tower?


Sincerely,


Yola Gerst


7/15/2008
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EduardoS


From: Yola Gerst [bkrisy1 @yahoo.com]


Sent: Tuesday, July 15, 2008 3:04 PM


To: eduardos@rpv.com; pc@rpv.com; lezam@rpv.com


Subject: St.John Fisher bells


RPV Planning Committee


Re: St.John Fisher project


Will someone please get SJF church to state just exactly how long the bells will ring and what
days.


According to their petition the bells are to ring Monday thru Saturday 8am, noon, 5:05pm
and 6pm and on Sunday from 8:50 am, 10:35am, noon, 12:20pm, 4:50pm and 6pm.


They do not state how long these "bells" are to ring and how loud.


There is an article in the PV News, June 26, 2008 issue in which the writer (Ashley Ratcliff)
states that the "bells" are also going to ring during the seven Holy Day Masses Oust when is
that and how often during the year) before weddings and after funerals.


Do they intend to play Christmas carols at Christmas time? What about Easter how long,
loud and often are they going to ring? What about All Saints Day?


There is a retreat next door, that rents out as a retreat to groups. What kind of retreat is it
when there are bells ring all day?


If they are planning on using a recording and not actual bells, what is the need for such a high
bell tower?


Sincerely,


Yola Gerst
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City of Rancho Palos Verdes
Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, California 90214
Attn: Director of Planning and Zoning and Me> Leza Michail


Dear Director of Planning and Ms Lew Michail,


We are the neighbors of St. John Fisher and all live near the intersection of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw
BlVd. We are all opposed to the newly proposed St. John Fisher Building construction on the corner
of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd. We allreq~that this oonstructlon be &topped irnmediately.
Please note the following concems:


1) Move the building to the middle of their 9 acre estate. Move the wucture to somewhere near
the middle ofUle 9 acr& estate ~n such a fashion where it blends in With the focal surrounding
and does not bother the neighbors visually or aUdibly.


2) Height of building pad and structure. In a residential neighborhood, a large and massive building
that is 4-5 stories high on the comer of Crest and Crenshaw would be overbearing and unsightly. It
would be visible by all nearby residences from inside and outside their residence as well as from
their front and back yards. E;X:(';8Vation ofth'e bUilding pad and lowering the building pad and
the height and .a.of the building is required.


3) same bUilding standards for all. Most of the buildings south of Crest were required to excavate
their soil and were required to build their structure so that the roof lines would be lowered and blend
into the nearby sUn'Oundings and not be obtrusive and block peoples view. There was a heigllt
restrtction that was being enforced to protect the neighbors and local surroundings. The same
standards need to apply to the proposed StJohn Fisher construetion.


4) No_ problem. _ Allowance of this building on that comer would further increase the noise problem
that already exists.


5) Traffic. probleM. Currently there is a traffic problem due to the large amount of automobiles
accessing the St. John Fisher Crenshaw parking lot. When their parking lot is full, Sl John Fisher
attendees park. up and down Crenshaw Blvd. These traffic patterns caused by st. John Fisher
attendees results in traffic jam!;, delays and potential accidents. If St. John Fisher is allowed to
construct this additional 20,000 sq. ft. building, the impacted parking on Crenshaw Blvd. will soon
invade our own residential streets.


6) Property ~alue loss. Residences across the street as well as other nearby residences may face
potential loss of value to thejr existing homes due to the potentially large, overbearing, massive and
intrusive proposed St John Fisher structure and resulting nOise pollution.


7) Good neighbor policy. Building such a large, massive and intrusive structure violates the basic
concept of blending into the surrounding area with its neighboJS and breaks the good,neighbor spirit
of living hannoniously together. This is a residential neighborhood zoned area. The proposed St.
John Fisher building is massive, unsightly and overbearing; it imposes on nearby residences' right to
privacy as wen as their right to enjoy the beautiful sights, soundS and amenities that RPV has to
offer.


Once again, we are aU opposed to the newly proposed St. John Fishe.. Building construction on the
comer of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd. We an request that this constnlction be stopped on the
comer of Crest and Crenshaw and moved to a location in the center of their 9 acre estate that as less
obtrnsi~eto the neighbors and blends in with the nearby surroundings.•


8NOl WOcL:l


City of Rancho Palos Verdes
Director of Ptanning, Building and Code Enforcement
30940 Hawthome Blvd.
Rancho Pa~ Verdes, Califomia 90274
Attn: Director of Planning and Zoning and Ms Leza Michail


Dear Director of Planning and Me Lela Michail,


We are the neighbors of St. John Fisher and all Hve near the intersection of Crest Blvd. and· Crenshaw
BlVd. We are all opposed to the newly proposed St.. John Fisher Building CQnstruction on the corner
of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd.. We all req~that this eonstructlon be $tOpped immediately.
Please note the following concerns:


1) M.ove the building to the middle of their 9 acre estate. MQve the i$b'Ucture to somewhere n.ear
the middle ofUle 9 aCl'& estate ~n such a fashion where it blends in with the focal surrounding
and does not bother the neighbors visually or aUdibly.


2) Height of building pad and structure. 1n a residential neighborhood, a large and massive building
that is 4-5 stories high on the comer of Crest and Crenshaw would be overbearing and unsightly. It
would be visible by all nearby residences from inside and outside their residence as well as from
their front and back yards.. e~(';aVation (If the bUilding pad and lowering the building pad and
the height and .a.of the building is reqUired.


3) same bUilding standards for all. Most of the buildings south of Crest were required to excavate
their soil and were required to build their structure so that the roof lines would be lowered and blend
into the nearby surroundings and not be obtrusive and block peoples view. There was a height
restricliotl that was being' enforced to protect the neighbors and local surroundings. The same
standards need to apply to the proposed StJohn Fisher construetion.


4) Noise problem. J Allowance of this bunding on that comer would further increase the noise problem
that already exists.


5} Traffic problem. Currently there is a traffic problem due to the large amount of automobiles
accessing the St. John Fisher Crenshaw parking lot. When their parking lot is fullt Sl John Fisher
attendees park. up and down Crenshaw Blvd. These traffic pattems caused by St. John Fisher
attendees results '0 traffic jam$t detays and potential accidents. If St. John Fisher is allowed to
construct this additional 20.000 sq. ft. building, the impacted parking on Crenshaw Blvd. wilt soon
invade our own residential streets.


6) Property value 1068. Residences across the street as well as other nearby residences may face
potential loss of value to thetr existing homes due to the potentiaJly target overbearing, massive and
intrusive proposed St. John Fisher structure and resulting noise pollution.


7) Good neighbor policy. Building such a large, massive and intrusive structure violates the basic
concept of blending into the surrounding area with its neighbors and breaks the good.neighbor spirit
of living hannoniously together. This is a residential neighborhood zoned area. The proposed St.
John Fisher building is rnassive~ unsightly and overbearing; it imposes on nearby residencesJ right to
privacy as wen as their right 10 enjoy the beautifut sights, soundS and amenities that RPV has to
offer.


Once again, we are aU opposed to the newly propoeed St. John Fishe.. Building construction on the
comer of Crest Bh'd. and Crenshaw Blvd. We aH request that this constnJction be stopped on the
comer of Crest and Crenshaw and moved to a location in the center of their 9 acre estate that as less
obtrosive to the neighbors and blends in with the nearby surro....ndlngs.•


~NOl WOCl..:l38-A







JUL-14-2008 12:43 From:DECISIONQUEST


July 14, 2008


Planning Commission
Rancho Palos Verdes


Re: St John Fisher


3103160724 To:3105445293


b~ -"1'O ~ 91lf-51<i ~


RECEIVED
JUL 14 2008


PLANNING, BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT


Fixing the St John Fisher Monstrosity is actually quite easy.


1. Move the 88 foot tower to the opposite side of the proposed building,
inside the property line.


2. Reduce the tower/roof height to the current zoning limit of 16 feet.
Their proposal is actually 550% higher than permitted, hardly the
"minor variance" the staff report indicates.


3. Eliminate ringing bells. They have survived quite nicely with out
them for 40 years.


4. Eliminate the gigantic sign on the wall of the proposed new building
facing to the northeast and leave the vegetation that is already there.
They are proposing to cut down trees and bushes that are 30 to 40
feet high. Certainly the current sign, which has been there for over
25 years has been leading people to their location.


Sincerely,


Allan Colman
18 Mela Ln.
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275
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Planning Commission
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Jul 14 08 10:44a Bergsteinsson


Barbara and Bryan Bergsteinsson
55 Santa Barbara Drive


Ranch Palos Verdes, CA. 90275
7/3/2008


310-541-2562 p.2


City of Rancho Palos Verdes
Director ofPlanning, Building and Code Enforcement
30940 Havv1:home Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA. 90275


Dear Director of Planning and Leza Michall,


We are writing to you again as residents of the Island View community, and neighbors to
St John Fisher Church. As we will be out of town for your next Planning Commission
meeting we are submitting our strong objections to the proposed construction ofa huge
church and bell tower at St. John Fisher Church. We have viewed the revised plans for
the church and appreciate the effort to reduce the size ofthe structure and set it back from
the street, but the new version will still be inappropriate to the neighborhood. If the
original plan was a 550% variance above code, the new plan is obviously still excessive.


We request that the church be required to erect a silhouette that demonstrates the new
structure mass and request that the planning commission members view the new
silhouette, including balloons for the bell tower, not only from Crest and Crenshaw, but
from Santa Barbara Drive. It is difficult to believe that anyone who actually viewed the
flags and balloon silhouette could support the construction of such an enonnous structure
on such a raised pad. The structure will quite literally tower over the homes and
completely alter the sense of residential community that is so integral to our
neighborhood. We are concerned that this small reduction in height and mass will have
too little impact on the overall result.


The church's architect claims that this enormous structure is a "gift" to the community,
and that it's contrast with the environment is desirable. The church representative said it
is a grand plan by grand architects, intended to have an imposing presence. We, as the
actual residents of the corrnnunity at its base, forcefully disagree that this proposed
structure is a gift in any way, or that its non-confonnity is at all desirable. "Grand plans"
are inappropriate in quiet residential areas.


The difficult part of this situation is that we have many good friends who are members of
the St. John congregation, but these church members will attend perhaps once a week and
are proud oftheir chosen church. We, as the community it proposes to dominate, will
live with this inappropriate structure every day and listen to their proposed bells several
times a day. There will be no escape for us. If we can hear the speed boats on the bay in
summer there seems little doubt that we will hear the bells, whether they are redirected or
not. The proposed structure and bell tower is not appropriate for a neighborhood church.
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It is appropriate, perhaps, for a large urban church, and reducing it by a few feet will have
little impact on its enormous height. The recorded hells and loud speaker the church
proposes are extremely presumptive. Neighbors win be forced to listen to them whether
they are members of this church or not. It is interesting to note that some of the church
members themselves oppose these grandiose plans, saying they are completely
unnecessary given that the church is full only two days a year; Christmas and Easter.


This overbearing design is positioned to maximize it's effect on the neighborhood, and it
is more than significantly over code. If~e church desires such a grandiose monument,
why isn't it located on the inside oftheir huge parcel ofland where they alone will live
with ies dominance. Setting it back a few more feet will do little to change it's overall
impact The fact that this is a church should not be relevant. Would you allow any other
entity to erect such a structure in a residential neighborhood, creating such a permanent
impact on the atmosphere and design ofour quiet community?


Among our concerns are the loss ofprivacy, noise pollution, the visual impact of such a
large structure, increased traffic, and the loss ofour sense ofcommunity. It is
inconceivable that such a tall and massive structure will not negatively impact the
community at its base.


Regretfully, we also question whether it is appropriate for members of the chmch to also
be in a position to approve this structure. While they are undoubtedly excellent men
working on the public's behalf, it is questionable whether they can fairly decide an issue
when they are, in effect, the applicant.


At the last Planning Commission meeting many church members got up to speak. We
wondered how they might feel about the structure and bell tower ifthey were neighbors,
not members of that particular church. They, as we mentioned before, will have the
opportunity to go home after the weekly service. We, on the other hand, will not. You
should not allow an enormous church structure and bell tower to overshadow our
community and perinanently damage the quiet environment where we live.


cc. Rancho Palos Verdes City Council
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July 13,2008


Dear Planning Commissioners:


I am writing in support of the St. John Fisher Master Plan and urge your prompt approval
of this project.


The revised plan responds directly to the issues of height, massing, and bell noise raised
by a few of the neighbors at the June hearing. At the hearing, a photograph was shown,
taken from the front yard of an Island View resident, illustrating this neighbor's concern
about the tower height. It is difficult for many of us to understand a building based on
several red balloons off in the distance, especially in a photograph. One imagines some
monolithic structure. The revised plan's photographs with the model placed inside
explain the project's appearance from Island View in a way that is much easier to
understand, even keeping in mind that the photographs show a white cardboard model.
One can begin to see the play of light and shadow of walls and windows, the nestling of
the structure among the trees, and the sculptural effect of the cross against the sky.


The revised plan lowers the tower height substantially, as well as other church rooflines,
and pushes the church further off Crenshaw and the corner intersection. The perception
of the building's mass, therefore, is lessened greatly. The added setback also allows for
an increased landscaped buffer. The neighbors across the street will mostly see a screen
of trees. The building will not block views of any homeowners.


The issue of potential bell noise has been addressed by using carillon bells that enable the
church to adjust the bell volume, by the lowering of the speakers to a height 16 feet above
the ground, and by the placement of the speakers on a wall face directed towards the
church's gathering plaza. This carillon location greatly increases the distance of the
source of sound from the neighbors, further reducing any possible noise.


I would also like to respond to comments regarding the building's appearance: "it doesn't
fit in to the rural landscape ofRPV, it is too modern", etc. The surrounding
neighborhoods are a relatively dense mixture of styles, including ranch and colonial
styles. These large tract homes most certainly are not rural in nature. Nevertheless, as
stated several times at the last hearing, this building will stand out. It is a church, not a
residence. It is meant to be a community landmark. It is not a hard concrete building, but
a structure rich and warm with natural materials and softened by lush landscaping. Its
design is the result of many months of planning involving hundreds of enthusiastic and
committed parishioners.


Lastly, I would like to address parking concerns. The parking narrative and sheet AO.9
of the original plans clearly show that the proposed plan's parking needs are met. The
peak time on Sunday centers around the largest mass of the morning, the 10:45 AM mass,
and religious education classes that begin at 10:30 AM. Some families attend the earlier
9 AM mass and leave their children for RE class, picking them up an hour later. Other
parents attend the 10:45 mass while their children are in class. In either case, children do
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not drive themselves to religion class. The 290 parking spaces required for the church for
mass and the 38 required by code for the teachers of the 19 classrooms plus the 3 rectory
spaces equals the 331 provided spaces.


Thank you for your consideration of this letter. Again, I urge your timely approval for
the St. John Fisher project.


Sincerely,


Lisa Hunt Counts, AICP
4979 Silver Arrow Dr.
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:


Joel Rojas Uoelr@rpv.com]
Tuesday, July 15, 2008 8:08 AM
'Leza Mikhail'
'EduardoS'; 'Marsha Zents'
FW: St. John Fisher Project


-----Original Message-----
From: Lisa Counts [mailto:lhuntcounts@aol.com]
Sent: Monday, July 14, 2008 2:39 PM
To: pc@rpv.com
Subject: St. John Fisher Project


July 13, 2008


Dear Planning Commissioners:


I am writing in support of the St. John Fisher Master Plan and urge your prompt approval
of this project.


The revised plan responds directly to the issues of height, massing,
and bell noise raised by a few of the neighbors at the June hearing.
At the hearing, a photograph was shown, taken from the front yard of an Island View
resident, illustrating this neighbor's concern about the tower height. It is difficult
for many of us to understand a building based on several red balloons off in the distance,
especially in a photograph. One imagines some monolithic structure.
The revised plan's photographs with the model placed inside explain the project's
appearance from Island View in a way that is much easier to understand, even keeping in
mind that the photographs show a white cardboard model. One can begin to see the play of
light and shadow of walls and windows, the nestling of the structure among the trees, and
the sculptural effect of the cross against the sky.


The revised plan lowers the tower height substantially, as well as other church roof
lines, and pushes the church further off Crenshaw and the corner intersection. The
perception of the building's mass, therefore, is lessened greatly. The added setback also
allows for an increased landscaped buffer. The neighbors across the street will mostly
see a screen of trees. The building will not block views of any homeowners.


The issue of potential bell noise has been addressed by using carillon bells that enable
the church to adjust the bell volume, by the lowering of the speakers to a height 16 feet
above the ground, and by the placement of the speakers on a wall face directed towards the
church's gathering plaza. This carillon location greatly increases the distance of the
source of sound from the neighbors, further reducing any possible noise.


I would also like to respond to comments regarding the building's
appearance: "it doesn't fit in to the rural landscape of RPV, it is too modern", etc. The
surrounding neighborhoods are a relatively dense mixture of styles, including ranch and
colonial styles. These
large tract homes most certainly are not rural in nature.
Nevertheless, as stated several times at the last hearing, this building will stand out.
It is a church, not a residence. It is meant to be a community landmark. It is not a hard
concrete building, but a structure rich and warm with natural materials and softened by
lush landscaping. Its design is the result of many months of planning involving hundreds
of enthusiastic and committed parishioners.


Lastly, I would like to address parking concerns. The parking narrative and sheet AO.9 of
the original plans clearly show that the proposed plan's parking needs are met. The peak
time on Sunday centers around the largest mass of the morning, the 10:45 AM mass, and
religious education classes that begin at 10:30 AM. Some families attend the earlier 9 AM
mass and leave their children for RE class, picking them up an hour later. Other parents
attend the 10:45 mass while their children are in class. In either case, children do not
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drive themselves to religion class.
mass and the 38 required by code for
spaces equals the
331 provided spaces.
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the teachers of the 19 classrooms plus the 3 rectory
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the St. John Fisher project.
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Leza Mikhail


From: jtcounts@aol.com


Sent: Saturday, July 12, 20084:12 PM


To: lezam@rpv.com


Subject: Saint John Fisher Church building project


Planning Commission
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275


Dear Commissioners,


I am writing to you in support of the proposed Saint John Fisher Church building project.


I attended your hearing last month at Hesse Park and was amazed at the overwhelming support that the
community has for this project. It seems obvious to most people that a new church at this location will
not only help the local parish finally obtain their much needed worship center, but the building itself will
also be a breath of fresh air for our city. The design couldn't be better. The location is outstanding. The
care taken to blend with the environment is quite heartening. It will truly improve our area of the
peninsula and be a beautiful landmark with which we can all be proud.


What was also obvious to me from last month's meeting was that the opposition to this project consists
of a few neighbors who live adjacent to the Crest / Crenshaw intersection. I can appreciate the concern
these people have for this project since it is so close to the location of their homes. Unfortunately, they
exhibited great fear and horror at what they perceived to be a giant skyscraper of metal and noise
encroaching on their peaceful little neighborhood. They obviously had no idea what the project was
really all about before they came to the meeting. People normally fear what they do not know or
understand.


By the end of the meeting, amazingly enough, these same opponents to the project didn't change their
misconceptions. After every fear they had was laid to rest, after every unknown was explained, after
every horror was proved to be unfounded, these few neighbors refused to listen and understand.


The facts remain clear. This project will not really impact these neighbors at all. There will be no
increase in traffic. There will be no increase in noise. There will be no view blockage. There will be no
pack of Roman Catholics blaring recorded Christmas music and ringing hand bells in their
neighborhood at midnight.


What is also painfully obvious is that the architect and the church parish community is bending over
backwards to be a good neighbor and has already modified the original plans by reducing the height,
width and breadth of their church, reducing any possible noise from synthetic bells, and moving the
closest point of the structure further away from the street. The only possible modification left would be
to simply not build a church at all.


...and maybe that's what the few opposing neighbors really have in mind.


Please look at the facts and approve this beautiful project in its entirety. Thank you for reading this
email.


7/14/2008
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Leza Mikhail


From: jtcounts@aol.com


Sent: Saturday, July 12, 20084: 12 PM


To: lezam@rpv.com


Subject: Saint John Fisher Church building project


Planning Commission
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275


Dear Commissioners,


I am writing to you in support of the proposed Saint Jolm Fisher Church building project.
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width and breadth of their church, reducing any possible noise from synthetic bells, and moving the
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Sincerely,
John T. Counts
4979 Silver Arrow Drive
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275
(c) 310-344-9747
jtcounts@aol.com
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Leza Mikhail


From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:


Leza,


Rick Daniels [rdaniels@cox.net]
Saturday, July 12, 200810:44 AM
lezam@rpv.com
Revised St. John Fisher Building Plans


We have reviewed the redesigned building plans for the St. John Fisher building project and we think that this
version incorporates significant revisions that should address the concerns of the neighboring community
expressed at the June 2008 RPV Planning Commission meeting regarding the imposing nature of the new
church building itself, the height/visibility of the bell tower and the noise from the recorded bells/chimes.


We have been involved in numerous St. John Fisher meetings over the past few years as this building project
has evolved. The Parishioners actively participated in the requirement and planning stages of this project. Our
children's generation will be severely impacted by the reduction of priests leading to larger and less frequent
Masses. Also, there is an urgent need for more safe and enriching places for the youth of our parish and wider
community. We feel that all of this demonstrates the importance of continuing to move forward on this
comprehensive building project.


Regarding neighborhood concerns about traffic, we can only reiterate what we spoke about at the June Planning
Commission meeting which is that traffic is a factor of mass schedules and the number of parishioners which
can and probably will change independent from any St. John fisher building projects (Le., "traffic will be what it
will be"). As for parking, we are satisfied with the parking plans that have already been reviewed by the RPV
and would also point out that other facilities on Crenshaw (such as the Art center) sometimes have events that
cause parking to overflow onto Crenshaw. Even if St. John Fisher's parking overflows onto Crenshaw and
possibly Crest, this would be a relatively infrequent occurrence and would not be something that the
surrounding neighborhoods would have to deal with for more than an hour or so once each Sunday (i.e., 10:45
mass and religious education).


In summery, we are very strong supporters of the St. John Fisher building program and hope that the RPV
Planning Commission will approve the current set of plans that will be discussed at the July 22nd meeting.


Sincerely, Rick and Lori Daniels
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Marsha Zents


From: Joel Rojas Uoe1r@rpv.com]


Sent: Sunday, July 13, 2008 1:36 PM


To: 'Marsha Zents'


Subject: FW: St. John Fisher Project- upcoming hearing


From: Tommy Draffen [mailto:tommyd@audiocomponents.com]
sent: Sunday, July 13, 2008 1:18 PM
To: lezam@rpv.com; pc@rpv.com; jeff@jefflewislaw.com; davidltomblin@sbcglobal.net; pltetreault@netzero.com
Cc: Lisa Counts
Subject: St. John Fisher Project- upcoming hearing


Dear Commissioners,


During a previous Rancho Palos Verdes Planning Commission Meeting there were various speakers
against the proposed new 8t. John Fisher Church project. The terms massive and noise pollution
seemed to be the central theme. It should again be pointed out that each neighbor from the Island View
community chose to move to that neighborhood long after the church, and its original site plan to build
a permanent structure at the corner of Crenshaw and Crest, was established.


It must be assumed that the constant use of "massive" in letters and comments was strictly hyperbole.
Massive was used to describe not only the proposed church but also the "massive" line of cars
streaming into the church parking lot, the "massive" cars themselves. We should also believe the new
church would plunge the neighborhood into darkness. All the residences adjacent to Crenshaw
have "massive" shrubs lining their back yards which, no doubt, they use for noise abatement. They also
restrict their view. I am sure these shrubs are their choice and if a completely unobstructed view were
their chief desire the shrubs would have been eliminated long ago.


We also heard the terms noise pollution and environmental impact as ifthere was a danger of some acid
rain of sound. Various opponents complained of Christmas music, normal church activity, overhearing
sermons, as well as the proposed new tower chimes all under the same guise of "noise pollution". Do
we now call children playing in the school yard "noise pollution"? Are singing and rejoicing in
church "noise pollution"? Do sharing coffee and donuts after mass create "noise pollution"? Do the
chimes from the tower played for an average total 3-4 minutes a day (all between the hours of 8AM and
6PM) qualify as "noise pollution"? Local zoning provides for private and public spaces for various
uses. Governments set aside parks, thoroughfares and school sites for the public good. They all serve a
purpose. They all have sounds of life and a vibrant community, not "noise pollution".


8t. John Fisher Church is a vital part of the Palos Verdes Peninsula and currently serves over three
thousand families. Many families have committed a great deal of time as well as major financial
support to see this vision become a reality. The staff and church community worked together for the
past few years to develop a plan that enhances our worship, as well as creates a welcoming and visible
structure that all other churches on the hill already have. The new church will be a beautiful new
community landmark and replace a non-descript corner covered with wrought iron and ivy. It will be a
beautiful Light on the Hill where all are welcome.
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I respectfully request that you approve the new plan as submitted during your meeting on July 22.


Sincerely,


Tommy Draffen
30215 Avenida Selecta
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275
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Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275


7/14/2008 51-A







FROM :Pkilip L joknSon FAX NO. :310-544-9843 Jul. 13 2008 11:19AM Pi
,~w p-


Philip L. Johnson
5340 Valley View Road


Rancho Palos Verdes, California 90275
Tel: (310) 544-9803
Fax: (310) 544-9843


lELECOPY TRANSMITTAL


July 13,2008


TO; Ms. Leza Mikhail


FIRM: Planning Departtnent


CITY & STATE: Rancho Palos Verdes; CA


TELECOPY NlJMBER: (310) 544-5293


TELEPHONE NUMBER: (310) 544-5228


FROM: Philip L. Johnson


NUMBER OF PAGES INCLUDING THIS COVER PAGE: ..R


Our Fax number is (310) 544-9843. Ifthere are any problems receiving this message. please call
(310) 544-9803.


SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS/MESSAGE


Please see the attached letter-dated July 13,2008 addressed to Joel Rojas,,-AICP.


_X_ Original WILL NOT follow. __ Original WILL follow by:
U.S. Mail


_~ Overnight Service
Other


FROM :Philip L johnSon FAX NO. :310-544-9843 Jul. 13 2008 11:19AM Pi
".<11. •• •


Philip L .. Jomison
5340 Val~ey View Road


Rancho Palos Verdes" Califo~ia 90275
Te~: (310) 544-9803
Fax: (310) 544-9843


lELECOPY TRANSMITTAL


July 13,2008


TO; Ms. Leza Mikhail


FIRM:: Plarming Departtnent


CITY &' STATE: Rancho Palos Verdes; CA


TELECOPY NiJMBER: (310) 544-5293


TELEPHONE NUMBER: (310) 544-5228


FROM: Philip L. Johnson


NUMBER OF PAGES INCLUDING THIS COVER PAGE: ,;f


Our Fax nwnber is (310) 544-9843. Ifthere are any problems receiving this message~please call
(310) 544-9803.


SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS/MESSAGE


Please see the attached letter-dated July 13,2008 addressed to Joel Rojas",AICP.


_X_ Original WILL NOT follow. __ Original WILL follow by~


U.S. Mail
_~ Overnight Service


Other


52-A







Jul 12 08 12:01p Dan Mueller 310-377-7426 p.1


July 12, 2008


Mr. Joel Rojas
Planning Commissioner
City ofRancho Palos Verdes


Re: St. John Fishers Building Plan


Mr. Rojas,


As I will be in New Yark at the time the next Planning Commission hearing is scheduled for the
St. John Fishers building plan, please consider the following in any deliberations and decisions
regarding this application.


The objections that I am making to the current plan are primarily from my own perspective as a
homeowner whose rear living area overlooks the whole of the St John Fishers campus but I am
also reflecting inputs I have received from other Villa Verde residents as I am the president ofthe
HOA.


. The ringing of bells should not be allowed. The acoustics in this area are such that the services
from the current church are not only audible at my home~ but often are fully intelligible. All Villa
Verde residents who have commented on the plan, about half of the thirty-three residents, have
expressed objection to the bells. Noise is a form of pollution.


The architecture of the building should be in Mediterranean style consistent with all other
structures on the Peninsula. Further, a church tower ofthe height proposed would be an intrusive
eyesore. The churches on Crestridge have towers that are excellent examples ofwhat should be
permitted and their architectures are also in line with the community.


While it is understandable why the church would like to keep the existing sanctuary structure and
convert it to other uses, the proposed placement of the new sanctuary is too close to the
Crenshaw-Crest comer. In addition to being an unsightly building to look a~ this would add to the
noise level in the neighborhood during services. Interestingly, I would think that the church
would be concerned about the impact that the noise from the intersection traffic would have on
their services. The argument that the proposed site is where the original sanctuary was supposed
to go is moot as Island View, Villa Verde and many other homes have been added since then and
the considerations ofthe past did not have to take into consideration these homes.


The proposed steps to this comer should not be permitted as anything that would be conducive to
added pedestrian traffic to a comer that is already recognized as dangerous by its sign posting
(although one sign was lost during construction at the northeast comer) is opening the City to
liability issues.


The bells and the proposed architecture are probably more acceptable the further away one lives
from them. I lived across the street from a church for many years and know that up close, they
are maddening.


Thank you for your consideration.


~~
14 MelaLane
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Joel Rojas, AICP
Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
Leza Mikhail, Associate PlannerCity of Rancho Palos Verdes
3040 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca


Re: St. John Fisher Catholic Church Master Plan Project
Case No. ZON2007-00492


Dear Mr. Rojas & Ms Mikhail:


In regards to the application for case no. ZON2007-00492 (The St. John Fisher Church Master
Plan Project), I would like to request copies of all emails between staff, emails with the Planning
Commissioners, any staff notes taken and emails with/from the applicant. Accordingly, pursuant
to the California Public Records Act, , I formally request a complete copies of all emails and
letters and any other form of notes or records within the City of Rancho Palos Verdes file on the
St. John Fisher Master Plan, case no. ZON2007-00492. This project was agenda item number 5
during the Planning Commission meeting held on June 24, 2008 and continued until July 22,
2008. Pursuant to the Public Records Act, the city must respond to this request within ten (10)
days and I hereby demand a written response within that time frame. I am prepared to pay any
statutory fees (copying costs) set by the Legislature, which does not include search, review or
deletion charges. Pursuant to the act, if only partial production is provided, the city must justify
the withholding of all records withheld.


Lease acknowledge receipt of this email and its attached request for documents to be produced
by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes within the statutory time frame.


Sincerely,


Alan M. Weissman


Joel Rojas, AICP
Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
Leza Mikhail, Associate PlannerCity of Rancho Palos Verdes
3040 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca


Re: St. John Fisher Catholic Church Master Plan Project
Case No. ZON2007-00492


Dear Mr. Rojas & Ms Mikhail:


In regards to the application for case no. ZON2007-00492 (The St. John Fisher Church Master
Plan Project), I would like to request copies of all emails between staff, emails with the Planning
Commissioners, any staff notes taken and emails with/from the applicant. Accordingly, pursuant
to the California Public Records Act, , I formally request a complete copies of all emails and
letters and any other form of notes or records within the City of Rancho Palos Verdes file on the
St. John Fisher Master Plan, case no. ZON2007-00492. This project was agenda item number 5
during the Planning Commission meeting held on June 24, 2008 and continued until July 22,
2008. Pursuant to the Public Records Act, the city must respond to this request within ten (10)
days and I hereby demand a written response within that time frame. I am prepared to pay any
statutory fees (copying costs) set by the Legislature, which does not include search, review or
deletion charges. Pursuant to the act, if only partial production is provided, the city must justify
the withholding of all records withheld.


Lease acknowledge receipt of this email and its attached request for documents to be produced
by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes within the statutory time frame.


Sincerely,


Alan M. Weissman
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E. Bruce Butler
Santa Barbara Drive


Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275


July 10, 2008


RECEIVED
JUL 10 200R


PLANNING. BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT


Re: St. John Fisher Master Plan


Memorandum to the Rancho Palos Verdes Planning Commission:


The legal issues facing the Commission are quite simple.
1. The Commission can not make the conclusion required by Subsection


17.60.050.3 of the RPV Municipal Code that "there will be no significant adverse
effect on adjacent property or the permitted use thereof."


On its face, it is untenable that such a conclusion could be made for a structure
sited near the edge ofa nine acre property on a pad 20-30 feet higher than the pads of
residential homes which are across the street from a proposed 43 foot building. The
building is designed with a roof-line ofvarying heights, with the highest point
intentionally placed to be opposite the homes in Island View, towering 60-70 feet above
them. The argument that articulating the building eliminates bulk, mass and height issues
is specious. While this architectural technique minimally reduces the appearance ofa
massive structure, it is still a massive structure towering over residential homes. It is
interesting to note that the reason the Applicant gave in its request for a partial exemption
from the strict Silhouette Construction Rules was "the height ofthe silhouette story
poles." [StaffReport p. 24]


The proposed steeple is 60 feet above its pad and towers 80 feet above several
homes in IslandView. To suggest that such an imposing structure does not have a
significant adverse impact on adjacent properties is not a conclusion the Planning
Commission can make based on the infonnation before it.


The pictures used by the applicant to show the relationship ofthe revised plan to
the impact on Island View residences are at the 500 foot line (Section C) and well outside
this line (Section D). No attempt was made to show the impact ofthe massive structure
on the homes most significantly impacted. As the pictures in Section D clearly show
these impacted homes are down a modest slope. The Commission thus has no basis for
making the finding required by the RPV Municipal Code. The only picture presented at
the hearing on June 24-5 showed the dramatic impact on one homeowner's property.
This photograph alone precludes the Commission from making a finding ofno significant
adverse effect.


Because the Commission can not make the finding required by Subsection
17.60.050.3 of the RPV Municipal Code on the present record, the revised plan requires
new silhouetting before the required finding can even be considered, especially in light of
the failure initially to comply with the RPV Council's strict rules on silhouetting in June.


The renderings from Santa Barbara Drive included in the revised plan (pages 9 &
10) show that the prior silhouette was inaccurate and deceptive. This silhouetting also
will remedy the defect in the prior silhouetting where the Commissioners did not view the
impact from the perspective ofthe homes in Island View.
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If the Federal Aircraft Administration requires an aircraft warning light on the top
of the cross, the number ofhomes having a significant adverse effect will increase
dramatically. There are then at least 30 homes impacted by the light in Island View and a
significant number on Mela Lane.


The attempt to use the Wayfarers Chapel as somehow creating a standard for
religious structures is unsupportable and reflects a lack ofunderstanding ofthe culture of
the Palos Verdes peninsula. The nearest residential home to the chapel is more than 350
feet away and the pad ofthis home is 80 feet above the 74 foot steeple. There are no
homes across the street from the Church ofJesus Christ-LDS church and the back ofthe
church is buffered by a substantial parking lot. Residences closest to St. Peters By The
Sea are higher than the pad ofthe church and are across a four lane highway with a center
divider and were built long after the church. Vistas and natural beauty are a central part
of the culture of the residential parts ofthe Palos Verdes community.


The Commission can not conclude that there will be no significant adverse impact
from parking issues that will be created by the increased parking on Crenshaw Blvd., on
Valley View Road, on Crest Road as well as in Island View community during
construction and by the reduced parking on site when construction is completed. Valley
View and Island View are residential communities without sidewalks because they are
unnecessary given the limited traffic within these communities. The Commission can not
conclude that parking is not a significant adverse impact on Island View and Valley View
during construction and afterwards in light ofthe reduction in the number ofmasses
which therefore will increase the demand for parking spaces at a time when the parking
spaces will be reduced from 359 to 331. [See StaffReport at pages 160, 187-8 and 196]


Nor can the Commission conclude that the noise created by the proposed bells,
the increased ambient noise created by increased parking on Crenshaw, Valley View and
in Island View and noise from the new building and the gymnasium are not significant
adverse impacts. The proposed modification to restrict the placement ofthe bells is not
sufficient. The noise will still cascade down from 36 feet above surrounding homes. The
survey conducted as part ofthe review of Saint John Fisher's 1993-94 application for a
bell tower [Staff Report pages 180-1] indicates clearly that church bells in residential
communities are inappropriate on the Palos Verdes peninsula and are permitted only
when not sited in residential communities (Wayfarers Chapel and Saint Peters by the
Sea).


2, The Commission can not make the conclusion required by Subsection
17.60.050.6 ofthe RPVMC that adequate requirements to protect the health, safety and
general welfare have been imposed. The staffreport does not address the issue of light
from the building in the evening. Nor does it address adequately the construction
vehicular ingress and egress. [See StaffReport pages 195-6] The inadequacy of
addressing noise issues has been described in Section 1.
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Donna Hulbert
11 Coveview Dr.


Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca. 90275


Leza Mikhail
Planning Commission Members
Msgr. David A. Sork


Gentlepeople:


I attended the planning commission meeting on June 24, 2998 regarding the proposed St.
John Fisher expansion, after having submitted in writing my concerns regarding the
project to the planning department and the commission members. I stayed until the end
of the hearing, and listened to the views expressed by those in support of the project and
those with concerns, as well as the commission members views expressed in the "straw
poll," I have also reviewed the revised proposed design, and have these additional
comments to make.


My two primary concerns at the time of the first hearing were the storage of construction
equipment and the parking plan. I want to address those first. In addition having listened
to the speakers at the hearing, I also want to address the height of the design and the
ringing of bells.


First with respect to the construction equipment storage I noted that the staff report
restricts the "staging of equipment or accumulation ofvehicles in public rights of ways."
I want to reiterate that there should be no parking of construction equipment or the
vehicles that transport that equipment to and from the site overnight or for any longer
period of time. I am not sure the phrase "staging of equipment or accumulation of
vehicles" covers that. As I mentioned in my previous letter the street parking of the
vehicles overnight is a safety hazard under any conditions, but even more so when one
considers the dense fog that we experience in this particular area several nights of the
year. I would request that the final approval of the conditional use permit make clear that
no parking be allowed on the public rights of way. I also have concerns about the
enforcement of conditions set forth, and noted in the report that a Noise Disturbance
Coordinator was required to police the noise compliance issues. Perhaps their duties
could extend to construction equipment staging, accumulation and parking compliance.


I also noted in the original staff report that property owners within 'l4 mile be notified of
each phase of the construction project. I would like to request that that radius be
extended. I live nine tenths of a mile away and would like to know when for example the
trucks will be hauling dirt away from the site, and about other things that might affect my
drive time. Perhaps an interested parties list could be developed for emails. I understand
there will be some posting at the site, but visiting the site periodically to find out what is
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happening is inconvenient, and would probably add to the congestion already there.
Email is probably the best way to disseminate the information


Secondly, at the hearing that further information was requested with respect to the
parking situation with the new plan. I have read the additional material submitted in the
revised proposed design and have looked again at the original material regarding parking
submitted by the applicant. The information submitted does not address the requirements
of Title 17, specifically 17.50.20 one space for every three permanent seats in use or the
alternative square footage test. I do not understand why the Applicant does not use the
formula set forth in the code for the busiest time of the week at the Parish. The relevant
period to consider is the 10:45 Mass and religious education classes ongoing at the same
time. Msgr. Sork, in his address to the council on June 24, stated that St. John Fisher
provides religious education to over 700 children. Having enrolled my children in the
program, I have been told that the Sunday classes are the most popular. In the past there
have been three class times offered for each grade level. Assuming that the class
attendance is evenly divided (when in fact Sunday is more crowded), there would be a
minimum of 233 seats in use for religious education (not counting the people teaching the
classes) requiring 77 parking spaces allotted (the parking table submitted by the
Applicant allots fewer that 40 spaces). The new sanctuary will seat 870 (requiring 290
parking spaces). Using only the two activities taking place concurrently on Sunday
beginning at 10:45, 367 seats are required by the Code, and the plan has only 331 spaces.
Alternatively using the square footage test-for just the sanctuary alone, not the
classrooms-368 spaces are required.


The applicant does not want the commission to rely on the observations of parishioners
who have been in the lot, and have found it full. They do not want the commission
members to rely on their own observations from June 22. Rather the Applicant submits
parking space counts they claim to have kept for some purpose, and data they apparently
collected on June 22 (a month when there are no religious education classes, and during
the summer when Msgr. Sork acknowledged Church attendance to be lower than during
the rest of the year.) This approach is flawed in many ways. The code requirements
should be the determining factor. I am sure the Code regulation for parking was adopted
not to be arbitrary, but rather because it provides a realistic estimation of actual parking
requirements depending on the use of the property. A Church use is specifically
delineated in the Code. I am at a loss to understand why the Applicant is so reluctant to
provide adequate parking according to the code. Having adequate parking benefits the
Applicant as well as the surrounding neighbors. In my earlier letter I had suggested the
Church explore overflow parking with the Daughters ofMary and Joseph Retreat Center.
If that works then the problem is solved. Everyone understands that on Christmas and
Easter there will be overflow onto the surrounding streets. Noone is suggesting the lot
needs to accommodate a crowd that occurs only twice a year. But an expansion should
not be approved that cannot comply with Code requirements for the weekly Sunday
masses and concurrent uses.


One thing I took away from the hearing is the impression that most of the neighbors are
not trying to be unduly restrictive. They applaud doing something to help the youth of
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the parish. Many acknowledge the design to be beautiful, although not what they
expected. The Applicant seems to think that everyone is trying to stop their construction
completely, instead ofjust trying to minimize its adverse affects on the surrounding
community. So many in support of the project accused those opposed ofnot having the
facts. In reviewing the comments and letters appended to the initial staff report, I was
impressed that Mr. Butler had taken the time and done the research to list the other
Churches in City and their heights and the status of bell ringing. In contrast to the
Applicant who chose to compare this project only to Wayfarer's Chapel and St. Peter's
(the two tallest facilities located in neighborhoods arguably the least similar to St. John
Fisher's neighborhood). The Applicant then still sought a height 14 feet above the
highest of those two Churches. I think this commission ought to be impressed with the
quality of the opinions expressed by many with concerns, especially when one considers
that unlike on behalf of the Applicant, no one was being paid for their work. No one had
a team of people to present impressive visual aids. The comments had to be submitted
with a deadline those in opposition had no part in choosing.


After reading the report and listening to the speakers at the hearing, I realized that the
height of the tower and the sound of bells matters to a lot of people. With respect to the
height of the building, there can be no denying that the 3 homeowners in Island View
nearest to the comer with their properties backing up to Crenshaw are affected a great
deal (the Beluskos, the Longs and the Blonds). The test in approving a structure is that it
have "no significant adverse effect on adjacent property or the permitted use thereof." I
believe the existing design has a significant adverse effect on their property values. Any
potential buyer of those properties now would want to know about the proposed building
across the street. I think any real estate broker representing a buyer would be remiss in
their duties to their client if they did not tell their client what was proposed. And I think
any real estate broker representing a seller would be risking a later lawsuit by not
disclosing what could happen on this comer.


I was struck by a comment made by Mr. Tomblin (I think it was him) in the matter set for
hearing before the St. John Fisher matter on June 24. The topic of discussion was the
views from the various units with respect to a project on Highridge. Apparently with the
revisions made by that Applicant only Unit 7 still had significant impact to their view.
Mr. Tomblin's comment was something to the effect of regardless of the improvements
with respect to numerous other units, it still mattered a great deal to Unit 7 that their view
was impacted. Similarly, I think the height and design of the Church still matters a great
deal to a significant number of people in Island View and Valley View.


I have looked at the pictures submitted by the Applicant showing the view from various
places in the neighborhood. I have seen the pictures with the new design demonstrated in
the pictures. I do not believe the pictures accurately show what the brain processes when
the silhouette is in place. What started my involvement at all in the comment process
was actually seeing how massive the silhouette was when I was up at the Church. I think
that before any decision is made, that some reasonably accurate depiction of the structure
(whether by silhouette or other means) should be in place for residents to comment and
perhaps for the commission members to see for themselves. I know this would involve
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additional time and expense, but it was the Applicant who chose to press for an 88 foot
height, even in light of its experience in 1994 with a 50 foot height. To its credit at least
the Applicant has an architect with 25 years experience in the design of churches who has
the talent to make further modification and design changes that are thought necessary. I
do believe the modifications so far have made an improvement. I cannot fathom why the
Applicant did not start with this design in the first place.


My final topic is the proposed the bell ringing (actually the sounds of bells played
through a speaker). Again, the Applicant is seeking much more now than what it did in
1994, which generated so much adverse comment. It is very clear a number of people
object to the bell ringing. I realize many parishioners are in support of it, but most
parishioners live too far away to hear the tape on a daily basis. Many people who will
hear the tape daily, do not want to hear it. Why not just play the tape on Sunday when
the people are at Church? The plan in 1994 for the bell tower was abandoned by the
Applicant, according to the Staff report because of funding restrictions, and according to
a parishioner at the meeting in June because they could not finish before Christmas.
Perhaps part of the reason was back in 1994 the people at the Church at the time realized
it was not the most neighborly thing to do in light of the opposition.


I think most people realize the Church has the right to expand to meet its needs (a place
for youth to gather and more seating for parishioners in the sanctuary). The Church also
has the obligation consider the neighborhood as it exists now. The Code does not grant
advantages to being the first in the neighborhood. Our society is becoming less
homogeneous. What is inspiring to one person may be an annoyance to another.
Probably many parishioners who support bell ringing would object to the sounds of a
muezzin in their neighborhood calling the faithful to prayer. It is very difficult for an
advocate to understand an opponent's point of view, which is why our system relies on
neutral decision makers applying applicable law and standards to harmonize various
interests to the extent possible. Thank you for your consideration.


Respectfully submitted,


Donna Hulbert
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Leza Mikhail


From: Joel Rojas [joelr@rpv.com]


Sent: Thursday, July 10, 2008 1:31 PM


To: 'Leza Mikhail'


Subject: FW: SJF Design


From: rr90275@aol.com [mailto:rr90275@aol.com]
Sent: Thursday, July 10, 2008 12:30 PM
To: planning@RPV.com; Lezame@RPV.com
Subject: SJF Design


Dear Planning Commission and Leza, I am writing as a very concerned home owner in Island View
about the design of the SJF project. I am in favor of a new facility for the Church, but one that fits into
the neighborhood. The design is ultra-modem, oppressive in scope and totally out of line with our rural
area. I was told that they had other renditions made and I would appreciate it if the Commission takes a
look at the other choices before ever approving what is before us now. We all want to enjoy this
neighborhood and are happy to have a Church fit in!! A gigantic Architectural EYESORE is not in the
best interest of anyone. Thank you, Robin Rome


The Famous, the Infamous, the Lame - in your browser. Get the TMZ Toolbar Now!
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DOUGLAS BUTLER
A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION


ATTORNEY AT L.AW


CERTIFIEO SPECIAL.IST - TAXATION LAW


PROBATE, ESTATE PLANNING & TRUST LAW


THE STATE BAR OF CALIFORNIA


BOARD OF LEGAL SPECIALIZATION


28441 HIGHRIDGE ROAD, SUITE 303


ROLLING HILLS ESTATES, CALIFORNIA 90274-4872


July 7, 2008


(310) 265-9999


FAX (310) 265-4995


RECEIVED
JUL 08 2008


PLANNING, BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT


Joel Rojas
Director of Planning
Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275


Re: Opposition to Proposed Variance
St. John Fisher Master Plan Remodel and Expansion
Case Number ZaN 2007-000492


Dear Mr. Rojas:


This letter is an objection to the request for a variance to
allow a garage to encroach 14 feet within the required 20 foot
east side yard set back.


The parcel is over 9.2 acres. There are numerous locations on
the property where a 454 square foot garage could be placed.
There is no justification to encroach into the 20 foot side set
back.


The proposed placement of the "maintenance" garage will cause
unnecessary noise to adjoining properties. The location and
orientation of the maintenance garage is designed to maximize the
noise to the adjacent residences. If the garage were relocated,
the garage entrance could face the interior of the property and
reduce noise and fumes to neighbors.


The St. John Fisher master plan has proposed intensive develop
ment on the.site. The intensive development is i;nappropr.iate for
the neighborhood.
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Joel Rojas
Director of Planning
July 7, 2008
Page 2


Please deny the requested variance and slow down the inappropri
ate development.


Any garage should not be built in the required set back and shou
ld be oriented to reduce noise and fumes towards adjoining neigh
bors.


Very truly yours,


~~
DOUGLAS BUTLER


DB:rs


Butler\RentalProperties\ValleyView\
PlanningCommission5-Variance.Ltr-070108
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Page 2


Please deny the requested variance and slow down the inappropri
ate development.


Any garage should not be built in the required set back and shou
ld be oriented to reduce noise and fumes towards adjoining neigh
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Leza Mikhail


From: Joel Rojas Doelr@rpv.com]


Sent: Thursday, June 26,200810:10 AM


To: 'Leza Mikhail'


SUbject: FW: St. John Fischer Modernization Project


From: Akingrl@aol.com [mailto:Akingrl@aol.com]
Sent: Thursday, June 26, 2008 10:06 AM
To: pc@rpv.com
Subject: Re: St. John Fischer Modernization Project


Mr. Jim Knight,
We live on Mela Lane in RPV and are concerned about the proposed project. When school is in session, we
can hear the children at play from inside our house. This is a pleasant sound. This is our concern: If we can
hear children's voices so clearly from inside our house, how much louder would the sound of bells resonating
be? Hearing this every day, several times a day may not be so pleasant. Please consider this proposal
carefully. Thank you for your attention.
Grant and Karen Murray
42 Mela Lane
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA. 90275


---_._-


Gas prices getting you down? Search AOL Autos for fuel-efficient used cars.


6/27/2008
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Leza Mikhail


From: Joel Rojas Uoelr@rpv.com]
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Gas prices getting you down? Search AOL Autos for fuel-efficient used cars.
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Leza Mikhail


From: bkrizia@aol.com


Sent: Tuesday, June 24,20086:21 PM


To: davidtomblin@sbcglobal.net; jeff@jefflewislaw.com; pltetreault@netaero.com; pc@rpv.com;
LezaM@rpv.com


I had an opportunity to glance at your community website www.palosverdes.com while looking for
websites related to community and civic organization.


I am greatly impressed by your site and was at awe at magnitude of the St. John Fisher Master Plan.


As a person who appreciates art and religious education, I believe this project is a perfect blend of both.
And as such, I hope to see this project complete each phase of the plan especially the 18,400 square foot
sanctuary, 1,289 square foot art room, and 1,217 square foot school library.


I've driven past this neighborhood several times while carpooling pre-school kids and attending
religious services, so I think this project would be a great addition to such an open space.


Speaking of driving around the area, I commend all those responsible for keeping the traffic in the area
manageable, especially during church services.


Keep projects like these in the your committee's horizon.


Thanks.


Get the Moviefone Toolbar. Showtimes, theaters, movie news, & more!


6/27/2008
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Leza Mikhail
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otdavid@unifiedcare.com
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RECEIVED
JUN 25 2008


PLANNING, BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT


R.P.V. CIty Hall
MeetIng on 6/24/08 Re: Proposed st. John Ascher Church E!l¢lanslon


Due to the fact that we will be out of town on 6/24/08 and cannot attend the
meeting regarding the proposal to expand St. John Rscher Church on Crest Road
In R.P.Y., we want to make sure our views are voiced.


As a family we strongly oppose the expansion of this church. We feel It will
Impact traffic, aeate more noise In a residential zone and lower the value of the
homes In the surrounding area. Crenshaw Boulevard Is already impacted on
days that mUl'Ch Is In session. To c::reate even more trafflc and noise Is
Irresponsible of the Church and the City if this Is allowed to move forward and
does not consider the people in the nelghbOrhood.o__--_
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does not consider the people in the neighbOrhood. __-_~
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From: Carol Hungerford [mailto:chfineartl@yahoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, June 25, 2008 3:03 PM
To: pc@rpv.com
Subject: Church


Hi,


I am trusting that my commehts are private to the planning commission.


I am rather perplexed that one of the biggest objectors to the building project, Lynn
Belasko, is a former parishioner. Her boys attended SJF school and were very active
until they pulled out and went to St. Lawrence where they attend today. It is interesting
to note that St Lawrence has a large bell tower. I am wondering if there could be an axe
to grind here because they should well understand and appreciate the spiritual
components that make up a Catholic church.


If SJF were to take away the existing greenery from the comer of Crest and Crenshaw
everyone would clearly see what is really there which is a playground/ parking lot and an
architecturally unsightly Rectory behind a boring chain link fence. While height may be
an issue that is hard to appease due to the difference in elevation between Island View
and our site where any structure will seem to tower, I can't imagine that the
improvements won't be welcomed once the building is complete. Personally, when I saw
the poles and balloons in the parking lot I thought they were not as high as I imagined at
all. This makes a perspective issue for the neighbors that just is we do sit on a hill after
all .. However, it will be in the long run very much more appealing and in line with the
beautiful neighborhoods surrounding it. Please don't let a few nervous neighbors impede
on a wonderful addition to RPV.


After the meeting last night I went back to SJF to get my car and noted that while leaving
the parking lot my headlights zoom right into the comer gentleman's house. What really
struck me that he has never in all these years made any attempt to create a fence or grow
greenery that could easily mitigate this annoyance. Obviously this is less of an issue than
he would have you believe.


Sincerely,


Carol Hungerford
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SJF parishiner since 1992SJF parishiner since 1992
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R.P.V. City Hall
Meeting on 6/24/08 Re: Proposed St. John Fischer Church expansion


Due to the fact that we will be out of town on 6/24/08 and cannot attend the
meeting regarding the proposal to expand St. John Fischer Church on Crest Road
in R.P.V., we want to make sure our views are voiced.


As a family we strongly oppose the expansion of this church. We feel it will
impact traffic, create more noise in a 'residential zone and lower the value of the
homes in the surrounding area. Crenshaw Boulevard is already impacted on
days that church is in session. To create even more traffic and noise is
irresponsible of the church and the city if this is allowed to move forward and
does not consider the people in the neighborhood. ~ __


2 1


--.---


Dr. and Mrs. sa
6 Burrell Lane
Rancho Palos Verdes, ca. 90275
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:II--r-.
Dr. and Mrs. sa
6 Burrell Lane
Rancho Palos Verdes, ca. 90275
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Leza Mikhail


From: Allan Colman [acolman@closersgroup.com]


Sent: Monday, June 30, 20082:05 PM


To: lezam@rpv.com


Subject: St. John Fisher Application


Please distribute to the Planning Commission members. Thank you, allan colman


June 30, 2008


To: The Planning Commission


Fixing the St. John Fisher Monstrosity is actually quite easy:


1. Move the 88 foot tower to the opposite side of the proposed building,
inside the property.


2. Reduce the tower's height to the current zoning limit of 16 feet. Their
proposal is actually 550% higher than permitted, hardly the "minor variance"
the staff report indicates.


3. Eliminate ringing bells.
4. Eliminate the gigantic sign on the wall of the new building facing to the


northeast and cover it with new vegetation. The current, neighborhood 
friendly sign on the corner has been leading people to the facility for more
than 25 years.


Sincerely,


Allan H. Colman
18 Mela Lane
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275


Internal Virus Database is out-of-date.
Checked by AVG Free Edition~


Version: 7.5.485/ Virus Database: 269.13.6/991 - Release Date: 9/5/20072:55 PM
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Leza Mikhail


From: Allan Colman [acolman@closersgroup.com]


Sent: Monday, June 30, 20082:05 PM


To: lezam@rpv.com


Subject: St. John Fisher Application


Please distribute to the Planning Commission members. Thank you, allan colman


June 30, 2008


To: The Planning Commission


Fixing the St. John Fisher Monstrosity is actually quite easy:


1. Move the 88 foot tower to the opposite side of the proposed building,
inside the property.


2. Reduce the tower's height to the current zoning limit of 16 feet. Their
proposal is actually 5500/0 higher than permitted, hardly the "minor variance"
the staff report indicates.


3. Eliminate ringing bells.
4. Eliminate the gigantic sign on the wall of the new building facing to the


northeast and cover it with new vegetation. The current, neighborhood 
friendly sign on the corner has been leading people to the facility for more
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Sincerely,


Allan H. Colman
18 Mela Lane
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275


Internal Virus Database is out-of-date.
Checked by AVG Free Edition~


Version: 7.5.485/ Virus Database: 269.13.6/991 - Release Date: 9/5/20072:55 PM
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07/09/2008 12:04


July 9,2008


3105414453 ARUN&JANET CHAUDHURI


Arun and Janet Chaudhuri
19 San Clemente Drive


Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275
310)541-1121


PAGE 02


Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement.
90940 Hawthorne Blvd.
City of Rancho Palos Verdes
FAX 310544-5293


Subject: The July. 2008 Public Hearing on the St. John Fisher Construction
Pr9.iect & Draft MitifZated NelZative Declaration


Dear Sir:


This letter is further comment expressing our opposition to the 81. John Fisher proposed
construction plan. The changes to the plan that have been suggested do not go far
enough to mitigate our concerns regarding noise, traffic and damage to the harmony of
our community.


The solution to the problem is for the construction site to be moved from the corner of
Crenshaw and Crest further back to the center of the church's 9 acres of property. There
is no reason to jeopardize numerous families' happy homeownership with bells ringing,
other noise and traffic when moving the massive building site can be done.


Sincerely, /? / ....~ .


:l~9'~~ 1A


. Janet and Arun Chaudhuri


Wpmll!jterplan 6172008
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Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275
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Director of Plarming, Building and Code Enforcement.
90940 Hawthorne Blvd.
City of Rancho Palos Verdes
FAX 310 544-5293


Subiect: The July. 2008 Public Hearing on the St. John Fisher Construction
PrQje.ct & Draft Mitiflated Negative Declaration


Dear Sir:


This letter is further comment expressing our opposition to the St. John Fisher proposed
construction plan. The changes to the plan that have been suggested do not go far
enough to mitigate our concerns regarding noise, traffic and damage to the harmony of
our community.


The solution to the problem is for the construction site to be moved from the corner of
Crenshaw and Crest further back to the center of the church's 9 acres of property. There
is no reason to jeopardize numerous families' happy homeownership with bells ringing,
other noise and traffic when moving the massive building site can be done.


Sincerely, /? / ....~ ,


~a-rwl 'I~~ "IA


. Janet and Arun Chaudhuri


Wpmasterplan 6172008
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Aaron Landon
34 Santa Barbara Drive


Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275
bossyx@yahoo.com


June 22, 2008


Director ofPlanning Commission
City ofRancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275


Re: 8t. John Fisher proposed construction


Dear Director:


RECEIVED
JUL 11 2008


PLANNING, BUILDING AND
CODe ENFORCEMENT


I have seen the building profile constructed at the comer of Crest Road and Crenshaw
Blvd. and I am very concerned with the size and scope of the project. I believe that it is
not in keeping with the semi-rural feel of the community. Placed in the middle of a
residential neighborhood it should be much less tall (two stories maximum), much less
"in your face" and much less obtrusive.


In its current configuration the comer is dignified and visually appealing but with the
massive proposed structure soaring eighty plus feet and prominently situated on the
comer, it will change the character of the neighborhood and is not in sync with the area.


I am also opposed to the bells and the bell tower. I could tolerate the bells ringing once a
day at noon. But their function of calling the faithful to church hourly is hardly
appropriate in this day and age and not something I want to hear. The tower, as
previously stated, is just too tall and the building it is to sit upon is too large for its
proposed location.


I believe a project of this magnitude that involves the movement of massive amounts of
dirt that will produce a lot ofnoise in its construction and its continued operation and one
that potentially could impact traffic should be required to have a full EIR report on its
consequences.


I have not received any notifications regarding this project from the Church or the City,
in spite of our proximity, and ask that I be placed upon the list for notification.


Aaron Landon
34 Santa Barbara Drive


Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275
bossyx@yahoo.com


June 22, 2008


Director ofPlanning Commission
City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275


Re: 81. John Fisher proposed construction


Dear Director:


REceIVED
JUL 11 2008


PLANNING, BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT


I have seen the building profile constructed at the comer of Crest Road and Crenshaw
Blvd. and I am very concerned with the size and scope of the project. I believe that it is
not in keeping with the semi-rural feel of the community. Placed in the middle of a
residential neighborhood it should be much less tall (two stories maximum), much less
"in your face" and much less obtrusive.


In its current configuration the comer is dignified and visually appealing but with the
massive proposed structure soaring eighty plus feet and prominently situated on the
comer, it will change the character of the neighborhood and is not in sync with the area.


I am also opposed to the bells and the bell tower. I could tolerate the bells ringing once a
day at noon. But their function of calling the faithful to church hourly is hardly
appropriate in this day and age and not something I want to hear. The tower, as
previously stated, is just too tall and the building it is to sit upon is too large for its
proposed location.


I believe a project of this magnitude that involves the movement of massive amounts of
dirt that will produce a lot ofnoise in its construction and its continued operation and one
that potentially could impact traffic should be required to have a full EIR report on its
consequences.


I have not received any notifications regarding this project from the Church or the City,
in spite of our proximity, and ask that I be placed upon the list for notification.
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Maude Landon
34 Santa Barbara Drive


Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275
maudelandon@yahoo.com


June 20, 2008


Mr. Joel Rojas
Director ofPlanning, Building and Code Enforcement
City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthome Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275


REceIVED
JUl 11 'l008


pLANNING, BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT


Dear Joel,


I live approximately one block from St. John Fisher Church and will be direcdy affected by
the construction that is proposed by the church. I am concemed about the proposed
construction for multiple reasons, namely, the height and visibility problems, noise
problems, traffic problems, property value loss to my home, and invasion of privacy
issues.


Though I must pass the church every time I come home or leave my house, it is not currendy
visible from my home; however, it will be extremely visible, unsighdy and overbearing, from
my front yard after construction. The height of the new sanctuary is excessive, especially since
the west side of the building (rising to 48') is the area that will be the most obtrusive to the
surrounding homes, plus the height of the bell tower will be 72 feet and the cross will be 88
feet high. This church is located in the middle of a residential zone that has a height limit of
two stories (though most of the surrounding homes are only single story). This massive and
intrusive structure violates neighborhood compatibility.


I am additionally, opposed to the bells and the bell tower. It made sense in 18th century to
have the bells chime, because most people did not have watches or clocks, but in the 215t


century, it is anachronistic and would intrude upon our peace and tranquility. The bell tower is
just too tall in the middle of a residential neighborhood. If they want this massive structure, it
seems that being located in the middle of an institutional zone (such as Crestridge Road
between Crenshaw Blvd. and Highridge Road) would make more sense. They are not being
good neighbors considering their location.


The movement of so much dirt including the grading of more than 30,000 cubic yards of dirt
is extreme.


This addition to the church is definitely going to impact the traffic at Crest Road and
Crenshaw Blvd. We do not want a signal in the middle of our residential area.


Because of the multiple consequences that this project will have on the environment of the
surrounding area, it seems as though CEQA would require a full EIR, if the church insists on
pursuing this massive enlargement.


Cc: Leza Mikhail, Associate Planner


Maude Landon
34 Santa Barbara Drive


Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275
maudelandon@yahoo.com
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Director ofPlanning, Building and Code Enforcement
City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275
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surrounding homes, plus the height of the bell tower will be 72 feet and the cross will be 88
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just too tall in the middle of a residential neighborhood. If they want this massive structure, it
seems that being located in the middle of an institutional zone (such as Crestridge Road
between Crenshaw Blvd. and Highridge Road) would make more sense. They are not being
good neighbors considering their location.


The movement of so much dirt including the grading of more than 30,000 cubic yards of dirt
is extreme.


This addition to the church is definitely going to impact the traffic at Crest Road and
Crenshaw Blvd. We do not want a signal in the middle of our residential area.


Because of the multiple consequences that this project will have on the environment of the
surrounding area, it seems as though CEQA would require a full EIR, if the church insists on
pursuing this massive enlargement.


Cc: Leza Mikhail, Associate Planner
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Philip L. Johnson
5340 Valley View Road


Rancho Palos Verdes, California 90275


Tel: (310) 544-9803 DUPLICATE
Fax: (310) 544-9843


HAND-DELIVERED


June 30, 2008


Joel Rojas, AICP
Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275


Re: St. John Fisher Catholic Church Master Plan Project
Case No. ZON2007-00492


Dear Mr. Rojas:


On June 30, 2008, at approximately 9:15 a.m., I appeared at the City of Rancho
Palos Verdes Planning, Building and Code Enforcement Office. When I requested
production of a complete copy of the St. John Fisher Master Plan, the desk clerk referred
me to Ms. Leza Mikhail, Assistant Planner.


Upon realizing that my informal production request was for a complete copy of
the city file on this project - including email correspondence - Ms. Mikhail informed me
that it would be necessary to submit a written request. She could not locate the city form
for such an application, however, and suggested that I submit a letter. Despite the fact
that the California Public Records Act (California Government Code 6250 - 6276.48)
does not require a written request, I agreed to provide such a request in order to ensure a
complete record of this request and any action taken on it by the city.


Accordingly, pursuant to the California Public Records Act, , I formally request a
complete copy of the City of Rancho Palos Verdes file on the St. John Fisher Master
Plan, case no. ZON2007-00492. This project was agenda item number 5 during the
Planning Commission meeting held on June 24, 2008. Pursuant to the Public Records
Act, the city must respond to this request within ten (10) days and I hereby demand a
written response within that time frame. I am prepared to pay any statutory fees (copying
costs) set by the Legislature, which does not include search, review or deletion charges.
Pursuant to the act, if only partial production is provided, the city must justifY, the
withholding of all records withheld.


Copy: Ms. Leza Mikhail


Sincerely,


74?C:
p~/hnson


Philip L. Johnson
5340 Valley View Road


Rancho Palos Verdes, California 90275


Tel: (310) 544-9803 DUPlfCAJE
Fax: (310) 544-9843


HAND-DELIVERED


June 30, 2008


Joel Rojas, AICP
Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275


Re: St. John Fisher Catholic Church Master Plan Project
Case No. ZON2007-00492


Dear Mr. Rojas:


On June 30, 2008, at approximately 9:15 a.m., I appeared at the City of Rancho
Palos Verdes Planning, Building and Code Enforcement Office. When I requested
production of a complete copy of the St. John Fisher Master Plan, the desk clerk referred
me to Ms. Leza Mikhail, Assistant Planner.


Upon realizing that my informal production request was for a complete copy of
the city file on this project - including email correspondence - Ms. Mikhail informed me
that it would be necessary to submit a written request. She could not locate the city fonn
for such an application, however, and suggested that I submit a letter. Despite the fact
that the California Public Records Act (California Government Code 6250 - 6276.48)
does not require a written request, I agreed to provide such a request in order to ensure a
complete record of this request and any action taken on it by the city.


Accordingly, pursuant to the California Public Records Act" I formally request a
complete copy of the City of Rancho Palos Verdes file on the S1. John Fisher Master
Plan, case no. ZON2007-00492. This project was agenda item number 5 during the
Planning Commission meeting held on June 24, 2008. Pursuant to the Public Records
Act, the city must respond to this request within ten (10) days and I hereby demand a
written response within that time frame. I am prepared to pay any statutory fees (copying
costs) set by the Legislature, which does not include search, review or deletion charges.
Pursuant to the act, if only partial production is provided, the city must justifY, the
withholding of all records withheld.


Copy: Ms. Leza Mikhail


Sincerely,
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Alan M. Weissman
5306 Valley View Road


Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca 90275
310-544-0537 Fax 310-544-4507


July 11, 2008


Mr. Joel Rojas
Director of City Planning and Code Enforcement
Ms Leza Mikhail
Associate Planner
Members ofthe Planning Commission
Rancho Palos Verdes City Hall
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca 90275


Re: St. John Fisher Catholic Church Master Plan
Case No. ZON2007-00492


RECEIVED
JUL 11 2008


flANNING. BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT


The documents that I requested the city produce were expected to provide information for a letter
to the Planning Commission opposing the St. John Fisher project and, additionally, to provide the
basis for an oral presentation at the next regularly scheduled Planning Commission meeting. That
meeting, scheduled to be held on July 22, 208, will now be held before the expected
response/production date mentioned in your response.


Accordingly, as a result ofthe delay in production, I must request that all agenda items
related to the St. John Fisher project currently scheduled for the July 22nd Planning Commission
meeting be taken offcalendar and continued to a Planning Commission meeting at least thirty
(30) fr m that date.


elssman
orne Owner residing at


5306 Valley View Road
Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca 90275


Copy:
Planning Commisioners
Bill Gerstner
Dave Tomblin
Jim Knight
Jeffrey Lewis
Stephen Perestam
Edward Ruttenberg
Paul Tetreault


Philip Johnson Esq.
Bruce Butler, Esq.
Homeowners of Island View
Homeowners ofValley View


Alan M. Weissman
5306 Valley View Road


Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca 90275
310-544-0537 Fax 310-544-4507


July 11, 2008


Mr. Joel Rojas
Director of City Planning and Code Enforcement
Ms Leza Mikhail
Associate Planner
Members ofthe Planning Commission
Rancho Palos Verdes City Hall
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca 90275


Re: St. John Fisher Catholic Church Master Plan
Case No. ZON2007-00492


RECEIVED
JUL 11 2008


fl,ANNING. BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT


The documents that I requested the city produce were expected to provide information for a letter
to the Planning Commission opposing the St. John Fisher project and, additionally, to provide the
basis for an oral presentation at the next regularly scheduled Planning Commission meeting. That
meeting, scheduled to be held on July 22, 208, will now be held before the expected
response/production date mentioned in your response.


Accordingly, as a result ofthe delay in production, I must request that all agenda items
related to the St. John Fisher project currently scheduled for the July 22nd Planning Commission
meeting be taken offcalendar and continued to a Planning Commission meeting at least thirty
(30) fr m that date.


elssman
orne Owner residing at


5306 Valley View Road
Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca 90275


Copy:
Planning Commisioners
Bill Gerstner
Dave Tomblin
Jim Knight
Jeffrey Lewis
Stephen Perestam
Edward Ruttenberg
Paul Tetreault


Philip Johnson Esq.
Bruce Butler, Esq.
Homeowners of Island View
Homeowners ofValley View
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RICHARD RICHARDS
(1916-1988)


GLENN R. WATSON
(RETIRED)


HARRY L GERSHON
(1922-2007)


STEVEN L. DORSEY
WILLIAM L STRAUSZ
MITCIIELL E. ABBOTT


GREGORY W. STEPANICICH
ROCHELLE BROWNE
WILLIAM B. RUDELL
QUINN M. BARROW


CAROL W. LYNCH
GREGORY M. KUNERT


THOMAS M. liMBO
ROBERT C. CECCON


STEVEN H. KAUfMANN
KEVIN G. ENNiS


ROBIN D. HARRIS
MICHAEL ESTRADA


LAURENCE 5. WIENER
STEVEN I. OIR
a. TILDEN ICIM


SASICIA T. MAMURA
KAYSEll O. SUME


PETER M. THORSON
JAMES L MARKMAN


CRAIG A. STEELE
T. PETER PIERCE


TERENCE I. BOGA
USA80ND


'ANIIT E. COLESON
ROXIINNE M. DIAl


11M G. GIAYSON
ROY A. CLARKE


WILLIAM P. CUlLEY III
MICHAIL F. YOSHIIA


REGINA N. DANNER
PAULA GUTIEIREZ BAEZA


TERESA 1I0·URANO
BRUCE W. GALLOWAY


DIANA K. CHUANG
PATRICK K. BOBKO


BILLV D. DUNSMORE
AMYGIEV50N


DIBORAH I. HAKMAN
D. CRAIG FOX


ALEXANDEI ABBE
SUSAN E. RUSNAK


DAVID M. SNOW
LOLLY A. ENRIQUEZ


KIRSTEN R. BOWMAN
G. INOER KHALSA


GINETTA L GIOYINCO
TRISHA ORTIZ


CANDICE K. LEE
DAVID G. AI.OERSON


MELISSA M. CIOSTHWAITE
MARICELA E. MARROQUfN


GENA M. STINNETT
JENNIFER PETRUSIS


STEVEN L FLOWER
CHRISTOPHER I. DIAl


MATTHEW E. COHEN
OEnIEY.CHO


GEOFFREY WARD
ERIN L POWEllS


TOUSSAINT 5. BAILEY
WlIlTN EY G. MCDONALD


KENNETH J. POOLE
SUlfA R. HOLNESS


VERONICA 5. GUNDERSON


Of COIN.a
MARK L LAMKEN


SAYlE WEAVER
NORMAN A. DUPONT


11M R. KARPIAK


SAN _CISl;D Of,Il;E
TELEPHONE 1115.4n84811


ORANGE COIN1Y OFFICE
TELEPHONE 7111.990.090'


Il~~1 RICHARDS IWATSON I GERSHONlCr. ATIORNEYS AT LAW -A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION


355 South Grand Avenue. 40th Floor, Los Angeles. Califomia 9°071-3101
Telephone 213.626.8484 Facsimile 213.626.0078


July 10,2008


VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL


Alan Weissman
AWeissman@studiophoto.com


Re: Public Records Act Request ofJuly 1,2008


Dear Mr. Weissman:


We are in receipt of your Public Records Act request received on July 1,2008. Your
request seeks a variety of documents related to the Case No. ZON2007-000492, St.
John Fisher Church Master Plan Project (the "Project"). The specific documents you
have requested copies of are as follows:


• Copies of all emails between staff, emails with the Planning Commissioners,
any staffnotes taken and emails with/from the applicant regarding the Project.


• Copies of all emails and letters and any other form of notes or records within
the City ofRancho Palos Verdes file on the Project.


As you are aware, Government Code Section 6253(c) requires the City of Rancho
Palos Verdes to provide a response to your request within ten days of receipt
indicating what, ifany, ofthe documents sought will be disclosed. Government Code
Section 6253(c) also permits the ten-day period to be extended for an additional
fourteen (14) days under specified circumstances, including the need to review a large
number ofdocuments.


Accordingly, the purpose of this correspondence is to advise you that there is a need
to search for, collect, and appropriately examine a voluminous amount of separate
and distinct records sought by your request. (Government Code Sections 6253(c)(2».


A determination regarding your request will be dispatched to you no later than July
25,2008, which is fourteen (14) days from the tenth day following the City's receipt
of your request. In the event all documents are collected and examined, and a
determination on their disclosure is made prior to that time, we will provide you with


RICHARD RICHARDS
(1916-1988)


GLENN R. WATSON
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HARRY L GERSHON
(1922-2007)


STEVEN L. DORSEY
WILLIAM L. STRAUSZ
MITCMELL e. A880TT


GREGORY W. STEPANICICK
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Il~~1 RICHARDS IWATSON IGERSHONlCr. AnORNEYS AT LAW -A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION


355 South Grand Avenue. 40th Floor. los Angeles. California 90071-3201
Telephone 213.626.8484 Facsimile 213.626.0078


July 10, 2008


VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL


Alan Weissman
AWeissman@studiophoto.com


Re: Public Records Act Request ofJuly 1,2008


Dear Mr. Weissman:


We are in receipt of your Public Records Act request received on July 1,2008. Your
request seeks a variety of documents related to the Case No. ZON2007-000492, St.
John Fisher Church Master Plan Project (the "Project"). The specific documents you
have requested copies of are as follows:


• Copies of all emails between staff, emails with the Planning Commissioners,
any staffnotes taken and emails witblfrom the applicant regarding the Project.


• Copies of all emails and letters and any other form of notes or records within
the City ofRancho Palos Verdes :tile on the Project.


As you are aware, Govenunent Code Section 6253(c) requires the City of Rancho
Palos Verdes to provide a response to your request within ten days of receipt
indicating what, if any, ofthe documents sought will be disclosed. Government Code
Section 6253(c) also permits the ten-day period to be extended for an additional
fourteen (14) days under specified circumstances, including the need to review a large
number ofdocuments.


Accordingly, the purpose of this correspondence is to advise you that there is a need
to search for, collect, and appropriately examine a voluminous amount of separate
and distinct records sought by your request. (Government Code Sections 6253(c)(2».


A determination regarding your request will be dispatched to you no later than July
25, 2008, which is fourteen (14) days from the tenth day following the City's receipt
of your request. In the event all documents are collected and examined, and a
detennination on their disclosure is made prior to that time, we will provide you with
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RICHARDS IWATSON IGERSHON
ATTORNEYS AT LAW - A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION


Alan Weissman
July 10, 2008
Page 2


that determination sooner and also make copies of any disclosable documents
promptly available to you at the City's offices at a cost of twenty-two cents per page.


cc: Carol W. Lynch, City Attorney
Joel Rojas, Director ofPlanning, Building and Code Enforcement
Leza Mikhail, Associate Planner
Carla Morreale, City Clerk


R6876-oDO1\1 069810vI.doc


RICHARDS IWATSON IGERSHON
ATTORNEYS Af LAW - A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION


Alan Weissman
July 10, 2008
Page 2


that determination sooner and also make copies of any disclosable documents
promptly available to you at the City's offices at a cost of twenty-two cents per page.


~..
0; ~ililll'itt~,
Assistant City Attorney _
City ofRancho Palos Verdes


cc: Carol W. Lynch, City Attorney
Joel Rojas. Director ofPlanning, Building and Code Enforcement
Leza Mikhail, Associate Planner
Carla Morreale, City Clerk


R6876-GOO1\1 069810vI.doc
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FROM :Philip L johnson FAX NO. :310-544-9843 Jul. 13 2008 11:19AM P2


July 13, 2008


Philip L. Johnson
5340 Valley View Road


Rancho Palos Verdes, California 90275
Tel: (310) 544-9803
Fax: (310) 544-9843


VIA FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION ONLY


Joel Rojas, AICP
Director ofPlanning, Building and Code Enforcement
City ofRancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275


Re: St. John Fisher Catholic Church Master Plan Project
Case No. ZON2007-00492


Dear Mr. R~ias:


On June 30, 2008, I personally delivered a written request to Ms. Le:m Mikhail of
your office for the production ofa complete copy ofthe City of Rancho Palos Verdes file


.on the St. John Fisher Master Plan, case no. ZONZ007-0049Z.


The city's production was delivered to me on July 9, 2008. 1believe the
documents produced represent only a portion ofthe city's file on the project, although the
production did not include any justification for documents withheld, as required by the
California Public Record,; Act. For example, the production did not include any email
correspondence between staffmembers, email to/from the Planning Commissioners,
email between the city and applicant St. John Fisher, or any other electronic
correspondence. The request was quite clear; it was for "a complete copy ofthe City of
Rancho Palos Verdes file ...."


Accordingly, I contend and will argue that the city has wrongfully withheld
documents that should have been produced in response to my request.


For this reason, I also request that the planned discussion ofthe 81. John Fisher
project currently scheduled for the next Planning Commission meeting on July 22, 2008
be continued until a date in the future when complete production has been accomplished.
It is my understanding that Mr. Alan Weissman, another Valley View Road resident, has
made a separate production request and that the city is currently working on that
production. If and when the city produces the email cOlTespondence listed above in
response to Mr. Weissman's request, that will be deemed compliance with this request.


FROM :Philip L johnson FAX NO. :310-544-9843 Jul. 13 2008 11:19AM P2


lilly 13, 2008


Philip L. Johnson
5340 Valley View Road


Rancho Palos Verdes, California 90275
Tel: (310) 544-9803
Fax: (310) 544-9843


VIA FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION ONLY


Joel Rojas, AICP
Director ofPlanning, Building and Code Enforcement
City ofRancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275


Re: St John Fisher Catholic Church Master Plan Project
Case No. ZON2007-00492


Dear Mr. Rqias:


On June 30, 2008, I personally delivered a written request to Ms. Le:za Mikhail of
your office for the production ofa complete copy ofthe City of Rancho Palos Verdes file
on the St, John Fisher Master Plan, case no. ZONZ007-00492.


The city's production was delivered to me on July 9, 2008. I believe the
documents produced represent only a portion ofthe city's file on the project, although the
production did not include any justification for documents withheld, as required by the
California Public Records Act. For example\, the production did not include any email
correspondence between staffmembers, em.ail to/from the Planning Commissioners,
email between the city and applicant 81. John Fisher, or any other electronic
correspondence. The request was quite clear; it was for "a complete copy ofthe City of
Rancho Palos Verdes file ...."


Accordingly, I contend and will argue that the city has wrongfully vvithheld
docmnents that should have been produced in response to my request.


For t)lis reason, I also request that the planned discussion ofthe 81. John Fisher
project currently scheduled for the next Planning Commission meeting on July 22, 2008
be continued until a date in the future when complete production has been accomplished.
It is my understanding that Mr. Alan Weissman, another Valley View Road resident, has
made a separate production request and that the city is currently working on that
production. If and when the city produces the email correspondence listed above in
response to Mr. Weissman's reques~ that will be deemed compliance with this request.
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CUP #96 - Revision "0", Grading Permit, Minor Exception Permit and Sign Permit
Planning Case No. ZON2007-00492
Page 15


JUNE 24, 2008 STAFF REPORT
(Planning Commission)


CUP #96 - Revision "0", Grading Permit, Minor Exception Permit and Sign Permit
Planning Case No. ZON2007-00492
Page 15


JUNE 24, 2008 STAFF REPORT
(Planning Commission)
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CllY OF


STAFF


REPORT


PlANNING, BUILDING, & CODE ENFORCEMENT


TO: CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE
PLANNING COMMISSION


FROM: DING


DATE: JUNE 24, 2008


SUBJECT: CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT #96 
REVISION "D", GRADING PERMIT,
MINOR EXCEPTION PERMIT & SIGN
PERMIT
(CASE NO. ZON2007-00492)


PROJECT
ADDRESS: 5448 CREST ROAD (ST. JOHN FISHER


CHURCH)


APPLICANT: SHELLY HYNDMAN
2611 S. COAST HWY 101, SUITE 200,
CARDIFF, CA 92007


PHONE: 760-634-2595


LANDOWNER: THE ROMAN CATHOLIC ARCHBISHOP
OF LOS ANGELES
ATTN: CECILIA URIBE
3424 WILSHIRE BOULEVARD
LOS ANGELES, CA 90010


PHONE: 213-637-7850


STAFF LEZA MIKHAIL rt:l::.l
THOMAS GUIDE PAGE 823/B-2 COORDINATOR: ASSOCIATE PLANNER\~


REQUESTED ACTION: A REQUEST FOR A GRADING PERMIT, MINOR EXCEPTION PERMIT, SIGN PERMIT
AND REVISION OF THE EXISTING CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT #96 TO ESTABLISH
A MASTER PLAN FOR THE ST. JOHN FISHER CHURCH AND SCHOOL PROPERTY
INCLUDING: THE CONSTRUCTION OF 34,406 SQUARE FEET OF NEW BUILDING
AREA FOR A NEW SANCTUARY, PRESCHOOL, ADMINISTRATION BUILDING,
LIBRARY, ART ROOM, STORAGE AREA, GARAGE AND OFFICES; DEMOLITION
OF 10,329 SQUARE FEET, INCLUDING THE EXISTING RECTORY, YOUTH
BUILDING AND OFFICES; REMODEL 26,544 SQUARE FEET OF EXISTING
BUILDING AREA, INCLUDING EXISTING OFFICES, CLASSROOMS, CONVERTING
THE EXISTING CONVENT INTO NEW RECTORY AND CONVERTING THE EXISTING
SANCTUARY INTO NEW GYMNASIUM, 30,688 CUBIC YARDS OF GRADING; AND A
NEW MONUMENT SIGN AT THE CORNER OF CREST AND CRENSHAW.


30940 HAWTHORNE BLVD. / RANCHO PALOS VERDES, CA 90275-5391


PLANNING/CODE ENFORCEMENT (310) 544-5228/ BUILDING (310) 265-7800/ DEPT. FAX (310) 544-5293/ E-MAIL PLANNING@RPV.COM


CllY OF


STAFF


REPORT


PlANNING, BUILDING, & CODE ENFORCEMENT


TO: CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE
PLANNING COMMISSION


FROM: DING


DATE: JUNE 24, 2008


SUBJECT: CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT #96 
REVISION "D", GRADING PERMIT,
MINOR EXCEPTION PERMIT & SIGN
PERMIT
(CASE NO. ZON2007-00492)


PROJECT
ADDRESS: 5448 CREST ROAD (ST. JOHN FISHER


CHURCH)


APPLICANT: SHELLY HYNDMAN
2611 S. COAST HWY 101, SUITE 200,
CARDIFF, CA 92007


PHONE: 760-634-2595


LANDOWNER: THE ROMAN CATHOLIC ARCHBISHOP
OF LOS ANGELES
ATTN: CECILIA URIBE
3424 WILSHIRE BOULEVARD
LOS ANGELES, CA 90010


PHONE: 213-637-7850


STAFF LEZA MIKHAIL rt:l::.l
THOMAS GUIDE PAGE 823/B-2 COORDINATOR: ASSOCIATE PLANNER\~


REQUESTED ACTION: A REQUEST FOR A GRADING PERMIT, MINOR EXCEPTION PERMIT, SIGN PERMIT
AND REVISION OF THE EXISTING CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT #96 TO ESTABLISH
A MASTER PLAN FOR THE ST. JOHN FISHER CHURCH AND SCHOOL PROPERTY
INCLUDING: THE CONSTRUCTION OF 34,406 SQUARE FEET OF NEW BUILDING
AREA FOR A NEW SANCTUARY, PRESCHOOL, ADMINISTRATION BUILDING,
LIBRARY, ART ROOM, STORAGE AREA, GARAGE AND OFFICES; DEMOLITION
OF 10,329 SQUARE FEET, INCLUDING THE EXISTING RECTORY, YOUTH
BUILDING AND OFFICES; REMODEL 26,544 SQUARE FEET OF EXISTING
BUILDING AREA, INCLUDING EXISTING OFFICES, CLASSROOMS, CONVERTING
THE EXISTING CONVENT INTO NEW RECTORY AND CONVERTING THE EXISTING
SANCTUARY INTO NEW GYMNASIUM, 30,688 CUBIC YARDS OF GRADING; AND A
NEW MONUMENT SIGN AT THE CORNER OF CREST AND CRENSHAW.


30940 HAWTHORNE BLVD. / RANCHO PALOS VERDES, CA 90275-5391


PLANNING/CODE ENFORCEMENT (310) 544-5228/ BUILDING (310) 265-7800/ DEPT. FAX (310) 544-5293/ E-MAIL PLANNING@RPV.COM
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PLANNING COMMISSION STAFF REPORT - (CASE NO. ZON2007-00492)
ST. JOHN FISHER MASTER PLAN
JUNE 24, 2008
PAGE 2


RECOMMENDATION: REVIEW THE PROPOSED ST. JOHN FISHER MASTER PLAN AND DIRECT THE
APPLICANT TO MODIFY THE DESIGN OF THE PROPOSED ST. JOHN FISHER
SANCTUARY BY REDUCING THE HEIGHT OF THE BELL TOWER, AND CONTINUE
THE HEARING TO JULY 22, 2008.


REFERENCES:


ZONING:


LAND USE:


CODE SECTIONS:


GENERAL PLAN:


TRAILS PLAN:


SPECIFIC PLAN:


CEQA:


ACTION DEADLINE:


INSTITUTIONAL - I


INSTITUTIONAL - I - CHURCH AND SCHOOL (K-8)


17.26,17.50,17.54,17.56,17.58,17.60,17.66,17.76.040,17.11


RELIGIOUS - R


N/A


N/A


MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION


OCTOBER 23, 2008


PLANNING COMMISSION MEMBERS RESIDING WITHIN 500' OF SUBJECT PROPERTY: NONE


BACKGROUND


Although no building permits were found on file with the City in regard to the
construction of the existing sanctuary, it is assumed that the sanctuary was constructed
in the early 1960's.


On April 23, 1985, the Planning Commission approved, with conditions, Conditional Use
Permit #96, thereby allowing the construction of a new social/meeting hall (Barrett Hall).


On July 22, 1986, the Planning Commission approved Conditional Use permit #96 
Minor Revision, thereby allowing the construction of a 121 square foot trellis over an
existing sun deck, located above the garage of the church rectory.


On January 11, 1994, the Planning Commission approved, with conditions, Variance
#116 and Conditional Use Permit #96 - Revision "B", thereby allowing the construction
of a 36'-6" tall elevator for access to the lower level meeting room, a 1,004 square foot
expansion of the existing sanctuary and a 50'-0" tall tower with a 15'-0" tall cross affixed
to the top of the tower, for a maximum overall height of 65'-0". In addition, the project
included the approval of bells, not to be located on the new tower, whereby the bells
were permitted to be used on Sundays only, and special religious holidays (as approved
by the Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement) between the hours of 9:00
AM to 6:00 PM, and not to exceed 50 decibel levels, as measured from the adjacent
residential property lines.


PLANNING COMMISSION STAFF REPORT - (CASE NO. ZON2007-00492)
ST. JOHN FISHER MASTER PLAN
JUNE 24, 2008
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RECOMMENDATION: REVIEW THE PROPOSED ST. JOHN FISHER MASTER PLAN AND DIRECT THE
APPLICANT TO MODIFY THE DESIGN OF THE PROPOSED ST. JOHN FISHER
SANCTUARY BY REDUCING THE HEIGHT OF THE BELL TOWER, AND CONTINUE
THE HEARING TO JULY 22, 2008.


REFERENCES:


ZONING:


LAND USE:


CODE SECTIONS:


GENERAL PLAN:


TRAILS PLAN:


SPECIFIC PLAN:


CEQA:


ACTION DEADLINE:


INSTITUTIONAL - I


INSTITUTIONAL - I - CHURCH AND SCHOOL (K-8)


17.26,17.50,17.54,17.56,17.58,17.60,17.66, 17.76.040, 17.11


RELIGIOUS - R


N/A


N/A


MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION


OCTOBER 23,2008


PLANNING COMMISSION MEMBERS RESIDING WITHIN 500' OF SUBJECT PROPERTY: NONE


BACKGROUND


Although no building permits were found on file with the City in regard to the
construction of the existing sanctuary, it is assumed that the sanctuary was constructed
in the early 1960's.


On April 23, 1985, the Planning Commission approved, with conditions, Conditional Use
Permit #96, thereby allowing the construction of a new social/meeting hall (Barrett Hall).


On July 22, 1986, the Planning Commission approved Conditional Use permit #96 
Minor Revision, thereby allowing the construction of a 121 square foot trellis over an
existing sun deck, located above the garage of the church rectory.


On January 11, 1994, the Planning Commission approved, with conditions, Variance
#116 and Conditional Use Permit #96 - Revision liB", thereby allowing the construction
of a 36'-6" tall elevator for access to the lower level meeting room, a 1,004 square foot
expansion of the existing sanctuary and a 50'_0" tall tower with a 15'-0" tall cross affixed
to the top of the tower, for a maximum overall height of 65'-0". In addition, the project
included the approval of bells, not to be located on the new tower, whereby the bells
were permitted to be used on Sundays only, and special religious holidays (as approved
by the Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement) between the hours of 9:00
AM to 6:00 PM, and not to exceed 50 decibel levels, as measured from the adjacent
residential property lines.
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On February 1, 1994, an appeal was filed by the Rancho Crest Homeowners
Association (HOA) to the City Council for Conditional Use Permit #96 - Revision "B". On
February 7, 2008, a letter was submitted to the Planning, Building and Code
Enforcement Department stating that the proposed tower and bells have been
eliminated from the project proposal due to funding restrictions. Subsequently, on
February 14, 1994, the Rancho Crest HOA withdrew their appeal of the January 11,
1994 Planning Commission decision. Thus the approved project was built without the
tower and bells.


On February 11, 1997, the Planning Commission approved, with conditions, Conditional
Use Permit #96 - Revision "C", thereby allowing the construction of 3,189 square feet,
in two phases, to provide 10 elementary school classrooms.


On October 5, 2007, the applicant submitted applications to the Planning, Building and
Code Enforcement Department for review and processing of Grading Permit, Minor
Exception Permit, Sign Permit and Conditional Use Permit - Revision "0". The applicant
requested approval to establish a Master Plan for the St. John Fisher Church and
School property, including parking and an expansion of the existing facilities.


On October 29, 2007, Staff completed the initial review of the application, at which time
the application was deemed incomplete, pending the submittal of additional information
on the project plans and review and approval from the Fire Department, City Traffic
Consultant, City Geologist and City's National Pollution Discharge Elimination System
Consultant. Upon submittal of all information, the application was deemed complete for
processing on April 29, 2008.


After the project was deemed complete, a temporary frame structure (silhouette) was
constructed on the site to provide a basic outline of the height and bulk of the main
portions of the new sanctuary at the northeast corner of the subject property (corner of
Crest and Crenshaw). The temporary silhouette was in place for a period of two weeks,
from June 2, 2008 through June 15, 2008. Additionally, a Mitigated Negative
Declaration was prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) to assess the projects environmental impacts. On May 31, 2008, Staff mailed
notices to 102 property owners who reside within a 500-foot radius of the subject
property and concurrently published a notice in the Peninsula News on May 31, 2008.
Additionally, on June 4, 2008, the Mitigated Negative Declaration was circulated to the
County Recorder for a posting and comment period of at least twenty days (as required
by CEQA) and circulated to all appropriate public agencies for comments. The comment
period on the Mitigated Negative Declaration is scheduled to end on June 23, 2008.
Staff has received several inquiries and comment letters from the public. These
comments are addressed throughout the body of this report.
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SITE DESCRIPTION


The St. John Fisher property is located at 5448 Crest Road, on the southeast corner of
the intersection at Crest Road and Crenshaw Boulevard. The property is 399,804
square feet (9.2 acres) in area and zoned Institutional. Additionally, the property is
currently developed with an elementary school (K-8), administrative/parish offices, a
recreational hall (Barrett Hall), rectory (priest's residence), convent (no longer in use)
and sanctuary. The existing campus is sited 15 - 20 feet above the adjacent streets,
Crest Road and Crenshaw Boulevard. The main parking lot is located along the south
property line and provides 227 parking spaces for everyday use. Additional parking is
located near the northwest corner of the property and is currently used as a playground
during the regular school hours (Monday through Friday). This parking area provides an
additional 132 parking spaces for the property. A total of 359 parking spaces are
provided for the property through a Variance application (#116) approved by the City in
1994.


PROJECT DESCRIPTION


The proposed project involves a request for Conditional Use Permit #96 - Revision "0",
a Grading Permit, Minor Exception Permit and Sign Permit to establish a Master Plan
for the St. John Fisher Church and School property. The overall project includes a major
remodel and expansion of the existing facilities. Details of the project are listed below:


Proposed Construction


A request to construct a combined total of 34,406 square feet of new gross floor area
(23,870 square feet of net floor area) to the existing site as delineated below:


=> A new 18,400 square foot sanctuary (to replace the existing15,402 square foot
sanctuary) to be located at the northwest corner of the subject property. The new
sanctuary will be circular in shape, whereby the main structure will range in
height from 15'-0" at the east end of the structure to 48'-0" at the west and
southeast ends of the structure. In addition, the new sanctuary will include a tall
steeple, at the west end of the structure, with a maximum height of 72'-0" to the
top of the steeple and 88'-0" to the top of the cross which is affixed to the top of
the steeple. The proposal includes the installation of speakers in the steeple and
the operation of recorded carillon bells to ring briefly on the following dates and
times: Monday through Saturday at 8:00 AM, 12:00 PM, 5:05 PM, and 6:00 PM;
and Sunday at 8:50 AM, 10:35 AM, 12:00 PM, 12:20 PM, 4:50 PM and 6:00 PM.
Additionally, the applicant is proposing to ring the bells on the Holy Days (7 days
per year), before weddings and after funerals.


=> A new 11,268 square foot administration building (8,968 square foot first floor
and 2,300 square foot basement).
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=> A 1,074 square foot addition for the creation of a new two-classroom preschool.
St. John Fisher currently operates as a K-8 elementary school, and does not
have a preschool.


=> A new 1,289 square foot art room at the northwest corner of the existing
classrooms.


=> A new 1,217 square foot school library at the northeast corner of the existing
classrooms.


=> A 304 square foot expansion to Barrett Hall for storage area.


=> A new 454 square foot garage at the southeast corner of the property, adjacent
to the priest's new rectory (previously a convent).


=> A 400 square foot addition north of the existing music room to accommodate two
(2) new offices.


Proposed Demolition and Remodel


In addition to the proposed new construction, the applicant is proposing to demolish a
combined total of 10,329 square feet of existing facilities including offices, a youth
building and the existing rectory located near the northwest corner of the subject
property. Also, a total of 26,544 square feet of the existing structures will be remodeled,
including converting the existing convent into a new rectory, converting the existing
sanctuary into a new gymnasium and remodeling existing classrooms and office areas.


Proposed Grading


A total of 30,688 cubic yards of grading is required (19,694 cubic yards of raw cut and
10,994 cubic yards of fill to be reused on-site) to accommodate the new construction,
major remodel, proposed retaining walls and new parking lot. The applicant is proposing
a total of five (5) retaining walls, described as follows:


=> A combination wall along the east property line, adjacent to the existing driveway,
which will exceed an allowed height of 8'-0" and will reach a maximum height of
11 '-6" (proposed maximum height of 10'-0"),


=> A combination wall along the west side of the existing driveway, accessed from
Crest Road (proposed maximum height of 11 '-6"),


=> A combination wall to accommodate new parking along the south property line
(proposed maximum height of 11 '-6"),


PLANNING COMMISSION STAFF REPORT - (CASE NO. ZON2007-00492)
ST. JOHN FISHER MASTER PLAN
JUNE 24, 2008
PAGES


=> A 1,074 square foot addition for the creation of a new two-classroom preschool.
8t. John Fisher currently operates as a K-8 elementary school, and does not
have a preschool.


=> A new 1,289 square foot art room at the northwest corner of the existing
classrooms.


=> A new 1,217 square foot school library at the northeast corner of the existing
classrooms.


=> A 304 square foot expansion to Barrett Hall for storage area.


=> A new 454 square foot garage at the southeast corner of the property, adjacent
to the priest's new rectory (previously a convent).


=> A 400 square foot addition north of the existing music room to accommodate two
(2) new offices.


Proposed Demolition and Remodel


In addition to the proposed new construction, the applicant is proposing to demolish a
combined total of 10,329 square feet of existing facilities including offices, a youth
building and the existing rectory located near the northwest corner of the subject
property. Also, a total of 26,544 square feet of the existing structures will be remodeled,
including converting the existing convent into a new rectory, converting the existing
sanctuary into a new gymnasium and remodeling existing classrooms and office areas.


Proposed Grading


A total of 30,688 cubic yards of grading is required (19,694 cubic yards of raw cut and
10,994 cubic yards of fill to be reused on-site) to accommodate the new construction,
major remodel, proposed retaining walls and new parking lot. The applicant is proposing
a total of five (5) retaining walls, described as follows:


=> A combination wall along the east property line, adjacent to the existing driveway,
which will exceed an allowed height of 8'-0" and will reach a maximum height of
11'-6" (proposed maximum height of 10'-0"),


=> A combination wall along the west side of the existing driveway, accessed from
Crest Road (proposed maximum height of 11 '-6"),


=> A combination wall to accommodate new parking along the south property line
(proposed maximum height of 11 '-6"),


91-A







PLANNING COMMISSION STAFF REPORT - (CASE NO. ZON2007-00492)
ST. JOHN FISHER MASTER PLAN
JUNE 24, 2008
PAGE 6


=> A new retaining wall, just north of the proposed parking lot (maximum height of
7'-6",


=> A new garden wall to accommodate a new walkway from the corner of Crest and
Crenshaw to the new sanctuary and


=> An 8'-0" tall retaining wall betweer:l the proposed gymnasium and new sanctuary
for a columbarium.


Proposed Parking


The existing property has a total of 359 parking spaces with 0 loading spaces. As the
new sanctuary will be located on a portion of the existing parking lot, the applicant is
grading and reconfiguring the parking lot at the south end of the property to
accommodate a total of 331 parking spaces and 3 additional loading spaces. The total
number of proposed parking spaces is based on a parking needs analysis for the
highest peak hour of operation for all proposed uses which was reviewed and approved
by the City's Traffic Engineer. This parking analysis can be viewed on sheet AO.9 of the
project plans.


Proposed Phasing


The applicant is proposing to phase the project, as funding is made possible from
donations. As such, the applicant has noted that phasing of construction is not 100%
certain. However, two phases for construction are anticipated over a period of 10 years
as follows:


=> Phase One would include construction of the new sanctuary, remodel of the
existing sanctuary into a new gymnasium/parish activity center, new parking lot,
site work that will not be impacted by future phase construction,
remodel/conversion of existing convent into rectory, and demolition of existing
rectory and youth building on east side of property;


=> Phase Two would include the construction of the new administration building,
remodel the existing administration building into meeting rooms, construction of
new preschool, library, and art room and remaining site work associated with
phase two construction.


The applicant has noted that Phase One construction is anticipated to begin September
2009, with estimated construction duration of 18 months. Phase Two is anticipated to be
completed within 10 years, from the completion date of Phase One, and may be broken
up into additional phases based on funding.
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It is important to note, Section 17.60.070 of the Rancho Palos Verdes Municipal Code
(RPVMC) states, "before approving any conditional use permit, the planning
commission shall establish a time limit within which the applicant shall commence upon
the permitted use ...The time limit shall be a reasonable time based on the size and
nature of the proposed development. If no date is specified by the planning commission
or city council, a conditional use permit shall be valid for one year from the date of final
action on the permit or approva/...Upon a showing of substantial hardship, delays
beyond the control of the applicant, or other good cause, the planning commission or
city council may extend this period one time for up to one additional year." Under the
Additional Information section of this report, Staff has recommended that the Planning
Commission allow the entitlements for the proposed project to be valid for a period of 5
years in order to allow the applicant time to submit their plans for each element of the
project into Building and Safety Plan Check within a reasonable time. Any elements of
the plan that are not submitted within the 5-year time frame would require additional
future review and approval through the CUP process, including additional CEQA review.


ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT


In accordance with the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA),
Staff prepared an Initial Study of the project's environmental impacts (see attached
Environmental Checklist Form). Although CEQA identifies a number of categorical
exemptions that would exempt a proposed project from the preparation of
environmental documents, the Initial Study and subsequent Mitigated Negative
Declaration (MND) were prepared due to the fact that the proposed project did not
qualify for a CEQA exemption.


As a result of the Initial Study, Staff determined that the proposed project would not
have a significant effect on the environment if appropriate mitigation measures are
incorporated. As a result, a MND was prepared. The MND was circulated to the County
Recorder on June 4, 2008 for a posting period of at least twenty days prior to
consideration of the MND (as required by CEQA), and was also circulated to all
applicable public agencies. The comment period is scheduled to end on June 23, 2008.
A public notice was also mailed to 102 property owners located within a 500 foot radius
of the subject property and published in the Peninsula News on May 31, 2008. Staff has
received many written correspondence letters in response to the MND and public notice
and will continue to accept comments until June 23, 2008.


As identified in the attached Initial Study, the St. John Fisher Master Plan will not result
in or create any significant impacts, or will have a less than significant impact to
Agricultural Resources, Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, Hazards and
Hazardous Materials, Land Use and Planning, Mineral Resources, Population and
Housing, Public Services, Recreation, Transportation and/or Traffic, and Utilities and
Service Systems. However, the project was identified to potentially create significant
impacts to Aesthetics, Air Quality, Geology and Soils, Hydrology and Water Quality, and
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Noise, unless mitigated with appropriate measures. These potential impacts and the
associated mitigation measures are discussed below.


Aesthetics: It was identified that the proposed project may result in an aesthetic impact
with regard to an effect on scenic vistas, visual character of the surroundings and the
creation of light. It is important to note, although Staff initially identified potential impacts
to protected views of the Pacific Ocean and Catalina Island from the new sanctuary,
after viewing the silhouette, Staff determined that the sanctuary will not have any
impacts to protected views from neighboring properties. At the same time, as a result of
the silhouette, Staff confirmed potential aesthetic issues relating to the height of the
proposed steeple, as seen from neighboring communities. In order to mitigate the height
impacts, Staff has added a mitigation measure to reduce the height or architecturally
modify the design of the sanctuary. Additionally, Staff has incorporated mitigation
measures to reduce the lighting impacts by requiring shields on lighting fixtures,
requiring an inspection to insure no spill-over onto adjacent properties and providing a
trial period of six months for assessment of lighting impacts. Staff believes that
incorporation of these mitigation measures will result in a less than significant impact
upon aesthetics.


Air Qualitv: It was identified that the proposed project may result in limited short-term
air quality impacts as a result of the proposed construction and grading activities.
Although the impacts are considered short-term, in order to ensure that air quality
standards are upheld, the City is requiring that the applicant implement dust
suppression techniques to prevent fugitive dust from creating a nuisance off-site,
provide maintenance records for construction equipment vehicles to be maintained in
good condition and property tuned per manufacturer specifications, submittal of
measures to minimize emissions of heavy equipment, avoid equipment idling more than
two minutes and avoid unnecessary delay of traffic along off-site access roads by heavy
equipment. Additionally, the architectural coatings will be required to be reduced by
using pre-coated/natural colored bUilding materials, water-based or low-ROG coatings
and using coating transfer or spray equipment with high transfer efficiency. Lastly, the
applicant will be required to submit a Construction Traffic Management Plan, specifying,
that construction activities will not interfere with peak-hour traffic, will minimize
obstruction of through-traffic lanes adjacent to the site, utilization of electric- or diesel
powered stationary equipment in lieu of gasoline powered engines where feasible and
noting that work crews will turn off equipment when not in use. Staff believes that
incorporation of these mitigation measures will result in a less than significant impact
upon air quality.


Geology and Soils: It was identified that the project may result in an impact with regard
to soils due to the fact that the Palos Verdes Peninsula is underlain by expansive soils.
The potential impact has led Staff to incorporate mitigation measures that require
submittal of a geotechnical report that must be reviewed and approved by the City
Geologist, prior to the issuance of building permits or grading permits. Further, the
applicant is required to incorporate into the project any recommendations or conditions
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and using coating transfer or spray equipment with high transfer efficiency. Lastly, the
applicant will be required to submit a Construction Traffic Management Plan, specifying,
that construction activities will not interfere with peak-hour traffic, will minimize
obstruction of through-traffic lanes adjacent to the site, utilization of electric- or diesel
powered stationary equipment in lieu of gasoline powered engines where feasible and
noting that work crews will turn off equipment when not in use. Staff believes that
incorporation of these mitigation measures will result in a less than significant impact
upon air quality.


Geologvand Soils: It was identified that the project may result in an impact with regard
to soils due to the fact that the Palos Verdes Peninsula is underlain by expansive soils.
The potential impact has led Staff to incorporate mitigation measures that require
submittal of a geotechnical report that must be reviewed and approved by the City
Geologist, prior to the issuance of building permits or grading permits. Further, the
applicant is required to incorporate into the project any recommendations or conditions
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resulting from the geotechnical and soils reports. It should be noted, that a soils and
geology report was submitted to the City's Geologist. The applicant obtained "in-concept
approval for Planning purposes" and will be required to obtain full approval from the
City's Geologist. Staff believes that incorporation of these mitigation measures will result
in a less than significant impact to geology and soils.


Hvdrology and Water Quality: As the proposed project includes 30,688 cubic yards of
grading (19,694 cubic yards of cut and 10,994 cubic yards of fill or re-compaction), Staff
identified potentially significant impacts with regard to wastewater discharge. In order to
ensure that the proposed project will be in compliance with water quality standards and
wastewater discharge requirements during and after construction Staff incorporated
mitigation measures requiring submittal and approval of a drainage report, Standard
Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) and Local Stormwater Pollution Prevention
Plan (SWPPP), prior to the issuance of a building permit or grading plan. Staff believes
that incorporation of these mitigation measures will result in a less than significant
impact to hydrology and water quality.


Noise: It was identified that the project may result in a potentially significant impact with
regard to a periodic or temporary increase in ambient noise levels as a result of
construction activity. Due to the fact that the construction related to the St. John Fisher
Master Plan is proposed to be phased over a period of time to be determined by the
Planning Commission, a number of short term mitigation measures have been
incorporated, including submittal of a Construction Noise Mitigation and Monitoring
Program, limitation of construction activity between the hours of 7:00 AM and 7:00 PM,
Monday through Saturday (per Section 17.56 of the RPVMC), restricting trucks related
to construction, demolition or grading, from parking, queuing and/or idling at the project
site or in the adjoining public rights-of-way before 7:00 AM, Monday through Saturday,
requiring construction, demolition and grading hauling be limited between the hours of
9:00 AM and 4:00 PM, and restricting staging of equipment or accumulation of vehicles
in public rights-of-ways. Staff believes that incorporation of these mitigation measures
will result in a less than significant impact to noise.


As such, Staff has concluded that a MND can be approved for this project as mitigation
measures have been incorporated to result in a project with less than significant
impacts.


CODE CONSIDERATION AND ANALYSIS


CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT #96 - REVISION "0"


The City's Zoning Map designates the subject property for Institutional (I) uses. The
construction of a new sanctuary (church) and an expansion of the existing St. John
Fisher school facilities is considered a permitted use in Institutional Districts through the
review and approval of a Conditional Use Permit pursuant to Chapter 17.60 of the
RPVMC (Section 17.26.030 of the RPVMC). Furthermore, the Development Code sets
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a 16-foot height limit for buildings in an Institutional zone, which can be exceeded (with
no maximum height limit) with approval of a Conditional Use Permit.


In considering a Conditional Use Permit application, Development Code Section
17.60.050 requires the Planning Commission to make six (6) findings in reference to the
property and uses under consideration. (Development Code language is boldface,
followed by Staff's analysis in normal type):


1. The site is adequate in size and shape to accommodate said use and for all of
the yards, setbacks, walls or fences, landscaping and other features required
by this title [Title 17 "Zoning] or by conditions imposed under this section
[Section 17.60.050] to adjust said use to those on abutting land and within the
neighborhood.


The subject property is 399,804 square feet (9.2 acres) in area and is currently operated
as an elementary school (K-8) and church. The property is located at the southeast
corner of the intersection of Crest Road and Crenshaw Boulevard and is currently sited
with multiple buildings, including classrooms, offices, a recreational hall, residential
building/on-site housing and a sanctuary. The majority of the property is relatively flat
(less than 5% slope) and is developed with impervious surface area to accommodate
the existing parking and playground area.


The proposed project includes the implementation of a Master Plan for the St. John
Fisher school and church property. This Master Plan would accommodate the
construction of a new sanctuary, administration building, art room, library, ancillary
offices, storage area and preschool. Additionally, the Master Plan would include the
demolition of the existing rectory and remodeling the existing convent (not in use) into a
new rectory, the existing sanctuary into a new gymnasium, existing classrooms and
offices.


Section 17.26.040 of the RPVMC establishes general development standards for all
permitted Institutional uses. Staff has determined that all elements of the proposed
Master Plan will comply with the standards identified within this section. Specifically, the
proposed structures will be located outside of the 25'-0" front and street-side setback
areas (proposed 40'-0" from the west property line at Crenshaw Boulevard and 48'-0"
from the north property line at Crest Road). Additionally, the proposed additions would
not alter the existing east side yard setback or rear setback. It is important to note, the
project includes the construction of a new 454 square foot maintenance garage,
adjacent to the remodeled rectory, along the east side yard. The proposed maintenance
garage would require a Variance application as it does not meet the required side yard
setback of 20'-0". This portion of the project is not being analyzed as part of this Staff
Report. The applicant has indicated that they will be submitting an application for a
Variance to allow the garage to encroach into the east side yard setback. The project
will be re-noticed to include the Variance request prior to the next public hearing
(proposed July 22, 2008).
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There are two access driveways for ingress/egress on the property. One driveway is
located at the southwest corner of the property and ascends approximately 43 feet from
Crenshaw Boulevard (elevation 1182') to the main parking lot (average elevation 1225').
A second driveway is located at the northeast corner of the property and ascends
approximately 30 feet from Crest Road (elevation 1195) to the main parking lot (average
elevation 1225').


The project proposal includes the construction of a new sanctuary and administration
building on a portion of the existing parking lot. According to Section 17.50 of the
RPVMC (Parking Standards), the proposed St. John Fisher Master Plan would require a
total of 657 parking spaces if the code required parking standards are applied
collectively for each individual use on the property (sanctuary, school library, offices,
gymnasium, elementary school, preschool, auditorium, etc.). Due to the fact that all
uses on the St. John Fisher site would not be operated at the same time, Staff required
the applicant to provide a parking analysis delineating the required parking for each use
on an hour-by-hour basis to determine the necessary parking quantity required at the
highest peak hour of operation for the entire site. The parking analysis, which was
reviewed and approved by the City's Traffic Engineer, noted that the highest peak hour
of operation, when the most parking would be necessary based on the uses, was on
Sundays between the hours of 10 AM and 12 PM. During this time 331 parking spaces
would be necessary. As such the applicant has provided 331 parking spaces.
Additionally, the applicant has provided three (3) additional loading spaces as required
by Section 17.50.050 (Loading) of the RPVMC. Given the City's Traffic Engineer's
review and approval of the parking analysis, Staff believes that the provision of 331
parking spaces, plus 3 additional loading spaces, is adequate to accommodate the
proposed uses.


It is important to note, Section 17.50.040(E)(1) (development standards for parking lots)
requires a solid masonry wall, not less than 5'-0" in height, to be constructed where a
parking area abuts a residential district, unless waived by the Planning Commission.
The existing and proposed parking lot, along the south property line, abuts the
residential neighborhood known as the Rancho Crest HOA. The applicant is requesting
that the Planning Commission waive this requirement. Staff is of the opinion that this
requirement is not necessary due to the existing landscaping located along the south
property line and the large hillside that descends 15 to 25 feet from the south property
line to the single-family residences located at the bottom of the hillside. In order to
ensure that the existing landscaping is maintained, if the project is approved, Staff
would add a condition of approval requiring said landscaping to be maintained.
Additionally, in the event that said landscaping dies or is eliminated due to unforeseen
circumstances beyond the control of the applicant, the applicant will be required to
provide landscaping of similar nature and size for replacement.


According to Section 17.50.040 (Parking Standards), "a minimum of five percent of the
paved parking area shall be devoted to interior planting areas." Additionally, "planting
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areas shall be distributed throughout the lot as evenly as possible, but variations from
this pattern may be granted by the Staff when a different pattern would result in the
overall aesthetic improvement of the project." With regard to landscaping within the
proposed parking lot, the applicant has provided a minimum of 7,202 square feet of
landscaped area (5.9%) within the 121,047 square foot parking lot in order to meet the
code requirements for landscaping (minimum 5%). Additionally, in order to provide
additional landscaped area within the parking lot, the applicant is proposing to provide a
5'-0" wide planter, proposed with a 2'-6" .landscaped car bumper overhang into the low
lying planter area, in order to increase the landscaped area within the parking lot to
11,485 square feet (9.4%). Staff and the City Traffic Consultant have reviewed the
design of the proposed parking lot and feel that the proposed landscaped planter and
bumper area would be a beneficial addition to the parking lot and would not impact the
parking spaces.


Based on the above discussion and the fact that the subject property is large enough in
size and shape to accommodate the proposed project while complying with the
development standards for an Institutional District, Staff believes that the this finding
can be made.


2. The site for the proposed use relates to streets and highways sufficient to
carry the type and quality of traffic generated by the subject use.


Traffic


Staff has referred to the City's Traffic Engineer for recommendations for the St. John
Fisher Master Plan as it relates to off-site and on-site circulation and parking. According
to the traffic study prepared for the project, and reviewed and approved by the City's
Traffic Engineer, the study intersection (Crest Road and Crenshaw Boulevard) and
nearby roadway segments (Crenshaw Boulevard, north of Crest Road and Crest Road,
west of Crenshaw Boulevard) are operating at acceptable levels of service during peak
hours for both weekday and Sunday conditions. Additionally, the traffic study states that
under "existing with ambient growth and project" conditions, the proposed St. John
Fisher project is not expected to significantly impact the study locations beyond the
threshold limits required by the City for review. The City's Traffic Engineer has noted
that the increase in trip generation is negligible and would not require mitigation as a
result of the proposed project. Further, the existing property is currently improved with
two driveways that are situated more than 300 feet from the intersection of Crest and
Crenshaw. The project would maintain the existing driveways in their current locations.


Parking


As noted in the previous finding #1, based on a parking study that was reviewed and
approved by the City's Traffic Engineer, the highest number of parking spaces
necessary to accommodate potential vehicles during the highest peak hour of operation
(10:00 AM to 12:00 PM on Sundays) for the entire property (all uses) would be 331
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parking spaces, which the applicant has provided. Based upon the traffic study, parking
analysis and review and approval by the City's Traffic Engineer, Staff is of the opinion
that the proposed St. John Fisher Master Plan will not adversely impact traffic patterns.
As such, the streets are adequate in type and quality to accommodate the expansion of
the St. John Fisher Master Plan project and this finding can be made.


3. In approving the subject use at the specific location, there will be no
significant adverse effect on adjacent property or the permitted use thereof.


The applicant constructed a temporary frame structure (silhouette) to assist Staff in
assessing potential view impact/impairment as seen from neighboring residential
properties. As a result, Staff determined that the proposed new structures would not
impair views of the Pacific Ocean, Catalina or city lights due to the location, topography
and orientation of the proposed sanctuary.


According to Section 17.26.010 of the RPVMC, "The Institutional district provides for a
wide range of major public and quasi-public, institutional and auxiliary uses established.
in response to the health, safety, educational, cultural and welfare needs of the city in
efficient, functionally compatible and attractively planned...educational institutions and
similar uses in conformance with the general plan." The focus of Staff's assessment of
the proposed Master Plan is on the proposed sanctuary building since the other
proposed buildings will not be visible or be will be barely visible from the adjoining
properties or public rights-of-way.


The applicant has incorporated a variety of architectural elements and articulated
facades in order to minimize the overall appearance of the new sanctuary building.
Specifically, the sanctuary has been designed to include a number of tall windows and
architectural "fins" that project from the main structure and help to break up the
appearance of what could be a more massive building located at one of the main
intersections within the City. Additionally, the sanctuary has been designed in a circular
shape at varying heights to minimize the appearance of harsh angles and to help soften
its appearance from the public right-of-way. The main structure will range from 15'- 0" in
height at the east end of the structure to 48'-0" in height at the west and southeast ends
of the structure. Although the new sanctuary building will exceed the 16-foot height limit,
Staff believes that the building has employed architectural elements and articulation that
are typically sought by the City to minimize the bulk and mass of a building.
Furthermore, Staff believes that the height of the sanctuary is commensurate with its
use and is comparable with the height of other religious buildings in the City. For
example, the height for the main structure of The Church of Jesus Christ LOS is
approximately 50 feet in height to the highest ridgeline, St. Peter's By the Sea is a
maximum height of 66' feet and Wayferer's Chapel is approximately 40 feet to the
highest ridgeline.


Notwithstanding, Staff does have a concern with the overall height of the proposed
steeple which is proposed to measure 72'-0" to the top of the structure (with a 16-foot
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cross on top). Specifically, Staff believes that the proposed height of the steeple, which
is essentially an architectural element, would create an overly dramatic element to the
proposed sanctuary, thereby magnifying its presence relative to the public right-of-way
and neighboring properties. Thus, rather than blending in with the surrounding area, in
Staff's opinion, the height of the steeple affects the overall appearance of the structure
by accenting its mass, thereby departing from the appearance of other structures,
landscaping and topography in the area. As such, Staff is of the opinion that the current
design of the new sanctuary, specifical,ly the steeple element, should be lowered in
height or modified by the applicant to address this specific concern.


Therefore, for the reasons explained above, Staff believes that with a reduction of the
height of the proposed sanctuary steeple, all aspects of the proposed project would not
result in a significant adverse effect on the adjacent properties or public rights-of-way.


4. The proposed use is not contrary to the General Plan.


According to General Plan (Urban Environment Element, Activity Area Goal C, page
56), "the City shall encourage the development of institutional facilities to serve the
political, social, and cultural needs of its citizens." Additionally, the General Plan
addresses the need to ensure compatibility of Institutional Activity Areas (Public,
Educational and Religious) in relation to other surrounding uses within the City.
Specifically, it is the policy of the City to "locate schools on or near major arterials or
collectors, buffered from residential uses, and provide adequate parking and automobile
access" and "review the location and site design of future institutional uses very
carefully to ensure their compatibility with adjacent sites" (Urban Environment Element,
Institutional Activity Area Policy 1 and 6, page 93).


As previously noted, the subject property is currently developed with an existing
sanctuary and elementary school (K-8). The applicant is proposing a Master Plan to
update, upgrade and expand the existing school and church facilities to serve the needs
of the current and future students and parishioners. Staff is of the opinion that the
subject site is adequate in size, shape and location to accommodate the expansion of
the school to include a new preschool and can accommodate a new sanctuary at the
corner of the intersection of Crest and Crenshaw. Further, the location of the new
sanctuary would be located near and visible from the public right-of-way, similar to other
churches found throughout the City (i.e. Pacific Unitarian, Mount Olive Lutheran, LOS
Church, Congregation Nertamid, Peninsula Community Church, St. Paul's Lutheran, St.
Peters by the Sea and Wayfarers). Furthermore, the proposed Master Plan includes the
reconfiguration of the existing parking lot and will accommodate a total of 331 parking
spaces based on the parking analysis approved by the City's Traffic Engineer, which
determined parking need for the highest peak hour of operation on the property at any
given time throughout the day.


A majority of the proposed structures will not be easily visible from the public right-of
way or neighboring properties, with the exception of the new sanctuary at the corner of
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cross on top). Specifically, Staff believes that the proposed height of the steeple, which
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Crest and Crenshaw. Notwithstanding the articulated features incorporated into the
design of the proposed sanctuary (identified in finding #3 above), after the silhouette for
the proposed sanctuary was constructed, Staff came to the conclusion that the steeple
portion of the proposed structure significantly reduces the compatibility of the proposed
sanctuary and increases the overall appearance of structure as seen from the public
right-of-way, the Villa Verdes HOA, Island View HOA and portions of the Ridgecrest
Rancho, Inc. HOA. Staff is of the opinion that the steeple portion of the proposed
structure should be substantially reduced to blend with the main portion of the structure
and accommodate a design that is more compatible with the surrounding areas. As
currently designed, Staff is not able to make this finding.


5. If the site of the proposed use is within any of the overlay control districts
established by Chapter 17.40 (Overlay Control Districts) of this title [Title 17
"Zoning"], the proposed use complies with all applicable requirements of that
chapter.


The subject property is not located within an Overlay Control District defined in Chapter
17.40 of the RPVMC. As such, this finding is not applicable.


6. Conditions regarding any of the requirements listed in this paragraph, which
the Planning Commission finds to be necessary to protect the health, safety
and general welfare, have been imposed [including but not limited to]:
setbacks and buffers; fences or walls; lighting; vehicular ingress and egress;
noise, vibration, odors and similar emissions; landscaping; maintenance of
structures, grounds or signs; service roads or alleys; and such other
conditions as will make possible development of the City in an orderly and
efficient manner and in conformity with the intent and purposes set for in this
title [Title 17 "Zoning"].


A. Lighting - The applicant is proposing to provide new light standards within the new
parking lot and exterior light fixtures around the new sanctuary. As a result, the
proposed lighting may create a potential impact to the surrounding neighborhood.
The applicant has submitted a photometric site lighting plan indicating that the
proposed lighting in the parking lot will have shields to prevent lighting from spilling
onto adjacent properties. Additionally, the applicant has noted that the pedestrian
access at the northwest corner of the property will provide a minimum of one-foot
candle of light source up to the sidewalk, as required for emergency pedestrian
ingress/egress. If the project is approved, in order to ensure that there will not be
light or glare impacts as a result of the new, on-site lighting, Staff will incorporate
conditions of approval requiring that 1) each light fixture head incorporates
appropriate shields so that light is directed onto the subject property only and are
hooded to direct light downward, 2) a site inspection be conducted by the City after
installation of the light fixtures and 3) a trial period of six months be imposed after
installation of the light fixtures for assessment of the lighting, after which the City
may require additional screening, or reduction in the intensity of light.
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B. Vehicular Ingress and Egress - As noted above, the subject property is currently
developed with two access driveways that are located over 300 feet from the
intersection of Crest and Crenshaw. One driveway is located on Crest and one is
located on Crenshaw. A portion of the driveway accessed from Crest Road will be
widened to meet the 28'-0" width requirement from the Fire Department. The
location of the existing driveway will' remain and a condition to this effect would be
imposed if the project were approveq.


C. Noise, Vibration, Odors and Similar Emissions - Staff has determined that the
proposed project will not increase the ambient noise levels on the subject property
as a result of the proposed project, after construction. On a short-term basis, noise
generated by the implementation and construction of the proposed project may
result in a temporary increase in vibrations, odors and similar emissions. Due to the
fact that the proposed project would be constructed in phases, over a time period to
be determined by the Planning Commission, appropriate mitigation measures
(Construction Noise Mitigation and Monitoring Plan and Construction Management
Plan), as identified in the MND, have been incorporated.


The proposed project includes the installation of speakers in the steeple element
and the operation of recorded carillon bells and a chime schedule to ring on the
following dates and times: Monday through Saturday at 8:00 AM, 12:00 PM, 5:05
PM and 6:00 PM; and Sunday at 8:50 AM, 10:35 AM, 12:00 PM, 12:20 PM, 4:50
PM and 6:00 PM. The bells will be audible for a relatively short period of time (60
seconds), prior to the mass times listed above. The City does not currently have a
noise ordinance in place regulating a maximum decibel level for intermittent noise.
Thus, audible bells are not prohibited or regulated by the City's Development Code.
The Development Code does attempt to regulate construction noise, which tends to
produce the loudest noise levels, by limiting construction between the hours of 7:00
AM and 7:00 PM, Monday through Saturday, with no construction allowed on
Sundays. Staff notes that, with the exception of Sundays, all of the proposed bell
times are during the time that construction noise is allowed with no noise limit.
Furthermore, Staff believes that the bell rings can be regulated in a manner to
minimize the frequency and sound level by imposing conditions of approval. Thus, if
the project is approved, Staff recommends adding conditions of approval, regulating
the bell schedule to the abovementioned dates and times only, with the exception of
ringing the bells on Holy Day masses (November 1 - All Saints Day, December 8 
Immaculate Conception, December 25 - Christmas, January 1 - New Years,
January 6 - Epiphany, Ascension Thursday, August 15 - Assumption), and before
weddings and after funerals. The bells will be permitted to ring at those times for the
duration of 60 seconds only. The bells will not be permitted to ring before 7:00 AM
or after 7:00 PM on any given day. Additionally, to further mitigate any potential
impacts that would occur as a result of the new bells, Staff is proposing to add
conditions that the speakers for the carillon bells be oriented toward the center of
the subject property and be limited to a maximum height of 16'-0" (height permitted
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"by-right"). Lastly, Staff will require a six month review period, after the installation
of the bells, to assess the effectiveness of the conditions and, if necessary, impose
any additional conditions related to the bells.


D. Landscaping - Most, if not all, of the existing landscaping located at the corner of
Crest and Crenshaw, on the subject property, will be removed to accommodate the
construction of the new sanctuary. Although the applicant has submitted a
landscape concept plan, Staff woulq require a final landscape plan, indicating new
landscaping that will offset the visibility of the new sanctuary from neighboring
properties and the surrounding rights-of-way. Said landscape plan will be required
to be reviewed an approved by the City's Arborist prior to issuance of a building
permit and/or grading permit. Additionally, the applicant will be required to maintain,
in a thriving manner, all existing trees that are not affected by approved
construction.


E. Maintenance of Structures, Grounds and Signs - Section 17.56 of the RPVMC
(Environmental Protection) ''protects properties and persons from environmental
nuisances and hazards and sets tolerance levels for adverse environmental effects
created by any use or development of land." To ensure that the structures and
grounds of the property are properly maintained, Staff proposes conditions that
require landscaping to be maintained on a weekly basis, that the parking lot be
swept on a weekly basis, and that all trash enclosures and mechanical equipment,
whether ground or roof mounted, be adequately screened from other properties and
rights-of-way.


F. National Pollutant Elimination System (NPDES) - The Federal Clean Water Act
requires that developers and contractors reduce the amount of pollutants in storm
water runoff to the maximum extent practical. Pursuant to the requirements set forth
in the Federal Clean Water Act, a Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan
(SUSMP) and Local Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) shall be
reviewed and approved by the City prior to the issuance of building permits and/or
grading permits. The applicants have submitted a preliminary mitigation plan that is
in the early stages of development and was reviewed and approved in-concept by
the City's NPDES Consultant. However, if the project is approved, building permits
and/or grading permits will not be issued, as conditioned, unless the SUSMP and
SWPPP are approved as a final design.


GRADING PERMIT


Pursuant to Section 17.76.040 of the RPVMC, the City requires a major grading permit
for grading activity that will involve the following: 1) excavation, fill, or both, in excess of
50 cubic yards in a two year period; or 2) cut or fill more than 5'-0" in depth or height; 3)
excavation or fill encroaching in or altering a natural drainage course; or 4) excavation
or fill on an extreme slope (35% or greater slope), or 5) remedial grading (cut and re
compaction) for the purpose of enhancing soil stability. As the project would include a
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combined total of 30,688 cubic yards of grading (19,694 cubic yards of raw cut and
10,994 cubic yards of fill to be reused on-site), a major grading permit is required.


In order to approve the Grading Permit, the Planning Commission must determine that
the request meets all criteria as set forth in Municipal Code Section No. 17.76.040.


Regular Grading (Cut, Fill and Retaining Walls)


The subject 399,804 square foot (9.2 acres) property is zoned for Institutional uses and
is currently operated as an elementary school and Catholic Church. A majority of the
property is a pad lot (less than 5% slope) that was previously graded for the existing
buildings and a large parking lot. Of the total amount of earth graded, 8,700 cubic yards
would be exported. A majority of the proposed grading, identified within the St. John
Fisher Master Plan, would occur within the already developed portions of the property to
accommodate the construction of the new buildings and reconfigure the parking lot at
the south end of the property. A few retaining walls are proposed along the sides and
center of the property to accommodate additional parking or additional yard area.


Staff is of the opinion that the proposed grading does not exceed that which is
necessary for the permitted primary use of the lot due to the size of the lot (9.2 acres)
and the fact that a majority of the proposed grading will occur within the developed
portions of the property (grading criterion E1). The proposed grading and/or related
construction would not significantly adversely affect the visual relationships with nor
views from the viewing area of neighboring properties (grading criterion E2) due to the
fact that a majority of the existing grade elevations will be maintained between grade
elevation 1219' and 1222'. A majority of the excavation (cut) will occur for the
construction of a basement for the new administration building and lowering of the pad
area for the new sanctuary by four feet. Due to the fact that the existing parking lot
along the south property line is sloped, the west and north portions of the parking lot will
be filled with dirt to create a new flat parking area. Additionally, portions of the existing
driveways and other areas of the site will be re-graded to allow for adequate fire access
and fire lanes, as required by the Fire Department.


Staff is also of the opinion that the proposed grading minimizes disturbances to the
natural contours and the finished contours are reasonably natural (grading criterion E3)
as the applicant is proposing to blend any man-made or manufactured slopes into the
natural topography (grading criterion E4). As noted above, the proposed grading is
reasonable and necessary for the construction of a flat parking lot and fire access.
Further, the proposed retaining walls will follow the contours of the existing topography.
Additional grading is proposed on the existing slope at the corner of Crest and
Crenshaw to accommodate pedestrian access, via stairs and an ADA approved ramp,
to the new sanctuary aild property. The grading associated with the pedestrian access
will provide a slope that will reasonably follow and blend the existing contours along the
slope.
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One of the grading review criteria requires a finding that the grading would not cause
excessive and unnecessary disturbance of the natural landscape or wildlife habitat
through the removal of vegetation (grading criterion E8). Natural landscape is usually
considered wild flowers, low coastal sage scrub, chaparral, and grasslands. Based on
the City's NCCP vegetation maps, there is no evidence of natural landscape or wildlife
habitat on the subject property, which is a developed lot zoned for Institutional use and
surrounded by a neighborhood developed with single-family residences. As such, the
proposed project would not result in e~cessive or unnecessary removal of sensitive
vegetation.


The proposed grading would not create finished slopes greater than 35%, would not
occur on a slope greater than 50% and is permitted to occur on slopes equal to or
exceeding 35% when the lot legally existed prior to City incorporation, such as the
subject property. Additionally, grading is permitted to exceed a depth of 5 feet for the
excavation of a basement (administration building). The project applicant includes a
request to allow three upslope retaining walls. Although the grading criterion does not
allow the creation of more than one upslope retaining wall at a maximum height of 8'-0"
and one downslope retaining wall not to exceed a height of 3'-6", the Planning
Commission is allowed to approve a Grading Permit that does not conform to these
standards, provided that the following four findings can be adopted:


a) The first eight criterion in subsection (E)(1) through (E)(8) have been
met.


As noted in the discussion above, Staff's opinion is that all eight criteria are being
met. It is important to note that grading criterion E5 through E7 do not apply to
the subject property or proposed development as the subject property does not
include construction of a new single-family residence, is not part of a proposed
subdivision and does not include grading within the public right-of-way. As such,
Staff feels that this finding can be adopted.


b) The second finding is that the request is consistent with the purpose of
Municipal Code Section No. 17.76.040.


Municipal Code Section No. 17.76.040 states, "the purpose of the chapter is to
provide reasonable development of land, ensure the maximum preservation of
the scenic character of the area, ensure that the development of properties
occurs in a manner harmonious to adjoining properties, and that the project
complies with the goals and polices of the General Plan." By allowing deviations
to the permitted grading criterion, the applicant is able to construct retaining walls
that would accommodate additional playground area for the students of the St.
John Fisher school as well as provide additional parking stalls, as required.
Further, the majority of the proposed retaining walls will be upslope retaining
walls (inward facing) and will not be visible from the adjoining or nearby
properties. Additionally, one downslope retaining wall will be constructed along
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occur on a slope greater than 50% and is permitted to occur on slopes equal to or
exceeding 350/0 when the lot legally existed prior to City incorporation, such as the
subject property. Additionally, grading is permitted to exceed a depth of 5 feet for the
excavation of a basement (administration building). The project applicant includes a
request to allow three upslope retaining walls. Although the grading criterion does not
allow the creation of more than one upslope retaining wall at a maximum height of 8'-0"
and one downslope retaining wall not to exceed a height of 3'-6", the Planning
Commission is allowed to approve a Grading Permit that does not conform to these
standards, provided that the following four findings can be adopted:


a) The first eight criterion in subsection (E)(1) through (E)(8) have been
met.


As noted in the discussion above, Staff's opinion is that all eight criteria are being
met. It is important to note that grading criterion E5 through E7 do not apply to
the subject property or proposed development as the subject property does not
include construction of a new single-family residence, is not part of a proposed
subdivision and does not include grading within the public right-of-way. As such,
Staff feels that this finding can be adopted.


b) The second finding is that the request is consistent with the purpose of
Municipal Code Section No. 17.76.040.


Municipal Code Section No. 17.76.040 states, "the purpose of the chapter is to
provide reasonable development of land, ensure the maximum preservation of
the scenic character of the area, ensure that the development of properties
occurs in a manner harmonious to adjoining properties, and that the project
complies with the goals and polices of the General Plan." By allowing deviations
to the permitted grading criterion, the applicant is able to construct retaining walls
that would accommodate additional playground area for the students of the St.
John Fisher school as well as provide additional parking stalls, as required.
Further, the majority of the proposed retaining walls will be upslope retaining
walls (inward facing) and will not be visible from the adjoining or nearby
properties. Additionally, one downslope retaining wall will be constructed along
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the west side of the property, adjacent to the driveway, however this retaining
wall will not be easily visible from the property to the east (Daughters of Mary and
Joseph) due to the fact that the pad area of the neighboring property is located
approximately 15 to 20 feet above the proposed retaining wall. As such, Staff
believes this finding can be adopted.


c) The third finding is that approval of the grading permit will not constitute
a special privilege with the limitations upon other properties in the.
vicinity.


The surrounding neighborhood is inundated with hillside properties that utilize
retaining walls to support slopes and planting areas. The subject property has an
existing pad area that would be maximized to accommodate the construction of a
new sanctuary, administration building, library, art room, preschool and ancillary
offices. Further, the proposed retaining walls would offer a substantial support
system for the existing slopes along the driveway, parking lot, playground area
and would accommodate a new inward facing columbarium between the new
sanctuary and remodeled gymnasium. As such, Staff feels this finding can be
adopted.


d) The final finding is that departures from the standards will not be
detrimental to the public safety, nor to other property.


The City's geotechnical consultant will be required to approve a soil engineering
report for the grading and retaining walls. Furthermore, the City, prior to issuance
of building permits and/or grading permits, requires that the structure and all
retaining walls be engineered to meet the requirements of the building code.
These aforementioned requirements are placed on all structures, regardless of
deviations to the grading criteria. Further, deviation from the criteria would allow
the property owner the ability to stabilize the slopes on the property by
constructing structurally sound retaining walls adjacent to the proposed parking
and playground areas. As such, deviating from the standards does not alter the
City's review of the structural aspect of the structure and the retaining walls. With
these provisions the proposed deviations will not cause a detrimental impact to
public safety and/or other properties in the vicinity of the project; therefore Staff
feels that this finding can be adopted.


Ultimately, Staff believes that all four findings can be made and the proposed grading
related to the project, which is in excess of that normally permissible under subsection
(E)(9) of Municipal Code Section No. 17.76.040, can be approved.


Remedial Grading


Of the total 30,688 cubic yards of grading, the applicant is proposing remedial
excavation in the amount of 6,967 cubic yards and remedial fill in the amount of 7,664
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cubic yards (including 10% shrinkage). The maximum height of cut and/or fill associated
with the remedial grading was determined by a geology and soils report submitted by
the applicant which was approved "in-concept for Planning purposes" by the City's
Geologist. Although stockpiling is allowed for remedial grading, if the project is
approved, Staff will add a condition of approval requiring all stockpiles to be less than
200 cubic yards in any given area, to not be stockpiled for more than a six month period
and to not be visible from any right-of-way. It is important to note, the subject property is
currently developed and a majority of th~ grading will occur within the existing driveway
and parking lot. Nonetheless, the applicant will be required to submit and obtain
approval of a drainage plan ensuring that the remedial grading will be designed to
improve surface drainage and will not cause ponding or surface runoff so as to minimize
surface water infiltration. Lastly, as noted under the "Regular Grading" section above, all
of the proposed grading will comply with remaining criterion for remedial grading as
follows: the grading will minimize disturbances to the natural contours and finished
contours will remain reasonably natural by blending man-made or manufactured slopes
into the natural topography; no habitat will be disturbed as habitat does not exist on the
subject property; and the grading will not cause excessive and/or unnecessary scarring
of the natural landscape through the removal of vegetation. As such, the remedial
grading associated with the proposed project can be approved.


MINOR EXCEPTION PERMIT


The project includes the construction of three combination walls located outside the
required front and/or street-side setback area that exceed 8'_0" in height from the low
side and 6'-0" in height from the high side. Specifically, the applicant is proposing 1) a
combination wall (retaining wall with rod-iron fence) along the east side property line, 2)
a combination wall (retaining wall with rod-iron fence) along the west side of the
driveway accessed from Crest Road, 3) a combination wall (retaining wall with rod-iron
fence) along the south property line and 4) a combination wall (retaining wall with rod
iron fence) along the north side of the new parking lot. The applicant is required to
obtain approval of a Minor Exception Permit to allow the combination walls (retaining
wall and freestanding wall) to exceed the 8'-0" height limit. Development Code Section
No. 17.76.030(0) allows a combination wall located outside of a front or street-side
setback area which does not exceed 11 '-6" in height, as measured from the lower side
and 6'-0" in height as measured from grade on the higher side, provided the approval of
a Minor Exception Permit has been granted.


According to Municipal Code Section No. 17.66.050, in order for the Planning
Commission to approve the Minor Exception Permit, one of the following findings must
be made:


1. The requested minor exception is warranted by practical difficulties; or,


2. The requested minor exception is warranted by an unnecessary hardship; or,
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cubic yards (including 10% shrinkage). The maximum height of cut and/or fill associated
with the remedial grading was determined by a geology and soils report submitted by
the applicant which was approved "in-concept for Planning purposes" by the City's
Geologist. Although stockpiling is allowed for remedial grading, if the project is
approved, Staff will add a condition of approval requiring all stockpiles to be less than
200 cubic yards in any given area, to not be stockpiled for more than a six month period
and to not be visible from any right-of-way. It is important to note, the subject property is
currently developed and a majority of th~ grading will occur within the existing driveway
and parking lot. Nonetheless, the applicant will be required to submit and obtain
approval of a drainage plan ensuring that the remedial grading will be designed to
improve surface drainage and will not cause ponding or surface runoff so as to minimize
surface water infiltration. Lastly, as noted under the "Regular Grading" section above, all
of the proposed grading will comply with remaining criterion for remedial grading as
follows: the grading will minimize disturbances to the natural contours and finished
contours will remain reasonably natural by blending man-made or manufactured slopes
into the natural topography; no habitat will be disturbed as habitat does not exist on the
subject property; and the grading will not cause excessive and/or unnecessary scarring
of the natural landscape through the removal of vegetation. As such, the remedial
grading associated with the proposed project can be approved.


MINOR EXCEPTION PERMIT


The project includes the construction of three combination walls located outside the
required front and/or street-side setback area that exceed 8'_0" in height from the low
side and 6'-0" in height from the high side. Specifically, the applicant is proposing 1) a
combination wall (retaining wall with rod-iron fence) along the east side property line, 2)
a combination wall (retaining wall with rod-iron fence) along the west side of the
driveway accessed from Crest Road, 3) a combination wall (retaining wall with rod-iron
fence) along the south property line and 4) a combination wall (retaining wall with rod
iron fence) along the north side of the new parking lot. The applicant is required to
obtain approval of a Minor Exception Permit to allow the combination walls (retaining
wall and freestanding wall) to exceed the 8'-0" height limit. Development Code Section
No. 17.76.030(D) allows a combination wall located outside of a front or street-side
setback area which does not exceed 11'-6" in height, as measured from the lower side
and 6'-0" in height as measured from grade on the higher side, provided the approval of
a Minor Exception Permit has been granted.


According to Municipal Code Section No. 17.66.050, in order for the Planning
Commission to approve the Minor Exception Permit, one of the following findings must
be made:


1. The requested minor exception is warranted by practical difficulties; or,


2. The requested minor exception is warranted by an unnecessary hardship; or,
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3. The requested minor exception is necessary to avoid inconsistencies with the
general intent of Title 17 of the Municipal Code.


Staff feels that the request is necessary to avoid inconsistencies with the general intent
of the zoning code. There will be greater than 30" of fall adjacent to the expanded
playground and adjacent to the neighboring properties to the east and south. The
applicant will be required to construct a guardrail/freestanding wall/fence on top of the
retaining walls to protect the safety of. people on the subject property and adjacent
properties, therefore creating three combination walls that exceed the "by-right" limits for
walls outside of the required front and/or street-side setback areas. As such, Staff feels
that the Minor Exception Permit can be approved.


In addition to the review criteria listed in Chapter 17.66.050, the Planning Commission
shall use, but not be limited to, the following criteria in assessing an application to allow
a combination wall to exceed 8'-0" on the low side and/or 6'-0" on the high side through
a Minor Exception Permit:


1. The height of the fence, wall or hedge will not be detrimental to the public
safety and welfare;


The request to construct a fence on top of three of the proposed retaining walls would
provide a safety barrier for people between the subject lot and the neighboring
properties to the south and east as well as for the play area for the students and
pedestrian in the parking lot. Further, the applicant is proposing to construct wrought
iron fencing, as opposed to a solid wall in order to soften the appearance of tall
combination walls. Staff is also proposing that the wrought-iron fence meet the code
definition of "fence" pursuant to Section 17.96.700 of the RPVMC. As such, this criterion
can be met.


2. The line of sight over or through the fence is adequate for safety and does not
significantly impair a view from the viewing area of an adjacent parcels as
defined in Section 17.02.040 of the Municipal Code;


The proposed combination walls would not impair any views as seen from adjacent
parcel as there are no views enjoyed from the viewing areas of adjacent parcels. As
such, this finding may be adopted.


3. On corner lots, intersection visibility as identified in Section 17.48.070 of the
Municipal Code is not obstructed; and


Although the subject lot is a corner lot, the proposed combination walls will be located
outside of the intersection visibility triangle. As such, this finding can be made.


4. The height of the retaining portion does not exceed the grading limits set
forth in Section 17.76.040 of the Municipal Code
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The proposed combination walls would not impair any views as seen from adjacent
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As discussed in the grading permit section above, the retaining walls are necessary to
support the reconfigured parking lot and would accommodate additional playground
area for the school use and would not exceed the grading limits set forth in the
Municipal Code.


SIGN PERMIT


Development Code Section 17.76.050(F)(1) states, "One major identification sign shall
be permitted on each building frontage in which a public entry is located ... up to a
maximum of 75 square feet." The proposed project includes the construction of wall
signage at the corner of the intersection of Crest and Crenshaw, parallel to the
proposed building fagade of the new sanctuary. The proposed signage would read "St.
John Fisher Catholic Community" and would encompass a total of 63 square feet along
a new wall that is attached to the proposed sanctuary. It is important to note, an existing
freestanding sign is located near the northeast corner of the subject property, adjacent
to the existing driveway, and is proposed to remain. As such, Staff has reviewed the
proposed new signage in accordance with Section 17.76.050(F) of the RPVMC and has
found that the proposed identification signage complies with the development code.


ADDITIONAL INFORMATION


Duration of Time for Phasing


As noted under the project description section above, the applicant is proposing to
phase the various components identified in the St. John Fisher Master Plan. Although
the applicant has proposed to complete the entirety of the Master Plan within a 10 year
period, Section 17.60.070 of the RPVMC (Conditional Use Permit) allows the Planning
Commission to "establish a time limit within which the applicant shall commence upon
the permitted use ...the time limit shall be a reasonable time based on the size and
nature of the proposed development. JJ As noted above, under the Environmental
Assessment section of this report, an Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration
were prepared to analyze the impacts associated with the proposed St. John Fisher
Master Plan. Staff is of the opinion that the environmental assessment would only be
valid for a period of 5 years before an additional environmental assessment would be
required for review through CEQA. This is because some of the existing conditions may
be different in 5 years and thus some of the environmental concerns that are identified
today may not be valid in 5 years. Additionally, Staff is of the opinion that, funding
questions aside, all portions of the proposed St. John Fisher Master Plan could
reasonably be completed with a 5 year period. As such, Staff is recommending that the
Planning Commission allow the Conditional Use Permit #96 - Revision "0" to be valid
for a maximum of 5 years, to allow the applicant to submit all portions of the Master
Plan into Building and Safety Plan Check. If the St. John Fisher Master Plan project is
approved, a condition allowing the CUP #96 - Revision "0" to be valid for a period of 5
years will be imposed. If the applicant does not commence submittal of plans into
Building and Safety Plan for any or all portions of the St. John Fisher Master Plan, the
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applicant will be required to submit an application for a new Conditional Use Permit
Revision application and Environmental Assessment for those portions of the project.


Affordable Housing Requirement


According to Section 17.11.140 of the RPVMC (Affordable Housing),
It • •• requirements ...[for affordable housing]...shall apply to all applications for
construction, expansion or intensification of nonresidential uses, including, but not
limited to, applications for.. .institutional developments." As such, if the St. John Fisher
Master Plan is approved, Staff will include a condition of approval requiring that the
project comply with this section of the municipal code by paying the required in lieu fee
prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy. However, please note that Section
17.11.140(B) allows projects to be exempt from this requirement provided that it meets
specific criteria. If the applicant believes the project is exempt from this requirement,
then the applicant shall obtain City Council approval for such exemption. Staff has
added a condition requiring compliance with this Municipal Code section.


Silhouette Construction Requirement


According the City's Non-Single-Family Residential Silhouette Construction Criteria, "a
silhouette shall be constructed exactly as [delineated in the guidelines,] unless the
applicant can demonstrate to the Director that strict adherence to these guidelines will
adversely impact the operation of the existing non-residential use and/or public safety."
The applicant stressed concerns with the requirement to provide the silhouette for the
sanctuary and administration building for an extended period of time as it would affect
the every-day operation of the St. John Fisher School and could potentially cause a
safety hazard due to the height of the silhouette story poles if they were to fall onto the
property or adjacent public rights-of-way. The Director of Planning, Building and Code
Enforcement noted the concerns from the applicant and allowed the silhouette to be
constructed for a period of two weeks, from July 2, 2008 through July 15, 2008, before
the scheduled Planning Commission hearing. The public was provided notice of the
two-week silhouette in the public notice mailed out on May 31, 2008 and published in
the Peninsula News. It is important to note, although Staff is recommending that the
Planning Commission direct the applicant to redesign the steeple portion of sanctuary,
Staff does not feel it is necessary to require the sanctuary to be re-silhouetted. Staff has
taken a number of photographs of the silhouette, from many locations throughout the
surrounding neighborhood, to aid Staff in future analysis of revisions to design of the
proposed sanctuary.


Public Notice


As noted above, Staff mailed notice of the public hearing to all property owners within a
500-foot radius of the subject property and concurrently published the notice in the
Peninsula News. Furthermore, construction of the silhouette, which was visible from the
Crest and Crenshaw intersection, served as a notice to nearby residents beyond the
500-foot radius of a pending project. As a result of the public notice, and at the time that
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the Peninsula News. It is important to note, although Staff is recommending that the
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Staff does not feel it is necessary to require the sanctuary to be re-silhouetted. Staff has
taken a number of photographs of the silhouette, from many locations throughout the
surrounding neighborhood, to aid Staff in future analysis of revisions to design of the
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Public Notice


As noted above, Staff mailed notice of the public hearing to all property owners within a
500-foot radius of the subject property and concurrently published the notice in the
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this Staff Report was prepared, Staff received a total of 96 comment letters, 28 of which
are in support of the proposed St. John Fisher Master Plan and 68 had concerns with
the project. In addition to the comment letters, Staff received a number of phone calls
stating support and concern of the proposed project.


A majority of the correspondence raised concerns with the height of the steeple, the
expansion of the existing facilities with a reduction in parking, issues with the public
notice, noise impacts from the proposed, bells and bell schedule, traffic and congestion,
invasion of privacy, construction noise, bulk and mass issues, lack of a noise study,
view impacts and air quality. Staff believes that the issues raised in the correspondence
have been addressed within the analysis of this Staff Report and the Mitigated Negative
Declaration (attached).


CONCLUSION


Based on the above analysis, Staff supports the request for a Sign Permit, Grading
Permit and Minor Exception Permit. Staff is also of the opinion that the mandatory
findings could possibly be made for the Conditional Use Permit #96 - Revision "0",
provided that the height of the proposed steeple on the sanctuary is substantially
reduced. Therefore, Staff recommends that the Planning Commission review the
proposed project and direct the applicant to redesign the bell tower element of the new
sanctuary and continue the public hearing to July 22, 2008.


ALTERNATIVES


In addition to Staff's recommendation, the following alternatives are available for the
Planning Commission to act on:


1. Approve the Conditional Use Permit #96 - Revision "0", Grading Permit, Minor
Exception Permit and Sign Permit as proposed, and direct Staff to prepare and
return to the next Planning Commission meeting with appropriate Resolutions; or


2. Deny, without prejudice, Conditional Use Permit #96 - Revision "0", Grading
Permit, Minor Exception Permit and Sign Permit and direct Staff to prepare and
return to the next Planning Commission meeting with the appropriate
Resolutions.


ATTACHMENTS


• Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration
• Traffic Study
• City Traffic Engineer's Memo (dated January 4,2008)
• Proposed Phasing Statement from Hyndman and Hyndman Architecture
• Correspondence Letters
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this Staff Report was prepared, Staff received a total of 96 comment letters, 28 of which
are in support of the proposed St. John Fisher Master Plan and 68 had concerns with
the project. In addition to the comment letters, Staff received a number of phone calls
stating support and concern of the proposed project.


A majority of the correspondence raised concerns with the height of the steeple, the
expansion of the existing facilities with a reduction in parking, issues with the public
notice, noise impacts from the proposed, bells and bell schedule, traffic and congestion,
invasion of privacy, construction noise, bulk and mass issues, lack of a noise study,
view impacts and air quality. Staff believes that the issues raised in the correspondence
have been addressed within the analysis of this Staff Report and the Mitigated Negative
Declaration (attached).


CONCLUSION


Based on the above analysis, Staff supports the request for a Sign Permit, Grading
Permit and Minor Exception Permit. Staff is also of the opinion that the mandatory
findings could possibly be made for the Conditional Use Permit #96 - Revision 110",'
provided that the height of the proposed steeple on the sanctuary is substantially
reduced. Therefore, Staff recommends that the Planning Commission review the
proposed project and direct the applicant to redesign the bell tower element of the new
sanctuary and continue the public hearing to July 22, 2008.


ALTERNATIVES


In addition to Staff's recommendation, the following alternatives are available for the
Planning Commission to act on:


1. Approve the Conditional Use Permit #96 - Revision 110", Grading Permit, Minor
Exception Permit and Sign Permit as proposed, and direct Staff to prepare and
return to the next Planning Commission meeting with appropriate Resolutions; or


2. Deny, without prejudice, Conditional Use Permit #96 - Revision 110", Grading
Permit, Minor Exception Permit and Sign Permit and direct Staff to prepare and
return to the next Planning Commission meeting with the appropriate
Resolutions.


ATTACHMENTS


• Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration
• Traffic Study
• City Traffic Engineer's Memo (dated January 4, 2008)
• Proposed Phasing Statement from Hyndman and Hyndman Architecture
• Correspondence Letters
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• Project Plans
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• Project Plans
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an: Remodel and Expansion (Case No. ZON2007-00492)


2. Lead agency namel address:
City of Rancho Palos Verdes
Department of Planning, Building & Code Enforcement
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275


3. Contact person and phone number:
Leza Mikhail, Associate Planner
City of Rancho Palos Verdes
(310) 544-5228


4. Project location:
St. John Fisher
5448 Crest Road (APN 7581-024-010 and 7581-024-011)
City of Rancho Palos Verdes
County of Los Angeles


5. Project sponsor's names and addresses:
City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275


6. General Plan designation:
Religious


7. Coastal Plan designation:
This project is not located in the City's Coastal Zone


8. Zoning:
Institutional (I)


9. Description of project:


The proposed project involves a request for Conditional Use Permit #96 - Revision "0", a
Grading Permit, Minor Exception Permit and Sign Program to establish a Master Plan for the
St. John Fisher Church and school property. The overall project includes a major remodel
and expansion of the existing facilities. Details of the proposed project are listed below:


A request to construct a combined total of 34,406 square feet of new building area to the
existing site as delineated below:


• A new 18,400 square foot sanctuary at the northwest corner of the property. The new
sanctuary will be circular in shape, whereby the main structure will range in height
from 15'- 0" at the east end of the structure to 48'-0" at the west and southeast ends
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from 15'- 0" at the east end of the structure to 48'-0" at the west and southeast ends
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of the structure. In addition, the new sanctuary would include a bell tower/steeple, at
the west end of the structure, with a maximum height of 72'-0" to the top of the bell
tower/steeple and 88'-0" to the top of the cross. The proposed bells are proposed to
ring intermittently between the hours of 8:00 am and 6:00 pm Monday through
Saturday and 8:50 am and 6:00 pm Sunday.


• A new 11 ,268 square foot administration building (8,968 square foot first floor and
2,300 square foot basement) .


• A 1,074 square foot addition for the creation of a new two-classroom preschool
(currently no preschool on-site)


• A new 1,289 square foot art room at the northwest corner of the existing classrooms
• A new 1,217 square foot school library at the northeast corner of the eXisting


classrooms
• A 304 square foot expansion to Barrett Hall for storage area
• A new 454 square foot garage at the southeast corner of the property, adjacent to


the priest's new residence (previously nun's residence)
• A 400 square foot addition north of the existing music room to accommodate two (2)


new offices


In addition to the proposed new construction, the applicant is proposing to demolish a
combined total of 10,329 square feet of the existing facilities (offices, youth bUilding and
existing priest residence) and remodel 26,544 square feet of the existing structures (existing
nun's residence to be converted to priest's residence, existing sanctuary to be converted to
new gymnasium, office areas and classrooms).


A total of 30,688 cubic yards of grading is required (19,694 cubic yards of raw cut and
10,994 cubic yards of fill to be reused on-site) to accommodate the new construction, major
remodel, proposed retaining walls and new parking lot. The eXisting property has a total of
359 parking spaces with 0 loading spaces. As the new sanctuary will be located on a portion
of the existing parking lot, the applicant is grading and reconfiguring the parking lot at the
south end of the property to accommodate a total of 331 parking spaces with 3 loading
spaces. The total number of proposed parking spaces is based on a parking needs analysis
for the highest peak hour of operation.


The applicant is proposing to phase the project. Phase One would include the construction
of the new sanctuary, a remodel of the existing sanctuary into a gymnaSium, parking and site
work improvements, and demolition of the existing rectory and conversion of the existing
convent into a new rectory for the priests' living quarters. Phase Two would include
remodeling the existing administration bUilding and constructing the new administration
building, preschool, library and art room. At this time, the Applicant has not identified the
timing for the Phase Two construction. Notwithstanding the proposed phasing, the project in
its entirety, as discussed above, was analyzed for the purposes of this environmental
assessment. Thus, all environmental conclusions decided herein, assume construction of
the entire project at generally the same time. If Phase Two is initiated after a substantial
amount of time has passed after certification of this Mitigated Negative Declaration, then
additional CEQA analysis for Phase 2 may be required.
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of the new sanctuary, a remodel of the existing sanctuary into a gymnaSium, parking and site
work improvements, and demolition of the existing rectory and conversion of the existing
convent into a new rectory for the priests' living quarters. Phase Two would include
remodeling the existing administration building and constructing the new administration
building, preschool, library and art room. At this time, the Applicant has not identified the
timing for the Phase Two construction. Notwithstanding the proposed phasing, the project in
its entirety, as discussed above, was analyzed for the purposes of this environmental
assessment. Thus, all environmental conclusions decided herein, assume construction of
the entire project at generally the same time. If Phase Two is initiated after a substantial
amount of time has passed after certification of this Mitigated Negative Declaration, then
additional CEQA analysis for Phase 2 may be required.
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10. Description of project site (as it currently exists):


The 81. John Fisher property is located at 5448 Crest Road, on the southeast corner of the
intersection at Crest Road and Crenshaw Boulevard. The property is currently developed
with an elementary school (K-8), administrative/parish offices, recreational hall (Barrett Hall),
rectory (priest's residence), convent (no longer in use) and sanctuary. The existing campus
is sited 15 - 20 feet above the adjaceht streets, Crest Road and Crenshaw Boulevard.


The main parking lot is located along the south property line and provides 227 parking
spaces for everyday use. Additional parking is located near the northwest corner of the
property and is currently utilized as a playground during regular school hours (Monday
through Friday). This parking provides an additional 132 parking spaces for overflow parking
when needed.


There are two access driveways for ingress/egress on the property. One driveway is located
at the southwest corner of the property and ascends approximately 43 feet from Crenshaw
Boulevard (elevation 1182) to the main parking lot (average elevation 1225), A second
driveway is located at the northeast corner of the property and ascends approximately 30
feet from Crest Road (elevation 1195) to the main parking lot (average elevation 1225).


11. Surrounding land uses and setting:


On-site


North


South


Institutional


Public right-of-way and Single-Family
Residential


Single-Family Residential with an open
space buffer


The 399,804 square foot (9.2 acres) lot is privately
owned and currently operated as an elementary
school and Catholic Church. The property is
located at the southeast corner of Crest Road and
Crenshaw Boulevard and is sited with multiple
buildings (classrooms, offices, recreational hall,
residential buildings for on-site priest's and a
sanctuary). The property is 15 - 20 feet above
Crest Road and Crenshaw Boulevard.


Single-family residences surround the property
to the north, across Crest Road, a primary street
in the City of Rancho Palos Verdes. These
residences are located at the Northeast corner
of Crest Road and Crenshaw Boulevard, within
the RS-2 zoning district, a minimum of 15 feet
below Crest Road and 25 - 30 feet below the St.
John Fisher building pad.


The Del Cerro Homeowners Association owns a
large hillside (greater than 35% slope)
immediately south of the St. John Fisher property
that is zoned RS-2 but maintained as open space
due to the hillside configuration. The hillside
descends 15 - 25 feet from the St. John Fisher
property to single-family residences located at the
toe of the slope, in the RS-2 zoning district.
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East


West


Northwest


Institutional


Single-Family Residential


Single-Family Residential


The property to the east is owned by the
Daughters of Mary and Joseph and encompasses
5.98 acres at an elevation approximately 10 above
the St. John Fisher property. This property is used
to conduct retreats, prayer meetings and religious
conferences. The site consists of a chapel, two
retreat centers, a lounge, service building and
living quarters for active and senior members of
the Daughters of Mary and Joseph Community
(sisters)


Single-family residences surround the property to
the west, across Crenshaw Boulevard, a primary
street in the City of Rancho Palos Verdes. These
residences are located at the Southwest corner of
Crest Road and Crenshaw Boulevard, within the
RS-2 zoning district. These residences are
approximately 15 - 25 feet below the St. John
Fisher building pad.


Single-Family Residences are located at the
Northwest corner of Crest Road and Crenshaw
Boulevard, within the RS-4 zoning district. The
building pads of these residences range in
elevation from 20 to 35 feet above the intersection
of Crest Road and Crenshaw Boulevard, catty
corner from the St. John Fisher property.


10. Other public agencies whose approval is required:
None
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Figure 1: Project Vicinity


Page 5


118-A







Environmental Checklist Form/Initial Study
St. John Fisher Master Plan: Revision, Remodel and Expansion
June 3, 2008


Figure 2: Aerial of Subject property and immediate neighborhood
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Figure 3: Proposed Site Plan


Page 7


120-A







Environmental Checklist Form/Initial Study
St. John Fisher Master Plan: Revision, Remodel and Expansion
June 3, 2008


ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED:


The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving
at least one impact that is a "Potentially Significant Impact" as indicted by the checklist on the
following pages.


[K] Aesthetics D Hazards and Hazardous Materials D Public Services


D Agricultural Resources


[K] Air Quality


D Biological Resources


D Cultural Resources


[K] Geology and Soils


DETERMINATION:


[K] Hydrology and Water Quality


D Land Use and Planning


D Mineral Resources


m Noise


D PopUlation and Housing


D Recreation


D Transportationrrraffic


D Utilities and Service Systems


D Mandatory Findings of Significance


On the basis of this initial evaluation:


D I find that the project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a NEGATIVE
DECLARATION will be prepared.


o I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not be a
significant effect in this case because the mitigation measures described on an attached sheet have been
added to the project. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.


D I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT REPORT is required.


D I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect(s) on the environment, but at least one effect 1)
has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been
addressed by mitigation measures based on earlier analysis as described on attached sheets, if the effect is a
"potentially significant impact" or" potentially significant unless mitigated". An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT is required but must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.


D I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there WILL NOT
be a significant effect in this case because all potentially significant effect (a) have been analyzed adequately
in an earlier EIR pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that
ea~rlierEIR including revisi~ns or ~itigation measures that are imposed on the proposed project


Signature: _ 0 Date: -::..Ju::.:n..:.:e:....;3:::.<,-=2:.::0""O.::.8 _


. L a Mikhail
Printed Name: Associate Planner For: City of Rancho Palos Verdes
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DETERMINATION:
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DECLARATION will be prepared.


W I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not be a
significant effect in this case because the mitigation measures described on an attached sheet have been
added to the project. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.
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D I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect(s) on the environment, but at least one effect 1)
has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been
addressed by mitigation measures based on earlier analysis as described on attached sheets, if the effect is a
"potentially significant impact" or" potentially significant unless mitigated". An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT is required but must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.


D I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there WILL NOT
be a significant effect in this case because all potentially significant effect (a) have been analyzed adequately
in an earlier EIR pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that
ea~rlierEIR including revisi~ns or ~itigation measures that are imposed on the proposed project


Signature: ------'---- Q Date: _J_u_n_e...;...S"-'-,...;...2...;;..OO...;...8"-- _


. L a Mikhail
Pnnted Name: Associate Planner For: City of Rancho Palos Verdes
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:


a) Have a substantial effect on a scenic
vista?


b) Substantially damage scenic resources,
including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historical buildings,
within a state scenic highway?


c) Substantially degrade the existing visual
character or quality of the site and its
surroundings?


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


x


x


x


x


Comments:


a) Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation Incorporated: No officially-designated scenic vistas, corridors or
resources are in the vicinity of the St. John Fisher property as specifically designated in the City's General
Plan. Some of the residential properties located at the northwest corner of Crest and Crenshaw (catty-corner of
St. John Fisher property), however enjoy views of the Pacific Ocean and Catalina, which are considered
protected views within Section 17.02.040 of the City's Development Code. As proposed, the project may
potentially affect ''far views" from these properties due to the height of the proposed Sanctuary and the
elevation of these residential properties. In order to mitigate any potential view impacts, the following mitigation
measure has been added:


A:1:. If the new sanctuary results in significant view impairment from the viewing areas of surrounding
properties, as defined by the City or Rancho Palos Verdes' Development Code, then elements of the
proposed project which significantly impair views shall be reduced to a less than significant
impairment.


b) No Impact: The proposed project is located in a developed residential neighborhood on a lot zoned and
developed for Institutional use. There are existing trees and shrubs on the existing property and on other
developed residential properties in the surrounding neighborhood, however the property does not contain
scenic resources that could be substantially damaged by construction of the project. The area is not near a
State highway that is designated as a scenic highway, as stated above. Therefore, the proposed project would
not have a substantial adverse effect upon, or cause damage to, scenic resources. Thus, there would be no
impact, an no further analysis would be required.


c) Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation Incorporated: The existing property is currently developed with
multiple buildings (sanctuary, classrooms, offices, residential quarters and a recreational hall) and has been
graded and landscaped. Additionally, the immediate neighborhood is currently developed with residential
properties that have been disturbed through grading, landscaping or other uses associated with residential
development. Consequently, the majority of the area has limited scenic characteristics as the surrounding
nei hborhood is alread develo ed. Outside of the ro osed sanctua at the corner of Crest Road and
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State highway that is designated as a scenic highway, as stated above. Therefore, the proposed project would
not have a substantial adverse effect upon, or cause damage to, scenic resources. Thus, there would be no
impact, an no further analysis would be required.


c) Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation Incorporated: The existing property is currently developed with
multiple buildings (sanctuary, classrooms, offices, residential quarters and a recreational hall) and has been
graded and landscaped. Additionally, the immediate neighborhood is currently developed with residential
properties that have been disturbed through grading, landscaping or other uses associated with residential
development. Consequently, the majority of the area has limited scenic characteristics as the surrounding
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Crenshaw Boulevard, most of the elements of the proposed project will not be visible from the pUblic right-or
way or private properties. will not be The proposed new 18,400 square foot sanctuary, however would be
constructed at the northwest corner of the subject property and will be easily visible from the pUblic right-of
way, specifically, the intersection of Crest and Crenshaw. The applicant has incorporated a variety of
architectural elements and articulated the structure to minimize the appearance of a solid, bulky structure.
Specifically, the sanctuary has been designed to include a number of tall windows and architectural ''fins'' that
project from the main structure that eliminate the appearance of a uniform structure. Further, the sanctuary has
been designed in a circular shape at varying heights to minimize the appearance of harsh angles and a
massive structure. Notwithstanding, due to the proposed size and location of the proposed sanctuary, this
component of the proposed project has the potential to result in bulk and mass impacts. To address the
potential impacts, they following mitigation measure has been added:


A-2: If the new sanctuary is determined to create bulk and mass impacts, then elements of the
proposed project shall be reduced in height or architecturally modified to minimize said impacts.


d) Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation Incorporated: The applicant is proposing to provide new light
standards within the new parking lot and exterior light fixtures around the new sanctuary. As a result, the
proposed lighting may create a potential, aesthetic impact to the surrounding neighborhood. The applicant has
submitted a photometric site lighting plan indicating that the proposed lighting in the parking lot will have
shields to prevent lighting from spilling onto adjacent properties. Additionally, the applicant has noted that the
pedestrian access at the northwest corner of the property will provide a minimum of one-foot candle of light
source up to the sidewalk, as required for emergency pedestrian ingress/egress. To ensure that there will be
no light or glare impacts as a result of the new, on-site lighting, the following mitigation measures have been
added:


A-3: Subject to the satisfaction of the Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement, and prior
to issuance of Certificate of Use and Occupancy for the sanctuary and parking lot, each fixture head
shall incorporate appropriate shields on the fixtures to adequately shield the light source from
adjacent property. The fixtures shall be hooded so that the light is directed downward.


A-4: After installation of all lighting, but prior to Issuance of Certificate of Use and Occupancy of any
and all of the proposed buildings, the applicant shall request that the Cityconduct an inspection of the
site to ensure that there is no spill-over of on-site lighting onto adjacent properties.


A-5: A trial period of six months from issuance of Certificate of Use and Occupancy for assessment of
exterior lighting impacts shall be instituted. At the end of the six-month period, the City may require
additional screening, reduction in intensity of any light or the incorporation of time-restricting for
exterior lighting that has been determined to be excessively bright.


Therefore, the project, as mitigated, will not create a significant aesthetic impact as a result of the proposed project.


1!!*~B!~Ug1i
a)
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the maps prepared pursuant to the
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program of the California Resource
Agency, to non-agricultural use?


b) Conflict with existing zoning for
agricultural use, or a Williamson Act
contract?


c) Involve other changes in the existing
environment that, due to their location or
nature, could result in conversion of
Farmland, to a non-agricultural use?


3


1,3


X


X


Comments:


a) - c) No Impact: The proposed project will be on a privately owned property that is not zoned for agricultural
purposes. No agricultural resources are present on the project site. The site is zoned for institutional use, and
is not in conflict with the Williamson Act. As such, there would be no impact and no further analysis is required.


a) Conflict with or obstruct the
implementation of any applicable air


1,6 Xquality plan?


b) Violate any air quality standard or
contribute to an existing or projected air 6 X
quality violation?


c) Result in a cumulatively considerable
net increase of any criteria pollutant for
which the project region is non-
attainment under an applicable federal 6 Xor state ambient air quality standard
(including releasing emissions that
exceed quantitative thresholds for
ozone precursors)?


d) Expose sensitive receptors to 6 Xsubstantial pollutant concentrations?


e) Create objectionable odors affecting a 6 Xsubstantial number of people?


Comments:


a) No Impact: The proposed project site is within the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB), which is in the jurisdiction of
the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). The SCAQMD establishes the Air Quality
Mana ement Plan AQMP for the SCAB, which sets forth a com rehensive ro ram that will lead the SCAB
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into compliance with all federal and State air quality standards. However, the SCAB is an area of non
attainment for Federal air quality standards far ozone, carbon monoxide, and suspended particulate matter.
The proposed project would be an expansion to an existing development, within an existing urban area. This
project is consistent with the local land use plans. Additionally, the project does not include any new residential
development, housing, or large local or regional employment centers, nor is it growth-inducing. As such, it is
appropriate to conclude that the proposed project is in compliance with the current AQMP. Therefore, impacts
would be less than significant and no further analysis would be required.


b), c), d) & e) Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation Incorporated: As a result of the proposed construction
and grading activities, limited short-term air quality impacts may occur throughout the construction process.
Pollutants resulting from the construction of the project will be negligible on a local and regional basis, as no
objectionable odors are expected to emanate from the site that would adversely affect site visitors or nearby
residents. Further, although the proposed project would be adjacent to single-family residences, construction
emissions are considered a temporary nuisance that would end following construction completion. Although
there are short-term air quality impacts as a result of construction, in order to ensure that air quality standards
are up held, the following mitigation measures have been imposed:


AQ-1: Prior to issuance of any Grading Permit, the Directory of Public Works and the Building Official
shall confirm that the Grading Plan, Building Plans and specifications stipulate that, in compliance
with South Coast Air Quality Management District Rule 403, excessive fugitive dust emissions shall be
controlled by regular watering or other dust preventative measures, as specified in the South Coast Air
Quality Management District's Rules and Regulations. In addition, South Coast Air Quality
Management District Rule 402 requires implementation of dust suppression techniques to prevent
fugitive dust from creating a nuisance off-site. Implementation of the following measures would
reduce short-term fugitive dust impacts on nearby sensitive receptors:


• All materials transported off-site shall be either sufficiently watered or securely covered to
prevent excessive amounts of dust prior to departing the job site;


• All delivery truck tires shall be watered down and/or scraped down prior to departing the job
site;


• All active portions of the construction site shall be watered to prevent excessive amounts of
dust;


• All materials excavated or graded shall be sufficiently watered to prevent excessive amounts
of dust; watering with complete coverage, shall occur at least twice daily, preferably in the
late morning and after school hours;


• If dust is visibly generated that travels beyond the site boundaries, clearing, grading, earth
moving, or excavation activities that are generating dust shall cease during periods of high
winds (i.e. greater than 25 mph average over one hour;


AQ-2: Prior to issuance of any Building Permit and/or Grading Permit, the Directory of Public Works
and the Building Official shall confirm that the Grading Plan, Building Plans and specifications
stipUlate that, in compliance with South Coast Air Quality Management District Rule 403, ozone
precursor emissions from construction equipment vehicles shall be controlled by maintaining
equipment engines in good condition and properly tuned per manufacturer's specifications, to the
satisfaction of the Cit En ineer. Maintenance records shall be rovided to the Ci •The Cit Ins ector
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shall be responsible for ensuring that contractors comply with this measure during construction.


AQ-3: Prior to issuance of any Grading Permit, the City shall verify that the construction contract
standard specifications include a written list of instructions to be carried out by the construction
manager specifying measures to minimize emissions by heavyequipment for approval bythe Directory
of Public Works. Measures shall include provisions for property maintenance of equipment engines,
measures to avoid equipment idling more than two minutes, and avoidance of unnecessary delay of
traffic along off-site access roads by heavy equipment blocking traffic.


AQ-4: During construction and in compliance with South Coast Air Quality Management District Rule
1113, RaG emissions from architectural coatings shall be reduced by using pre-coatedlnatural-colored
building materials, water-based or low-RaG coatings and using coating transfer or spray equipment
with high transfer efficiency.


AQ-5: Prior to issuance of any Grading Permit, the contractor shall include the following measures on
the Grading Plan, to the satisfaction of the Director of Public Works and Building Official:


• The Applicant shall submit, for review and approval by the City, a Construction Traffic
Management Plan that specifies that construction activities shall be organized so as not to
interfere significantly with peak-hour traffic and minimize obstruction of through traffic lanes
adjacent to the site; if necessary, a flag person shall be retained to maintain safetyadjacent to
the existing roadways;


• The General Contractor shall utilize electric- or diesel-powered stationaryequipment in lieu of
gasoline powered engines where feasible; and


• The General Contractor shall state in the Grading Plans that work crews turn off equipment
when not in use.


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 Game
or US 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, and regulations
or by the California Department of Fish
and Game or US Fish and Wildlife
Service?


8


8


8


x


x


x
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c) Have a substantial adverse effect on
federally protected wetlands, as defined
by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act
(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 polices or
ordinances protecting biological
resources, such as tree preservation
policy or ordinance?


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


Comments:


8


8


8


x


x


x


a) - f) No Impact: The project site is located in a developed area of the City or Rancho Palos Verdes. The area is
not located in or adjacent to the City's Natural Communities Conservation Plan (NCCP) habitat preserve, and
is not located in or adjacent to any existing or proposed Significant Ecological Areas (SEA). As such, the area
is unlikely to be inhabited by species identified as candidates or as sensitive or special-status species in local
or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game (DFG) or U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service. The project site is not located within any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations, or by the resource agencies. Further, the
project site is not located within federally-protected wetlands (as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water
Act) and no special-status animals or habitats are known to exist on or directly adjacent to this property.


Therefore, there would be no impact to biological resources and no further analysis is required.


g) Cause a substantial adverse change in
the significance of a historical resource
as defined in §15064.5 of the State
CEQA Guidelines?


b) Cause a substantial adverse change in
the significance of an archaeological
resource ursuant to 15064.5 of the


10


x


x
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State CEQA Guidelines?


c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or
unique geological feature?


d) Disturbed any human remains, including
those interred outside of formal
cemeteries?


10


12,13 x


x


Comments:


a) No Impact: According to the City's General Plan, the subject site is not located within or identified as an
archaeologically sensitive area. There area no existing structures or facilities that would be considered a
historical resource as defined in §15064.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines. Therefore, there would be no impact
and no further assessment would be required.


h) No Impact: There are no known archeological or historical resources on the project site. It is not anticipated that
any cultural resources would be found at the project site since the project is in a fully developed neighborhood.
As such, there will be no impact and no further assessment is required.


i) No Impact: The project site is located in a fully developed neighborhood. As such, it is unlikely that the
presence of unique paleontological resources exist. Further, no unique geologic features exist on the subject
property and it is unlikely to contain material of paleontological value. Therefore, there is no impact and no
further analysis is required.


j) Less than Significant Impact: No formal cemeteries are know to have occupied the proposed project area.
However, human burials, in addition to being potential archaeological resources, have specific provisions for
treatment in Section 5097 of the California Public Resources Code. Measures required by the Public
Resources Code would ensure that this impact remains less than significant by ensuring appropriate
examination, treatment, and protection of human remains. Impacts would be less than significant and no
further assessment is required.


As such, the environmental impacts of the proposed project with respect to air quality are expected to be less than
significant to no impact, and no further analysis is required.


Expose people or structure to potentially
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 Zonin Ma issued b the


5, 14 x
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State Geologist for the area or
based on other substantial
evidence of a known fault?


ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?


iii) Seismic-related ground failure,
includin Ii uefaction?


iv) Landslides?


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


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


d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined
in the Uniform Building Code, thus
creating substantial risks to life or
property?


e) Have soils incapable or adequately
supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative wastewater disposal
systems, where sewers are not
available for the disposal of
wastewater?


15


5


4


4 x


x


x
x
x


x


x


Comments:


a) (i)(ii)(iii)(iv) Less than Significant Impact to No Impact: The project site is not located within an Alquist-Priolo
special study zone. According to the Official Maps of Seismic Hazard Zones provided by the State of
California Department of Conservation, the site is not located within an earthquake-induced landslide zone or
liquefaction zone. Therefore, potential impacts are less than significant and no further assessment is required.


b) Less than Significant Impact The project would involve 30,688 cubic yards of grading. Of the total grading
quantity, 19,694 cubic yards will be exported. A majority of the grading would accommodate the construction of
the new sanctuary and a basement in the proposed administration building. Soil erosion during construction
will be controlled using conventional on-site methods. Removal of topsoil during construction, outside of the
grading associated with the new sanctuary and basement, is expected to be very minor. Further, the applicant
will be required to submit an Erosion Control Plan to the Building Official for approval, prior to issuance of
Building Permits. Additionally, the applicant will be required to provide measures for consistency with the City's
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit and provide Best Management Practice
measure as required through the Building and Safety Department.


c) - d) Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation Incorporated: In general, the City regulates development (and
reduces geologic impacts) through the requirements of the California Building Code that are SUbject to the
Munici al Code, includin , but not limited to, Section 15.04.010, California Buildin Code and Section
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State Geologist for the area or
based on other substantial
evidence of a known fault?


ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?


iii) Seismic-related ground failure,
includin Ii uefaction?


iv) Landslides?


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


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


d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined
in the Uniform Building Code, thus
creating substantial risks to life or
property?


e) Have soils incapable or adequately
supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative wastewater disposal
systems, where sewers are not
available for the disposal of
wastewater?


15


5


4


4 x


x


x
x
x


x


x


Comments:


a) (i)(ii)(iii)(iv) Less than Significant Impact to No Impact: The project site is not located within an Alquist-Priolo
special study zone. According to the Official Maps of Seismic Hazard Zones provided by the State of
California Department of Conservation, the site is not located within an earthquake-induced landslide zone or
liquefaction zone. Therefore, potential impacts are less than significant and no further assessment is required.


b) Less than Significant Impact The project would involve 30,688 cubic yards of grading. Of the total grading
quantity, 19,694 cubic yards will be exported. A majority of the grading would accommodate the construction of
the new sanctuary and a basement in the proposed administration building. Soil erosion during construction
will be controlled using conventional on-site methods. Removal of topsoil during construction, outside of the
grading associated with the new sanctuary and basement, is expected to be very minor. Further, the applicant
will be required to submit an Erosion Control Plan to the Building Official for approval, prior to issuance of
Building Permits. Additionally, the applicant will be required to provide measures for consistency with the City's
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit and provide Best Management Practice
measure as required through the Building and Safety Department.


c) - d) Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation Incorporated: In general, the City regulates development (and
reduces geologic impacts) through the requirements of the California Building Code that are SUbject to the
Munici al Code, includin , but not limited to, Section 15.04.010, California Buildin Code and Section
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15.04.040, Building Code Amended - Seismic Safety Requirements. As much of the Palos Verdes Peninsula
is underlain by soils characterized as expam~ive, appropriate construction plans would be reviewed by the
City's Building Official for consistency with current building codes and erosion control standards, as well as for
consistency with the City's National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit. Nonetheless,
due to the expansive soils common on the peninsula, the City Geologist may require submittal of a
geotechnical report prior to the construction of, and grading for the new sanctuary, parking lot and related
grading. In order to ensure that there will be no risk from expansive soil or from liquefaction, the following
measures have been added:


GS-1: The applicant shall submit a geotechnical report for review and approval by the City Geologist
prior to the issuance of a building and/or grading permit for the property, unless the City Geologist
deems that a geotechnical report is not warranted, based on field assessment of the site.


GS-2): The applicant shall ensure that all applicable conditions, as specified within the geotechnical
report, and all measures required by the City Geologist are incorporated into the project.


k) No Impact: The proposed project would not include the use septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal
systems. No impacts are related to soils supporting septic tanks are relevant and no further assessment is
required.


a) Create a significant hazard to the public
or the environment through the routine


Xtransport, use, or disposal of hazardous
material?


b) Create a significant hazard to the public
or the environment through reasonably
foreseeable upset and accident


Xconditions involving the release of
hazardous materials into the
environment?


c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle
hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within 1,3 X
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
complied pursuant to Government Code 16
Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would X
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 X
not been ado ted, within two miles of a
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public airport or public use airport,
would the project result in a safety
hazard for people residing or working in
the project area?


f) For a project within the vicinity of a
private airstrip, would the project result
in a safety hazard for people residing or
working in the project area?


g) Impair implementation of, or physically
interfere with, an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation
plan?


h) Expose people or structures to a
significant risk of loss, injury, or death
involving wildland fires, including where
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized
areas or where residences are
intermixed with wildlands?


7


x


x


x


Comments:


a), b), c), d), e), f), g), & h) No Impact: The proposed project will not result in the transportation, use, or disposal of
hazardous materials. In terms of wildland fires, according to the Los Angeles County Fire Department's map
of Fire Hazard Severity Zones, the entire City is located within a Very High Wildland Fire Hazard Severity
Zone. Implementation of the project will not result in impacts that expose people or structures to a significant
loss, injury or death involving wildland fires. Although the proposed project includes a major remodel to the
existing St. John Fisher school and the addition of a new preschool, the proposed construction does not
include the production or emission of hazardous materials, substances or waste. Further, no public or private
airstrip is located within two miles of the project site; and the project will not interfere with applicable
emergency response plans or emergency evacuation plans. As such, there will be no environmental impacts
resulting from project and no further assessment is required.


a) Violate any water quality standard or
wastewater discharge requirements?


b) Substantially deplete groundwater
supplies or interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge such that there
would be a net deficit in aquifer volume
or a lowering of the local groundwater?


c) Substantially alter the existing drainage
pattern of the site or areas, including
through the alteration of the course of a
stream or river, in a manner, which
would result in substantial erosion or


x


x


x


Page 18


Environmental Checklist Form/Initial Study
St. John Fisher Master Plan: Revision, Remodel and Expansion
June 3, 2008


public airport or public use airport,
would the project result in a safety
hazard for people residing or working in
the project area?


f) For a project within the vicinity of a
private airstrip, would the project result
in a safety hazard for people residing or
working in the project area?


g) Impair implementation of, or physically
interfere with, an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation
plan?


h) Expose people or structures to a
significant risk of loss, injury, or death
involving wildland fires, including where
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized
areas or where residences are
intermixed with wildlands?


7


x


x


x


Comments:


a), b), c), d), e), f), g), & h) No Impact: The proposed project will not result in the transportation, use, or disposal of
hazardous materials. In terms of wildland fires, according to the Los Angeles County Fire Department's map
of Fire Hazard Severity Zones, the entire City is located within a Very High Wildland Fire Hazard Severity
Zone. Implementation of the project will not result in impacts that expose people or structures to a significant
loss, injury or death involving wildland fires. Although the proposed project includes a major remodel to the
existing St. John Fisher school and the addition of a new preschool, the proposed construction does not
include the production or emission of hazardous materials, substances or waste. Further, no public or private
airstrip is located within two miles of the project site; and the project will not interfere with applicable
emergency response plans or emergency evacuation plans. As such, there will be no environmental impacts
resulting from project and no further assessment is required.


a) Violate any water quality standard or
wastewater discharge requirements?


b) Substantially deplete groundwater
supplies or interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge such that there
would be a net deficit in aquifer volume
or a lowering of the local groundwater?
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x


x


x
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siltation on- or off-site?


d) Substantially alter the existing drainage
pattern of the site or areas including
through the alteration of the course of a
stream or river, or substantially increase
the rate or amount of surface runoff in a
manner that would result in flooding on
or off-site?


e) Create or contribute runoff water which
would exceed the capacity of existing or
planned storm water drainage systems
or provide substantial additional sources
of polluted runoff?


f) Otherwise substantially degrade water
quality?


g) Place housing within a 1DO-year flood
hazard area, as mapped on a Federal
Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood
Insurance Rate map or other flood
hazard delineation map?


h) Place within a 1DO-year flood hazard
area, structures which would impede or
redirect flood flows?


i) Expose people or structures to a
significant risk of loss, injury, or death
involving flooding, including flooding as
a result of the failure of a levee or dam?


j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or
mudflow?


Comments:


12


12


x


x


x


x


x


x


x


a) Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation Incorporated: The proposed project includes the demolition of
10,329 square feet of the existing facilities and the construction of 34,406 square feet of new bUilding area.
Additionally, the project would include 30,688 cubic yards of grading (19,694 cubic yards of cut and 10,994
cubic yards of fill, or re-compaction). Although the project involves new construction and grading, the majority
of the proposed work will be conducted within areas of the property that are already improved with a parking lot
or paved area. A small amount of grading is proposed on the existing slope at the northwest corner of the
subject property to accommodate new stairs and a handicap ramp to the new sanctuary. Additionally, the
proposed project will be required to be in compliance with existing National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) requirements, provide Best Management Practices for the construction process and submit a
drainage report for review and approval by the Building Official. In order to ensure that the proposed project will
be in compliance with water quality standards and wastewater discharge requirements during and after
construction, the following mitigation measures have been added:
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HWQ-1 ): The Applicant shall submit and obtain approval of a drainage report from the Building Official,
prior to issuance of any Grading Permit and/or a Building Permit for new construction.


HWQ-2): The Applicant shall submit and obtain approval of a Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation
Plan (SUSMP) to the Department of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement, prior to issuance of any
Grading Permit and/or a Building Permit for all construction activity.


HWQ-3): The Applicant shall submit and obtain approval of a Local Stormwater Pollution Prevention
Plan (SWPPP) to the Department of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement, prior to issuance of
any Grading Permit and/or a Building Permit for all construction activity.


b) No Impact: The proposed project does not involve the construction of any facilities which would require the use
of groundwater supplies. Additionally, as the majority of the proposed project will be located in areas of the
property that are currently impervious, construction improvements will not interfere with groundwater recharge.
Further, the project is not significantly redirecting water flows or creating large areas of impervious surfaces.
Therefore, the proposed project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially
with groundwater recharge and no further analysis would be required.


c) No Impact: The proposed construction of the project would not alter any drainage patterns. The majority of the
proposed construction and grading will occur on areas of the property that are currently developed with
structures or paved areas. Further, the proposed grading would follow the existing contours found throughout
the site. Temporary and/or minor changes to the existing drainage pattern of the area due to construction of
the proposed buildings and parking lot would be minimal and would not substantially alter the existing drainage
pattern of the proposed project site or area in such a way that it would result in substantial erosion or siltation
on- or off-site. As such, the project will not result in significant impacts and no further analysis would be
required.


d) - f) No Impact: The subject property is currently developed and the majority of new construction will occur on
the existing impervious areas of the lot and the proposed grading will result in contours that match and follow
the exiting contours found on-site. Therefore, the proposed project will not substantially alter the existing
drainage pattern of the site. Further, the subject project would not substantially increase runoff rates to
surrounding areas or storm water drainage systems. As such, there are no impacts and no further assessment
is required.


g), h) No Impact: The project does not include additional housing. In terms of flooding, according to the preliminary
revised flood maps prepared by FEMA, the site does not fall within a flood hazard area. As such, no impacts
would occur and no further assessment is required.


i) No Impact: The proposed project is not within a dam inundation area and is not identified as a flood hazard
area. As such, there is no impact and no further analysis is required.


The
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a) Physically divide an established
community?


b) Conflict with any applicable land use
plan, policy, or regulation of an agency
with jurisdiction over the project
(including, but not limited to the general
plan, specific plan, local coastal plan, or
zoning ordinance) adopted for the
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect?


c) Conflict with any applicable habitat
conservation plan or natural community
conservation plan?


Comments:


1,4


1,4


1,4,10


x


x


x


a) - c) No Impact: The project involves the construction of a new sanctuary and other buildings associated with the
St. John Fisher school (see project description) at the corner of Crest and Crenshaw. The subject property is
9.2 acres in size and provides ample space for the proposed construction. Additionally, the proposal is
consistent with the City's General Plan and Zoning Ordinance, which designates the subject property as
Institutional. The project is consistent with the intent of the Zoning Ordinance, which allows for religious and
educational uses in areas zoned Institutional. Further, the project site is not included in the City's Natural
Communities Conservation Plan (NCCP) preserve, and is not located in or adjacent to any existing or
proposed Significant Ecological Areas (SEA). As such, there is no impact and no further analysis is required.


a) Result in the loss of availability of a
known mineral resource that would be
of future 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?


x


x
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Comments:


a) & b) No Impact: According to the Natural Environment Element of the General Plan, areas in Rancho Palos
Verdes were quarried for basalt, diatomaceous earth, and Palos Verdes stone between 1948 and 1959.
However, these quarries are not situated on the project site. This General Plan Element further states that
there are no mineral resources present within the community that would be economically feasible for
extraction. Further, no land use plan delineates the site as a locally important mineral resource recovery site.
Therefore, there is no impact and no further assessment is required.


a) Exposure of persons to or generation of
noise levels in excess of standards
established in the local general plan or 1,4 X
noise ordinance, or applicable
standards of other agencies?


b) Exposure of persons to or generation of
excessive groundborne vibration or 1,4 X
groundborne noise levels?


c) A substantial permanent increase in
ambient noise levels in the project 1,4 Xvicinity above levels existing without the
project?


d) A substantial temporary or periodic
increase in ambient noise levels in the 1,4 Xproject vicinity above levels existing
without the project?


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 a public use airport, X
would the project expose people
residing or working in the project area to
excessive noise levels?


f) For a project within the vicinity of a
private airstrip, would the project expose
people residing or working in the project X
area to excessive noise levels?


Comments:


a), b), & c) Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation Incorporated: In order to control excessive noise and
vibration, the City has adopted an Environmental Protection Ordinance. The main goal of the City's
environmental ordinance is to rotect surroundin and nearb ro erties and ersons from environmental
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nuisances and to set limits on adverse environmental effects created by the development of land. The
Applicant would be required to adhere to t\1e provisions of Chapter 17.56 of the Rancho Palos Verdes
Municipal Code, which states that "it is unlawful to carry on construction, grading or landscaping activities or
to operate heavy equipment except between the hours of seven a.m. and seven p.m. Monday through
Saturday." Further, construction activities are not permitted on Sundays. Aside from this regulation, the City
does not have noise level standards established in ether the General Plan or by local ordinance. Although the
project includes the installation and operation of a bell tower with a chime schedule, the bells would ring on a
set schedule, intermittently throughout the day. The proposed bells are scheduled to ring on the following
dates and times: Monday through Saturday at 8:00 AM, 12:00 PM, 5:05 PM and 6:00 PM; and Sunday at 8:50
AM, 10:35 AM, 12:00 PM, 12:20 PM, 4:50 PM and 6:00 PM. While the bells will be audible, the sound from the
bells would occur for a relatively short period of time. Furthermore, most of the bell rings would occur during
the hours when heavy construction is permitted between 7:00 AM and 7:00 PM. Therefore, operation of the
project site as a church and school would not result in generation of noise that would produce excessive
and/or ambient noise levels and is considered less than significant in terms of ambient noise generated on
site and in the surrounding neighborhood.


On a short-term basis, noise generated by the implementation of the project may result in negligible impacts
to the environment resulting from human interaction, manual labor and small machine equipment. As for long
term impacts, the proposed project will not contribute to the increase of on-site noise. The improvements are
intended to provide an expansion of the facilities to the existing site. The project would not generate or expose
persons to excessive ground-borne vibration or produce substantial permanent increase in ambient noise
levels. However, as the project is proposed to be phased over a period of time to be determined by the
Planning Commission, short-term construction mitigation measures have been incorporated as follows:


N-1: Prior to issuance of any Grading Permit, the Applicant shall provide, to the satisfaction of the
Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement, a Construction Noise Mitigation and Monitoring
Program. Such plan would ensure that the proposed project shall provide the following:


• Construction contracts specifying that all construction equipment, fixed or mobile, shall be
equipped with properly operating and maintained mufflers and other state required noise
attenuations devices.


• Property owners and occupants located within 0.25-mile of the Project construction site shall
be sent a notice, at least 15 days prior to commencement of construction of each phase,
regarding the construction schedule of the proposed project. A sign, legible at a distance of
50 feet shall also be posed at the project construction site. All notices and signs shall be
reviewed and approved by the Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement, prior to
mailing or posting and shall indicate the dates and duration of construction activities, a well
as provide a contact name and telephone number where residents can inquire about the
construction process and register complaints.


• The Applicant shall provide, to the satisfaction of the Director of Planning, Building and Code
Enforcement, a qualified "Noise Disturbance Coordinator." The Disturbance Coordinator shall
be responsible for responding to any local complaints about construction noise. When a
complaint is received, the Disturbance Coordinator shall notify the City within 24-hours ofthe
complaint and determine the cause of the noise complaint and shall implement reasonable
measures to resolve the complaint, as deemed acceptable by the Director of Planning,
Building and Code Enforcement. All notices that are sent to residential units within a 0.25-mile
radius of the construction site and all si ns osted at the construction site shall include the
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contact name and the telephone number for the Disturbance Coordinator.


• Prior to issuance of a Building Pel'mit and/or Grading Permit, the Applicant shall demonstrate
to the satisfaction of the Building Official how construction noise reduction methods such as
shutting off idling equipment, installing temporary acoustic barriers around stationary
construction noise sources, maximizing the distance between construction equipment staging
areas and occupied residential areas and electric air compressors and similar power tools,
rather than diesel equipment, shall be used where feasible.


• During construction, stationary construction equipment shall be placed such that emitted
noise is directed away from sensitive noise receivers.


d) Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation Incorporated: The proposed project will generate temporary
construction noise. The noise levels associated with the proposed construction will vary depending on the
particular type, number and duration of use of various pieces of construction equipment. As the project will
generate construction related noise, the following mitigation measures have been added:


N-2: Construction activity associated with the proposed project and grading operations shall be
limited to the hours of 7:00 am and 7:00 pm, Monday through Saturday, per Section 17.56 of the
RPVMC. There shall be no construction on Sundays or federally observed holidays without the
approval of a Special Construction Permit by the City's Department of Planning, Building and Code
Enforcement.


N-3: During demolition, construction and/or grading operations, trucks shall not park, queue and/or
idle at the project site or in the adjoining public rights-of-way before 7:00 am, Monday through
Saturday, in accordance with the permitted hours of construction stated in mitigation N-2.


N-4: Prior to issuance of any Demolition, Grading or Building Permit, the Director of Planning, Building
and Code Enforcement shall review and approve a Construction Management Plan, which shall specify
that demolition debris hauling shall be limited between 9:00 AM and 4:00 PM.


N-5: There shall be no staging of equipment or accumulation of vehicles on Rancho Palos Verdes City
streets. Staging of trucks for the hauling of all demolition debris would occur on the St. John Fisher
site.


e) No Impact: The proposed project would not be located within an airport land use plan or within two miles of a
pUblic airport. No further analysis is required.


I) No Impact: The propose project would not be located within the vicinity of a private airstrip. Therefore, there is
no impact and no further analysis is required.


Therefore, with the implementation mitigation measures, the environmental impacts resulting from the proposed project,
with respect to noise, will be less than significant.
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a) Induce substantial population growth in
an area, either directly (e.g., by
proposing new homes and
businesses)or indirectly (e.g. through
extension of roads or other
infrastructure)?


b) Displace substantial numbers of existing
housing, necessitating the construction
of replacement housing elsewhere?


c) Displace substantial numbers of people,
necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?


Comments:


3


3


3


x


x


x


a) No Impact: The proposed project will not induce a substantial amount of population growth in the area. The
project does not include the construction of new homes or the subdivision of lots. In fact, there will be a
reduction in living quarters as the existing rectory will be demolished and the convent will be converted into
living quarters for the priests'. Further, the project does not include the extension or expansion of roads or
other forms of infrastructure typically developed to support new development. It is important to note, the
proposed project is subject to the City's Affordable Housing requirements set forth in Section 17.11.140 of the
RPVMC, which requires nonresidential projects of a certain size to address affordable housing as part of their
project. The proposed project will be required to comply with said section of the code prior to issuance of a
certificate of occupancy for any structures. Therefore, there would be no impact and no additional assessment
is required.


b) & c) No Impact: The subject property is currently developed with rectory and convent, however the convent is no
longer in use. As such, the proposed project would not displace any housing and there is no impact. No
additional assessment is required.


a) Substantial adverse physical impacts
associated with the provisions of 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 following public
services:


i) Fire protection?


ii) Police protection?
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iii) Schools?


iv) Parks?


v) Other public facilities?


x
x


Comments:


a) (i)(ii)(iii)(iv) & (v) Less than Significant Impact to No Impact: The structures will incorporate interior fire
suppression devices required by the Los Angeles County Fire Department and will be constructed in
accordance with applicable fire codes; thus, the project presents minimal risk of fire. The level of use is not
expected to increase as a result of the proposed project, and there will be no impact on police protection
services. Lastly, the project will not generate additional population, and there will be no impacts to schools
parks or other public facilities. As such, there will be no environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project.


a) Increase the use of neighborhood and
regional parks or other recreational
facilities, such that substantial physical
deterioration of the facility would occur
or be accelerated?


b) Include recreational facilities or require
the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities, which might have
an adverse physical effect on the
environment?


Comments:


x


x


a) & b) No Impact: The proposed project will not increase the use of parks or other recreational facilities, as the
project will not result in any new residents. As such, there will be no impact and no further assessment is
required.


a) Cause an increase in traffic that is
substantial in relation to the existing 17 X
traffic load and capacity of the street
system?


b) Exceed, either individually or
cumulatively, a level of service standard 17 X
established b the coun con estion
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management agency for designated
roads or highways?


c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns,
including either an increase in traffic Xlevels or a change in location that
results in substantial safety risks?


d) Substantially increase hazards due to a
design feature (e.g. sharp curves or
dangerous intersections) or 17 X
incompatible uses (e.g. farm
equipment?


e) Result in inadequate emergency Xaccess?


f) Result in inadequate parking capacity? 17,18 X
g) Conflicts with adopted policies, plans, or


programs supporting alternative
transportation (e.g. bus turnouts, bicycle X
racks)?


Comments:


a) ) Less than Significant Impact: The project site is located at the southeast corner of Crest Road and Crenshaw
Boulevard, a four-way stop-controlled intersection. According to the traffic study prepared for the project, and
reviewed by the City's Traffic Engineer, the study intersection (Crest Road and Crenshaw Boulevard) and
nearby roadway segments (Crenshaw Boulevard, north of Crest Road and Crest Road, west of Crenshaw
Boulevard) are operating at acceptable levels of service (LOS D or better) during peak hours for both weekday
(7:00 AM to 9:00 AM and 4:00 PM to 6:00 PM) and Sunday conditions (8:00 AM to 12:00 PM). Further, the
traffic study states that under "existing with ambient growth and project" conditions, the proposed St. John
Fisher project is not expected to significantly impact the study locations beyond the threshold limits required
by the City for review. As such, impacts would be less than significant.


b) Less than Significant Impact: The traffic analysis included trip generations for a number of close-by
developments, near the intersections of Crenshaw Boulevard and Deep Valley Drive and Crenshaw Boulevard
and Silver Spur Road, for the purpose of studying "existing with ambient growth and cumulative projects".
These projects are considered large projects for the neighborhood and include condos, retail, flats,
townhomes and medical offices. According to the traffic study, which was reviewed by the City's Traffic
Engineer, the proposed project is not expected to significantly impact the study locations beyond the
thresholds mandated by the City. As such, impacts would be less than significant.


c) No Impact: The proposed project would not result in air traffic patterns. Therefore, there would be no impact
and no further analysis is required.


d) No Impact: The existing property is currently improved with two ingress/egress driveways that are situated more
than 300 feet from the intersection of Crest Road and Crenshaw Boulevard. The project would maintain the
existin drivewa s in their current locations. Thus, there would be no im act and no further assessment is
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required.


e) No Impact: The project has been reviewed by the Land Use department of the Los Angeles County Fire
Department. The applicant has provided all necessary measures required by the Fire Department (pedestrian
stair access with knox box and lock, hammerhead turn-outs, fire hydrants and adequate driveway widths)
resulting in adequate emergency access (vehicular and pedestrian) to various areas of the property. As such,
the project will not result in inadequate emergency access and there is no impact.


f) Less than Significant Impact: The existing property has a total of 359 parking spaces and 0 loading spaces. Of
this existing amount, 227 spaces are dedicated for everyday use and 132 spaces are utilized for overflow
parking. The project proposal includes the elimination of the overflow parking area to accommodate the new
sanctuary. The existing parking area along the south property line would be reconfigured to accommodate 331
everyday parking spaces and 3 loading spaces. According to the parking tables, the highest number of parking
spaces necessary to accommodate potential vehicles during the highest peak hour of operation (10:00 AM to
12:00 PM on Sundays) for the entire property (all uses) would be 331 parking spaces. As such, the proposed
project will not create an inadequate parking capacity for the project site and proposed uses based on the
expected highest peak hour of campus use. Therefore, impacts to the existing parking will be less than
significant.


g) No Impact: The proposed project will have no impact on any adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting
alternative transportation projects, including existing bus stops.


a) Exceed wastewater treatment
requirements of the applicable Regional
Water Quality Control Board?


b) Require or result in the construction of
new water or wastewater treatment
facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental effects?


c) Require or result in the construction of
new storm water drainage facilities or
expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?


d) Have sufficient water supplies available
to serve the project from existing
entitlements and resources, or are new
or expanded entitlements needed?


e) 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?


x


x


x


x


x
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f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient
permitted capacity to accommodate the
project's solid waste disposal needs?


g) Comply with federal, state, and local
statures and regulations related to solid
waste?


Comments:


x


x


a), - g) Less than Significant Impact to No Impact: Although there may be a minimal increase in wastewater and
water usage as a result of the project, it will not exceed the capacity of existing infrastructure or require the
construction of new treatment facilities or new entitlements to serve the subject property. The property owner
will be required to provide adequate site drainage to the existing storm drainage system through street outlets
or underground drains, and comply with NPDES standards and requirements. Additionally, the Applicant will
be required to obtain approvals from CalWater for water supply connections and Los Angeles County
Sanitation for sewer connections. Lastly, the property owner and developer are required to comply with all
applicable federal, state and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste. As such, there will be less
than significant impacts with respect to utilities and service system issues.


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


x


Comments: As described in the above analysis, the proposed St. John Fisher Project will not degrade the quality of the
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop
below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal, or eliminate important examples of major periods of
California history. No endangered, threatened, or sensitive biological resources, historic structures, or known cultural
resources are located within the project site. No adverse impact will result.


b) Does the project have impacts that are
individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable? ("Cumulatively
considerable" means that the
incremental effects of a project are
considerable when viewed in connection
with the effects of the ast ro·ects, the


x
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effects of other current projects, and the
effects of probable future projects)?


Comments: The proposed project may have impacts that are individually limited, but these impacts will not be
cumulatively considerable in the context of the entirety of the St. John Fisher property and existing facilities. The site is
developed with many buildings including an exiting sanctuary that is proposed to be converted to a gymnasium, exiting
classrooms and offices, two residential quarters (one that will be demolished due to non-use) and a recreational hall.
Additionally, the traffic analysis, which was reviewed by the City's Traffic Engineer, noted that the level of service for
traffic flow will not be significantly impacted. Cumulative impacts resulting from the proposed project would be less than
significant and no further analysis would be required.


c) Does the project have environmental
effects, which will cause substantial
adverse effects on human beings, either
directly or indirectly?


x


Comments: The impacts resulting from the proposed project would be less than significant. Although the residents of
houses that border the St. John Fisher property may have a slight increase in noise from users, the project would not
create any substantial hazards or subject people to substantial risks related to health and safety. As such, impacts
would be less than significant and no further analysis is required.


~1~1111!!IINlmMSI~~.·
Earlier analysis may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, one or more effects
have been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or Negative Declaration. Section 15063(c)(3)(D). In this case a
discussion should identify the following items:


a) Earlier analysis used. Identify earlier analyses and state where they are available for review.


Comments: Not applicable


b) Impacts adequately addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within the scope of and
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and state whether such effects
were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis.


Comments: Not applicable


c) Mitigation measures. For effects that are "Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated," describe the
mitigation measures, which were incorporated or refined from the earlier document and the extent to which they
address site-specific conditions of the project.
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effects of other current projects, and the
effects of probable future projects)?
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classrooms and offices, two residential quarters (one that will be demolished due to non-use) and a recreational hall.
Additionally, the traffic analysis, which was reviewed by the City's Traffic Engineer, noted that the level of service for
traffic flow will not be significantly impacted. Cumulative impacts resulting from the proposed project would be less than
significant and no further analysis would be required.


c) Does the project have environmental
effects, which will cause substantial
adverse effects on human beings, either
directly or indirectly?


x


Comments: The impacts resulting from the proposed project would be less than significant. Although the residents of
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create any substantial hazards or subject people to substantial risks related to health and safety. As such, impacts
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a) Earlier analysis used. Identify earlier analyses and state where they are available for review.


Comments: Not applicable


b) Impacts adequately addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within the scope of and
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and state whether such effects
were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis.


Comments: Not applicable


c) Mitigation measures. For effects that are "Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated," describe the
mitigation measures, which were incorporated or refined from the earlier document and the extent to which they
address site-specific conditions of the project.
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Comments: The following is a list of mitigation measures applied to the 51. John Fisher Master Plan: Revision,
Remodel and Expansion project, as described below:


Aesthetics


A-1: If the new sanctuary results in significant view impairment from the viewing areas of surrounding
properties, as defined by the City or Rancho Palos Verdes' Development Code, then elements of the
proposed project which significantly impair views shall be reduced to a less than significant
impairment.


A-2: If the new sanctuary is determined to create bulk and mass impacts, then elements of the
proposed project shall be reduced in height or architecturally modified to minimize said impacts.


A-3: Subject to the satisfaction of the Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement, and prior
to issuance of Certificate of Use and Occupancy for the sanctuary and parking lot, each fixture head
shall incorporate appropriate shields on the fixtures to adequatelyshield the light source from adjacent
property. The fixtures shall be hooded so that the light is directed downward.


A-4: After installation of all lighting, but prior to Issuance of Certificate of Use and Occupancy of any
and all of the proposed buildings, the applicant shall request that the Cityconduct an inspection of the
site to ensure that there is no spill-over of on-site lighting onto adjacent properties.


A-5: A trial period of six months from issuance of Certificate of Use and Occupancy for assessment of
exterior lighting impacts shall be instituted. At the end of the six-month period, the City may require
additional screening, reduction in intensity of any light or the incorporation of time-restricting for
exterior lighting that has been determined to be excessively bright.


Air Quality


AQ-1: Prior to issuance of any Grading Permit, the Directory of Public Works and the Building Official
shall confirm that the Grading Plan, Building Plans and specifications stipulate that, in compliance
with South Coast Air Quality Management District Rule 403, excessive fugitive dust emissions shall be
controlled by regular watering or other dust preventative measures, as specified in the South Coast Air
Quality Management District's Rules and Regulations. In addition, South Coast Air Quality Management
District Rule 402 requires implementation of dust suppression techniques to prevent fugitive dust from
creating a nuisance off-site. Implementation of the following measures would reduce short-term
fugitive dust impacts on nearby sensitive receptors:


• All materials transported off-site shall be either sufficiently watered or securely covered to
prevent excessive amounts of dust prior to departing the job site;


• All delivery truck tires shall be watered down and/or scraped down prior to departing the job
site;


• All active ortions of the construction site shall be watered to revent excessive amounts of
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additional screening, reduction in intensity of any light or the incorporation of time-restricting for
exterior lighting that has been determined to be excessively bright.
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dust;


• All materials excavated or graded shall be sufficiently watered to prevent excessive amounts
of dust; watering with complete coverage, shall occur at least twice daily, preferably in the late
morning and after school hours;


• If dust is visibly generated that travels beyond the site boundaries, clearing, grading, earth
moving, or excavation activities that are generating dust shall cease during periods of high
winds (i.e. greater than 25 mph average over one hour;


AQ-2: Prior to issuance of any Building Permit and/or Grading Permit, the Directory of Public Works
and the Building Official shall confirm that the Grading Plan, Building Plans and specifications
stipulate that, in compliance with South Coast Air Quality Management District Rule 403, ozone
precursor emissions from construction equipment vehicles shall be controlled by maintaining
equipment engines in good condition and properly tuned per manufacturer's specifications, to the
satisfaction of the City Engineer. Maintenance records shall be provided to the City. The City Inspector
shall be responsible for ensuring that contractors comply with this measure during construction.


AQ-3: Prior to issuance of any Grading Permit, the City shall verify that the construction contract
standard specifications include a written list of instructions to be carried out by the construction
manager specifying measures to minimize emissions by heavyequipment for approval bythe Directory
of Public Works. Measures shall include provisions for property maintenance of equipment engines,
measures to avoid equipment idling more than two minutes, and avoidance of unnecessary delay of
traffic along off-site access roads by heavy equipment blocking traffic.


AQ-4: During construction and in compliance with South Coast Air Quality Management District Rule
1113, ROG emissions from architectural coatings shall be reduced by using pre-coated/natural-colored
building materials, water-based or low-ROG coatings and using coating transfer or spray equipment
with high transfer efficiency.


AQ-5: Prior to issuance of any Grading Permit, the contractor shall include the following measures on
the Grading Plan, to the satisfaction of the Director of Public Works and Building Official:


• The Applicant shall submit, for review and approval by the City, a Construction Traffic
Management Plan that specifies that construction activities shall be organized so as not to
interfere significantly with peak-hour traffic and minimize obstruction of through traffic lanes
adjacent to the site; if necessary, a flag person shall be retained to maintain safetyadjacent to
the existing roadways;


• The General Contractor shall utilize electric- or diesel-powered stationaryequipment in lieu of
gasoline powered engines where feasible; and


• The General Contractor shall state in the Grading Plans that work crews turn off equipment
when not in use.
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GS-1: The applicant shall submit a geotechnical report for review and approval by the City Geologist
prior to the issuance of a building and/or grading permit for the property, unless the City Geologist
deems that a geotechnical report is not warranted, based on a field assessment of the site.


GS-2): The applicant shall ensure that all applicable conditions, as specified within the geotechnical
report, and all measures required by the City Geologist are incorporated into the project.


Hydrology and Water Quality


HWQ-1 ): The Applicant shall submit and obtain approval of a drainage report from the Building Official,
prior to issuance of any Grading Permit and/or a Building Permit for new construction.


HWQ-2): The Applicant shall submit and obtain approval of a Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation
Plan (SUSMP) to the Department of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement, prior to issuance of any
Grading Permit and/or a Building Permit for all construction activity.


HWQ-3): The Applicant shall submit and obtain approval of a Local Stormwater Pollution Prevention
Plan (SWPPP) to the Department of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement, prior to issuance of any
Grading Permit and/or a Building Permit for all construction activity.


N-1: Prior to issuance of any Grading Permit, the Applicant shall provide, to the satisfaction of the
Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement, a Construction Noise Mitigation and Monitoring
Program. Such plan would ensure that the proposed project shall provide the following:


• Construction contracts specifying that all construction equipment, fixed or mobile, shall be
equipped with properly operating and maintained mufflers and other state required noise
attenuations devices.


• Property owners and occupants located within 0.25-mile of the Project construction site shall
be sent a notice, at least 15 days prior to commencement of construction of each phase,
regarding the construction schedule of the proposed project. A sign, legible at a distance of 50
feet shall also be posed at the project construction site. All notices and signs shall be
reviewed and approved by the Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement, prior to
mailing or posting and shall indicate the dates and duration of construction activities, a well as
provide a contact name and telephone number where residents can inquire about the
construction process and register complaints.


• The Applicant shall provide, to the satisfaction of the Director of Planning, Building and Code
Enforcement, a qualified "Noise Disturbance Coordinator." The Disturbance Coordinator shall
be res onsible for res ondin to an local com laints about construction noise. When a
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Geology and Soils


GS-1: The applicant shall submit a geotechnical report for review and approval by the City Geologist
prior to the issuance of a building and/or grading permit for the property, unless the City Geologist
deems that a geotechnical report is not warranted, based on a field assessment of the site.
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HWQ-2): The Applicant shall submit and obtain approval of a Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation
Plan (SUSMP) to the Department of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement, prior to issuance of any
Grading Permit and/or a Building Permit for all construction activity.


HWQ-3): The Applicant shall submit and obtain approval of a Local Stormwater Pollution Prevention
Plan (SWPPP) to the Department of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement, prior to issuance of any
Grading Permit and/or a Building Permit for all construction activity.


N-1: Prior to issuance of any Grading Permit, the Applicant shall provide, to the satisfaction of the
Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement, a Construction Noise Mitigation and Monitoring
Program. Such plan would ensure that the proposed project shall provide the following:


• Construction contracts specifying that all construction equipment, fixed or mobile, shall be
equipped with properly operating and maintained mufflers and other state required noise
attenuations devices.


• Property owners and occupants located within 0.25-mile of the Project construction site shall
be sent a notice, at least 15 days prior to commencement of construction of each phase,
regarding the construction schedule of the proposed project. A sign, legible at a distance of 50
feet shall also be posed at the project construction site. All notices and signs shall be
reviewed and approved by the Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement, prior to
mailing or posting and shall indicate the dates and duration of construction activities, a well as
provide a contact name and telephone number where residents can inquire about the
construction process and register complaints.


• The Applicant shall provide, to the satisfaction of the Director of Planning, Building and Code
Enforcement, a qualified "Noise Disturbance Coordinator." The Disturbance Coordinator shall
be res onsible for res ondin to an local com laints about construction noise. When a
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complaint is received, the Disturbance Coordinator shall notify the City within 24-hours of the
complaint and determine the cau~e of the noise complaint and shall implement reasonable
measures to resolve the complaint, as deemed acceptable bythe Director of Planning, Building
and Code Enforcement. All notices that are sent to residential units within a 0.25-mile radius of
the construction site and all signs posted at the construction site shall include the contact
name and the telephone number for the Disturbance Coordinator.


• Prior to issuance of a Building Permit and/or Grading Permit, the Applicant shall demonstrate
to the satisfaction of the Building Official how construction noise reduction methods such as
shutting off idling equipment, installing temporary acoustic barriers around stationary
construction noise sources, maximizing the distance between construction equipment staging
areas and occupied residential areas and electric air compressors and similar power tools,
rather than diesel equipment, shall be used where feasible.


• During construction, stationary construction equipment shall be placed such that emitted
noise is directed away from sensitive noise receivers.


N-2: Construction activity associated with the proposed project and grading operations shall be limited
to the hours of 7:00 am and 7:00 pm, Monday through Saturday, per Section 17.56 ofthe RPVMC. There
shall be no construction on Sundays or federally observed holidays without the approval of a Special
Construction Permit by the City's Department of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement.


N-3: During demolition, construction and/or grading operations, trucks shall not park, queue and/or
idle at the project site or in the adjoining public rights-of-way before 7:00 am, Monday through
Saturday, in accordance with the permitted hours of construction stated in mitigation N-2.


N-4: Prior to issuance of any Demolition, Grading or Building Permit, the Director of Planning, Building
and Code Enforcement shall review and approve a Construction Management Plan, which shall specify
that demolition debris hauling shall be limited between 9:00 AM and 4:00 PM.


N-5: There shall be no staging of equipment or accumulation of vehicles on Rancho Palos Verdes City
streets. Staging of trucks for the hauling of all demolition debris would occur on the St. John Fisher
site.


Authority: Public Resources Code Sections 21083 and 21087.
Reference: Public Resources Code Sections 21 080 (c), 21080.1,21080.3,21082.1, 21083, 21083.3,21093, 321094,
21151; Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino, 202 Cal. App. 3d 296 (1988); Leonofffv. Monterey Board of Supervisors,
222 Cal. App. 3d 1337 (1990).


City of Rancho Palos Verdes, Rancho Palos Verdes General Plan, and associated Environmental Impact
Report. Rancho Palos Verdes, California: as amended through August 2001.


2 City of Rancho Palos Verdes, General Plan Housing Element. Rancho Palos Verdes, California: adopted
August 2001.


3 City of Rancho Palos Verdes, Development Code and Zoning Map (Municipal Code Titles 16 and 17).
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complaint is received, the Disturbance Coordinator shall notify the City within 24-hours of the
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that demolition debris hauling shall be limited between 9:00 AM and 4:00 PM.
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streets. Staging of trucks for the hauling of all demolition debris would occur on the St. John Fisher
site.


Authority: Public Resources Code Sections 21083 and 21087.
Reference: Public Resources Code Sections 21 080 (c), 21080.1,21080.3,21082.1, 21083, 21083.3,21093, 321094,
21151; Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino, 202 Cal. App. 3d 296 (1988); Leonofffv. Monterey Board of Supervisors,
222 Cal. App. 3d 1337 (1990).


City of Rancho Palos Verdes, Rancho Palos Verdes General Plan, and associated Environmental Impact
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3 City of Rancho Palos Verdes, Development Code and Zoning Map (Municipal Code Titles 16 and 17).
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Rancho Palos Verdes, California: as amended through August 2004.


4 City of Rancho Palos Verdes, Landslide Moratorium Area Map and regulations (Municipal Code Chapter
15.20). Rancho Palos Verdes, California: as amended through April 2004


5 State of California, Division of Mines and Geology, Official Maps of Seismic Hazard Zones. Sacramento,
California: March 1999.


6 South Coast Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Handbook. Diamond Bar, California:
November 1993.


7 Los Angeles County Fire Department, Very High Wildland Fire Hazard Severity Zones (map). Los Angeles,
California: undated (probably January 1985).


8 City of Rancho Palos Verdes, Final Draft Natural Communities Conservation Plan (NCCP) and Preserve
Design. Rancho Palos Verdes, California: July 2004.


9 Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning, SEA Update Study 2000, November 2000.


10 City of Rancho Palos Verdes, Archaeological Resources Map. Rancho Palos Verdes, California: undated


11 Rancho de Los Palos Verdes Historical Society and Museum, Dedicated Historical Sites on the Palos
Verdes Peninsula (map). Palos Verdes Estates, California: 1993.


12 Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), Digital Flood Insurance Rate Map for Los Angeles
County, 2001.


13 California Public Resources Code http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/cgi
bin/calawguery?codesection=prc&codebody=&hits=20, accessed on August 22,2007.


14 Department of Conservation, CA Geological Survey. Cities and Counties Affected by Alquist-Priolo Fault
Zones. http://www.consrv.ca.gov/CGS/rghm/ap/affected.htm , website accessed August 22, 2007.


15 Southern California Earthquake Data Center (SCEC), http://www.data.scec.org/faults/lafault.html. website
accessed August 22,2007.


16 State of California, Department of Toxic Substance Control, Hazardous Waste and Substances Site List
(Cortese List), as revised through September 2005.


17 Traffic Study for St. John Fisher Church, Prepared by KOA Corporation: December 21 , 2007.


18 Parking Tables for St. John Fisher Church, Prepared by Hyndman and Hyndman, January 2008.
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Introduction


This study report· identifies the potential traffic impacts associated with the proposed St. John Fisher
Church/School expansion (hereafter refer to as "Project"). The proposed expansion is located at 5448
Crest Road within the City of Rancho Palos Verdes, California. Figure I shows the location of the
Project site.


The Project proposes to add a 40-seat capacity preschool program to its current K-8 program. The
Project also proposes to expand the church by an additional 250 seats to its current 650-seat capacity.
Along with the expansion, a number of on-site improvements to ancillary uses are also proposed.


The Project study area, as defined through consultation with the City of Rancho Palos Verdes, includes
the one key intersection and two roadway segments. Traffic impacts were analyzed utilizing weekday
AM and PM peak hour traffic and Sunday AM and midday peak hour traffic at the key study intersection
and roadway segments. The traffic analysis includes the following traffic scenarios:


• Existing 2007 Conditions
• Existing plus Project plus Ambient Growth
• Existing plus Ambient Growth plus Cumulative Projects (including St. John Fisher Project)


Based on discussions with City staff, the analysis focuses on weekday AM and PM peak hour conditions
and Sunday AM and midday peak hour conditions.


Project Study Area


The Project study area is defined by the following key study intersection and roadway segments:


I. Crenshaw Boulevard and Crest Road (4-way stop intersection)
2. Crenshaw Boulevard north of Crest Road
3. Crest Road west of Crenshaw Boulevard


Figure I also shows the location of the three study locations and Figure 2 shows the Project site plan.
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Project Access


Access to and from the project site are via driveways located on Crenshaw Boulevard (south of Crest
Road) and Crest Road (east of Crenshaw Boulevard). Figure 2 also shows the location of the current
driveways.


Analysis Methodology


The proposed Project site is located within the City of Rancho Palos Verdes. KOA coordinated with
city staff to achieve consensus on assumptions such as trip generation, trip distribution, study locations,
ambient growth and related projects. The following describes the methodology for this report:


Project Trip Generation and Distribution


Forecast Project trip generation was based on the Institute of Transportation Engineers' (ITE)
publication Trip Generation, 7th Edition rates. The assumptions utilized for Project trip distribution are
discussed in the "Project Trip Generation" section of this report.


Level of Service Methodology


The study intersection of Crenshaw Boulevard and Crest Road is a four-way stop controlled
intersection. Typically for stop-controlled intersections, the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM)
methodology is utilized. At this location however, due to the unusual lane configurations (i.e.
southbound approach has a shared through/right-turn lane and an exclusive right-turn lane), the HCM
methodology restrictions/limitations prevents the analysis to accurately estimate average delay and
corresponding level of service. Since the City of RPV has adopted the same methodology as Los
Angeles County, the traffic impact analysis for this location utilizes the Intersection Capacity Utilization
(ICU) methodology which is typically used to determine level of service for signalized intersection. To
account for the lower capacity/flow-rate at a stop-controlled intersection, the overall capacity of 1600
vehicles per hour per lane (vphpl) has been adjusted to 1200 vphpl. This adjustment methodology has
been recently adopted by the City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT). Consistent
with Los Angeles County guidelines, the resultant volume-to-capacity ratio (VIC) also allows for
measurement of traffic impacts associated with the proposed Project.


Level of service (LOS) values range from LOS A to LOS F. LOS A indicates excellent operating
conditions with little delay to motorists, whereas LOS F represents congested conditions with excessive
vehicle delay. LOS E is typically defined as the operating "capacity" of a roadway.


Table I defines the level of service criteria.
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Table I: Level of Service Definitions
Signalized


LOS Interpretation Intersection
Volume to
Capacity


Ratio
(ICU/CMA)


Excellent operation. All approaches to the intersection appear
A quite open, turning movements are easily made, and nearly all 0.000 - 0.600


drivers find freedom of operation.
Very good operation. Many drivers begin to feel somewhat


B
restricted within platoons of vehicles. This represents stable


0.601 - 0.700
flow. An approach to an intersection may occasionally be fully
utilized and traffic queues start to form.


C
Good operation. Occasionally backups may develop behind


0.701 - 0.800
turning vehicles. Most drivers feel somewhat restricted.


D
Fair operation. There are no long-standing traffic queues. This


0.801 - 0.900
level is typically associated with design practice for peak periods.


E
Poor operation. Some long standing vehicular queues develop


0.901 - 1.000
on critical approaches.
Forced flow. Represents jammed conditions. Backups from
locations downstream or on the cross street may restrict or


F prevent movements of vehicles out of the intersection approach Over 1.000
lanes; therefore, volumes carried are not predictable. Potential
for stop and go type traffic flow.


Source: Highway Capacity Manual, Special Report 209, Transportation Research Board,
Washington D.C., 2000 and Interim Materials on Highway Capacity, NCHRP Circular 212, 1982


Significant Traffic Impacts


As defined by City of RPV/Los Angeles County traffic study guidelines, significant impacts of a proposed
project at an intersection must be mitigated to a level of insignificance. In cases where capacity
increases are possible, KOA analyzed mitigation measures that would restore operations commensurate
with the future pre-Project period or better.


Based on City of RPV/Los Angeles County standards which established specific thresholds for project
related increases in the volume-to-capacity ratio (VIC) of signalized study intersections. The following
increases in peak-hour VIC ratios are considered "significant" impacts:


Level of Service Final VIC [a] Project Related vIc increase


C 0.71 - 0.80 Equal to or greater than 0.040


D 0.81 -0.90 Equal to or greater than 0.020


Eand F 0.901or more Equal to or greater than 0.0 I0
Note:


[a] Final VIC is the VIC ratio at an intersection, considering impacts from the project, ambient and related project growth, and
without proposed traffic impact mitigations.


Please note that Los Angeles County does not have significant impact criteria for un-signalized
intersections. As mentioned previously, for the purpose of identifying incremental and significant
Project related traffic impacts at stop-controlled intersections, the ICU methodology was utilized.
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Based on City of RPV/Los Angeles County standards which established specific thresholds for project
related increases in the volume-to-capacity ratio (VIC) of roadway segments. The following increases in
VIC ratios are considered "significant" impacts:


Final Percent Increase In
Level of Servce Passenger Car by Project


C 4%


0 2%


E orF 1%
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Existing 2007 Conditions


This section describes the existing conditions within the study area, in terms of roadway facilities and
operating conditions within the study area.


E.xisting Roadway System


Fieldwork within the Project study area was undertaken to identify traffic control and approach lane
configuration at each study intersection. Figure 3 shows the existing intersection geometry. As
mentioned previously, the intersection of Crenshaw Boulevard and Crest Road is a four-way stop
controlled intersection. Crenshaw Boulevard north of Crest Road is a four-lane divided facility. South
of Crest Road, Crenshaw Boulevard terminates as a two-lane roadway serving the Project, Del Cerro
Park and residential use. Crest Road west of Crenshaw Boulevard is a four-lane east-west roadway
which provides connection to Hawthorne Boulevard. East of Crenshaw Boulevard, Crest Road is a
two-lane facility.


E.xisting Traffic Volumes


KOA compiled new manual intersection turn movement counts that were conducted at the study
intersection and roadway segments. The intersection counts were conducted on November 29, 2007
(Thursday) and December 2, 2007 (Sunday). The roadway segment counts were conducted on
December 13, 2007 (Thursday) and December 16 (Sunday).


Peak period turning movement counts were collected between the hours of 7:00 AM to 9:00 AM and
4:00 PM to 6:00 PM on weekdays and 8:00 AM to 12:00 PM on Sundays. The results of counts were
utilized to determine existing weekday AM and PM peak-hour conditions and Sunday AM and midday
peak hour conditions. Traffic count summaries are provided in Appendix A of this report. Figure 4
shows the existing weekday and weekend traffic volumes at the three study locations.


Existing Levels ofService


Based on the weekday and weekend traffic counts shown in Figure 4, a volume-to-capacity ratio and
corresponding level of service were determined for three study locations. Table 2 summarizes the
existing level of service results.


Generally, LOS D is the lowest acceptable level of service. As shown in Table 2, all the study
.intersections are all operating at acceptable levels of service (LOS D or better) during peak hours under
both weekday and Sunday conditions.


Prepared for StJohn Fisher Church
Draft Traffic Impact Report - St John Fisher Church
December 2/, 2007 Page 7


. ,


KOA CORPORATION
~ Pi/"NNlNG ..'5. ENG!hIEERING


Existing 2007 Conditions


This section describes the' existing conditions within the study area, in terms of roadway facilities and
operating conditions within the study area.


E.xisting Roadway System


Fieldwork within the Project study area was undertaken to identify traffic control and approach lane
configuration at each study intersection. Figure 3 shows the existing intersection geometry. As
mentioned previously, the intersection of Crenshaw Boulevard and Crest Road is a four-way stop
controlled intersection. Crenshaw Boulevard north of Crest Road is a four-lane divided facility. South
of Crest Road, Crenshaw Boulevard terminates as a two-lane roadway serving the Project, Del Cerro
Park and residential use. Crest Road west of Crenshaw Boulevard is a four-lane east-west roadway
which provides connection to Hawthorne Boulevard. East of Crenshaw Boulevard, Crest Road is a
two-lane facility.


E.xisting Traffic Volumes


KOA compiled new manual intersection turn movement counts that were conducted at the study
intersection and roadway segments. The intersection counts were conducted on November 29, 2007
(Thursday) and December 2, 2007 (Sunday). The roadway segment counts were conducted on
December 13, 2007 (Thursday) and December 16 (Sunday).


Peak period turning movement counts were collected between the hours of 7:00 AM to 9:00 AM and
4:00 PM to 6:00 PM on weekdays and 8:00 AM to 12:00 PM on Sundays. The results of counts were
utilized to determine existing weekday AM and PM peak-hour conditions and Sunday AM and midday
peak hour conditions. Traffic count summaries are provided in Appendix A of this report. Figure 4
shows the existing weekday and weekend traffic volumes at the three study locations.


Existing Levels ofService


Based on the weekday and weekend traffic counts shown in Figure 4, a volume-to-capacity ratio and
corresponding level of service were determined for three study locations. Table 2 summarizes the
existing level of service results.


Generally, LOS D is the lowest acceptable level of service. As shown in Table 2, all the study
.intersections are all operating at acceptable levels of service (LOS D or better) during peak hours under
both weekday and Sunday conditions.


Prepared for Stjohn Fisher Church
Draft Traffic Impact Report - St John Fisher Church
December 2/, 2007 Page 7


" 159-A







KOA CORPORATION
t PtAN~,m~G f. ENG,r·.IEERING


Table 2: Existing 2007 Level of Service Summary


Weekday Sunday


Study Locations AM Peak I PM Peak AM Peak I PM Peak


VIC I LOS VIC I LOS VIC I LOS VIC I LOS


Intersection


1 (Crenshaw Blvd & Crest Rd raj 0.833 I 0 0.739 I C 0.380 I A 0.523 I A


Roadway Segments
Weekday Sunday


VIC. LOS VIC LOS


1 ICrenshaw Blvd north of Crest Rd 0.187 A 0.099 A


2 ICrest Rd west of Crenshaw Blvd 0.121 A 0.065 A


Notes:


[aJ Stop-controlled Intersection. LOS was calculated based on the 1,200 capacity utilizing the Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU) Method.


Existing conditions level of service worksheets are provided in Appendix B of this report.
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Notes:


[al Stop-controlled Intersection. LOS was calculated based on the t .200 capacity utilizing the Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU) Method.


Existing conditions level of service worksheets are provided in Appendix B of this report.
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Existing With Ambient Growth and Project


In order to measure Project related traffic impacts, it is necessary to forecast future traffic conditions
within the study area both with and without Project related traffic. The forecast of "Existing with
Ambient" traffic growth provides a basis to which Project traffic impacts can be measured against.


Ambient Traffic Growth


Forecast of future traffic also includes an ambient growth increase which is attributed to both regional
population and employment growth outside of the study area. Based on data contained in the Los
Angeles County Congestion Management Program (CMP), an ambient growth rate of 0.5% was applied
to existing 2007 traffic counts to estimate 2009 traffic.


Figure 5 show the "Existing with Ambient" traffic growth for the peak hours under both weekday and
Sunday conditions. Table 3 summarizes the level of service results.


Table 3: Existing With Ambient Peak Hour Level of Service Summary
Weekday Sunday


Study Locations AM Peak I PM Peak AM Peak I PM Peak
VIC I LOS VIC I LOS VIC I LOS VIC I LOS


Intersection
I ICrenshaw Blvd & Crest Rd [aJ 0.841 I D I 0.745 I C 0.382 I A I 0.527 I A


Roadway Segments
Weekday Sunday


VIC LOS VIC LOS
I ICrenshaw Blvd north of Crest Rd 0.189 A 0.100 A
2 ICrest Rd west of Crenshaw Blvd 0.122 A 0.066 A


Notes:


[a) Stop-controlled intersection. LOS was calculated based on the 1.200 capacity utilizing the Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU) Method.


As shown, all three study locations are forecasted to operate at LOS D or better under the peak hours
during both weekday and Sunday conditions. Level of service worksheets for Existing plus Ambient
conditions are presented in Appendix C.


Project Trip Generation


Table 4 summarizes the project's trip generation rates. Trip generation rates listed in the Institute of
Transportation Engineers' (ITE) publication Trip Generation, 7rh Edition were used to estimate the number
of project site generated trips.


Based on discussions with City staff, some concerns have been raised regarding additional traffic that
could potentially be generated by some of the ancillary uses in addition to the proposed 40-student
preschool and 250-seat church expansion. The ancillary uses include:


• Gymnasium - 6,037 square-feet
• Bookstore - 910 square-feet
• Administrative spaces/meeting room - 2,671 square-feet
• Art room - 1,289 square-feet
• Library - I,289 square-feet
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Existing With Ambient Growth and Project


In order to measure Project related traffic impacts, it is necessary to forecast future traffic conditions
within the study area both with and without Project related traffic. The forecast of "Existing with
Ambient" traffic growth provides a basis to which Project traffic impacts can be measured against.


Ambient Traffic Growth


Forecast of future traffic also includes an ambient growth increase which is attributed to both regional
population and employment growth outside of the study area. Based on data contained in the Los
Angeles County Congestion Management Program (CMP), an ambient growth rate of 0.5% was applied
to existing 2007 traffic counts to estimate 2009 traffic.


Figure 5 show the "Existing with Ambient" traffic growth for the peak hours under both weekday and
Sunday conditions. Table 3 summarizes the level of service results.


Table 3: Existing With Ambient Peak Hour Level of Service Summary
Weekday Sunday


Study Locations AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak
VIC I LOS VIC I LOS VIC I LOS VIC I LOS


Intersection
1 ICrenshaw Blvd & Crest Rd [a] 0.841 I D 0.745 I C 0.382 I A 0.527 I A


Roadway Segments
Weekday Sunday


VIC LOS VIC LOS
I ICrenshaw Blvd north of Crest Rd 0.189 A 0.100 A


2 ICrest Rd west of Crenshaw Blvd 0.122 A 0.066 A
Notes:


[a] Stop-controlled intersection. LOS was calculated based on the 1.200 capacity utiljzing the Intersection Capadty Utilintion (leU) Method.


As shown, all three study locations are forecasted to operate at LOS D or better under the peak hours
during both weekday and Sunday conditions. Level of service worksheets for Existing plus Ambient
conditions are presented in Appendix C.


Project Trip Generation


Table 4 summarizes the project's trip generation rates. Trip generation rates listed in the Institute of
Transportation Engineers' (ITE) publication Trip Generation, 7th Edition were used to estimate the number
of project site generated trips.


Based on discussions with City staff, some concerns have been raised regarding additional traffic that
could potentially be generated by some of the ancillary uses in addition to the proposed 40-student
preschool and 250-seat church expansion. The ancillary uses include:


• Gymnasium - 6,037 square-feet
• Bookstore - 910 square-feet
• Administrative spaces/meeting room - 2,671 square-feet
• Art room - 1,289 square-feet
• Library - 1,289 square-feet
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Table 4: Project Trip Generation Estimate


Trip Generation Rates .. Weekday Weekday


AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour


Land Use ITE Code Density Daily In Out Total In Out Total


Pre School (Day Care Center) S6S - students 4.48 53% 47% 0.80 47% S3% 0.82


Ancillary Uses


Gym [a) 495 ksf 22.88 61% 39% 1.62 29% 71% 1.64


8ookstore [b) 868 ksf na na na na 52% 48% 19.53


Admin Spaces +Meeting Rooms [c] 715 ksf 11.57 89% 11% 1.80 15% 85% 1.73
Art Room [d) 534 - ksf na 55% 45% 11.19 49% 51% 6.80


Church 560 - ,~eats na na na na na na na


Trip Generation Summary - Weekday


Pre School (Day Care Center) 565 40 students 179 17 15 32 15 17 33


Ancillary Uses


Gym [a) 495 6.037 sf 138 6 4 10 3 7 10


Bookstore [b) 868 910 sf na na na na 9 9 18
Admin Spaces +Meeting Rooms (c] 715 2.671 sf 31 4 0 5 I 4 5


Art Room [d) 534 1.289 sf na 8 7 15 4 5 9


Library (39) sf 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Gross Tatal for Ancillary Uses 169 19 II 30 17 24 41
Internal Trip Reduction for Gym (50%) -69 -3 -2 -5 -I -4 -5
Internal Trip Reduction for ancillary uses (90%) -28 -II -6 -18 -13 -16 -28


Net Ancillary trips 72 4 3 7 3 5 8


Church 560 250 seats na na na na na na na


Net Project Trip Generation 251 21 18 39 18 23 41


Trip Generation Rates - Sunday Sunday


AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour


Land Use ITECode Density Dally In Out Total In Out Total


Pre School (Day Care Center) 565 students na na na na na na na
Ancillary Uses


Gym [a) 495 - ksf 13.60 56% 44% 1.48 56% 44% 1.48
Bookstore [b) 868 ksf na na na na na na na
Admin Spaces +Meeting Rooms [c) 715 ksf na na na na na na na
Art Room [d) 534 - ksf na na na na na na na


Church 560 seats 1.53 52% 48% 0.63 52% 48% 0.63


Trip Generation Summary .. Sunday


Pre School (Day Care Center) 565 40 students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Ancillary Uses


Gym [a) 495 6,037 sf 82 5 4 9 5 4 9
Bookstore [b) 868 910 sf 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Admin Spaces +Meeting Rooms [c) 715 2.671 sf 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Art Room [d) 534 1.289 sf 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Library (39) sf 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Gross Total for Ancillary Uses 82 5 4 9 5 4 9
Internal Trip Reduction for Gym (50%) -41 -3 -2 -5 -3 -2 -5
Internal Trip Reduction for ancillary uses (90%) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Net Ancillary trips 41 2 2 4 2 2 4


Church 560 250 seats 383 82 76 158 82 76 158


Net Project Trip Generation 424 84 78 162 84 78 162


[a] rrE land use .. recreation center


[b) JTE land use book superstore
[c) Single tenant office


[d) Private School - K- B
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Table 4: Project Trip Generation Estimate


Trip Generation Rates .. Weekday Weekday


AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour


Land Use ITE Code Density Daily In Out Total In Out Total


Pre School (Day Care Center) S6S - students 4.48 53% 47% 0.80 47% S3% 0.82


Ancillary Uses


Gym [a) 495 ksf 22.88 61% 39% 1.62 29% 71% 1.64


8ookstore [b) 868 ksf na na na na 52% 48% 19.53


Admin Spaces +Meeting Rooms [c] 715 ksf 11.57 89% 11% 1.80 15% 85% 1.73
Art Room [d) 534 - ksf na 55% 45% 11.19 49% 51% 6.80


Church 560 - ,~eats na na na na na na na


Trip Generation Summary - Weekday


Pre School (Day Care Center) 565 40 students 179 17 15 32 15 17 33


Ancillary Uses


Gym [a) 495 6.037 sf 138 6 4 10 3 7 10


Bookstore [b) 868 910 sf na na na na 9 9 18
Admin Spaces +Meeting Rooms (c] 715 2.671 sf 31 4 0 5 I 4 5


Art Room [d) 534 1.289 sf na 8 7 15 4 5 9


Library (39) sf 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Gross Tatal for Ancillary Uses 169 19 II 30 17 24 41
Internal Trip Reduction for Gym (50%) -69 -3 -2 -5 -I -4 -5
Internal Trip Reduction for ancillary uses (90%) -28 -II -6 -18 -13 -16 -28


Net Ancillary trips 72 4 3 7 3 5 8


Church 560 250 seats na na na na na na na


Net Project Trip Generation 251 21 18 39 18 23 41


Trip Generation Rates - Sunday Sunday


AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour


Land Use ITECode Density Dally In Out Total In Out Total


Pre School (Day Care Center) 565 students na na na na na na na
Ancillary Uses


Gym [a) 495 - ksf 13.60 56% 44% 1.48 56% 44% 1.48
Bookstore [b) 868 ksf na na na na na na na
Admin Spaces +Meeting Rooms [c) 715 ksf na na na na na na na
Art Room [d) 534 - ksf na na na na na na na


Church 560 seats 1.53 52% 48% 0.63 52% 48% 0.63


Trip Generation Summary .. Sunday


Pre School (Day Care Center) 565 40 students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Ancillary Uses


Gym [a) 495 6,037 sf 82 5 4 9 5 4 9
Bookstore [b) 868 910 sf 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Admin Spaces +Meeting Rooms [c) 715 2.671 sf 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Art Room [d) 534 1.289 sf 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Library (39) sf 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Gross Total for Ancillary Uses 82 5 4 9 5 4 9
Internal Trip Reduction for Gym (50%) -41 -3 -2 -5 -3 -2 -5
Internal Trip Reduction for ancillary uses (90%) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Net Ancillary trips 41 2 2 4 2 2 4


Church 560 250 seats 383 82 76 158 82 76 158


Net Project Trip Generation 424 84 78 162 84 78 162


[a] rrE land use .. recreation center


[b) JTE land use book superstore
[c) Single tenant office


[d) Private School - K- B
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Although the Project does not anticipate significant additional trip would be generated by these ancillary
uses, for the purpose of the traffic impact analysis, additional potential trips are included which reflects a
worst case scenario in terms of potential traffic impacts. The trip generation from the ancillary uses
were adjusted for internal use by the school and are shown in Table 4.


Based on the land uses, their respectively densities and trip rates shown in Table 4, the Project is
expected to generate:


• 251 weekday trips
• 39 weekday AM peak hour trips
• 41 weekday PM peak hour trips
• 424 Sunday trips
• 162 Sunday AM peak hour trips
• 162 Sunday midday peak hour trips


Project Trip Distribution


Trip Distribution is the process of assigning the directions from which traffic will access a project site.
Trip distribution is dependent upon the land use characteristics of the project and the general locations
of other land uses to which project trips would originate or terminate.


Figure 6 illustrates the intersection trip distribution percentages that were utilized for Project traffic
volumes.


Project Trip Assignment


Based on the estimated trip generation and distribution assumptions described above, Project traffic was
assigned onto the roadway system based on driveway locations and the availability of local roadways to
access the regional highway system. The Project only trips are illustrated in Figure 7.


Existing With Ambient Growth and Project Impacts


The Project trips are superimposed onto the Existing Plus Ambient Growth forecasts to estimate traffic
conditions with Project traffic. The resultant with Project AM and PM peak hour traffic forecasts are
shown on Figure 8.
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Although the Project does not anticipate significant additional trip would be generated by these ancillary
uses, for the purpose of the traffic impact analysis, additional potential trips are included which reflects a
worst case scenario in terms of potential traffic impacts. The trip generation from the ancillary uses
were adjusted for internal use by the school and are shown in Table 4.


Based on the land uses, their respectively densities and trip rates shown in Table 4, the Project is
expected to generate:


• 251 weekday trips
• 39 weekday AM peak hour trips
• 41 weekday PM peak hour trips
• 424 Sunday trips
• 162 Sunday AM peak hour trips
• 162 Sunday midday peak hour trips


Project Trip Distribution


Trip Distribution is the process of assigning the directions from which traffic will access a project site.
Trip distribution is dependent upon the land use characteristics of the project and the general locations
of other land uses to which project trips would originate or terminate.


Figure 6 illustrates the intersection trip distribution percentages that were utilized for Project traffic
volumes.


Project Trip Assignment


Based on the estimated trip generation and distribution assumptions described above, Project traffic was
assigned onto the roadway system based on driveway locations and the availability of local roadways to
access the regional highway system. The Project only trips are illustrated in Figure 7.


Existing With Ambient Growth and Project Impacts


The Project trips are superimposed onto the Existing Plus Ambient Growth forecasts to estimate traffic
conditions with Project traffic. The resultant with Project AM and PM peak hour traffic forecasts are
shown on Figure 8.
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Table 5 summarizes the level of service results under existing plus ambient and Project conditions.
Level of service worksheets for Existing plus Ambient plus Project are provided in Appendix D.


Table 5: Existing With Ambient Growth and Project Level of Service Summary


Weekday
Existing + Ambient Growth , Existing +Ambient Growth + Project ,


Change In VIC
Study Locations AM Peak I PM Peak I AM Peak PM Peak I Signif!


I VIC , LOS , VIC I LOS VIC I LOS I VIC , LOS AM Peak I PM Peak I
Intersection


I 'Crenshaw Blvd & Crest Rd [aJ 0.B41 I 0 I 0.745 I C 0.B54 I 0 I 0.755 I C 0.013 I 0.010 NO


Roadway Segments
Existing + Ambient Growth Existing +Ambient Growth + Project


Change In VIC Signif!
VIC I LOS VIC LOS


I Crenshaw Blvd north of Crest Rd 0.189 I A 0.190 I A 0.001 NO
2 ICrest Rd west of Crenshaw Blvd 0.122 A 0.122 A 0.000 NO


Sunday
Existing +Ambient Growth , Existing + Ambient Growth + Project


Change In VIC
Study Locations , AM Peak , PM Peak , AM Peale , PM Peak I Signif!


VIC LOS VIC LOS VIC LOS VIC LOS AM Peak PM Peak


Intersection


I Crensha.w Blvd & Crest Rd [a] 0.382 , A I 0.527 I A 0.434 I A I 0.57B I A 0.052 I 0.051 NO


Roadway Segments
Existing + Ambient Growth Existing + Ambient Growth + Project


Change in VIC Signlf!
VIC I LOS VIC , LOS


I Crenshaw Blvd north of Crest Rd 0.100 I A 0.102 , A 0.002 NO
2 ICrest Rd west of Crenshaw Blvd 0.066 A 0.067 A 0.001 NO


Traffic impacts are identified if the proposed development will result in a significant change in traffic
conditions at a study intersection. A significant impact is typically identified if project-related traffic will
cause service levels to deteriorate beyond a threshold limit specified by the overseeing agency. Impacts
can also be significant if an intersection is already operating below the poorest acceptable level and
project traffic will cause a further decline below a certain threshold.


Based on the forecast and level of service results, it is concluded that under "Existing with Ambient
Growth and Project" conditions, the proposed Project is not expected to significantly impact any of the
study locations.
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Table 5 summarizes the level of service results under existing plus ambient and Project conditions.
Level of service worksheets for Existing plus Ambient plus Project are provided in Appendix D.


Table 5: Existing With Ambient Growth and Project Level of Service Summary


Weekday
Existing + Ambient Growth , Existing +Ambient Growth + Project ,


Change In VIC
Study Locations AM Peak I PM Peak I AM Peak PM Peak I Signif!


I VIC , LOS , VIC I LOS VIC I LOS I VIC , LOS AM Peak I PM Peak I
Intersection


I 'Crenshaw Blvd & Crest Rd [aJ 0.B41 I 0 I 0.745 I C 0.B54 I 0 I 0.755 I C 0.013 I 0.010 NO


Roadway Segments
Existing + Ambient Growth Existing +Ambient Growth + Project


Change In VIC Signif!
VIC I LOS VIC LOS


I Crenshaw Blvd north of Crest Rd 0.189 I A 0.190 I A 0.001 NO
2 ICrest Rd west of Crenshaw Blvd 0.122 A 0.122 A 0.000 NO


Sunday
Existing +Ambient Growth , Existing + Ambient Growth + Project


Change In VIC
Study Locations , AM Peak , PM Peak , AM Peale , PM Peak I Signif!


VIC LOS VIC LOS VIC LOS VIC LOS AM Peak PM Peak


Intersection


I Crensha.w Blvd & Crest Rd [a] 0.382 , A I 0.527 I A 0.434 I A I 0.57B I A 0.052 I 0.051 NO


Roadway Segments
Existing + Ambient Growth Existing + Ambient Growth + Project


Change in VIC Signlf!
VIC I LOS VIC , LOS


I Crenshaw Blvd north of Crest Rd 0.100 I A 0.102 , A 0.002 NO
2 ICrest Rd west of Crenshaw Blvd 0.066 A 0.067 A 0.001 NO


Traffic impacts are identified if the proposed development will result in a significant change in traffic
conditions at a study intersection. A significant impact is typically identified if project-related traffic will
cause service levels to deteriorate beyond a threshold limit specified by the overseeing agency. Impacts
can also be significant if an intersection is already operating below the poorest acceptable level and
project traffic will cause a further decline below a certain threshold.


Based on the forecast and level of service results, it is concluded that under "Existing with Ambient
Growth and Project" conditions, the proposed Project is not expected to significantly impact any of the
study locations.
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Existing With Ambient Growth and Cumulative Projects


This section summarizes traffic impacts due to cumulative projects (including the proposed St. John
Fisher Project) within the vicinity of the study area. Potential cumulative projects traffic impacts and
mitigation measures are discussed.


KOA Corporation conducted research and obtained a list of related developments anticipated to be
constructed within the timeframe of the proposed Project. The year 2009 was selected to be analyzed
based on the anticipated buildout date and occup~ncy of the proposed Project. Figure 9 illustrates the
location of the seven related projects. Table 6 summarizes the trip generation of the seven related
projects included in the forecast and their respective trip generation estimates. Trip generation
estimates are based on trip generation rates obtained from the Institute of Transportation Engineers
(ITE) "Trip Generation Manual- 7th Edition."


Table 6: Related Projects Trip Generation Summary


Map ITE Dally Weekday AM Peak Weekday PM Peak Sunday Sunday AM Peak Sunday Mld-da)
Location Land Use Intensity Units


Code ToW In Dally ToW Out ToW# ToW In Out Total Out In In
Condos 41 du 230 240 18 3 15 21 14 7 198 18 9 9 18 9


I 90 I Deep Valley Or
Retail 1.256 sf 814 56 3 I 2 26 4 2 2 4 2


2 981 Silver Spur Rd Condos 18 du 230 105 8 I 7 9 6 3 87 8 4 4 8 4
Senior Condos 58 du 251 215 12 4 7 15 9 6 135 12 6 6 12 6


3 627 Deep Valley Or
Reali 5,810 sf 814 257 16 7 9 119 18 9 9 18 9


4 827 DeeD Vallev Or Condos 16 du 230 94 7 I 6 8 6 3 77 7 4 4 7 4
Senior Condos 75 du 230 440 33 6 27 39 26 13 363 l4 17 17 34 17


5 927 Deep Valley Dr
Retail 2.000 sf 814 89 5 2 3 41 6 3 3 6 3


6 828 Silver Spur Ref Medical Office 39.800 'f no 1,438 99 78 21 148 40 108 62 16 8 8 16 8
Townhomes 69 du 230 404 30 5 25 36 24 12 314 31 15 16 31 15


7
655-.683 Deep Valley Or &


F~ts 100 du 220 672 51 10 41 62 40 22 586 51 26 26 51 26
924-950 Indian Peek Rd


Retall 14,200 ,f 814 629 38 17 22 290 44 22 23 44 22


Based on the estimated trip generation summarized in Table 6, related project trips along with the
proposed Project trips were assigned onto the roadway network. Figure 10 illustrates the resultant
existing plus ambient plus cumulative projects (including St. John Fisher expansion) traffic volumes.
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Existing With Ambient Growth and Cumulative Projects


This section summarizes traffic impacts due to cumulative projects (including the proposed St. John
Fisher Project) within the vicinity of the study area. Potential cumulative projects traffic impacts and
mitigation measures are discussed.


KOA Corporation conducted research and obtained a list of related developments anticipated to be
constructed within the timeframe of the proposed Project. The year 2009 was selected to be analyzed
based on the anticipated buildout date and occup~ncy of the proposed Project. Figure 9 illustrates the
location of the seven related projects. Table 6 summarizes the trip generation of the seven related
projects included in the forecast and their respective trip generation estimates. Trip generation
estimates are based on trip generation rates obtained from the Institute of Transportation Engineers
(ITE) "Trip Generation Manual- 7th Edition."


Table 6: Related Projects Trip Generation Summary


Map ITE Dally Weekday AM Peak Weekday PM Peak Sunday Sunday AM Peak Sunday Mld-da)


#
Location Land Use Intensity Units


Code Total Total In Out Total In Out Dally Total In Out Total In


Condos 41 du 230 240 18 3 15 21 14 7 198 18 9 9 18 9
1 90 I Deep Valiey Dr


Retail 1,256 sf 814 56 3 I 2 26 4 2 2 4 2


2 981 Sliver Spur Rd Condos 18 du 230 105 8 I 7 9 6 3 87 B .. 4 8 ..
Senior Condos SB du 251 215 12 .. 7 IS 9 6 1]5 12 6 6 12 6


] 627 Deep Valley Dr
Retail 5,BI0 sf 814 257 16 7 9 119 18 9 9 18 9


4 B27 Deep Valley Dr Condos 16 du 2]0 94 7 I 6 8 6 3 n 7 .. .. 7 ..
5


Senior CondoS 75 du 230 440 33 6 27 39 26 I] 363 34 17 17 34 17
927 Deep Vaney Dr


Retail 2.000 sf 814 89 5 2 ] 41 6 ] ] 6 3


6 828 Silver Spur Rd Medical Office ]9,800 sf no 1,4]B 9\1 78 21 148 40 108 62 16 B 8 16 8


655-683 Deep Vaney Dr &
Townhome. 69 du 230 404 30 5 25 36 24 12 ])4 31 IS 16 ]1 15


7 Flats 100 du 220 672 51 10 41 62 40 22 586 51 26 26 51 26
924-950 Indian Peek Rd


Retail 14,200 sf BI4 629 ]8 17 22 290 44 22 23 44 22


Based on the estimated trip generation summarized in Table 6, related project trips along with the
proposed Project trips were assigned onto the roadway network. Figure 10 illustrates the resultant
existing plus ambient plus cumulative projects (including St. John Fisher expansion) traffic volumes.
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Based on the traffic forecast, intersection level of service analysis was conducted at the three study
locations. Table 7 summarizes the future level of service results. Level of service worksheets for
Existing plus Ambient plus Cumulative Projects are presented in Appendix E.


Table 7: Existing With Ambient Growth and Cumulative Projects


Weekday


I Existing + Ambient Growth I Existing + Ambient Growth + Project I
Change in VIC


Study Locations I AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak Signif!


I VIC I LOS I VIC I LOS I VIC I LOS I VIC I LOS I AM Peak I PM Peak (
Intersection


I ICrenshaw Blvd & Crest Rd [aJ 0.841 I D I 0.745 I C 0.B56 I D I 0.763 ( C Om5 I 0.018 NO


Roadway Segments
Existing + Ambient Growth Existing + Ambient Growth + Project


Change in VIC Signifl
VIC I LOS VIC I LOS


I ICrenshaw Blvd north of Crest Rd 0.189 I A 0.191 I A 0.002 NO
2 )Crest Rd west of Crenshaw Blvd 0.122 A 0.124 A 0.002 NO


Sunday
Existing + Ambient Growth Existing + Ambient Growth + Project


Change in VIC
StUdy Locations I AM Peak I PM Peak I AM Peak I PM Peak Signifl


I VIC I LOS I VIC I LOS ( VIC I LOS I VIC I LOS AM Peak PM Peak
Intersection


I (Crenshaw Blvd & Crest Rd ral 0.382 I A I 0.527 I A 0.437 I A I 0.581 I A 0.055 I 0.054 NO


Roadway Segments
Existing + Ambient Growth Existing + Ambient Growth + Project


Change in VIC Signifl
VIC LOS VIC LOS


I ICrenshaw Brvd north of Crest Rd 0.100 I A 0.103 I A 0.003 NO
2 Crest Rd west of Crenshaw Blvd 0.066 I A 0.068 I A 0.002 NO


As shown in Table 7, all three study locations are not expected to be significantly impacted by the
proposed Project.


Potential On-Street Parking Impacts


During the traffic count survey effort on both weekday and weekend, KOA conducted an on-street
parking utilization count to determine the current level of on-street parking. Based on visual
observation during the weekday and weekend peak periods, no on-street parking activity was observed.
All school and church related parking is currently accommodated on-site.


With the Project's proposed expansion, a total of 344 parking spaces will be provided on-site. Based on
the shared parking analysis conducted by the Project's architect, the typical peak parking demand is not
expected to exceed the 344-space parking supply. Under typical conditions, the Project is not expected
to significantly impact on-street parking.


Construction Truck Haul Route


Based on discussions with City staff, the preferred truck haul route during construction are Crest Road
and Hawthorne Boulevard. Crenshaw Boulevard has a truck restriction and construction related trucks
will be restricted from using Crenshaw Boulevard. Contractors will be instructed to adhere to the haul
route for all construction related trucks traffic.


Prepared for Stjohn Fisher Church
Draft Traffic Impact Report - St John Fisher Church
December 21,2007 Page 21


KOA CORPORATION
E Pl.ANNING 8. ENGINEERING


Based on the traffic forecast, intersection level of service analysis was conducted at the three study
locations. Table 7 summarizes the future level of service results. Level of service worksheets for
Existing plus Ambient plus Cumulative Projects are presented in Appendix E.


Table 7: Existing With Ambient Growth and Cumulative Projects


Weekday


I Existing + Ambient Growth I Existing + Ambient Growth + Project I Change In VIC
Study Locations I AM peak I PM Peak I AM Peak I PM Peak Slgnlf?


VIC I LOS I VIC I LOS VIC I LOS I VIC I LOS AM Peak I PM Peak
Intersection


I ICrenshaw Blvd & Crest Rd raJ 0.841 I D I 0.745 I C 0.856 I D I 0.763 I C 0.015 I 0.018 NO


Roadway Segments
Existing + Ambient Growth Existing + Ambient Growth + Project


Change In VIC Signif?
VIC I LOS VIC I LOS


I ICrenshaw Blvd north of Crest Rd 0.189 I A 0.191 I A 0.002 NO
2 ICrest Rd west of Crenshaw Blvd 0.122 I A 0.124 r A 0.002 NO


Sunday


I Existing + Ambient Growth I Existing + Ambient Growth + Project I
Change in VIC


StUdy Locations AM Peak I PM Peak AM Peak I PM Peak Signif?


I VIC I LOS I VIC I LOS VIC I LOS I VIC I LOS I AM Peak J PM Peak
Intersection


I ICrenshaw Blvd & Crest Rd [a] 0.382 I A I 0527 I A 0.437 I A I 0.581 I A 0.055 I 0.054 NO


Roadway Segments
Existing + Ambient Growth Existing + Ambient Growth + Profed


Change In VIC SignIf?
VIC I LOS VIC I LOS


, JCrenshaw Blvd north of Crest Rd 0.100 I A 0.103 I A 0.003 NO
2 ICrest Rd west of Crenshaw Blvd 0.066 I A 0.068 I A 0.002 NO


As shown in Table 7, all three study locations are not expected to be significantly impacted by the
proposed Project.


Potential On-Street Parking Impacts


During the traffic count survey effort on both weekday and weekend, KOA conducted an on-street
parking utilization count to determine the current level of on-street parking. Based on visual
observation during the weekday and weekend peak periods, no on-street parking activity was observed.
All school and church related parking is currently accommodated on-site.


With the Project's proposed expansion, a total of 344 parking spaces will be provided on-site. Based on
the shared parking analysis conducted by the Project's architect, the typical peak parking demand is not
expected to exceed the 344-space parking supply. Under typical conditions, the Project is not expected
to significantly impact on-street parking.


Construction Truck Haul Route


Based on discussions with City staff, the preferred truck haul route during construction are Crest Road
and Hawthorne Boulevard. Crenshaw Boulevard has a truck restriction and construction related trucks
will be restricted from using Crenshaw Boulevard. Contractors will be instructed to adhere to the haul
route for all construction related trucks traffic.
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Congestion Management Plan Conformance


This section demonstrates the ways in which this traffic study was prepared to be in conformance with
the procedures mandated by the County of Los Angeles Congestion Management Program.


The Congestion Management Program (CMP) was created statewide because of Proposition I II and
was implemented locally by the Los Angeles Coun,ty Metropolitan Transportation Authority (LACMTA).
The CMP for Los Angeles County requires that the traffic impact of individual development projects of
potentially regional significance be analyzed. A specific system of arterial roadways plus all freeways
comprises the CMP system. Per CMP Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA) Guidelines, a traffic impact
analysis is conducted where:


• At CMP arterial monitoring intersections, including freeway on-ramps or off-ramps, where the
proposed project will add 50 or more vehicle trips during either AM or PM weekday peak
hours.


• At CMP mainline freeway-monitoring locations, where the project will add 150 or more trips, in
either direction, during the either the AM or PM weekday peak hours.


The nearest CMP arterial monitoring intersection to the project site is Pacific Coast Highway at
Crenshaw Boulevard. Based on the Project trip generation and the distance of these CMP routes from
the study intersections, it is not expected that 50 or more new trips per hour would be added to these
locations. Therefore, no further analysis of potential CMP impacts is required.


The nearest CMP mainline freeway-monitoring location to the project site is on I-I 10 at Wilmington
south of C Street. Based on the trip distribution and traffic assignment presented, the proposed project
is primarily local traffic rather than regional traffic. The proposed project is expected to add less than
150 new trips per hour to any freeway segments near the project site since the project generates
local/neighborhood trips than regional trips. Therefore, no further analysis of CMP freeway monitoring
stations is required.
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Congestion Management Plan Conformance


This section demonstrates the ways in which this traffic study was prepared to be in conformance with
the procedures mandated by the County of Los Angeles Congestion Management Program.


The Congestion Management Program (CMP) was created statewide because of Proposition III and
was implemented locally by the Los Angeles Coun,ty Metropolitan Transportation Authority (LACMTA).
The CMP for Los Angeles County requires that the traffic impact of individual development projects of
potentially regional significance be analyzed. A specific system of arterial roadways plus all freeways
comprises the CMP system. Per CMP Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA) Guidelines, a traffic impact
analysis is conducted where:


• At CMP arterial monitoring intersections, including freeway on-ramps or off-ramps, where the
proposed project will add SO or more vehicle trips during either AM or PM weekday peak
hours.


• At CMP mainline freeway-monitoring locations, where the project will add ISO or more trips, in
either direction, during the either the AM or PM weekday peak hours.


The nearest CMP arterial monitoring intersection to the project site is Pacific Coast Highway at
Crenshaw Boulevard. Based on the Project trip generation and the distance of these CMP routes from
the study intersections, it is not expected that SO or more new trips per hour would be added to these
locations. Therefore, no further analysis of potential CMP impacts is required.


The nearest CMP mainline freeway-monitoring location to the project site is on I-I 10 at Wilmington
south of C Street. Based on the trip distribution and traffic assignment presented, the proposed project
is primarily local traffic rather than regional traffic. The proposed project is expected to add less than
ISO new trips per hour to any freeway segments near the project site since the project generates
local/neighborhood trips than regional trips. Therefore, no further analysis of CMP freeway monitoring
stations is required.
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Summary and Project Recommendations


Analysis Conclusions


The following summarizes the traffic study results, findings and conclusions:


• Under existing 2007 conditions, all of ttle three study locations are operating at LOS D or
better during both peak hours under weekday and Sunday conditions.


• An ambient growth rate of 0.5% per year was applied to reflect regional traffic growth in the
study area.


• Under existing plus ambient conditions, all of the three study locations are operating at LOS D
or better during both peak hours under weekday and Sunday conditions.


• The proposed Project is estimated to generate:


o 251 weekday trips
o 39 weekday AM peak hour trips
o 41 weekday PM peak hour trips
o 424 Sunday trips
o 162 Sunday AM peak hour trips
o 162 Sunday midday peak hour trips


• Under existing plus ambient plus Project conditions, traffic from the proposed Project is not
expected to significantly impact any of the study locations.


• Under existing plus ambient plus cumulative projects conditions, seven related projects have
been identified within the vicinity of the Project site.


• Under existing plus ambient plus Project conditions (which includes the St. John Fisher Project),
traffic from the proposed cumulative projects is not expected to significantly impact any of the
study locations.


• Currently, there are negligible on-street parking activity fronting the Project site. Based on the
a shared parking analysis conducted by the Project's architect, typical peak demand is not
expected to exceed the 344-space capacity. The Project is not expected to significantly impact
on-street parking conditions.
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Summary and Project Recommendations


Analysis Conclusions


The following summarizes the traffic study results, findings and conclusions:


• Under existing 2007 conditions, all of the three study locations are operating at LOS D or
better during both peak hours under weekday and Sunday conditions.


• An ambient growth rate of 0.5% per year was applied to reflect regional traffic growth in the
study area.


• Under existing plus ambient conditions, all of the three study locations are operating at LOS D
or better during both peak hours under weekday and Sunday conditions.


• The proposed Project is estimated to generate:


o 251 weekday trips
o 39 weekday AM peak hour trips
o 41 weekday PM peak hour trips
o 424 Sunday trips
o 162 Sunday AM peak hour trips
o 162 Sunday midday peak hour trips


• Under existing plus ambient plus Project conditions, traffic from the proposed Project is not
expected to significantly impact any of the study locations.


• Under existing plus ambient plus cumulative projects conditions, seven related projects have
been identified within the vicinity of the Project site.


• Under existing plus ambient plus Project conditions (which includes the St. John Fisher Project),
traffic from the proposed cumulative projects is not expected to significantly impact any of the
study locations.


• Currently, there are negligible on-street parking activity fronting the Project site. Based on the
a shared parking analysis conducted by the Project's architect, typical peak demand is not
expected to exceed the 344-space capacity. The Project is not expected to significantly impact
on-street parking conditions.
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APPENDIX A
Traffic Counts
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Intersection Turning Movement
Prepared by:


National Data & Surveying Services


N-S STREET: Crenshaw Blvd DATE: 11/29/2007 LOCATION: City of Rancho Palos Verd


E-W STREET: Crest Rd DAY: THURSDAY PROJECT# 07-2549-003


NORTHBOUND SOUTHBO~ND EASTBOUND WESTBOUND


NL NT NR SL ST SR EL ET ER WL WT WR TOTAL
LANES: 1 2 0 1 2 0 1.5 0.5 1 0 1 1


6:00 AM
6:15 AM
6:30 AM
6:45 AM
7:00 AM 2 211 3 12 44 99 30 7 7 2 7 16 440
7:15 AM 4 230 1 18 63 97 42 2 8 7 11 21 504
7:30 AM 6 248 4 21 78 111 50 11 9 8 8 23 577
7:45 AM 7 274 7 22 84 122 52 15 11 4 7 22 627
8:00AM 2 276 4 26 68 132 57 12 15 5 6 31 634
8:15 AM 2 285 4 29 55 116 46 18 16 7 4 27 609
8:30 AM 6 265 2 18 59 128 38 11 20 7 5 22 581
8:45AM 3 222 2 9 45 118 56 8 18 8 5 18 512
9:00 AM
9:15 AM
9:30 AM
9:45AM


10:00 AM
10:15 AM
10:30 AM
10:45 AM
11:00 AM
11:15 AM
11:30 AM
11:45 AM


TOTAL NL NT NR SL ST SR EL ET ER WL WT WR TOTAL
VOLUMES = 32 2011 27 155 496 923 371 84 104 48 53 180 4484


AM Peak Hr Begins at: 745 AM


PEAK
VOLUMES = 17 1100 17 95 266 498 193 56 62 23 22 102 2451


PEAK HR.
FACTOR:


CONTROL:


0.974


Signalized


1395


0.942 0.926 0.875


. ,


0.966


Intersection Turning Movement
Prepared by:


National Data & Surveying Services


N-S STREET: Crenshaw Blvd DATE: 11/29/2007 LOCATION: City of Rancho Palos Verd


E-W STREET: Crest Rd DAY: THURSDAY PROJECT# 07-2549-003


NORTHBOUND SOUTHBO~ND EASTBOUND WESTBOUND


NL NT NR SL ST SR El ET ER WL WT WR TOTAL
LANES: 1 2 0 1 2 0 1.5 0.5 1 0 1 1


6:00 AM
6:15 AM
6:30 AM
6:45 AM
7:00 AM 2 211 3 12 44 99 30 7 7 2 7 16 440
7:15 AM 4 230 1 18 63 97 42 2 8 7 11 21 504
7:30 AM 6 248 4 21 78 111 50 11 9 8 8 23 577
7:45 AM 7 274 7 22 84 122 52 15 11 4 7 22 627
8:00AM 2 276 4 26 68 132 57 12 15 5 6 31 634
8:15 AM 2 285 4 29 55 116 46 18 16 7 4 27 609
8:30 AM 6 265 2 18 59 128 38 11 20 7 5 22 581
8:45AM 3 222 2 9 45 118 56 8 18 8 5 18 512
9:00AM
9:15 AM
9:30 AM
9:45AM


10:00 AM
10:15 AM
10:30 AM
10:45 AM
11:00 AM
11:15 AM
11:30 AM
11:45 AM


TOTAL NL NT NR SL ST SR EL ET ER WL WT WR TOTAL
VOLUMES = 32 2011 27 155 496 923 371 84 104 48 53 180 4484


AM Peak Hr Begins at: 745 AM


PEAK
VOLUMES = 17 1100 17 95 266 498 193 56 62 23 22 102 2451


PEAK HR.
FACTOR:


CONTROL:


0.974


Signalized


1395


0.942 0.926 0.875


. ,


0.966
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Intersection Turning Movement
Prepared by:


National Data & Surveying Services


N-S STREET: Crenshaw Blvd DATE: 11/29/2007 LOCATION: City of Rancho Palos Verd,


E-W STREET: Crest Rd DAY: THURSDAY PROJECT# 07-2549-003


NORTHBOUND SOUTHBOUND EASTBOUND WESTBOUND


NL NT NR SL ST SR EL ET ER WL WT WR TOTAL
LANES: 1 2 0 1 2 0 1.5 0.5 1 0 1 1


1:00 PM
1:15 PM
1:30 PM
1:45 PM
2:00 PM
2:15 PM
2:30 PM
2:45 PM
3:00 PM
3:15 PM
3:30 PM
3:45 PM
4:00 PM 5 50 0 41 41 181 157 4 5 0 4 28 516
4:15 PM 5 35 2 53 35 188 148 10 5 1 6 37 525
4:30 PM 6 46 1 50 38 162 131 2 6 0 2 42 486
4:45 PM 9 52 0 52 45 204 121 10 14 0 5 34 546
5:00 PM 6 39 1 46 52 183 98 12 15 0 1 28 481
5:15 PM 6 50 0 78 77 164 113 9 24 0 8 30 559
5:30 PM 9 60 1 69 69 176 108 15 29 2 5 38 581
5:45 PM 8 52 0 57 70 158 126 11 22 2 4 29 539
6:00 PM
6:15 PM
6:30 PM
6:45 PM


TOTAL NL NT NR SL ST SR EL ET ER WL WT WR TOTAL
VOLUMES = 54 384 5 446 427 1416 1002 73 120 5 35 266 4233


PM Peak Hr Begins at: 445 PM


PEAK
VOLUMES = 30 201 2 245 243 727 440 46 82 2 19 130 2167


PEAK HR.
FACTOR:


CONTROL:


0.832


Signalized


0.952 0.934 0.839


"


0.932


Intersection Turning Movement
Prepared by:


National Data & Surveying Services


N-S STREET: Crenshaw Blvd DATE: 11/29/2007 LOCATION: City of Rancho Palos Verd~


E-W STREET: Crest Rd DAY: THURSDAY PROJECT# 07-2549-003


NORTHBOUND SOUTHBOUND EASTBOUND WESTBOUND


NL NT NR SL ST SR EL ET ER WL WT WR TOTAL
LANES: 1 2 0 1 2 0 1.5 0.5 1 0 1 1


1:00 PM
1:15 PM
1:30 PM
1:45 PM
2:00 PM
2:15 PM
2:30 PM
2:45 PM
3:00 PM
3:15 PM
3:30 PM
3:45 PM
4:00 PM 5 50 0 41 41 181 157 4 5 0 4 28 516
4:15 PM 5 35 2 53 35 188 148 10 5 1 6 37 525
4:30 PM 6 46 1 50 38 162 131 2 6 0 2 42 486
4:45 PM 9 52 0 52 45 204 121 10 14 0 5 34 546
5:00 PM 6 39 1 46 52 183 98 12 15 0 1 28 481
5:15 PM 6 50 0 78 77 164 113 9 24 0 8 30 559
5:30 PM 9 60 1 69 69 176 108 15 29 2 5 38 581
5:45 PM 8 52 0 57 70 158 126 11 22 2 4 29 539
6:00 PM
6:15 PM
6:30 PM
6:45 PM


TOTAL NL NT NR SL ST SR EL ET ER WL WT WR TOTAL
VOLUMES = 54 384 5 446 427 1416 1002 73 120 5 3S 266 4233


PM Peak Hr Begins at: 445 PM


PEAK
VOLUMES = 30 201 2 245 243 727 440 46 82 2 19 130 2167


PEAK HR.
FACTOR:


CONTROL:


0.832


Signalized


0.952 0.934 0.839 0.932
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Intersection Turning Movement
Prepared by:


National Data & Surveying Services


N-S STREET: Crenshaw Blvd DATE: 12/2/2007 LOCATION: City of Rancho Palos Verd


E-W STREET: Crest Rd DAY: SUNDAY PROJECT# 07-2549-003


NORTHBOUND SOUTHBOUND EASTBOUND WESTBOUND
.'


NL NT NR SL ST SR EL ET ER WL WT WR TOTAL
LANES: 1 2 0 1 2 0 1.5 0.5 1 0 1 1


6:00AM
6:15 AM
6:30AM
6:45 AM
7:00AM
7:15 AM
7:30AM
7:45 AM
8:00AM 4 22 1 7 6 14 28 1 7 0 4 9 103
8:15AM 11 24 0 8 7 14 35 2 12 0 15 15 143


AM Peak 8:30AM 20 48 0 16 15 16 40 4 15 0 13 41 228
Hour - 8:00 8:45 AM 10 25 1 42 38 22 41 16 49 1 8 13 266
AM to 10:00 9:00AM 10 16 0 39 29 27 39 12 32 0 5 10 219


AM 9:15 AM 2 14 1 14 9 20 39 5 8 0 1 13 126
9:30AM 3 26 3 17 12 24 56 4 4 0 2 10 161
9:45 AM 14 45 2 20 22 35 45 5 11 0 6 17 222


10:00 AM 2 58 1 14 9 20 65 5 8 0 1 13 196
10:15 AM 39 50 0 16 14 29 56 6 11 2 10 36 269


Midday 10:30 AM 13 32 2 27 22 40 72 15 21 1 7 30 282
Peak Hour- 10:45 AM 25 41 2 64 42 45 76 35 60 2 10 32 434
10:00 AM to 11:00 AM 10 27 0 32 16 54 71 11 32 0 7 22 282


12 Noon 11:15 AM 8 13 3 12 21 50 65 6 8 2 6 16 210
11:30 AM 18 19 2 39 22 59 44 17 18 1 7 14 260
11:45 AM 40 11 2 26 22 47 50 13 12 3 30 80 336


TOTAL NL NT NR SL ST SR EL ET ER WL WT WR TOTAL
VOLUMES = 229 471 20 393 306 516 822 157 308 12 132 371 3737


AM Peak Hr Begins at: 1015 AM


PEAK
VOLUMES = 87 150 4 139 94 168 275 67 124 5 34 120 1267


PEAK HR.
FACTOR:


CONTROL:


0.677


Signalized


0.664 0.681 0.828 0.730


Intersection Turning Movement
Prepared by:


National Data & Surveying Services


N-S STREET: Crenshaw Blvd DATE: 12/2/2007 LOCATION: City of Rancho Palos Verd


E-W STREET: Crest Rd DAY: SUNDAY PROJECT# 07-2549-003


NORTHBOUND SOUTHBOUND EASTBOUND WESTBOUND
"


NL NT NR SL ST SR EL ET ER WL WT WR TOTAL
LANES: 1 2 0 1 2 0 1.5 0.5 1 a 1 1


6:00AM
6:15 AM
6:30AM
6:45 AM
7:00AM
7:15 AM
7:30 AM
7:45 AM
8:00AM 4 22 1 7 6 14 28 1 7 0 4 9 103
8:15AM 11 24 0 8 7 14 35 2 12 0 15 15 143


AM Peak 8:30AM 20 48 0 16 15 16 40 4 15 0 13 41 228
Hour - 8:00 8:45 AM 10 25 1 42 38 22 41 16 49 1 8 13 266
AM to 10:00 9:00AM 10 16 0 39 29 27 39 12 32 0 5 10 219


AM 9:15 AM 2 14 1 14 9 20 39 5 8 0 1 13 126
9:30AM 3 26 3 17 12 24 56 4 4 0 2 10 161
9:45 AM 14 45 2 20 22 35 45 5 11 0 6 17 222


10:00 AM 2 58 1 14 9 20 65 5 8 0 1 13 196
10:15 AM 39 50 0 16 14 29 56 6 11 2 10 36 269


Midday 10:30 AM 13 32 2 27 22 40 72 15 21 1 7 30 282
Peak Hour- 10:45 AM 25 41 2 64 42 45 76 35 60 2 10 32 434
10:00 AM to 11:00 AM 10 27 0 32 16 54 71 11 32 0 7 22 282


12 Noon 11:15 AM 8 13 3 12 21 50 65 6 8 2 6 16 210
11:30 AM 18 19 2 39 22 59 44 17 18 1 7 14 260
11:45 AM 40 11 2 26 22 47 50 13 12 3 30 80 336


TOTAL NL NT NR SL ST SR EL ET ER WL WT WR TOTAL
VOLUMES = 229 471 20 393 306 516 822 157 308 12 132 371 3737


AM Peak Hr Begins at: 1015 AM


PEAK
VOLUMES = 87 150 4 139 94 168 275 67 124 5 34 120 1267


PEAK HR.
FACTOR: 0.677 0.664 0.681 0.828 0.730


CONTROL: Signalized
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Volumes for: Thursday, December 13, 2007 City: Rancho Palos Verdes Project #: 07-2550-001


Location: Crenshaw Blvd N/o Crest Rd
AM Period NB SB EB WB PM period NB SB EB WB


00:00 4 12 12:00 246 165
00:15 6 10 12:15 195 166
00:30 9 17 12:30 195 167
00:45 2 21 8 47 68 12:45 168 804 163 661 1465


01:00 2 6 13:00 213 143
01:15 0 13 13:15 165 140
01:30 4 8 13:30 160 120
01:45 1 7 5 32 39 13:45 193 731 192 595 1326


02:00 1 12 14:00 177 163
02:15 4 4 I 14:15 173 163
02:30 0 1 14:30 226 211
02:45 4 9 5 22 31 14:45 241 817 294 831 1648


03:00 1 5 15:00 292 259
03:15 0 3 15:15 269 242
03:30 1 1 15:30 261 242
03:45 0 2 6 15 17 15:45 216 1038 225 968 2006


04:00 1 6 16:00 210 270
04:15 5 4 16:15 261 262
04:30 11 9 16:30 193 290
04:45 11 28 6 25 53 16:45 234 898 242 1064 1962


05:00 27 6 17:00 196 321
05:15 24 8 17:15 180 319
05:30 48 9 17:30 152 286
05:45 37 136 21 44 180 17:45 195 723 301 1227 1950


06:00 57 34 18:00 158 263
06:15 87 23 18:15 157 220
06:30 98 40 18:30 196 217
06:45 170 412 88 185 597 18:45 129 640 236 936 1576


07:00 220 107 19:00 129 215
07:15 282 148 19:15 125 177
07:30 447 308 19:30 104 192
07:45 488 1437 264 827 2264 19:45 69 427 153 737 1164


'. 08:00 264 214 20:00 74 166
08:15 287 168 20:15 92 124
08:30 303 176 20:30 94 117
08:45 288 1142 176 734 1876 20:45 41 301 131 538 839


09:00 212 139 21:00 74 142
09:15 204 122 21:15 64 117
09:30 176 99 21:30 61 88
09:45 187 779 129 489 1268 21:45 48 247 85 432 679


10:00 151 129 22:00 43 76
10:15 149 110 22:15 16 55
10:30 140 109 22:30 18 58
10:45 157 597 131 479 1076 22:45 35 112 57 246 358


11:00 124 120 23:00 26 58
11:15 159 144 23:15 15 16
11:30 140 116 23:30 8 15
11:45 161 584 156 536 1120 23:45 12 61 32 121 182


Total Vol. 5154 3435 8589 6799 8356 15155


Daily Totals
NB 5B EB WB Combined


11953 11791 23744


AM PM
Split % 60.0% 40.0% 36.2% 44.9% 55.1% 63.8%


Peak Hour 07:30 07:30 07:30 14:45 17:00 14:45


Volume 1486 954 2440 1063 1227 2100
P.H.F. 0.76 0.77 0.81 0.92 0.96 0.95


,
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Volumes for: Thursday, December 13, 2007 City: Rancho Palos Verdes Project #: 07-2550-001


Location: Crenshaw Blvd Nlo Crest Rd
AM period NB 5B EB WB PM period NB 5B EB WB


00:00 4 12 12:00 246 165
00:15 6 10 12:15 195 166
00:30 9 17 12:30 195 167
00:45 2 21 8 47 68 12:45 168 804 163 661 1465


01:00 2 6 13:00 213 143
01:15 0 13 13:15 165 140
01:30 4 8 13:30 160 120
01:45 1 7 5 32 39 13:45 193 731 192 595 1326


02:00 1 12 14:00 177 163
02:15 4 4 : 14:15 173 163
02:30 0 1 14:30 226 211
02:45 4 9 5 22 31 14:45 241 817 294 831 1648


03:00 1 5 15:00 292 259
03:15 0 3 15:15 269 242
03:30 1 1 15:30 261 242
03:45 0 2 6 15 17 15:45 216 1038 225 968 2006


04:00 1 6 16:00 210 270
04:15 5 4 16:15 261 262
04:30 11 9 16:30 193 290
04:45 11 28 6 25 53 16:45 234 898 242 1064 1962


05:00 27 6 17:00 196 321
05:15 24 8 17:15 180 319
05:30 48 9 17:30 152 286
05:45 37 136 21 44 180 17:45 195 723 301 1227 1950


06:00 57 34 18:00 158 263
06:15 87 23 18:15 157 220
06:30 98 40 18:30 196 217
06:45 170 412 88 185 597 18:45 129 640 236 936 1576


07:00 220 107 19:00 129 215
07:15 282 148 19:15 125 177
07:30 447 308 19:30 104 192
07:45 488 1437 264 827 2264 19:45 69 427 153 737 1164


--. 08:00 264 214 20:00 74 166
08:15 287 168 20:15 92 124
08:30 303 176 20:30 94 117
08:45 288 1142 176 734 1876 20:45 41 301 131 538 839


09:00 212 139 21:00 74 142
09:15 204 122 21:15 64 117
09:30 176 99 21:30 61 88
09:45 187 779 129 489 1268 21:45 48 247 85 432 679


10:00 151 129 22:00 43 76
10:15 149 110 22:15 16 55
10:30 140 109 22:30 18 58
10:45 157 597 131 479 1076 22:45 35 112 57 246 358


11:00 124 120 23:00 26 58
11:15 159 144 23:15 15 16
11:30 140 116 23:30 8 15
11:45 161 584 156 536 1120 23:45 12 61 32 121 182


Total Vol. 5154 3435 8589 6799 8356 15155


Daily Totals
NB 5B EB WB Combined


11953 11791 23744


AM PM
Split 0/0 60.0% 40.0% 36.2°/0 44.9% 55.1% 63.8°/0


Peak Hour 07:30 07:30 07:30 14:45 17:00 14:45


Volume 1486 954 2440 1063 1227 2100
P.H.F. 0.76 0.77 0.81 0.92 0.96 0.95


181-A







Volumes for: Sunday, December 16, 2007 City: Rancho Palos Verdes Project #: 07-2550-001


Location: Crenshaw Blvd N/o Crest Rd
AM Period NB SB EB WB PM Perjod NB SB EB WB


00:00 13 36 12:00 200 122


00:15 15 23 12:15 118 166


00:30 19 21 12:30 112 135


00:45 18 65 19 99 164 12:45 119 549 135 558 1107


01:00 4 18 13:00 108 121


01:15 9 14 13:15 142 114


01:30 2 13 13:30 130 131


01:45 2 17 11 56 73 13:45 120 500 145 511 1011


02:00 2 8 14:00 120 140


02:15 2 9
..


14:15 84 133


02:30 5 10 14:30 116 165


02:45 3 12 10 37 49 14:45 94 414 168 606 1020


03:00 2 2 15:00 145 146


03:15 2 3 15:15 83 154


03:30 2 3 15:30 116 128


03:45 0 6 3 11 17 15:45 121 465 143 571 1036


04:00 2 3 16:00 109 154


04:15 0 5 16:15 187 134


04:30 0 4 16:30 109 193


04:45 3 5 5 17 22 16:45 127 532 245 726 1258


05:00 4 4 17:00 98 167


05:15 7 3 17:15 121 134


05:30 8 8 17:30 96 125


05:45 7 26 6 21 47 17:45 94 409 104 530 939


06:00 8 3 18:00 94 112


06:15 10 10 18:15 145 111


06:30 20 8 18:30 117 98


06:45 18 56 8 29 85 18:45 71 427 97 418 845


07:00 29 25 19:00 61 84


07:15 28 56 19:15 69 96


07:30 39 20 19:30 74 63
07:45 36 132 21 122 254 19:45 86 290 81 324 614


08:00 42 26 20:00 85 54


08:15 92 27 20:15 72 52


08:30 85 55 20:30 38 80


08:45 84 303 127 235 538 20:45 32 227 86 272 499


09:00 77 79 21:00 38 62


09:15 82 47 21:15 57 60


09:30 78 47 21:30 35 68


09:45 105 342 62 235 577 21:45 26 156 67 257 413


10:00 142 65 22:00 21 41


10:15 130 87 22:15 16 29


10:30 180 132 22:30 19 32
10:45 . 116 568 92 376 944 22:45 13 69 34 136 205


11:00 86 86 23:00 8 21


11:15 98 71 23:15 5 21


11:30 109 113 23:30 6 18
11:45 150 443 103 373 816 23:45 6 25 18 78 103


Total Vol. 1975 1611 3586 4063 4987 9050


Daily Totals
NB SB EB WB Combined


6038 6598 12636


AM PM
split % 55.1% 44.9% 28.4% 44.9% 55.1% 71.6%


Peak Hour 11:45 11:45 11:45 12:00 16:15 16:15


Volume 580 526 1106 549 739 1260
P.H.F. 0.73 0.79 0.86 0.68 0.75 0.85


,


Volumes for: Sunday, December 16, 2007 City: Rancho Palos Verdes Project #: 07-2550-001


Location: Crenshaw Blvd N{o Crest Rd
AM Period NB SB EB WB pM Period NB SB EB WB


00:00 13 36 12:00 200 122


00:15 15 23 12:15 118 156


00:30 19 21 12:30 112 135


00:45 18 65 19 99 164 12:45 119 549 135 558 1107


01:00 4 18 13:00 108 121


01:15 9 14 13:15 142 114


01:30 2 13 13:30 130 131


01:45 2 17 11 56 73 13:45 120 500 145 511 1011


02:00 2 8 14:00 120 140


02:15 2 9 14:15 84 133


02:30 5 10 14:30 116 165


02:45 3 12 10 37 49 14:45 94 414 168 606 1020


03:00 2 2 15:00 145 146


03:15 2 3 15:15 83 154


03:30 2 3 15:30 116 128


03:45 0 6 3 11 17 15:45 121 465 143 571 1036


04:00 2 3 16:00 109 154


04:15 O· 5 16:15 187 134


04:30 0 4 16:30 109 193


04:45 3 5 5 17 22 16:45 127 532 245 726 1258


05:00 4 4 17:00 98 167


05:15 7 3 17:15 121 134


05:30 8 8 17:30 96 125


05:45 7 26 6 21 47 17:45 94 409 104 530 939


06:00 8 3 18:00 94 112


06:15 10 10 18:15 145 111


06:30 20 8 18:30 117 98


06:45 18 56 8 29 85 18:45 71 427 97 418 845


07:00 29 25 19:00 61 84


07:15 28 56 19:15 69 96


07:30 39 20 19:30 74 63
07:45 36 132 21 122 254 19:45 86 290 81 324 614


08:00 42 26 20:00 85 54


08:15 92 27 20:15 72 52


08:30 85 55 20:30 38 80


08:45 84 303 127 235 538 20:45 32 227 86 272 499


09:00 77 79 21:00 38 62


09:15 82 47 21:15 57 60


09:30 78 47 21:30 35 68


09:45 105 342 62 235 577 21:45 26 156 67 257 413


10:00 142 65 22:00 21 41


10:15 130 87 22:15 16 29


10:30 180 132 22:30 19 32
10:45 . 116 568 92 376 944 22:45 13 69 34 136 205


11:00 86 86 23:00 8 21


11:15 98 71 23:15 5 21


11:30 109 113 23:30 6 18
11:45 150 443 103 373 816 23:45 6 25 18 78 103


Total Vol. 1975 1611 3586 4063 4987 9050


Daily Totals
NB S8 EB WB Combined


6038 6598 12636


AM PM
Split °/0 55.1% 44.9% 28.4°/0 44.9% 55.1% 71.6°/0


Peak Hour 11:45 11:45 11:45 12:00 16:15 16:15


Volume 580 526 1106 549 739 1260
P.H.F. 0.73 0.79 0.86 0.68 0.75 0.85


182-A







Volumes for: Thursday, December 13, 2007 City: Rancho Palos Verdes Project #: 07-2550-002


Location: Crest Rd Wlo Crenshaw Blvd
AM Period NB SB EB WB PM period NB SB EB WB


00:00 4 1 12:00 124 203
00:15 10 3 12:15 100 163


00:30 6 3 12:30 118 184


00:45 0 20 0 7 27 12:45 114 456 160 710 1166


01:00 8 2 13:00 104 152


01:15 8 1 13:15 87 175


01:30 8 1 13:30 106 120
01:45 4 28 1 5 33 13:45 150 447 179 626 1073


02:00 6 1 14:00 136 156
02:15 2 2 14:15 114 160
02:30 0 0 14:30 203 220
02:45 0 8 1 4 12 14:45 205 658 294 830 1488


03:00 2 1 15:00 217 253
03:15 2 0 15:15 173 260
03:30 2 1 15:30 171 239
03:45 8 14 0 2 16 15:45 156 717 194 946 1663


04:00 4 0 16:00 164 213
04:15 2 3 16:15 142 222
04:30 6 6 16:30 152 158
04:45 2 14 4 13 27 16:45 126 584 230 823 1407


05:00 4 13 17:00 173 211
05:15 6 13 17:15 156 171
05:30 2 25 17:30 164 144
05:45 2 14 18 69 83 17:45 158 651 167 693 1344


06:00 6 30 18:00 165 116
06:15 25 41 18:15 122 114
06:30 34 51 18:30 114 184
06:45 34 99 68 190 289 18:45 112 513 127 541 1054


07:00 42 77 19:00 98 104
07:15 53 121 19:15 93 122
07:30 120 186 19:30 83 112
07:45 127 342 165 549 891 19:45 73 347 65 403 750


08:00 86 113 20:00 87 65
08:15 76 118 20:15 61 66
08:30 80 107 20:30 61 63
08:45 86 328 113 451 779 20:45 57 266 28 222 488


09:00 80 101 21:00 81 63
09:15 84 92 21:15 59 34
09:30 63 83 21:30 55 51
09:45 78 305 82 358 663 21:45 51 246 27 175 421


10:00 70 76 22:00 43 38
10:15 63 61 22:15 35 19
10:30 82 66 22:30 37 19
10:45 89 304 66 269 573 22:45 33 148 23 99 247


11:00 93 57 23:00 33 19
11:15 91 66 23:15 14 15
11:30 78 85 23:30 6 8
11:45 112 374 146 354 728 23:45 12 65 10 52 117


Total Vol. 1850 2271 4121 5098 6120 11218


Daily Totals
NB 5B EB WB Combined


6948 8391 15339
AM PM


Split % 44.9% 55.1% 26.90/0 45.4% 54.6% 73.1%


Peak Hour 11:45 11:45 11:45 14:30 14:45 14:30


Volume 454 696 1150 798 1046 1825
P.H.F. 0.92 0.86 0.88 0.92 0.89 0.91


,


Volumes for: Thursday, December 13, 2007 City: Rancho Palos Verdes Project #: 07-2550-002


Location: Crest Rd Wlo Crenshaw Blvd
AM Period NB 5B EB WB PM period NB 5B EB WB


00:00 4 1 12:00 124 203
00:15 10 3 12:15 100 163


00:30 6 3 12:30 118 184


00:45 0 20 0 7 27 12:45 114 456 160 710 1166


01:00 8 2 13:00 104 152


01:15 8 1 13:15 87 175


01:30 8 1 13:30 106 120
01:45 4 28 1 5 33 13:45 150 447 179 626 1073


02:00 6 1 14:00 136 156
02:15 2 2 14:15 114 160
02:30 0 0 14:30 203 220
02:45 0 8 1 4 12 14:45 205 658 294 830 1488


03:00 2 1 15:00 217 253
03:15 2 0 15:15 173 260
03:30 2 1 15:30 171 239
03:45 8 14 0 2 16 15:45 156 717 194 946 1663


04:00 4 0 16:00 164 213
04:15 2 3 16:15 142 222
04:30 6 6 16:30 152 158
04:45 2 14 4 13 27 16:45 126 584 230 823 1407


05:00 4 13 17:00 173 211
05:15 6 13 17:15 156 171
05:30 2 25 17:30 164 144
05:45 2 14 18 69 83 17:45 158 651 167 693 1344


06:00 6 30 18:00 165 116
06:15 25 41 18:15 122 114
06:30 34 51 18:30 114 184
06:45 34 99 68 190 289 18:45 112 513 127 541 1054


07:00 42 77 19:00 98 104
07:15 53 121 19:15 93 122
07:30 120 186 19:30 83 112
07:45 127 342 165 549 891 19:45 73 347 65 403 750


08:00 86 113 20:00 87 65
08:15 76 118 20:15 61 66
08:30 80 107 20:30 61 63
08:45 86 328 113 451 779 20:45 57 266 28 222 488


09:00 80 101 21:00 81 63
09:15 84 92 21:15 59 34
09:30 63 83 21:30 55 51
09:45 78 305 82 358 663 21:45 51 246 27 175 421


10:00 70 76 22:00 43 38
10:15 63 61 22:15 35 19
10:30 82 66 22:30 37 19
10:45 89 304 66 269 573 22:45 33 148 23 99 247


11:00 93 57 23:00 33 19
11:15 91 66 23:15 14 15
11:30 78 85 23:30 6 8
11:45 112 374 146 354 728 23:45 12 65 10 52 117


Total Vol. 1850 2271 4121 5098 6120 11218


Daily Totals
NB SB EB WB Combined


6948 8391 15339
AM PM


Split °/0 44.9% 55.1% 26.90/0 45.4% 54.6% 73.1°/0


Peak Hour 11:45 11:45 11:45 14:30 14:45 14:30


Volume 454 696 1150 798 1046 1825
P.H.F. 0.92 0.86 0.88 0.92 0.89 0.91


183-A







Volumes for: Sunday, December 16, 2007 City: Rancho Palos Verdes Project #: 07-2550-002


Location: Crest Rd W/o Crenshaw Blvd
AM period NB SB EB WB PM period NB SB EB WB


00:00 24 5 12:00 105 97
00:15 15 15 12:15 89 119
00:30 8 10 12:30 73 104
00:45 8 55 12 42 97 12:45 84 351 106 426 777


01:00 17 3 13:00 72 72
01:15 12 8 13:15 97 83
01:30 7 1 13:30 89 79
01:45 7 43 2 14 57 13:45 62 320 106 340 660


02:00 5 2 14:00 76 108
02:15 8 2 14:15 82 68
02:30 5 4 14:30 63 103
02:45 8 26 1 9 35 14:45 77 298 101 380 678


03:00 2 0 15:00 89 110
03:15 3 1 15:15 84 74
03:30 5 2 15:30 73 75
03:45 2 12 0 3 15 15:45 86 332 77 336 668


04:00 3 0 16:00 74 74
04:15 2 0 16:15 109 81
04:30 5 0 16:30 80 113
04:45 3 13 2 2 15 16:45 58 321 149 417 738


05:00 7 3 17:00 53 132
05:15 2 7 17:15 49 106
05:30 2 8 17:30 51 80
05:45 3 14 4 22 36 17:45 45 198 70 388 586


06:00 3 10 18:00 55 63
06:15 10 11 18:15 76 58
06:30 5 20 18:30 40 68
06:45 7 25 16 57 82 18:45 46 217 56 245 462


07:00 7 33 19:00 28 45
07:15 17 67 19:15 55 45
07:30 10 44 19:30 43 41
07:45 10 44 30 174 218 19:45 36 162 30 161 323


08:00 19 44 20:00 32 29
08:15 58 37 20:15 39 16
08:30 29 68 20:30 38 38
08:45 49 155 105 254 409 20:45 38 147 23 106 253


09:00 42 85 21:00 16 33
09:15 46 74 21:15 27 42
09:30 29 70 21:30 27 32
09:45 44 161 87 316 477 21:45 34 104 20 127 231


10:00 73 91 22:00 16 16
10:15 83 94 22:15 8 13
10:30 75 151 22:30 22 7
10:45· 61 292 109 445 737 22:45 11 57 13 49 106


11:00 63 66 23:00 9 7
11:15 41 64 23:15 11 5
11:30 73 80 23:30 11 5
11:45 136 313 84 294 607 23:45 11 42 2 19 61


Total Vol. 1153 1632 2785 2549 2994 5543


Daily Totals
NB 5B EB WB Combined


3702 4626 8328
AM PM


Split % 41.4% 58.6% 33.4% 46.0% 54.0% 66.6%


Peak Hour 11:30 10:00 11:45 12:00 16:30 12:00


Volume 403 445 807 351 500 777
P.H.F. 0.74 0.74 0.92 0.84 0.84 0.93


,


Volumes for: Sunday, December 16, 2007 City: Rancho Palos Verdes Project #: 07-2550~OO2


Location: Crest Rd Wlo Crenshaw Blvd
AM period NB SB EB WB PM period NB SB EB WB


00:00 24 5 12:00 105 97


00:15 15 15 12:15 89 119
00:30 8 10 12:30 73 104
00:45 8 55 12 42 97 12:45 84 351 106 426 777


01:00 17 3 13:00 72 72
01:15 12 8 13:15 97 83
01:30 7 1 13:30 89 79


- --~
01:45 7 43 2 14 57 13:45 62 320 106 340 660


02:00 5 2 14:00 76 108
02:15 8 2 14:15 82 68
02:30 5 4 14:30 63 103
02:45 8 26 1 9 35 14:45 77 298 101 380 678


03:00 2 0 15:00 89 110
03:15 3 1 15:15 84 74
03:30 5 2 15:30 73 75
03:45 2 12 0 3 15 15:45 86 332 77 336 668


04:00 3 0 16:00 74 74
04:15 2 0 16:15 109 81
04:30 5 0 16:30 80 113
04:45 3 13 2 2 15 16:45 58 321 149 417 738


05:00 7 3 17:00 53 132
05:15 2 7 17:15 49 106
05:30 2 8 17:30 51 80
05:45 3 14 4 22 36 17:45 45 198 70 388 586


06:00 3 10 18:00 55 63
06:15 10 11 18:15 76 58
06:30 5 20 18:30 40 68
06:45 7 25 16 57 82 18:45 46 217 56 245 462


07:00 7 33 19:00 28 45
07:15 17 67 19:15 55 45
07:30 10 44 19:30 43 41
07:45 10 44 30 174 218 19:45 36 162 30 161 323


08:00 19 44 20:00 32 29
08:15 58 37 20:15 39 16
08:30 29 68 20:30 38 38
08:45 49 155 105 254 409 20:45 38 147 23 106 253


09:00 42 85 21:00 16 33
09:15 46 74 21:15 27 42
09:30 29 70 21:30 27 32
09:45 44 161 87 316 477 21:45 34 104 20 127 231


10:00 73 91 22:00 16 16
10:15 83 94 22:15 8 13
10:30 75 151 22:30 22 7
10:45- 61 292 109 445 737 22:45 11 57 13 49 106


11:00 63 66 23:00 9 7
11:15 41 64 23:15 11 5
11:30 73 80 23:30 11 5
11:45 136 313 84 294 607 23:45 11 42 2 19 61


Total Vol. 1153 1632 2785 2549 2994 5543


Daily Totals
NB SB EB WB Combined


3702 4626 8328
AM PM


Split 0/0 41.4% 58.6% 33.40/0 46.0% 54.0% 66.60/0


Peak Hour 11:30 10:00 11:45 12:00 16:30 12:00


Volume 403 445 807 351 500 777
P.H.F. 0.74 0.74 0.92 0.84 0.84 0.93
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Draft Traffic Impact Report - Alliance Charter High School
December 21,2007
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MITIG8 - Existing Weekday ATue Dec 18, 2007 10:03:01


Bt John Fisher Church - Traffic Study
Existing Weekday Conditions


AM Peak Hour


Page 1-1


Level Of Service Computation Report
lCU l(Loss as Cycle Length %) Method (Future Volume Alternative)


********************************************************************************
Intersection #1 Crenshaw Blvd & Crest Rd .
********************************************************************************
Cycle (sec): 100 Critical Vol./Cap.(X): 0.833
Loss Time (sec): 10 (Y+R=4.0 sec) Average Delay (sec/veh): xxxxxx
Optimal Cycle: 75 Level Of Service: D
********************************************************************************
Street Name: Crenshaw Blvd Crest Rd
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
Control: Permitted permitted Permitted Permitted
Rights: Include Include Include Include
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lanes: 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
Volume Module:
Base Vol: 17 1100 17 95 266 498 193 56 62 23 22 102
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Initial Bse: 17 1100 17 95 266 498 193 56 62 23 22 102
Added Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 a 0 0 0
PasserByVol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Initial Fut: 17 1100 17 95 266 498 193 56 62 23 22 102
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Volume: 17 1100 17 95 266 498 193 56 62 23 22 102
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced Vol: 17 1100 17 95 266 49B 193 56 62 23 22 102
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
FinalVolume: 17 1100 17 95 266 498 193 56 62 23 22 102
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
Saturation Flow Module:
Sat/Lane: 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600
Adjustment: 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75
Lanes: 1.00 1.97 0.03 1.00 1.04 1.96 1.55 0.45 1.00 0.51 0.49 1.00
Final Sat.: 1200 2363 37 1200 1253 2347 1860 540 1200 613 587 1200
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat: 0.01 0.47 0.47 0.08 0.21 0.21 0.10 0.10 0.05 0.01 0.04 0.09
Crit Moves: **** **** **** ****
********************************************************************************


Traffix 7.9.0415 (c) 2007 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to KATZ OKITSU, MONTEREY PK


MITIG8 - Existing Weekday ATue Dec 18, 2007 10:03:01


St John Fisher Church - Traffic Study
Existing Weekday Conditions


.AM Peak Hour


Page 1-1


Level Of Service Computation Report
lCU l(Loss as Cycle Length %) Method (Future Volume Alternative}


********************************************************************************
Intersection #1 Crenshaw Blvd & Crest Rd .
********************************************************************************
Cycle (seo); 100 Critical Vol./Cap. (X) : 0.833
Loss Time (sec): 10 (Y+R=4.0 sec) Average Delay (sec/veh)~ xxxxxx
Optimal Cycle: 75 Level Of Service: D
********************************************************************************
Street Name: Crenshaw Blvd Crest Rd
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound west Bound
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
Control: Permitted permitted Permitted Permitted
Rights: Include Include Include Include
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lanes: 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
Volume Module:
Base Vol: 17 1100 17 95 266 498 193 56 62 23 22 102
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Initial Bse: 17 1100 17 95 266 498 193 56 62 23 22 102
Added Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
PasserByVol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Initial Fut: 17 1100 17 95 266 498 193 56 62 23 22 102
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Volume: 17 1100 17 95 266 498 193 56 62 23 22 102
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced Vol: 17 1100 17 95 266 49B 193 56 62 23 22 102
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
FinalVolume: 17 1100 17 95 266 498 193 56 62 23 22 102
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
Saturation Flow Module:
Sat/Lane: 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600
Adjustment: 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75
Lanes: 1.00 1.97 0.03 1.00 1.04 1.96 1.55 0.45 1.00 0.51 0.49 1.00
Final Sat.: 1200 2363 37 1200 1253 2347 1860 540 1200 613 S97 1200
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
Capacity Analysis Module:
vol/Sat: 0.01 0.47 0.47 0.08 0.21 0.21 0.10 0.10 0.05 0.01 0.04 0.09
Crit Moves: **** **** **** ****
********************************************************************************


Traffix 7.9.0415 Cc} 2007 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to KATZ OKITSU, MONTEREY PK


186-A







MITIG6 - Existing weekday PTue Dec 18, 2007 10:03:10


St John Fisher Church - Traffic Study
Existing Weekday Conditions


PM Peak Hour


Page 1-1


Level Of Service Computation Report
ICU l(Loss as Cycle Length %) Method (Future Volume Alternative)


********************************************************************************
Intersection #1 Crenshaw Blvd & Crest Rd .
********************************************************************************
Cycle (sec): 100 Critical Vol./Cap.(X): 0.739
Loss Time (sec): 10 (Y+R=4.0 sec) Average Delay (sec/veh): xxxxxx
Optimal Cycle: 55 Level Of Service: C
********************************************************************************
Street Name: Crenshaw Blvd Crest Rd
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R
------------1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1
Control: Permitted Permitted Permitted Permitted
Rights: Include Include Include Include
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lanes: 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1
------------1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1
Volume Module:
Base Vol: 30 201 2 245 243 727 440 46 82 2 19 130
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Initial Bse: 30 201 2 245 243 727 440 46 82 2 19 130
Added Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
PasserByVol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Initial Put: 30 201 2 245 243 727 440 46 82 2 19 130
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Volume: 30 201 2 245 243 727 440 46 82 2 19 130
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced Vol: 30 201 2 245 243 727 440 46 82 2 19 130
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
FinalVolume: 30 201 2 245 243 727 440 46 82 2 19 130
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
Saturation Flow Module:
Sat/Lane: 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600
Adjustment: 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75
Lanes: 1.00 1.98 0.02 1.00 1.00 2.00 1.61 0.19 1.00 0.10 0.90 1.00
Final Sat.: 1200 2376 24 1200 1200 2400 2173 227 1200 114 1086 1200
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------[
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat: 0.03 0.08 0.08 0.20 0.20 0.30 0.20 0.20 0.07 0.00 0.02 0.11
C+-it Moves: **** **** **** ****
********************************************************************************


Traffix 7.9.0415 (c) 2007 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to KATZ OKITSU, MONTEREY PK


. ,


MITIG8 - Existing weekday PTue Dec 18, 2007 10:03:10


St John Fisher Church - Traffic Study
Existing Weekday Conditions


PM Peak Hour


Level Of Service Computation Report
lCU l(Loss as Cycle Length %) Method (Future Volume Alternative)


********************************************************************************
Intersection #1 Crenshaw Blvd & Crest Rd .
********************************************************************************
Cycle (sec): 100 Critical vol./Cap.(X): 0.739
Loss Time (sec): 10 (Y+R=4.0 sec) Average Delay (sec/veh): xxxxxx
Optimal Cycle: S5 Level Of Service: C
********************************************************************************
Street Name: Crenshaw Blvd Crest Rd
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
Control: Permitted Permitted Permitted Permitted
Rights: Include Include Include Include
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lanes: 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1
------------1---------------11---------------1 1---------------11---------------1
Volume Module:
Base Vol: 30 201 2 245 243 727 440 46 82 2 19 130
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Initial Bae: 30 201 2 245 243 727 440 46 82 2 19 130
Added Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
PasserByVol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Initial Put: 30 201 2 245 243 727 440 46 82 2 19 130
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 l..OO 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Volume: 30 201 2 245 243 727 440 46 82 2 19 130
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced Vol: 30 201 2 245 243 727 440 46 82 2 19 130
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
FinalVolume: 30 201 2 245 243 727 440 46 82 2 19 130
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
Saturation Flow Module:
Sat/Lane: 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600
Adjustment: 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75
Lanes: 1.00 1.98 0.02 1.00 1.00 2.00 1.81 0.19 1.00 0.10 0.90 1.00
Final Sat.: 1200 2376 24 1200 1200 2400 2173 227 1200 114 1086 1200
--- ---------1--- ---- -- -- -- --11- --- ---- ---- ---11----- --- ----- --11- --- -----------[
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat: 0.03 0.08 0.08 0.20 0.20 0.30 0.20 0.20 0.07 0.00 0.02 0.l.1
C+-it Moves: **** **** **** ****
********************************************************************************


Traffix 7.9.0415 (c) 2007 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to KATZ OKITSU, MONTEREY PK


. , 187-A







MITIG8 - Existing Sunday AMTue Dec 18, 2007 10:03:20


St John Fisher Church - Traffic Study
Existing Sunday Conditions


AM Peak Hour


Page 1-1


Level Of Service Computation Report
lCU l(Loss as Cycle Length %) Method (Future Volume Alternative)


********************************************************************************
Intersection #1 Crenshaw Blvd & Crest Rd
********************************************************************************
Cycle (sec): 100 Critical vol./cap. (X) : 0.380
Loss Time (sec): 10 (Y+R=4.0 sec) Average Delay (sec/veh): xxxxxx
Optimal Cycle: 28 Level Of Service: A
********************************************************************************
Street Name: Crenshaw Blvd Crest Rd
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
Control: Permitted Permitted Permitted Permitted
Rights: Include Include Include Include
Min. Green: 0 0 0 a 0 0 0 a a 0 0 0
Lanes: 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 a 0 1 a 1 0 a 1
------------1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------11---------------1
Volume Module:
Base Vol: 51 113 1 105 89 79 155 34 lOa 1 41 79
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Initial Bse: 51 113 1 105 89 79 155 34 108 1 41 79
Added Vol: 0 0 a 0 a 0 a a 0 a a a
PasserByVol : a a a a 0 0 0 0 a a a 0
Initial Fut: 51 113 1 105 89 79 155 34 108 1 41 79
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Volume: 51 113 1 105 89 79 155 34 108 1 41 79
Reduct Vol: a 0 a 0 0 a a a 0 0 a a
Reduced Vol: 51 113 1 105 89 79 155 34 108 1 41 79
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
FinalVolume: 51 113 1 105 89 79 155 34 108 1 41 79
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
Saturation Flow Module:
Sat/Lane: 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600
Adjustment: 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75
Lanes: 1.00 1.98 0.02 1.00 1.59 1.41 1.64 0.36 1.00 0.02 0.98 1.00
Final Sat.: 1200 2379 21 1200 1907 1693 1968 432 1200 29 1171 1200
------------1---------------1 1---------------11---------------11---------------1
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat: 0.04 0.05 0.05 0.09 0.05 '0.05 0.08 0.08 0.09 0.00 0.04 0.07
Crit Moves: **** **** **** ****
********************************************************************************


Traffix 7.9.0415 (c) 2007 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to KATZ OKITSU, MONTEREY PK


"
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MITIGB - Existing Sunday AMTue Dec 18, 2007 10:03:20


St John Fisher Church - Traffic Study
Existing Sunday Conditions


AM Peak Hour


Level Of Service computation Report
lCU l(Loss as Cycle Length %) Method (Future Volume Alternative)


********************************************************************************
Intersection #1 Crenshaw Blvd & Crest Rd
********************************************************************************
Cycle (sec): 100 Critical Vol./Cap.(X): 0.380
Loss Time (sec): 10 (Y+R=4.0 sec) Average Delay (sec/veh): xxxxxx
Optimal Cycle: 28 Level Of Service: A
********************************************************************************
Street Name: Crenshaw Blvd Crest Rd
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R
------- .. ----1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
Control: Permitted Permitted Pertmitted Permitted
Rights: Include Include Include Include
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lanes: 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
Volume Module:
Base Vol: 51 113 1 105 89 79 155 34 108 1 41 79
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Initial Bse: 51 113 1 105 89 79 155 34 lOa 1 41 79
Added Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 a 0 0 0 0 0
passerByVol: a 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Initial Fut: 51 113 1 105 89 79 155 34 108 1 41 79
User Adj= 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Volume: 51 113 1 105 89 79 155 34 108 1 41 79
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 a 0 0 a 0 0
Reduced Vol: 51 113 1 105 89 79 155 34 108 1 41 79
peE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
FinalVolume: 51 113 1 105 89 79 155 34 108 1 41 79
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
Saturation Flow Module:
Sat/Lane: 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600
Adjustment: 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75
Lanes: 1.00 1.98 0.02 1.00 1.59 1.41 1.64 0.36 1.00 0.02 0.98 1.00
Final Sat.: 1200 2379 21 1200 1907 1693 1968 432 1200 29 1171 1200
------------I---------------l 1---------------11---------------11---------------1
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat: 0.04 0.05 0.05 0.09 0.05 '0.05 0.08 0.08 0.09 0.00 0.04 0.07
Crit Moves: **** **** **** ****
********************************************************************************


Traffix 7.9.0415 (c) 2007 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to KATZ OKITSU, MONTEREY PK
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MITIG8 - Existing Sunday MDTue Dec 18, 2007 10:03:28


St John Fisher Church - Traffic Study
Existing Sunday Conditions


Midday Peak Hour


Page 1-1


Level Of Service Computation Report
lCO 1 (Loss as Cycle Length %) Method (Future Volume Alternative)


********************************************************************************
Intersection #1 Crenshaw Blvd & Crest Rd
********************************************************************************
Cycle (sec): 100 Critical Vol./cap. (X) : 0.523
Loss Time (sec): 10 (Y+R=4.0 sec) Average Delay (sec/veh): xxxxxx
Optimal Cycle: 35 Level Of Service: A
********************************************************************************
Street Name: Crenshaw Blvd Crest Rd
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R
------------1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------11---------------1
Control: Permitted Permitted Permitted Permitted
Rights: Include Include Include Include
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lanes: 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
Volume Module:
Base Vol: 87 150 4 139 94 168 275 67 124 5 34 120
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Initial Bse: 87 150 4 139 94 168 275 67 124 5 34 120
Added Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
PasserByVol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Initial Fut: 87 150 4 139 94 168 275 67 124 5 34 120
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Volume: 87 150 4 139 94 168 275 67 124 5 34 120
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced Vol: 87 150 4 139 94 168 275 67 124 5 34 120
PeE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
FinalVolume: 87 150 4 139 94 168 275 67 124 5 34 120
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
Saturation Flow Module:
Sat/Lane: 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600
Adjustment: 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75
Lanes: 1.00 1.95 0.05 1.00 1.08 1.92 1.61 0.39 1.00 0.13 0.87 1.00
Final Sat.: 1200 2338 62 1200 1292 2308 1930 470 1200 154 1046 1200
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat: 0.07 0.06 0.06 0.12 0.07 0.07 0.14 0.14 0.10 0.00 0.03 0.10
Crit Moves: **** **** **** ****
********************************************************************************


Traffix 7.9.0415 (e) 2007 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to KATZ OKITSU, MONTEREY PK


"


MITIG8 - Existing Sunday MDTue Dec lB, 2007 10:03:28


St John Fisher Church - Traffic Study
Existing Sunday Conditions


Midday Peak Hour


Page 1-1


Level Of Service Computation Report
leU 1 (Loss as Cycle Length %) Method (Future Volume Alternative)


********************************************************************************
Intersection #1 Crenshaw Blvd & Crest Rd .
********************************************************************************
Cycle (sec): 100 Critical vol.leap.(X): 0.523
Loss Time (sec): 10 (Y+R=4.0 sec) Average Delay (sec/veh): xxxxxx
Optimal Cycle: 35 Level Of Service: A
********************************************************************************
Street Name: Crenshaw Blvd Crest Rd
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R
------------1---------------1 j---------------II---------------II---------------I
Control: Permitted Permitted Permitted Permitted
Rights: Include Include Include Include
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lanes: 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1
------------1---------------, 1---------------, 1---------------11---------------1
Volume Module:
Base Vol: 87 150 4 139 94 168 275 67 124 5 34 120
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Initial Bse: 87 150 4 139 94 168 275 67 124 5 34 120
Added Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 a 0 0 0 0
PasserByVo!: 0 0 0 a 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Initial Fut: 87 150 4 139 94 168 275 67 124 5 34 120
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Volume: 87 150 4 139 94 168 275 67 124 5 34 120
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 a 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduoed Vol: 87 150 4 139 94 168 275 67 124 5 34 120
PCB Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
FinalVolume: 87 150 4 139 94 168 275 67 124 5 34 120
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
Saturation Flow Module:
Sat/Lane: 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600
Adjustment: 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75
Lanes: 1.00 1.95 0.05 1.00 1.08 1.92 1.61 0.39 1.00 0.13 0.87 1.00
Final Sat.: 1200 2338 62 1200 1292 2308 1930 470 1200 154 1046 1200
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/sat: 0.07 0.06 0.06 0.12 0.07 0.07 0.14 0.14 0.10 0.00 0.03 0.10
Crit Moves: **** **** **** ****
********************************************************************************


Traffix 7.9.0415 (c) 2007 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to KATZ OKITSU, MONTEREY PK
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APPENDIX C
Existing + Ambient Conditions level of Service Worksheets


Prepared for Alliance for College-Ready Public School
Draft Traffic Impact Report - Alliance Charter High School
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MITIG8 - Existing Weekday +Tue Dec 18, 2007 10:03:36


st John Fisher Church - Traffic Study
Existing Weekday + Ambient Conditions


AM Peak Hour


Page 1-1


Level Of Service computation Report
ICU l(Loss as Cycle Length %) Method (Future Volume Alternative)


********************************************************************************
Intersection #1 Crenshaw Blvd & Crest Rd .
********************************************************************************
Cycle (sec): 100 Critical vol./Cap.(X): 0.841
Loss Time (sec): 10 (Y+R=4. 0 sec) Average Delay (sec/veh): xxxxxx
Optimal Cycle: 77 Level Of Service: D
********************************************************************************
Street Name: Crenshaw Blvd Crest Rd
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
Control: Permitted Permitted Permitted Permitted
Rights: Include Include Include Include
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 a 0 a a 0
Lanes: 1 a 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
Volume Module:
Base Vol: 17 1100 17 95 266 498 193 56 62 23 22 102
Growth Adj: 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01
Initial Bse: 17 1111 17 96 269 503 195 57 63 23 22 103
Added Vol: 0 0 a a 0 0 0 a 0 0 0 0
PasserByVol: a 0 0 0 a 0 0 0 0 0 a 0
Initial Fut: 17 1111 17 96 269 503 195 57 63 23 22 103
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Volume: 17 1111 17 96 269 503 195 57 63 23 22 103
Reduct Vol: a 0 0 0 0 a a a 0 a 0 a
Reduced Vol: 17 1111 17 96 269 503 195 57 63 23 22 103
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
FinalVolume: 17 1111 17 96 269 503 195 57 63 23 22 103
------------1---------------11--------------- J 1---------------11---------------1
Saturation Flow Module:
Sat/Lane: 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600
Adjustment: 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75
Lanes: 1.00 1.97 0.03 1.00 1.04 1.96 1.55 0.45 1.00 0.51 0.49 1.00
Final Sat.: 1200 2363 37 1200 1253 2347 1860 540 1200 613 587 1200
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat: 0.01 0.47 0.47 0.08 0.21 0.21 0.10 0.10 0.05 0.01 0.04 0.09
Crit Moves: **** **** **** ****
********************************************************************************


Traffix 7.9.0415 (c) 2007 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to KATZ OKITSU, MONTEREY PK


. ,


MITIG8 - Existing Weekday +Tue Dec 18, 2007 10:03:36


st John Fisher Church - Traffic Study
Existing Weekday + Ambient Conditions


AM Peak Hour


Page 1-1


Level Of Service computation Report
lCU l(Loss as Cycle Length %) Method (Future Volume Alternative)


********************************************************************************
Intersection #1 Crenshaw Blvd & Crest Rd .
********************************************************************************
Cycle (sec): 100 Critical vol.!Cap.(X): 0.841
Loss Time (sec): 10 {Y+R=4. 0 sec} Average Delay (sec/veh): xxxxxx
Optimal Cycle: 77 Level Of Service: D
********************************************************************************
Street Name: crenshaw Blvd Crest Rd
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R
------------1---------------11--------------- J 1---------------11---------------1
Control: Permitted Permitted Permitted Permitted
Rights: Include Include Include Include
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lanes: 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
Volume Module:
Base Vol: 17 1100 17 95 266 498 193 56 62 23 22 102
Growth Adj: 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01
Initial Bse: 17 1111 17 96 269 503 195 57 63 23 22 103
Added vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
PasserByVol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Initial Fut: 17 1111 17 96 269 503 195 57 63 23 22 103
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PSF Volume: 17 1111 17 96 269 503 195 57 63 23 22 103
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced Vol: 17 1111 17 96 269 503 195 57 63 23 22 103
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
FinalVolume: 17 1111 17 96 269 503 195 57 63 23 22 103
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
Saturation Flow Module:
Sat/Lane: 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600
Adjustment: 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75
Lanes: 1.00 1.97 0.03 1.00 1.04 1.96 1.55 0.45 1.00 0.51 0.49 1.00
Final Sat.: 1200 2363 37 1200 1253 2347 1860 540 1200 613 587 1200
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat: 0.01 0.47 0.47 0.08 0.21 0.21 0.10 0.10 0.05 0.01 0.04 0.09
Crit Moves: **** **** **** ****
********************************************************************************


Traffix 7.9.0415 (c) 2007 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to KATZ OKITSU, MONTEREY PK
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MITIG8 - Existing weekday +Tue Dec 18, 2007 10:03:44


St John Fisher Church - Traffic Study
Existing Weekday + Ambient Conditions


PM Peak Hour


Page 1-1


Level Of Service Computation Report
lCU l(Loss as Cycle Length %) Method (Future Volume Alternative)


********************************************************************************
Intersection #1 Crenshaw Blvd & Crest Rd
********************************************************************************
Cycle (sec): 100 Critical Vol./Cap.(X): 0.745
Loss Time (sec): 10 (Y+R~4.0 sec) Average Delay (sec/veh): xxxxxx
Optimal Cycle: 56 Level Of Service: C
********************************************************************************
Street Name: Crenshaw Blvd Crest Rd
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11--------------- J
Control: Permitted Permitted Permitted Permitted
Rights: Include Include Include Include
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lanes: 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
Volume Module:
Base Vol: 30 201 2 245 243 727 440 46 82 2 19 130
Growth Adj: 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01
Initial Bse: 30 203 2 247 245 734 444 46 83 2 19 131
Added Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
PasserByVol : 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Initial Fut: 30 203 2 247 245 734 444 46 83 2 19 131
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Volume: 30 203 2 247 245 734 444 46 83 2 19 131
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 a 0
Reduced Vol: 30 203 2 247 245 734 444 46 83 2 19 131
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
FinalVolume: 30 203 2 247 245 734 444 46 83 2 19 131
------------1---------------1 1---------------11---------------11---------------1
Saturation Flow Module:
Sat/Lane: 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600
Adjustment: 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75
Lanes: 1.00 1.98 0.02 1.00 1.00 2.00 1.81 0.19 1.00 0.10 0.90 1.00
Final Sat.: 1200 2376 24 1200 1200 2400 2173 227 1200 114 1086 1200
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat: 0.03 0.09 0.09 0.21 0.20 0.31 0.20 0.20 0.07 0.00 0.02 0.11
Crit Moves: **** **** **** ****
********************************************************************************


Traffix 7.9.0415 (c) 2007 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to KATZ OKITSU, MONTEREY PK


MITIG8 - Existing weekday +Tue Dec 18, 2007 10:03:44


St John Fisher Church - Traffic Study
Existing Weekday + Ambient Conditions


PM Peak Hour


Page 1-1


Level Of Service Computation Report
lCU l(Loss as Cycle Length %) Method (Future Volume Alternative)


********************************************************************************
Intersection #1 Crenshaw Blvd & Crest Rd
********************************************************************************
Cycle (sec): 100 Critical Vol./eap.(x): 0.745
Loss Time (sec): 10 (Y+R~4.0 sec) Average Delay (sec/veh): xxxxxx
Optimal Cycle: 56 Level Of Service: C
********************************************************************************
Street Name: Crenshaw Blvd Crest Rd
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R
-- - - - -.- - -- - -I -- -- ---- - - - - - --11- - - --- - -- - - -- - -I I -- -- -- - - - - - -- - - 11-- - -- -- - - - - - - - - J
Control: Permitted Permitted Permitted Permitted
Rights: Include Include Include Include
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lanes: 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
Volume Module:
Base Vol: 30 201 2 245 243 727 440 46 82 2 19 130
Growth Adj: 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01
Initial Bse: 30 203 2 247 245 734 444 46 83 2 19 131
Added Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
PasserByVol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Initial Fut: 30 203 2 247 245 734 444 46 83 2 19 131
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Volume: 30 203 2 247 245 734 444 46 83 2 19 131
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 a 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced Vol: 30 203 2 247 245 734 444 46 83 2 19 131
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
FinalVolume: 30 203 2 247 245 734 444 46 83 2 19 131
------------1---------------11---------------1 1---------------11---------------1
Saturation Flow Module:
Sat/Lane: 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600
Adjustment: 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75
Lanes: 1.00 1.9S 0.02 1.00 1.00 2.00 1.81 0.19 1.00 0.10 0.90 1.00
Final Sat.: 1200 2376 24 1200 1200 2400 2173 227 1200 114 1086 1200
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
Capacity Analysis Module:
vol/sat: 0.03 0.09 0.09 0.21 0.20 0.31 0.20 0.20 0.07 0.00 0.02 0.11
Crit Moves: **** **** **** ****
********************************************************************************


Traffix 7.9.0415 (c) 2007 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to KATZ OKITSU, MONTEREY PK
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MITIG8 - Existing Sunday + Tue Dec 18, 2007 10:03:51


St John Fisher Church - Traffic Study
Existing Sunday + Ambient Conditions


AM Peak Hour


Page 1-1


Level Of Service Computation Report
ICU l(Loss as Cycle Length %) Method (Future Volume Alternative)


********************************************************************************
Intersection #1 Crenshaw Blvd & Crest Rd "
********************************************************************************
Cycle (sec): 100 Critical Vol./Cap. (X) : 0.382
Loss Time (sec): 10 (Y+R=4.0 sec) Average Delay (sec/veh): xxxxxx
Optimal Cycle: 28 Level Of Service: A
********************************************************************************
Street Name: Crenshaw Blvd Crest Rd
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
Control: Permitted Permitted Permitted Permitted
Rights: Include Include Include Include
Min. Green: 0 a 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lanes: 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1
------------1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------11---------------1
Volume Module:
Base Vol: 51 113 1 105 89 79 155 34 108 1 41 79
Growth Adj: 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01
Initial Bse: 52 114 1 106 90 80 157 34 109 1 41 80
Added Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 a 0 0
PasserByVol : 0 0 0 0 a 0 0 a 0 0 0 0
Initial Fut: 52 114 1 106 90 80 157 34 109 1 41 80
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Volume: 52 114 1 106 90 80 157 34 109 1 41 80
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 a a 0 a 0 0 a 0 0
Reduced Vol: 52 114 1 106 90 80 157 34 109 1 41 80
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
FinalVolume: 52 114 1 106 90 80 157 34 109 1 41 80
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
Saturation Flow Module:
Sat/Lane: 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600
Adjustment: 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75
Lanes: 1.00 1.98 0.02 1.00 1.59 1.41 1.64 0.36 1.00 0.02 0.98 1.00
Final Sat.: 1200 2379 21 1200 1907 1693 1968 432 1200 29 1171 1200
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat: 0.04 0.05 0.05 0.09 0.05 0.05 0.08 0.08 0.09 0.00 0.04 0.07
Crit Moves: **** **** **** ****
********************************************************************************


Traffix 7.9.0415 (c) 2007 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to KATZ OKITSU, MONTEREY PK


.,


MITIG8 - Existing Sunday + Tue Dec 18, 2007 10:03:51


St John Fisher Church - Traffic Study
Existing Sunday + Ambient Conditions


AM Peak Hour


Page 1-1


Level Of Service Computation Report
leu l(Loss as Cycle Length %) Method (Future Volume Alternative)


********************************************************************************
Intersection #1 Crenshaw Blvd & Crest Rd "
********************************************************************************
Cycle (sec): 100 Critical Vol./Cap.(X): 0.382
Loss Time (sec): 10 (Y+R=4.0 sec) Average Delay (sec/veh): xxxxxx
Optimal Cycle: 28 Level Of Service: A
********************************************************************************
Street Name: Crenshaw Blvd Crest Rd
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R
-~---~-~----I---------------II-------------~-II---------------11---------------1
Control: Permitted Permitted Permitted Permitted
Rights: Include Include Include Include
Min. Green~ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lanes: 1 0 1 1 0 1 a 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 a 0 1
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------1 f ---------------1
Volume Module:
Base Vol: 51 113 1 105 89 79 155 34 108 1 41 79
Growth Adj: 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01
Initial Bse: 52 114 1 106 90 80 157 34 109 1 41 80
Added Vol: 0 0 0 a 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
PasserByVol: 0 0 0 0 a 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Initial Fut: 52 114 1 106 90 80 157 34 109 1 41 80
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Volume: 52 114 1 106 90 80 157 34 109 1 41 80
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 a 0 0
Reduced Vol: 52 114 1 106 90 80 157 34 109 1 41 80
peE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
FinalVolume: 52 114 1 106 90 80 157 34 109 1 41 80
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
Saturation Flow Module:
Sat/Lane: 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600
Adjustment: 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75
Lanes: 1.00 1.98 0.02 1.00 1.59 1.41 1.64 0.36 1.00 0.02 0.98 1.00
Final Sat.: 1200 2379 21 1200 1907 1693 19G8 432 1200 29 1171 1200
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------1.1---------------1
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat: 0.04 0.05 0.05 0.09 0.05 0.05 0.08 o.oe 0.09 0.00 0.04 0.07
Crit Moves; **** **** **** ****
********************************************************************************


Traffix 7.9.0415 (c) 2007 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to KATZ OKITSU, MONTEREY PK
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MITIG8 - Existing Sunday + Tue Dec 18, 2007 10:03:59


St John Fisher Church - Traffic Study
Existing Sunday + Ambient Conditions


Midday Peak Hour


page 1-1


Level Of Service computation Report
reu 1 (Loss as Cycle Length %) Method (Future Volume Alternative)


********************************************************************************
Intersection #1 Crenshaw Blvd & Crest Rd '.
********************************************************************************
Cycle (sec): 100 Critical Vol./eap. (X) : 0.527
Loss Time (sec): 10 (Y+R=4. a sec) Average Delay (sec/veh): xxxxxx
Optimal Cycle: 35 Level Of Service: A
********************************************************************************
Street Name: Crenshaw Blvd Crest Rd
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
Control: Permitted Permitted Permitted Permitted
Rights: Include Include Include Include
Min. Green; a a 0 0 a 0 0 0 0 a 0 a
Lanes; 1 a 1 1 a 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
Volume Module:
Base Vol: 87 150 4 139 94 168 275 67 124 5 34 120
Growth Adj: 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01
Initial Bse; 88 152 4 140 95 170 278 68 125 5 34 121
Added Vol: 0 a a 0 a a a a a a 0 a
PasserByVol : a a a 0 a a 0 0 a 0 0 0
Initial Fut; 88 152 4 140 95 170 278 68 125 5 34 121
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Volume: aa 152 4 140 95 170 278 68 125 5 34 121
Reduct Vol: 0 a 0 0 a 0 a 0 a a 0 a
Reduced Vol; 88 152 4 140 95 170 278 68 125 5 34 121
PCE Adj; 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
FinalVolume; 88 152 4 140 95 170 278 68 125 5 34 121
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
Saturation Flow Module:
Sat/Lane: 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600
Adjustment: 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75
Lanes: 1.00 1.95 0.05 1.00 1.08 1.92 1.61 0.39 1.00 0.13 0.87 1.00
Final Sat.; 1200 2338 62 1200 1292 2308 1930 470 1200 154 1046 1200
-------~----I---------------I1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/sat: 0.07 0.06 0.06 0.12 0.07 0.07 0.14 0.14 0.10 0.00 0.03 0.10
Crit Moves: **** **** **** ****
********************************************************************************


Traffix 7.9.0415 (e) 2007 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to KATZ OKITSU, MONTEREY PK
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MITIG8 - Existing Sunday + Tue Dec 18, 2007 10:03:59


Bt John Fisher Church - Traffic Study
Existing Sunday + Ambient Conditions


Midday Peak Hour


page 1-1


Level Of Service computation Report
rcu 1 (Loss as Cycle Length %} Method (Future Volume Alternative)


********************************************************************************
Intersection #1 Crenshaw Blvd & Crest Rd '.
********************************************************************************
Cycle (sec); 100 Critical vol./eap.(X): 0.527
Loss Time (sec}: 10 (Y+R=4.0 sec) Average Delay (sec/veh): xxxxxx
Optimal Cycle: 35 Level Of Service: A
********************************************************************************
Street Name: Crenshaw Blvd crest Rd
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R
-----.,------�---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
Control: Permitted Permitted Permitted Permitted
Rights: Include Include Include Include
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lanes: 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------II--------~------I
Volume Module:
Base Vol: 87 150 4 139 94 168 275 67 124 5 34 120
Growth Adj: 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01
Initial Bse: 88 152 4 140 9S 170 278 68 125 5 34 121
Added Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
PasserByVol~ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Initial Fut: 88 152 4 140 95 170 278 68 125 5 34 121
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Volume: 88 152 4 140 95 170 278 68 125 5 34 121
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced Vol: 88 152 4 140 95 170 278 68 125 5 34 121
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
FinalVolume: 88 152 4 140 9S 170 278 68 125 5 34 121
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
Saturation Flow Module:
Sat/Lane: 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600
Adjustment: 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75
Lanes; 1.00 1.95 0.05 1.00 1.08 1.92 1.61 0.39 1.00 0.13 0.87 1.00
Final Sat.: 1200 2338 62 1200 1292 2308 1930 470 1200 154 1046 1200
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat: 0.07 0.06 0.06 0.12 0.07 0.07 0.14 0.14 0.10 0.00 0.03 0.10
Crit Moves: **** **** **** ****
********************************************************************************
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MITIG8 - Existing Weekday +Tue Dec 18, 2007 10:04:09M


St John Fisher Church - Traffic study
Existing Weekday + Ambient + Project Only Conditions


AM Peak Hour


Page 1-1


Level Of Service computation Report
rcu 1(L088 as Cycle Length %) Method (Future Volume Alternative)


********************************************************************************
Intersection #1 Crenshaw Blvd & Crest Rd ,
********************************************************************************
Cycle (sec): 100 Critical Vol./Cap.(X): 0.854
Loss Time (sec): 10 (Y+R=4. 0 sec) Average Delay (sec/veh): xxxxxx
Optimal Cycle: 81 Level Of Service: D
********************************************************************************
Street Name: Crenshaw Blvd Crest Rd
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
Control: Permitted Permitted Permitted Permitted
Rights: Include Include Include Include
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lanes: 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1
------------1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1
Volume Module:
Base Vol: 17 1100 17 95 266 498 193 56 62 23 22 102
Growth Adj: 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01
Initial Bae: 17 1111 17 96 269 503 195 57 63 23 22 103
Added Vol: 3 5 0 6 4 0 0 4 0 0 3 5
PasserByVol : 0 0 0 a 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Initial Fut: 20 1116 17 102 273 503 195 61 63 23 25 108
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Volume: 20 1116 17 102 273 503 195 61 63 23 25 108
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 a a 0 0
Reduced Vol: 20 1116 17 102 273 503 195 61 63 23 25 108
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
FinalVolume: 20 1116 17 102 273 503 195 61 63 23 25 108
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
Saturation Flow Module:
Sat/Lane: 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600
Adjustment: 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75
Lanes: 1.00 1.97 0.03 1.00 1.05 1.95 1.53 0.47 1.00 0.48 0.52 1.00
Final Sat.: 1200 2364 36 1200 1266 2334 1831 569 1200 575 625 1200
------------1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat: 0.02 0.47 0.47 0.08 0.22 0.22 0.11 0.11 0.05 0.01 0.04 0.09
c'rit Moves: **** **** **** ****
********************************************************************************


Traffix 7.9.0415 (c) 2007 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to KATZ OKITSU, MONTEREY PK


. ,


MITIG8 - Existing Weekday +Tue Dec 18 1 2007 lO:04:09M


St John Fisher Church - Traffic study
Existing Weekday + Ambient + Project Only Conditions


AM Peak Hour


Page 1-1


Level Of Service computation Report
lCU l(Loss as Cycle Length %) Method (Future Volume Alternative)


********************************************************************************
Intersection #1 Crenshaw Blvd & Crest Rd <,


********************************************************************************
Cycle (sec): 100 Critical Vol./Cap.(X): 0.854
Loss Time (sec): 10 (Y+R=4. 0 sec) Average Delay (sec/veh): xxxxxx
Optimal Cycle: 81 Level Of Service: D
********************************************************************************
Street Name: Crenshaw Blvd Crest Rd
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R


-----""'------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
Control: Permitted Permitted Permitted Permitted
Rights: Include Include Include Include
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lanes: 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
Volume Module:
Base Vol: 17 1100 17 95 266 498 193 56 62 23 22 102
Growth Adj: 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01
Initial Bse: 17 1111 17 96 269 503 195 57 63 23 22 103
Added Vol: 3 5 0 6 4 0 0 4 0 0 3 5
PasserByVol: 0 0 a 0 0 0 a 0 0 0 0 0
Initial Fut: 20 1116 17 102 273 503 195 61 63 23 25 108
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Volume: 20 1116 17 102 273 503 195 61 63 23 25 108
Reduct Vol: 0 a 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced Vol: 20 1116 17 102 273 503 195 61 63 23 25 lOa
peE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
FinalVolume: 20 1116 17 102 273 503 195 61 63 23 25 108
------------1---------------11---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1
Saturation Flow Module:
Sat/Lane: 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600
Adjustment: 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75
Lanes: 1.00 1.97 0.03 1.00 1.05 1.95 1.53 0.47 1.00 0.48 0.52 1.00
Final Sat.: 1200 2364 36 1200 1266 2334 1831 569 1200 575 625 1200
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat: 0.02 0.47 0.47 0.08 0.22 0.22 0.11 0.11 0.05 0.01 0.04 0.09
Crit Moves: **** **** **** ****
********************************************************************************


Traffix 7.9.0415 (c) 2007 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to KATZ OKITSU, MONTEREY PK
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MITIG8 - Existing Weekday +Tue Dec 18, 2007 10:04:16M


St John Fisher Church - Traffic Study
Existing weekday + Ambient + Project Only Conditions


PM Peak Hour


Page 1-1


Level Of Service Computation Report
lCU 1 (LOSS as Cycle Length %) Method (Future Volume Alternative)


********************************************************************************
Intersection #1 Crenshaw Blvd & Crest Rd '.
********************************************************************************
Cycle (sec): 100 Critical Vol./Cap.(x): 0.755
Loss Time (sec): 10 (Y+R=4. 0 sec) Average Delay (sec/veh): xxxxxx
Optimal Cycle: 58 Level Of Service: C
********************************************************************************
Street Name: Crenshaw Blvd Crest Rd
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
Control: Permitted Permitted Permitted Permitted
Rights: Include Include Include Include
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lanes: 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
Volume Module: .
Base Vol: 30 201 2 245 243 727 440 46 82 2 19 130
Growth Adj: 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01
Initial Bse: 30 203 2 247 245 734 444 46 83 2 19 131
Added Vol: 4 6 0 5 3 0 0 3 0 0 4 6
PasserByVol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Initial Fut: 34 209 2 252 248 734 444 49 83 2 23 137
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Volume: 34 209 2 252 248 734 444 49 83 2 23 137
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced Vol: 34 209 2 252 248 734 444 49 83 2 23 137
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
FinalVolume: 34 209 2 252 248 734 444 49 83 2 23 137
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
Saturation Flow Module:
Sat/Lane: 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600
Adjustment: 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75
Lanes: 1.00 1.98 0.02 1.00 1.00 2.00 1.80 0.20 1.00 0.08 0.92 1.00
Final Sat.: 1200 2377 23 1200 1200 2400 2160 240 1200 96 1104 1200
------------1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat: 0.03 0.09 0.09 0.21 0.21 0.31 0.21 0.21 0.07 0.00 0.02 0.11
Crit Moves: **** **** **** ****
********************************************************************************


Traffix 7.9.0415 (c) 2007 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to KATZ OKITSU, MONTEREY PK


. ,


MITIG8 - Existing Weekday +Tue Dec 18, 2007 lO:04:16M


St John Fisher Church - Traffic Study
Existing weekday + Ambient + Project Only Conditions


PM Peak Hour


Page 1-1


Level Of Service Computation Report
lCU 1 (Loss as Cycle Length %) Method (Future Volume Alternative)


********************************************************************************
Intersection #1 Crenshaw Blvd & Crest Rd
********************************************************************************
Cycle (sec): 100 Critical Vol./Cap.(x): 0.755
Loss Time (sec): 10 (Y+R=4. 0 sec) Average Delay (sec/veh): xxxxxx
Optimal Cycle: 58 Level Of Service: C
********************************************************************************
Street Name: Crenshaw BlVd Crest Rd
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West:: Bound
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R
------·------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
Control: Permitted Permitted Permitted Permitted
Rights: Include Include Include Include
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lanes: ~ 0 ~ 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1____________ 1 11 11 11 1


volume Module: .
Base Vol: 30 201 2 245 243 727 440 46 82 2 19 130
Growth Adj: 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01
Initial Bse: 30 203 2 247 245 734 444 46 83 2 19 131
Added vol: 4 6 a 5 3 0 0 3 0 0 4 6
PasserByVol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Initial Put: 34 209 2 252 248 734 444 49 83 2 23 137
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 ~.OO 1.00
PHF Volume: 34 209 2 252 248 734 444 49 83 2 23 137
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 a 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced Vol: 34 209 2 252 248 734 444 49 83 2 23 137
peE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 ~.oo 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 ~.oo


FinalVolume: 34 209 2 252 248 734 444 49 83 2 23 137
------------1---------------11---------------1 1---------------11---------------1
Saturation Flow Module:
Sat/Lane: 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 ~600 1600 1600 1600 1600
Adjustment::: 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75
Lanes: 1.00 1.98 0.02 1.00 1.00 2.00 1.80 0.20 1.00 0.08 0.92 1.00
Final Sat.: 1200 2377 23 ~200 1200 2400 2160 240 1200 96 1104 1200
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat: 0.03 0.09 0.09 0.21 0.21 0.31 0.21 0.21 0.07 0.00 0.02 0.11
Crit Moves: **** **** **** ****
********************************************************************************


Traffix 7.9.0415 (c) 2007 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to KATZ OKITSU, MONTEREY PK
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MITIGB - Existing sunday + Tue Dec IB, 2007 10:04:23


St John Fisher Church - Traffic Study
Existing Sunday + Ambient + Project Only Conditions


AM Peak Hour


Page 1-1


Level Of Service computation Report
ICU l(Loss as Cycle Length %) Method (Future Volume Alternative)


********************************************************************************
Intersection #1 Crenshaw Blvd & Crest Rd '.
********************************************************************************
Cycle (sec): 100 Critical Vol./Cap.(X): 0.434
Loss Time (sec): 10 (Y+R=4.0 sec) Average Delay (sec/veh); xxxxxx
Optimal Cycle: 30 Level Of Service: A
********************************************************************************
Street Name: Crenshaw Blvd Crest Rd
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R
-----..,------ 1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
Control: Permitted Permitted Permitted Permitted
Rights: Include Include Include Include
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lanes: 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
Volume Module:
Base Vol: 51 113 1 105 89 79 155 34 108 1 41 79
Growth Adj: 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01
Initial Bse: 52 114 1 106 90 80 157 34 109 1 41 80
Added Vol: 14 21 0 23 15 0 0 15 0 0 14 21
PasserByVol : 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Initial Fut: 66 135 1 129 105 BO 157 49 109 1 55 101
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Volume: 66 135 1 129 105 80 157 49 109 1 55 101
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced Vol: 66 135 1 129 105 80 157 49 109 1 55 101
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
FinalVolume: 66 135 1 129 105 80 157 49 109 1 55 101
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
Saturation Flow Module:
Sat/Lane: 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600
Adjustment: 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75
Lanes: 1.00 1.99 0.01 1.00 1.70 1.30 1.52 0.48 1.00 0.02 0.98 1.00
Final Sat.: 1200 2382 18 1200 2045 1555 IB25 575 1200 21 1179 1200
------------1---------------1 1---------------11---------------11---------------1
capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat: 0.05 0.06 0.06 0.11 0.05 0.05 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.00 0.05 0.08
crit Moves: **** **** **** ****
********************************************************************************


Traffix 7.9.0415 (c) 2007 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to KATZ OKITSU, MONTEREY PK


. ,


MITIGB - Existing Sunday + Tue Dec lB, 2007 10:04:23


St John Fisher Church - Traffic Study
Existing Sunday + Ambient + Project only Conditions


AM Peak Hour


Page 1-1


Level Of Service computation Report
IeU l{Loss as Cycle Length %) Method (Future Volume Alternative)


********************************************************************************
Intersection #1 Crenshaw Blvd & Crest Rd "
********************************************************************************
Cycle (sec): 100 Critical vol./eap.(x): 0.434
Loss Time (sec): 10 (Y+R=4.0 sec) Average Delay (sec/veh): xxxxxx
Optimal Cycle: 30 Level Of Service: A
********************************************************************************
Street Name: Crenshaw Blvd Crest Rd
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R
-----..,------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
Control: Permitted Permitted Permitted Permitted
RightSt Include Include Include Include
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lanes: 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1----- 1 11 11 w II 1
Volume Module:
Base Vol: 51 113 1 105 89 79 155 34 108 1 41 79
Growth Adj: 1.01 1.01 ~.Ol 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01
Initial Bse: S2 114 1 106 90 80 157 34 109 1 41 80
Added Vol: 14 21 0 23 15 0 0 15 0 0 14 21
PasserByVol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 a 0 0 0 0
Initial Fut: 66 135 1 129 105 80 157 49 109 1 55 101
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Volume: 66 135 1 129 105 80 157 49 109 1 55 101
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 a 0 0 0 0
Reduced vol: 66 135 1 129 105 80 157 49 109 1 55 101
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00
FinalVolume: 66 135 1 129 105 80 157 49 109 1 55 101
------------1---------------11 w 11 11---------------1
Saturation Flow Module:
Sat/Lane: 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600
Adjustment: 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75
Lanes: 1.00 1.99 0.01 1.00 1.70 1.30 1.52 0.48 1.00 0.02 0.98 1.00
Final Sat.: 1200 2382 18 1200 2045 1555 1825 575 1200 21 1179 1200
------------1---------------11---------------1 I---------------II--~------------I
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat: 0.05 0.06 0.06 0.11 0.05 0.05 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.00 0.05 0.08
Crit Moves; **** **** **** ****
********************************************************************************


Traffix 7.9.0415 (c) 2007 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to KATZ OKITSU, MONTEREY PK


. , 198-A







MITIG8 - Existing Sunday + Tue Dec 18, 2007 10:04:32


St John Fisher Church - Traffic Study
Existing Sunday + Ambient + Project Only Conditions


Midday Peak Hour


Page 1-1


Level Of Service computation Report
ICU l(Loss as Cycle Length %) Method (Future Volume Alternative)


********************************************************************************
Intersection :ltl Crenshaw Blvd & Crest Rd "
********************************************************************************
Cycle (sec): 100 Critical Vol-/Cap. (X): 0.578
Loss Time (sec): 10 (Y+R=4.0 sec) Average Delay (sec/veh): xxx.xxx
Optimal Cycle: 38 Level Of Service: A
********************************************************************************
Street Name: crenshaw Blvd Crest Rd
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R
-----.,------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
Control: Permitted Permitted Permitted Permitted
Rights: Include Include Include Include
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lanes: 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
Volume Module:
Base Vol: 87 150 4 139 94 168 275 67 124 5 34 120
Growth Adj: 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01
Initial Bse: 88 152 4 140 95 170 278 68 125 5 34 121
Added Vol: 14 21 0 23 15 0 0 15 0 0 14 21
PasserByVol : 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 a 0 0 0 0
Initial Fut: 102 173 4 163 110 170 278 83 125 5 48 142
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Volume: 102 173 4 163 110 170 278 83 125 5 48 142
Reduct Vol: a 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced Vol: 102 173 4 163 110 170 278 83 125 5 49 142
peE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
FinalVolume: 102 173 4 163 110 170 278 83 125 5 48 142
------------1---------------1 ,---------------11---------------11---------------1
Saturation Flow Module:
Sat/Lane: 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600
Adjustment: 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75
Lanes: 1.00 1.95 0.05 1.00 1.18 1.82 1.54 0.46 1.00 0.09 0.91 1.00
Final Sat.: 1200 2345 55 1200 1415 2185 1850 550 1200 114 1086 1200
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat: 0.08 0.07 0.07 0.14 0.08 0.08 0.15 0.15 0.10 0.00 0.04 0.12
Crit Moves: **** **** **** ****
********************************************************************************


Traffix 7.9.0415 (c) 2007 DOWling Assoc. Licensed to KATZ OKITSU, MONTEREY PK


. ,


MITIG8 - Existing Sunday + Tue Dec 18, 2007 10:04:32


St John Fisher Church - Traffic Study
Existing Sunday + Ambient + Project Only Conditions


Midday Peak Hour


Page 1-1


Level Of Service computation Report
leU l{Loss as Cycle Length %) Method (Future Volume Alternative>


********************************************************************************
Intersection #1 Crenshaw Blvd & Crest Rd "
********************************************************************************
Cycle (sec): 100 Critical Vol./eap.(X): 0.578
Loss Time (sec): 10 (Y+R=4.0 sec) Average Delay (sec/veh): xxxxxx
Optimal Cycle: 38 Level Of Service: A
********************************************************************************
Street Name: Crenshaw Blvd Crest Rd
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R
------·------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
Control: Permitted Permitted Permitted Permitted
Rights: Include Include Include Include
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lanes: 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
Volume Module:
Base Vol: 87 150 4 139 94 168 275 67 124 5 34 120
Growth Adj: 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01
Initial Bse: 88 152 4 140 95 170 278 68 125 5 34 121
Added Vol: 14 21 0 23 15 0 0 15 0 0 14 21
PasserByVol: 0 0 a 0 0 a 0 0 a a 0 0
Initial Put: 102 173 4 163 110 170 278 83 125 5 48 142
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
pap Volume: 102 173 4 163 110 170 278 83 125 5 48 142
Reduct Vol: 0 0 a 0 a 0 a 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced Vol: 102 173 4 163 110 170 278 83 125 5 48 142
peE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
FinalVolume: 102 173 4 163 110 170 278 83 125 5 48 142
------------1---------------1 ,---------------11---------------11---------------1
Saturation Flow Module:
Sat/Lane: 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600
Adjustment: 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75
Lanes: 1.00 1.95 0.05 1.00 1.18 1.82 1.54 0.46 1.00 0.09 0.91 1.00
Final Sat.: 1200 2345 55 1200 1415 2185 1850 550 1200 114 1086 1200
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat: 0.08 0.07 0.07 0.14 0.08 0.08 0.15 0.15 0.10 0.00 0.04 0.12
Crit Moves: **** **** **** ****
********************************************************************************


Traffix 7.9.0415 (c) 2007 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to KATZ OKITSU, MONTEREY PK
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MITIG8 - Existing Weekday +Tue Dec 18, 2007 10:04:41ts + Project AM Page 1-1


St John Fisher Church - Traffic Study
Existing weekday + Ambient + Related Projects + Project Conditions


AM Peak Hour


Level Of Service computation Report
rcu l(Loss as Cycle Length %) Method (Future Volume Alternative)


********************************************************************************
Intersection #1 Crenshaw Blvd & Crest Rd ,
******************************************~*************************************


Cycle (sec): 100 Critical Vol./Cap. (X) : 0.856
Loss Time (sec): 10 (Y+R=4. 0 sec) Average Delay (sec/veh): xxxxxx
Optimal Cycle: 82 Level Of Service: D
********************************************************************************
Street Name: Crenshaw Blvd Crest Rd
Approach: North Bound South Bound· East Bound West Bound
Movement: .L T R L T R L T R L T R
------------1---------------1 1---------------11---------------1 1---------------1
Control: Permitted Permitted Permitted Permitted
Rights: Include Include Include Include
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lanes: 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1
------------1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1
Volume Module:
Base Vol: 17 1100 17 95 266 498 193 56 62 23 22 102
Growth Adj: 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01
Initial Bse: 17 1111 17 96 269 503 195 57 63 23 22 103
Added Vol: 3 5 0 6 4 7 5 4 0 0 3 5
Passersyvol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Initial Fut: 20 1116 17 102 273 510 200 61 63 23 25 108
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Volume: 20 1116 17 102 273 510 200 61 63 23 25 108
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced Vol: 20 1116 17 102 273 510 200 61 63 23 25 108
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
FinalVolume: 20 1116 17 102 273 510 200 61 63 23 25 108
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
Saturation Flow Module:
Sat/Lane: 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600
Adjustment: 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75
Lanes: 1.00 1.97 0.03 1.00 1.05 1.95 1.54 0.46 1.00 0.48 0.52 1.00
Final Sat.: 1200 2364 36 1200 1254 2346 1842 558 1200 575 625 1200
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat: 0.02 0.47 0.47 0.08 0.22 0.22 0.11 0.11 0.05 0.01 0.04 0.09
C.rit Moves: **** **** **** ****
********************************************************************************


Traffix 7.9.0415 (c) 2007 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to KATZ OKITSU, MONTEREY PK


MITIG8 ~ Existing Weekday +Tue Dec 18, 2007 10:D4:41ts + Project AM Page 1-1


St John Fisher Church - Traffic Study
Existing weekday + Ambient + Related Projects + Project Conditions


AM Peak Hour


Level Of Service computation Report
leU l(Loss as Cycle Length %) Method (Future Volume Alternative)


********************************************************************************
Intersection #1 Crenshaw Blvd & Crest Rd .
******************************************~*************************************


Cycle (sec): 100 Critical vol./Cap.(X): 0.856
LOBS Time (sec): 10 (Y+R=4.0 sec) Average Delay (sec/veh): ~
Optimal Cycle: 82 Level Of Service: D
********************************************************************************
Street Name: Crenshaw Blvd crest Rd
Approach: North Bound South Bound· East Bound West Bound
Movement: .L T R L T R L T R L T R


------------1---------------1 I-------------~-ll----------~----II---------------I
Control: Permitted Permitted Permitted Permitted
Rights: Include Include Include Include
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 a a 0 0 0 0
Lanes; 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
Volume Module:
Base Vol: 17 1100 17 95 266 498 193 56 62 23 22 102
Growth Adj: 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01
Initial Bse: 17 1111 17 96 269 503 195 57 63 23 22 103
Added Vol: 3 5 0 6 4 7 5 4 0 0 3 5
PasserByVol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Initial Fut: 20 1116 17 102 273 510 200 61 63 23 25 108
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Volume: 20 1116 17 102 273 510 200 61 63 23 25 108
Reduct Vol; 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced Vol: 20 1116 17 102 273 510 200 61 63 23 25 108
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
FinalVolume: 20 1116 17 102 273 510 200 61 63 23 25 108
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
Saturation Flow Module:
Sat/Lane: 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600
Adjustment: 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75
Lanes; 1.00 1.97 0.03 1.00 1.05 1.95 1.54 0.46 1.00 0.48 0.52 1.00
Final Sat.: 12-00 2364 36 1200 1254 2346 1842 558 1200 575 625 1200
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat: 0.02 0.47 0.47 0.08 0.22 0.22 0.11 0.11 0.05 0.01 0.04 0.09
Crit Moves: **** **** **** ****
********************************************************************************


Traffix 7.9.0415 (c) 2007 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to KATZ OKITSU, MONTEREY PK


201-A







MITIG8 - Existing weekday +Tue Dec 18, 2007 10:04:49ts + project PM Page 1-1


St John Fisher Church - Traffic Study
Existing weekday + Ambient + Related Projects + Project Conditions


PM Peak Hour


Level Of Service Computation Report
ICU l(Loss as Cycle Length %) Method (Future Volume Alternative)


********************************************************************************
Intersection #1 Crenshaw Blvd & Crest Rd .
******************************************~*************************************
Cycle (sec): 100 Critical Vol./Cap.(X): 0.763
Loss Time (sec): 10 (Y+R=4. 0 sec) Average Delay (sec/veh): xxxxxx
Optimal Cycle: 59 Level Of Service: C
********************************************************************************
Street Name: Crenshaw Blvd Crest Rd
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
Control: Permitted Permitted Permitted Permitted
Rights: Include Include Include Include
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lanes: 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
Volume Module:
Base Vol: 30 201 2 245 243 727 440 46 82 2 19 130
Growth Adj: 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01
Initial Bse: 30 203 2 247 245 734 444 46 83 2 19 131
Added Vol: 4 6 0 5 3 10 10 3 0 0 4 6
PasserByVol: a 0 a a 0 0 a 0 0 0 a 0
Initial Fut: 34 209 2 252 248 744 454 49 83 2 23 137
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Volume: 34 209 2 252 248 744 454 49 83 2 23 137
Reduct Vol: a a 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced Vol: 34 209 2 252 248 744 454 49 83 2 23 137
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
FinalVolume: 34 209 2 252 248 744 454 49 83 2 23 137
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
Saturation Flow Module:
Sat/Lane: 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600
Adjustment: 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75
Lanes: 1.00 1.98 0.02 1.00 1.00 2.00 1.80 0.20 1.00 0.08 0.92 1.00
Final Sat.: 1200 2377 23 1200 1200 2400 2164 236 1200 96 1104 1200
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat: 0.03 0.09 0.09 0.21 0.21 0.31 0.21 0.21 0.07 0.00 0.02 0.11
Crit Moves: **** **** **** ****
********************************************************************************


Traffix 7.9.0415 (c) 2007 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to KATZ OKITSU, MONTEREY PK


. ,


MITIG8 - Existing weekday +Tue Dec 18, 2007 10:04:49ts + project PM Page 1-1


St John Fisher Church .. Traffic Study
Existing weekday + Ambient + Related Projects + project Conditions


PM Peak Hour


Level Of Service Computation Report
leU l(Loss as Cycle Length %} Method {Future Volume Alternative)


********************************************************************************
Intersection #1 Crenshaw Blvd & Crest Rd .
******************************************~*************************************


Cycle (sec): 100 Critical Vol./eap.(X): 0.763
LOSB Time (sec): 10 (Y+R=4. 0 sec) Average Delay (sec/veh): xxxxxx
Optimal Cycle: 59 Level Of Service: C
********************************************************************************
Street Name: Crenshaw Blvd Crest Rd
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R
------------1--------------"11---------------1 1-"-------------1 1---------------1
Control: Permitted permitted Permitted Permitted
Rights: Include Include Include Include
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lanes: 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 a 0 1 0 1 0 0 1
-.. -- .. -.. - --- -1--- ------- -- ---11--- ---- --------11-- ----- ------- -11-- ----- ---- ----I
Volume Module:
Base Vol: 30 201 2 245 243 727 440 46 82 2 19 130
Growth Adj: 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01
Initial Bse: 30 203 2 247 245 734 444 46 83 2 19 131
Added Vol: 4 6 a 5 3 10 10 3 0 0 4 6
PasserByVol: a a 0 0 0 a 0 0 0 a 0 a
Initial Fut: 34 209 2 252 248 744 454 49 83 2 23 137
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHP Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Volume: 34 209 2 252 248 744 454 49 83 2 23 137
Reduct Vol: 0 0 a a 0 0 a 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced Vol: 34 209 2 252 248 744 454 49 83 2 23 137
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
FinalVolume: 34 209 2 252 248 744 454 49 83 2 23 137
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
Saturation Flow Module:
Sat/Lane: 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600
Adjustment: 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75
Lanes: 1.00 1.98 0.02 1.00 1.00 2.00 1.80 0.20 1.00 o.oe 0.92 1.00
Final Sat.: 1200 2377 23 1200 1200 2400 2164 236 1200 96 1104 1200
------------1---------------11---------------11-------------- .. 11------ .... -------1
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat: 0.03 0.09 0.09 0.21 0.21 0.31 0.21 0.21 0.07 0.00 0.02 0.11
Crit Moves: **** **** **** ****
********************************************************************************


Traffix 7.9.0415 (c) 2007 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to KATZ OKITSU, MONTEREY PK
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MITIG8 - Existing sunday + Tue Dec 18, 2007 10:04:57s + Project AM Page 1-1


St John Fisher Church - Traffic Study
Existing Sunday + Ambient + Related Projects + Project Conditions


AM Peak Hour


Level Of Service computation Report
ICU 1 (Loss as Cycle Length %) Method (Future Volume Alternative)


********************************************************************************
Intersection #1 Crenshaw Blvd & Crest Rd
********************************************************************************
Cycle (sec): 100 Critical Vol./Cap. (X) : 0.437
Loss Time (sec): 10 (Y+R=4. 0 sec) Average Delay (sec/veh): xx:xxxx
Optimal Cycle: 30 Level Of Service: A
********************************************************************************
Street Name: Crenshaw Blvd Crest Rd
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R
------------1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------11---------------1
Control: Permitted Permitted Permitted Permitted
Rights: Include Include Include Include
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lanes: 1 a 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 a 1 0 0 1
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
Volume Module:
Base Vol: 51 113 1 105 89 79 155 34 108 1 41 79
Growth Adj: 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01
Initial Bse: 52 114 1 106 90 80 157 34 109 1 41 80
Added Vol: 14 21 0 23 15 6 6 15 0 0 14 21
passerByVol : 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Initial Put: 66 135 1 129 105 86 163 49 109 1 55 101
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Volume: 66 135 1 129 105 86 163 49 109 1 55 101
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced Vol: 66 135 1 129 105 86 163 49 109 1 55 101
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
FinalVolume: 66 135 1 129 105 86 163 49 109 1 55 101
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
Saturation Flow Module:
Sat/Lane: 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600
Adjustment: 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75
Lanes: 1.00 1.99 0.01 1.00 1.65 1.35 1.53 0.47 1.00 0.02 0.98 1.00
Final Sat.: 1200 2382 18 1200 1980 1620 1841 559 1200 21 1179 1200
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat: 0.05 0.06 0.06 0.11 0.05 0.05 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.00 0.05 0.08
Grit Moves: **** **** **** ****
********************************************************************************


Traffix 7.9.0415 (el 2007 DOWling Assoc. Licensed to KATZ OKITSU, MONTEREY PK
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St John Fisher Church - Traffic Study
Existing Sunday + Ambient + Related Projects + project Conditions


AM Peak Hour


Level Of Service Computation Report
lCU 1 (Loss as Cycle Length %) Method (Future Volume Alternative)


********************************************************************************
Intersection #1 Crenshaw Blvd & Crest Rd
********************************************************************************
Cycle (sec): 100 Critical Vol.ICap. (X): 0.437
Loss Time (sec): 10 (Y+R=4.0 sec) Average Delay (sec/veh): xxxxxx
Optimal Cycle; 30 Level Of Servioe: A
********************************************************************************
Street Name: Crenshaw Blvd Crest Rd
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
Control: Permitted Permitted Permitted Permitted
Rights: Include Include Include Include
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lanes: 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1


------------1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------11---------------1
Volume Module:
Base Vol: 51 113 1 105 89 79 155 34 109 1 41 79
Growth Adj: 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01
Initial Bse: 52 114 1 106 90 80 157 34 109 1 41 80
Added Vol: 14 21 0 23 15 6 6 15 0 0 14 21
passerEyVol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Initial Put: 66 135 1 129 105 86 163 49 109 1 55 101
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Volume: 66 135 1 129 lOS 86 163 49 109 1 55 101
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 a 0 0 a
Reduced Vol: 66 135 1 129 105 86 163 49 109 1 55 101
peE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
FinalVolume: 66 135 1 129 105 86 163 49 109 1 55 101
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
Saturation Flow Module:
Sat/Lane: 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600
Adjustment: 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75
~anes: 1.00 1.99 0.01 1.00 1.65 1.35 1.53 0.47 1.00 0.02 0.98 1.00
Final Sat.: 1200 2392 19 1200 1980 1620 1841 559 1200 21 1179 1200
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat: 0.05 0.06 0.06 0.11 0.05 0.05 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.00 O.OS 0.08
Grit Moves: **** **** **** ****
********************************************************************************
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MITIG8 - Existing Sunday + Tue Dec 18 1 2007 10:05:06s + project MD


st John Fisher Church - Traffic Study
Midday Peak Hour


Page 1-1


Level Of Service Computation Report
lCU l(Loss as cycle Length %} Method (Future Volume Alternative)


********************************************************************************
Intersection #1 Crenshaw Blvd & Crest Rd
********************************************************************************
Cycle (sec): 100 Crltical Vol./Cap. (X) : 0.581
Loss Time (sec): 10 (Y+R=4. 0 sec) Average Delay (sec/veh): :xx:x::xxx
Optimal Cycle: 3!} Level Of Service: A
********************************************************************************
Street Name: Crenshaw Blvd Crest Rd
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11------------"---1
Control: Permitted Permitted Permitted permitted
Rights: Include Include Include Include
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lanes: 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1
------------1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------11---------------1
Volume Module:
Base Vol: 87 150 4 139 94 168 275 67 124 5 34 120
Growth Adj: 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01
Initial Bse: 88 152 4 140 95 170 278 68 125 5 34 121
Added Vol: 14 21 0 23 15 6 6 15 0 0 14 21
PasserByVol : 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Initial Fut: 102 173 4 163 110 176 284 83 125 5 48 142
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Volume: 102 173 4 163 110 176 284 83 125 5 48 142
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced Vol: 102 173 4 163 110 176 284 83 125 5 48 142
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
FinalVolume: 102 173 4 163 110 176 284 83 125 5 48 142
------------1---------------11---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1
Saturation Flow Module:
Sat/Lane: 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600
Adjustment: 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75
Lanes: 1.00 1.95 0.05 1.00 1.15 1.85 1.55 0.45 1.00 O.O!} 0.91 1.00
Final Sat.: 1200 2345 55 1200 1386 2214 1859 541 1200 114 1086 1200
------------ J---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat: 0.08 0.07 0.07 0.14 0.08 0.08 0.15 0.15 0.10 0.00 0.04 0.12
Crit Moves: **** **** **** ****
********************************************************************************
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at John Fisher Church - Traffic Study
Midday Peak Hour
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Level Of Service Computation Report
ICU l(Loss as Cycle Length %} Method (Future Volume Alternative)


********************************************************************************
Intersection #1 Crenshaw Blvd & Crest Rd
********************************************************************************
Cycle (sec): 100 Crltical vol./eap.ex): 0.591
Loss Time (sec): 10 (Y+R;:;4. 0 sec) Average Delay (sec/veh): :x.xxxx.:x:
Opt imal Cycle: 39 Level Of Service: A
********************************************************************************
Street Name: Crenshaw Blvd Crest Rd
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R


------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11------------"---1
Control: Permitted Permitted Permitted permitted
Rights: Include Include Include Include
Min. Green: 0 0 0 a a 0 0 0 a a 0 a
Lanes: 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1
------------f---------------II---------------I 1---------------11---------------1
Volume Module:
Base Vol: 87 150 4 139 94 168 275 67 124 5 34 120
Growth Adj: 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01
Initial Bse: 89 152 4 140 95 170 278 68 125 5 34 121
Added Vol: 14 21 a 23 15 6 6 15 0 0 14 21
passerByVol: 0 0 a 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Initial Fut: 102 173 4 163 110 176 284 83 125 5 48 142
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Volume: 102 173 4 163 110 176 284 83 125 5 48 142
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced Vol: 102 173 4 163 110 17~ 284 83 125 5 48 142
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLP Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
FinalVolume: 102 173 4 163 110 176 284 83 125 5 48 142
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
Saturation Flow Module:
Sat/Lane: 1500 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1500 1600 1600 1600 1600
Adjustment: 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75
Lanes: 1.00 1.95 0.05 1.00 1.15 1.85 1.55 0.45 1.00 0.09 0.91 1.00
Final Sat.: 1200 2345 55 1200 1386 2214 1859 541 1200 114 1086 1200
------------1---------------11--------_ .. -----11---------------11---------------1
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat: o.oe 0.07 0.07 0.14 0.08 0.08 0.15 0.15 0.10 0.00 0.04 0.12
Crit Moves: **** **** **** ****
********************************************************************************
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City Traffic Engineer's
Memo


January 4, 2008


City Traffic Engineer's
Memo
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23084 Maple Avenue. Torrance, CA 90505
(800) 475-5557/ (866) 283-2519 (Fax)


January 4, 2008


TO: Ms. Leza Mikhail, Associate Planner
City of Rancho Palos Verdes


FROM: Jack Rydell, P.E., T.E., PTOE
Consulting Traffic Engineer


ST. JOHN FISHER CHURCH FACILITY - CUP #96/Z0N2007·00492
TRAFFIC STUDY REVIEW


As requested, I have reviewed the December 21, 2007 traffic study for the subject
project and offer the following comments.


1. Paragraph 1 on page 11 of the traffic study states:


"... The forecast of "Existing with Ambient" traffic growth provides a
basis to which Project traffic impacts can be measured against."


However the Los Angeles County Traffic Impact Analysis Report
Guidelines includes the following statements:


"... If it appears that the project's gen~.rated traffic alone or together with
other projects in the area could worsen the LOS of an intersection or
roadway, a "before" and "after" LO~analysis is necessary..."


"... Identify feasible mitigationooeasures which would mitigate the project
and/or other related prol~Ats' significant impacts to a level of
insignificance..."


Based on the above guidelines, th~ subject project plus cumulative
projects would result in a change in vjC(~he ratio of volume to capacity) of
0.021 at the intersection of Crenshaw BoUI~vard and Crest Road during
the AM peak hour. This exceeds the 0.02 threshold for significance for a
location currently operating at LOS D. The other analysis scenarios (PM
peak, Sunday and roadway segment) do not appear to exceed the
threshold for significance. .


1D4~ to various factors and considerations, it does not appear necessary
··.•. t9ftne subject project to mitigate this impact. However the discrepancy


.. ·.·lj~!W~en the traffic study and the designated guidelines should be
·dpQumented.
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23084 Maple Avenue. Torrance, CA 90505
(800) 475-5557/ (866) 283-2519 (Fax)


January 4, 2008


TO: Ms. Leza Mikhail, Associate Planner
City of Rancho Palos Verdes


FROM: Jack Rydell, P.E., T.E., PTOE
Consulting Traffic Engineer


ST. JOHN FISHER CHURCH FACILITY - CUP #96/Z0N2007·00492
TRAFFIC STUDY REVIEW


As requested, I have reviewed the December 21, 2007 traffic study for the subject
project and offer the following comments.


1. Paragraph 1 on page 11 of the traffic study states:


"... The forecast of "Existing with Ambient" traffic growth provides a
basis to which Project traffic impacts can be measured against."


However the Los Angeles County Traffic Impact Analysis Report
Guidelines includes the following statements:


"... If it appears that the project's gen~.rated traffic alone or together with
other projects in the area could worsen the LOS of an intersection or
roadway, a "before" and "after" LO~analysis is necessary..."


"... Identify feasible mitigationooeasures which would mitigate the project
and/or other related prol~Ats' significant impacts to a level of
insignificance..."


Based on the above guidelines, th~ subject project plus cumulative
projects would result in a change in vjC(~he ratio of volume to capacity) of
0.021 at the intersection of Crenshaw BoUI~vard and Crest Road during
the AM peak hour. This exceeds the 0.02 threshold for significance for a
location currently operating at LOS D. The other analysis scenarios (PM
peak, Sunday and roadway segment) do not appear to exceed the
threshold for significance. .


1D4~ to various factors and considerations, it does not appear necessary
··.•. t9ftne subject project to mitigate this impact. However the discrepancy


.. ·.·lj~!W~en the traffic study and the designated guidelines should be
·dpQumented.
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2. Table 6, identifying the related projects used to determine cumulative impacts
does not include the Terranea development located on Palos Verdes Drive
South, east of Hawthorne Boulevard. This is a significant project and may
generate traffic at the study locations. A review of the traffic study for that
development may indicate what traffic would be added to the study locations.


Although the addition of Terran~a development traffic may further exacerbate
traffic impacts at the study locations, if the volumes are significant they would
reduce the subject development's fair share contribution for mitigations to a
nominal level.


3. The existing volume count taken during the AM peak period on 11/29/07 shows a
northbound through volume of 1,100 vehicles per hour. This volume seems high
based on previous field observations of the intersection and the lack of significant
development to the south.


4. The traffic study states that no on-street parking activity was observed during
weekday or weekend periods. There are currently time limit parking restrictions
on the south side of Crest Road east of Crenshaw Boulevard (adjacent to the
subject property) that are typically used for loading and unloading activities. The
applicant should be contacted to verify that this area is not currently being used
for parking or loading/unloading activities related to the facility.


5. The traffic study appropriately includes trip generation calculations for the new
gymnasium. Consideration should be given issuance of a CUP for the
gymnasium so that any future organized regular activities at the gymnasium that
are beyond the scope or intent of the current usage can be controlled. Of
particular concern is the potential traffic and parking impacts in the area if the
gymnasium were to be utilized for sports leagues or other activities that allow
persons not currently associated with the church to use the gymnasium.


Overall, the traffic study has demonstrated that the subject project should have little if
any adverse impact on the traffic circulation system within the City. However the above
comments should be retained with the project application and the identified suggestions
(items 4 and 5) considered as part of the approval process. If you have any questions


. regarding these comments, please contact me at (562) 252-2511.


JR: Traffic Study Review - 1-4-08


4i~_~_~ _


ST. JOHN FISHER CHURCH - TRAFFIC STUDY REVIEW
January 7. ~008


Page 2


~.', .....
(


2. Table 6, identifying the related projects used to determine cumulative impacts
does not include the Terranea development located on Palos Verdes Drive
South, east of Hawthorne Boulevard. This is a significant project and may
generate traffic at the study locations. A review of the traffic study for that
development may indicate what traffic would be added to the study locations.


Although the addition of Terran~a development traffic may further exacerbate
traffic impacts at the study locations, if the volumes are significant they would
reduce the subject development's fair share contribution for mitigations to a
nominal level.


3. The existing volume count taken during the AM peak period on 11/29/07 shows a
northbound through volume of 1,100 vehicles per hour. This volume seems high
based on previous field observations of the intersection and the lack of significant
development to the south.


4. The traffic study states that no on-street parking activity was observed during
weekday or weekend periods. There are currently time limit parking restrictions
on the south side of Crest Road east of Crenshaw Boulevard (adjacent to the
subject property) that are typically used for loading and unloading activities. The
applicant should be contacted to verify that this area is not currently being used
for parking or loading/unloading activities related to the facility.


5. The traffic study appropriately includes trip generation calculations for the new
gymnasium. Consideration should be given issuance of a CUP for the
gymnasium so that any future organized regular activities at the gymnasium that
are beyond the scope or intent of the current usage can be controlled. Of
particular concern is the potential traffic and parking impacts in the area if the
gymnasium were to be utilized for sports leagues or other activities that allow
persons not currently associated with the church to use the gymnasium.


Overall, the traffic study has demonstrated that the subject project should have little if
any adverse impact on the traffic circulation system within the City. However the above
comments should be retained with the project application and the identified suggestions
(items 4 and 5) considered as part of the approval process. If you have any questions


. regarding these comments, please contact me at (562) 252-2511.


JR: Traffic Study Review - 1-4-08
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Proposed Phasing
st. John Fisher


Proposed Phasing
St. John Fisher
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Dear Leza,


(760) 634-2595
Phone


2611 S. Coast Hwy 101,
Ste 200.


Cardiff, CA 92007
Conditional Use Permit, Grading Permit, Environmental Assessment
Sign Permit, Minor Exception Permit
Case No. ZON2007-00492


RE:


May 30,2008
Ms. Leza Mikhail, As:sls1:anltf>lanrte
City of Rancho Palos Verdes Planning Department
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275


(760) 634-0285
. Fax


At your request we are providing the following to supplement the above referenced CUP application
relative to the timing of the anticipated phases of construction for the St. John Fisher project. Due to the
fact that funding for the project is entirely made possible from donations and not financed it is not
possible for phasing to be 100% certain. The following outlines the anticipated schedule.


Anticipated Phase One Construction
New Sanctuary
Remodel of Existing Sanctuary to become Parish Activity Center
All parking
Site work in all areas that will not be impacted by future phase construction including;


All street frontage landscaping, all landscaping not affected by future construction, fire
department access provisions serving phase One buildings, all retaining walls


Remodel/conversion of existing Convent to become Rectory
Demolish existing Rectory, Existing youth building on east side of property


Anticipated Phase Two Construction
New Admnistration Building
Remodel existing administration to meeting rooms
Construct new preschool
Construct new library for school to replace existing library same size
Construct new art room for school
Landscape and minor site work/tie into existing sidewalks etc. for remaining site around
constructed areas


phase two


Timing of Phases
Phase One will begin construction approximately September 2009 with estimated construction duration
of 18 months. Construction document plans cannot be started until CUP is final.


Phase Two is anticipated to be completed within approximately 10 years from the completion date of
Phase One. Due to funding, it is possible that the Phase Two will be broken into more phases all
anticipated to be completed within approximately 10 years from the completion date of Phase One.


Thank you,


Shelly Hyndman
Hyndman & Hyndman Architects
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Dear Leza,


(760) 634-2595
Phone


2611 S. Coast Hwy 101,
Ste 200.


Cardiff, CA 92007
Conditional Use Permit, Grading Permit, Environmental Assessment
Sign Permit, Minor Exception Permit
Case No. ZON2007-00492


RE:


May 30,2008
Ms. Leza Mikhail, As:sisl:anltPIa.hrte
City of Rancho Palos Verdes Planning Department
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275


(760) 634-0285
. Fax


At your request we are providing the following to supplement the above referenced CUP application
relative to the timing of the anticipated phases of construction for the St. John Fisher project. Due to the
fact that funding for the project is entirely made possible from donations and not financed it is not
possible for phasing to be 100% certain. The following outlines the anticipated schedule.


Anticipated Phase One Construction
New Sanctuary
Remodel of Existing Sanctuary to become Parish Activity Center
All parking
Site work in all areas that will not be impacted by future phase construction including;


All street frontage landscaping, all landscaping not affected by future construction, fire
department access provisions serving phase One buildings, all retaining walls


Remodel/conversion of existing Convent to become Rectory
Demolish existing Rectory, Existing youth building on east side of property


Anticipated Phase Two Construction
New Admnistration Building
Remodel existing administration to meeting rooms
Construct new preschool
Construct new library for school to replace existing library same size
Construct new art room for school
Landscape and minor site work/tie into existing sidewalks etc. for remaining site around
constructed areas


phase two


Timing of Phases
Phase One will begin construction approximately September 2009 with estimated construction duration
of 18 months. Construction document plans cannot be started until CUP is final.


Phase Two is anticipated to be completed within approximately 10 years from the completion date of
Phase One. Due to funding, it is possible that the Phase Two will be broken into more phases all
anticipated to be completed within approximately 10 years from the completion date of Phase One.


Thank you,


Shelly Hyndman
Hyndman & Hyndman Architects
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(Support and Concerns)
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Daughter~ ofMaryand Joseph
Regional Office
5300 Crest Road, Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275-5004


September 15, 2007


Ms. Leza Mikhail
Associate Planner
City of Rancho Palos Verdes Planning Department
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275-5391


oposed Development, Conditional
to u s neighbors of the Church, the


Dear Ms. Mikhail:


This letter addresses the St. John FisherU1I.-.
Use Permit Application, and its rele
Daughters of Mary and Joseph.


Our relationship with the St. J rch gives us immense satisfaction. We
fully support this current roject. Regarding the issues of view
impairment, I have exa site master plan and do not foresee any
negative impact on our cation. I also understand, from a conversation
with the pastor, Msgr. id S , that there will be some minor grading on our
side of the property line i aration for the building of a retaining wall on the
Church grounds. Msgr. assured me that this grading is a temporary situation and
that the original landscaping on our property will be restored.


As an educator in the Archdiocese for 47 years, I certainly approve of ample play
areas for the children of St. John Fisher School and see no problem in the extension
of same. This applies equally to the need for new parking areas proposed along
the east property line and any lighting required.


Thank you for involving the Daughters of Mary and Joseph in the planning stages of
the Church building project.


Sincerely,


Sister Nuala Briody, Regional Administrator


Daughters ofMaryand~h


Regional Office
5300 Crest Road, Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275-5004


September 15, 2007


Ms. Leza Mikhail
Associate Planner
City of Rancho Palos Verdes Planning Department
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275-5391


oposed Development, Conditional
to u s neighbors of the Church, the


Dear Ms. Mikhail:


This letter addresses the St. John Fisher lJIllliI


Use Permit Application, and its rele
Daughters of Mary and Joseph.


Our relationship with the St. J rch gives us immense satisfaction. We
fully support this current roject. Regarding the issues of view
impairment, I have exa . site master plan and do not foresee any
negative impact on our esen ocation. I also understand, from a conversation
with the pastor, Msgr. vid 5 , that there will be some minor grading on our
side of the property line i aration for the building of a retaining wall on the
Church grounds. Msgr. assured me that this grading is a temporary situation and
that the original landscaping on our property will be restored.


As an educator in the Archdiocese for 47 years, I certainly approve of ample play
areas for the children of St. John Fisher School and see no problem in the extension
of same. This applies equally to the need for new parking areas proposed along
the east property line and any lighting required.


Thank you for involving the Daughters of Mary and Joseph in the planning stages of
the Church building project.


Sincerely,


Sister Nuala Briody, Regional Administrator
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Planning Commission
City of Rancho Palos Verdes


June 12, 2008


Dear Planning Commissioner,


RECEIVED
JUN 17 2008


PLANNING. BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT


We live across the comer from Saint John Fisher Church property on Mela
Lane. We have reviewed the plans for the new church and property up 
grades of their site.


This is a good plan, and we want you to know we are in favor of it.


There are no significant impacts. Some talk about the height or view, but this
no not a problem. In the distance beyond this property, there is another
hillside. There is nothing being blocked from our neighborhood. Perhaps it is
just the appearance of the cross that some find offensive. But this is the
United States, and it's just fine with us.


This would be a beautiful building sitting right on the comer. Please approve
this application.


Sincerely,


Planning Commission
City of Rancho Palos Verdes


June 12, 2008


Dear Planning Commissioner,


RECEIVED
JUN 17 2008


PLANNING. BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT


We live across the comer from Saint John Fisher Church property on Mela
Lane. We have reviewed the plans for the new church and property up 
grades of their site.


This is a good plan, and we want you to know we are in favor of it.


There are no significant impacts. Some talk about the height or view, but this
no not a problem. In the distance beyond this property, there is another
hillside. There is nothing being blocked from our neighborhood. Perhaps it is
just the appearance of the cross that some find offensive. But this is the
United States, and it's just fine with us.


This would be a beautiful building sitting right on the comer. Please approve
this application.


Sincerely,
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From:


Sent:


To:
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Leza Mikhail


Karen Theresa Fissore [ktwynne@yahoo.com]


Tuesday, June 17, 200812:19 PM


pc@rpv.com; LezaM@rpv.com; davidltomblin@sbcglobal.net; jeff@jefflewislaw.com;
pltetreault@netzero.com


Subject: the remodel proposal for the church at crest and crenshaw


I am in favor of the current proposal for a church remodel, for St. John Fisher.


It would be a welcome addition to that corner (crenshaw and crest) especially with the design of the facade facing
the street. it's nicer to see elegant buildings along the street rather than hidden behind ivy and fences.


Whenever i drive in that area of RPV, there is so little traffic it is amazing. I'm sure the appropriate studies have
been done showing that there is NO traffic problem. People will continue coming and going at various times for
services and church activities, as they are now.


The new remodel would be great for the community. please support the proposal and proceed with the
approval for construction.


thank you.


Karen Fissore


6/17/2008
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Leza Mikhail


From: Karen Theresa Fissore [ktwynne@yahoo.com]


Sent: Tuesday, June 17,2008 12:19 PM


To: pc@rpv.com; LezaM@rpv.com; davidltomblin@sbcglobal.net; jeff@jefflewislaw.com;
pltetreault@netzero.com


Subject: the remodel proposal for the church at crest and crenshaw


I am in favor of the current proposal for a church remodel, for St. John Fisher.


It would be a welcome addition to that corner (crenshaw and crest) especially with the design of the facade facing
the street. it's nicer to see elegant buildings along the street rather than hidden behind ivy and fences.


Whenever i drive in that area of RPV, there is so little traffic it is amazing. I'm sure the appropriate studies have
been done showing that there is NO traffic problem. People will continue coming and going at various times for
services and church activities, as they are now.


The new remodel would be great for the community. please support the proposal and proceed with the
approval for construction.


thank you.


Karen Fissore
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leza Mikhail


From: Karen_Craig@Toyota.com


Sent: Tuesday, June 17, 2008 10:09 AM


To: LezaM@rpv.com


Subject: St. John Fisher Church Upgrade


Attn: Leza Mikhail
Associate Planner
Planning Department
RPV City Hall


Dear Ms. Mikhail,


I am writing to express my support of the proposed St. John Fisher Church remodel. I live in the Mesa Palos
Verdes neighborhood and spend much time in that vicinity both walking and 9riving. Our entire family looks
forward to the beautification of that intersection and the addition of new church bells. It will be a delight to hear
the bells softly chiming during the daylight hours!


Kind Regards,


Karen Craig and Mark Billnitzer
29719 Stonecrest Road
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275
(310) 541-0890
home email: reader@verizon.net


6/17/2008
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Leza Mikhail
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forward to the beautification of that intersection and the addition of new church bells. It will be a delight to hear
the bells softly chiming during the daylight hours!


Kind Regards,


Karen Craig and Mark Billnitzer
29719 Stonecrest Road
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275
(310) 541-0890
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Leza Mikhail


From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:


Heather Burr [heatherburr@cox.net]
Tuesday, June 17, 2008 7:43 AM
Leza Mikhail
St. John Fisher Church and School


Leza Mikhail, Associate Planner
Planning Department
Rancho Palos Verdes City Hall
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275


Dear Planning Department,


June 16,2008


I have received a solicitation from an anonymous neighbor in the Island View Community to protest the
plans for the St. John Fisher project. I, in fact, completely support the project and hope for it to go ahead. I live
in the neighborhood directly across the street. I drive up and down Crenshaw and Crest all day long. I can't see
how anyone's view could be jeopardized.
The balloons, which I assume represent the bell tower, and the structure are barely above the huge trees which
are currently there. I have gone to look at the plans, and it seems to me that a beautiful church on the corner,
instead of ivy, chainlink fence, and overgrown trees will be a benefit to our community.


In talking to neighbors, there seems to be concern about bells and traffic.
I personally think that the sound of church bells ringing at particular times would be lovely, as they used to be
all over America. I think to consider it noise pollution is nonsense, as is the notion that it would lower my
property value. As for traffic, the only two days a year that there is overflow parking on Crenshaw Blvd. are
Easter and Christmas. I have been assured that there are more than the required parking spots for the church.
This church is not trying to be a mega church soliciting parishioners from faraway outlaying cities. It is here to
serve the residents of Palos Verdes.
I might add, that the school property is also to be upgraded, which is also a very worthy cause. The hall there is
often used for the public, including many boy scout and girl scout events, as well as Art at Your Fingertips.
I believe this project should move forward, and hope you will approve it.


Sincerely,
Heather Burr
46 Santa Barbara Drive
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275
(310) 541-4815
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Leza Mikhail


From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:


Dear Leza-


A. Wu [maseratipilot@yahoo.com]
Monday, June 16, 20084:03 PM
lezam@rpv.com
New St. John Fisher Church


I am writing in support of the St. John Fisher building project.


As a licensed Architect and a adjacent homeowner/member of the Ridgecrest HOA, I understand the need for a
process of community involvement and planning prior to the construction of a project and everyone needs to
voice their opinion. However, please remember that most construction projects are an attempt to improve a
property and as a result can increase property values of surrounding neighborhoods. (BTW I don't think the
Portuguese Bend neighborhood went for the worse when Wayfarer's Chapel was built.) This planning approval
process should not be held up by a few vocal NIMBY minority and the City should see this as an assest for the
City and also as a beautification project. As you are aware, some people will have very weak/trivial reasons to
deny this project and I hope the City will overlook their futile attempts and see the big picture.


The current Crest/Crenshaw intersection is well, for a lack of better words...boring. Something needed to be
done there. Here is an opportunity that something grand be placed at the intersection. Too bad the proposed
church is short in height. Frankly, after seeing the story poles I was disappointed in its small size and height.
Anyways, it is about time something is being done to replace the 1960's vintage non-descript church building.
Besides, this new church could win an architecture award and be published nationally!


Sincerely,


Anthony Wu, Architect C-23485
5401 Meadowdale Lane, RPV
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Leza Mikhail


From: Jack Beal [rpvjack@yahoo.com]


Sent: Saturday, June 07, 2008 9:39 AM


To: lezam@rpv.com


Cc: Larry Clark; Peter Gardiner; Tom Long; Douglas Stern; Steve Wolowicz


Subject: reo Mitigated negative Declaration


I received the City of Ranch Palos Verdes notice of the changes/building proposed at St. John Fisher church on
the corner of Crest Rd. and Crenshaw Blvd.


I live in Island View almost directly across from the church and my home backs onto Crenshaw Blvd.


I walked our streets this morning and found that very few homes will have a view of the bell tower/steeple. In fact
only a few homes at the intersection of San Clemente and Santa Barbara will have a view of the bell tower
steeple. The view from my back yard is negligible


My personal opinion is that a well designed proposed structure could enhance the view.


With regard to the bells, I have no objection. I can hardly see how bells could be more intrusive than the noise
from trash trucks, gardeners lawn mowers/blowers and what seems to be everlasting remodeling in the
community.


6/9/2008
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Leza Mikhail


From: barbara shen [barbarashen@cox.net]


Sent: Wednesday, June 11,200811:17 AM


To: LezaM@rpv.com


Subject: Fw: St John Fisher Building Project


Subject: Fw: St John Fisher Building Project


Dear Mr Mikhail:


Our family is highly in favor of the building project at St john Fisher.


It is a perfect location for a church building
The views are not impacted, and there is sufficient open space around
There is no legitimate traffic problems because this is an existing church
This church has served the community and neighborhood for decades.
No problem with the addition of the pre school because thse are coming in the same car
and car pool
is very popular among the students.


We are happy to see this project built to serve the community. and cant wait for it to
be completed.
It is so urgently needed in this day and age. I hope we can get going soon


Peter and Barbara Shen
6521 Via Baron,
Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca 90275


6/11/2008
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Leza Mikhail


From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:


Sara Bowlus [grandmasara1@verizon.net]
Thursday, June 12, 20086:07 PM
Davidltomblin@sbcglobal.net; jeff@jefflewislaw.com; pltetreault@netzero.com
New Church


I am writing to request you give due consideration to the plans for a new Catholic Church. The parish needs
new facilities and has been a good member of the community for the past 40 plus years. It does not seem to
impact views of surrounding neighbors nor will it cause any additional traffic for the capacity for occupancy
does not appear to be measurably increased. I believe the new church will be an asset to the peninsula and will
improve the use ofthe facility. Sara Bowlus
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Leza Mikhail


From: Sean Armstrong [sarmstrong@westportcp.com]


Sent: Friday, June 13, 20082:16 PM


To: LezaM@rpv.com


Dear Leza:


I am a resident of Rancho Palos Verdes. I am strongly in favor of the St John Fisher project. In my opinion, the
project will not have a significant impact on the neighborhood by virtue of its location and design on the property.
Obviously, it will be visible from the street. However, 'the design is of a very high quality and aesthetic nature.
Given the elevation of the parking lot surface, it will not detract in any significant way from natural views. The
object of the project is to complete the original design intention of the parish, which was to have the existing
church building eventually become a parish activity center, once the parish was established and a "permanent"
church could be constructed.


The parish does not intend to significantly expand its activities, merely address the needs of the existing
parishioners, many of whom are RPV residents. The parish will be as good a neighbor as possible through
construction, attempting to minimize as much as possible the impacts on the surrounding neighborhoods.


The project will add to the character of the environment by giving the corner more "defninition" and give passersby
a small view of what is expected to be a very attractive and inspiring building.


Thanks


Sean F Armstrong


Sean F. Armstrong
Principal
Westport Capital Partners LLC
2361 Rosecrans Avenue, Suite 375
EISegundo,CA 90245
(310) 294-1233 office
(310) 561-3113 cell
(310) 643-7379 fax
sarmstrong@westportcp.com
www.westportcp.com
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From: Sean Armstrong [sarmstrong@westportcp.com]
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From:


Sent:


To:


Cc:
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Leza Mikhail


Lisa Counts [Ihuntcounts@aol.com]


Friday, June 13, 20084:37 PM


LezaM@rpv.com


Lisa Counts; sarmstrong@westportcp.com; jon.rewinski@hellerehrman.com; Dave Kurt; Shelly
Hyndman; maseratipilot@yahoo.com; Herbert Kaighan; dsork@yahoo.com;
johnmollyslaught@verizon.net; Luigi; Anthony Wu; laingram@cox.net; sjfmusic@yahoo.com


Subject: St. John Fisher CUP


Dear Ms. Mikhail:


I am writing in support of the St. John Fisher Church Development Plan Conditional Use Permit application. I reside in Rancho Palos·
Verdes and am a long time resident of the Peninsula, having lived here since 1966. I am also an urban planner with experience in long
range and community planning.


St. John Fisher has been a good neighbor and an important member of the Palos Cerdes community for more than forty years, providing
religious services to more than 3000 families, educating several generations of children in its school, and spearheading countless charitable
outreach activities. The proposed church structure is on the site of the parish's originally proposed church and will be a beautiful landmark
at the top of the hill that welcomes all. It is not a new single family residence that must blend in with the rest of the neighborhood, but
instead is meant to be recognized as something beautiful and special, seen and not hidden.


The proposed new church structure blocks no city or ocean views from adjacent neighborhoods. An efficiently laid out parking lot replaces
the old, while maintaining plenty of parking for the church's weekend masses. A recent traffic study shows that there would be no
significant changes in levels of service on the nearby streets. The Conditional Use Permit should be approved.


Sincerely,


Lisa Hunt Counts, AICP


6/14/2008
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Leza Mikhail


From: Lisa Counts [Ihuntcounts@aol.com]


Friday, June 13, 20084:37 PM


LezaM@rpv.com


Lisa Counts; sarmstrong@westportcp.com; jon.rewinski@hellerehrman.com; Dave Kurt; Shelly
Hyndman; maseratipilot@yahoo.com; Herbert Kaighan; dsork@yahoo.com;
johnmollyslaught@verizon.net; Luigi; Anthony Wu; laingram@cox.net; sjfmusic@yahoo.com


Subject: St. John Fisher CUP


Dear Ms. Mikhail:


I am writing in support of the St. John Fisher Church Development Plan Conditional Use Permit application. I reside in Rancho Palos
Verdes and am a long time resident of the Peninsula, having lived here since 1966. I am also an urban planner with experience in long
range and community planning.


St. John Fisher has been a good neighbor and an important member of the Palos Cerdes community for more than forty years, providing
religious services to more than 3000 families, educating several generations of children in its school, and spearheading countless charitable
outreach activities. The proposed church structure is on the site of the parish's originally proposed church and will be a beautiful landmark
at the top of the hill that welcomes all. It is not a new single family residence that must blend in with the rest of the neighborhood, but
instead is meant to be recognized as something beautiful and special, seen and not hidden.


The proposed new church structure blocks no city or ocean views from adjacent neighborhoods. An efficiently laid out parking lot replaces
the old, while maintaining plenty of parking for the church's weekend masses. A recent traffic study shows that there would be no
significant changes in levels of service on the nearby streets. The Conditional Use Permit should be approved.


Sincerely,


Lisa Hunt Counts, AICP
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Leza Mikhail


From: jtcounts@aol.com


Sent: Friday, June 13, 20084:36 PM


To: LezaM@rpv.com


Subject: Saint John Fisher New Church Project


Leza Mikhail, Associate Planner
Planning Department
Rancho Palos Verdes City Hall
30940 Hawthorne Blvd., Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275


Dear Ms Mikhail,


I am writing today in reference to the new building project for the Saint John Fisher Church. I am 100%
in support of this project and am very excited that there will finally be some new architecture in our fine
city.


So many of our public buildings are of World War II vintage. We simply moved in and changed the
furniture. Shopping Centers are boring. They are utilitarian at best. It seems that no one has had any
new ideas in the last 30 years. When I saw the plans and drawings for this new church at the corner of
Crest and Crenshaw, I thought finally, we will have some inspiration in our neighborhood.


When approaching this intersection while driving, we will be met with a most welcome sight; a church
rising out the trees, spiraling towards the heavens. The location is perfect. Since it sits at the pinnacle
of the hill, it will not block anyone's view. Since all parking concerns are met, it will not impact
surrounding neighborhoods. Since it is a tree protected location, there should be no noise issues. Since
there is no additional land usage, I can't see how anyone could possibly complain about this project.


My only concern is that there might not be any bells in the bell tower. Hopefully the addition of bells
will be approved and we can all look forward to a warm and welcoming gathering place in our
neighborhood reminiscent of those small New England towns where everyone sips their morning coffee
to the soft sounds of church bells.


Place me in the "YES" column.


Sincerely,
John Counts
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA
jtcounts@aol.com
(c) 310-344-9747


Get the Moviefone Toolbar. Showtimes, theaters, movie news, & more!


6/14/2008
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Subject: Saint John Fisher New Church Project


Leza Mikhail, Associate Planner
Planning Department
Rancho Palos Verdes City Hall
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Dear Ms Mikhail,


I am writing today in reference to the new building project for the Saint John Fisher Church. I am 100%
in support of this project and am very excited that there will finally be some new architecture in our fine
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furniture. Shopping Centers are boring. They are utilitarian at best. It seems that no one has had any
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Crest and Crenshaw, I thought finally, we will have some inspiration in our neighborhood.


When approaching this intersection while driving, we will be met with a most welcome sight; a church
rising out the trees, spiraling towards the heavens. The location is perfect. Since it sits at the pinnacle
of the hill, it will not block anyone's view. Since all parking concerns are met, it will not impact
surrounding neighborhoods. Since it is a tree protected location, there should be no noise issues. Since
there is no additional land usage, I can't see how anyone could possibly complain about this project.


My only concern is that there might not be any bells in the bell tower. Hopefully the addition of bells
will be approved and we can all look forward to a warm and welcoming gathering place in our
neighborhood reminiscent of those small New England towns where everyone sips their morning coffee
to the soft sounds of church bells.


Place me in the "YES" column.


Sincerely,
John Counts
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA
jtcounts@aol.com
(c) 310-344-9747
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Leza Mikhail


From: brianvini [Ieamy@cox.net]


Sent: Monday, June 16, 2008 12:17 PM


To: LezaM@rpv.com


Cc: LHuntcounts@aol.com


Subject: St John Fisher Planned Expansion


I am writing this email in support of the St. John Fisher parish project to build a new church and enlarge the
school facilities on the existing church property at the, corner of Crenshaw and Crest Roads.


The increasing Catholic population on the Palos Verdes Peninsula, plus the attendant increase in the numbers of
young and school age children, has made the construction of a new larger church and expanded school facilities
highly desirable if not imperative. Completion of the proposed plan would enable the existing church to be
converted into a gymnasium/recreational center for the youth of the area. Such facilities are lacking on the hill and
are badly needed.


I hope that the Planning Commission will enthusiastically endorse and approve the issuing of a Conditional Permit
for this project.


Sincerely, Brian Leamy


6/16/2008
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Leza Mikhail


From: Robert B. Cooper [robert.cooper@moltoncooper.com]


Sent: Monday, June 16, 2008 11:14 AM


To: Leza Mikhail


Subject: St John Fisher - Proposed Changes


Ms Mikhail:


I have been solicited by one on my neighbors in the Island View Development - which is directly across from St.
John Fisher Church and School - to provide opposition to the project.


On the contrary, I am fully in support and believe the claims being made by certain individuals are without
foundation.


Yes, the traffic could increase but no doubt there would not be more traffic generated than already exists.
Perhaps the proximity on the corner of where the Church Sanctuary is to be located is an issue but it will provide
a backdrop to the members of the church and will actually enhance what is already there, in my opinion.


Frankly, I do noy see any reason to oppose the project as it is well designed as I have reviewed the plans from
the RPV website.


Robert Cooper
25 San Clemente


6/16/2008
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SAfNT JOHN FISHER PARISH
"CEI.E1W-\TJ"\~ LIFE 10-) THE LICHT or CHRIST"


RECEIVED
JUN 1 32008


PlANNING, BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT


On behalf of Monsignor David Sork, I would like to thank you and the other members of
the Valley Ridge Homeowners Association for taking the time to discuss the St. John
Fisher Parish Building Project with us yesterday. The success of this building project is a
major milestone in our parish history and we are hopeful that our neighbors will find the
project a benefit to the community when it is completed.


We hope that your questions regarding early morning construction noise, construction
parking, site lighting, and current parking vs. proposed parking were answered. Most of
these issues are addressed in our application or are included as mitigation measures. In
addition, we look forward to working with you to address the concerns you have
regarding the proposed church bells and the sound they generate.


We understand your group's concern with the bells and their potential impact on your
neighborhood. At our meeting, as a major concession, Monsignor Sork agreed to use
electronic carillons rather than traditional bronze bells to enable us to adjust the volume
of outgoing sounds. In addition, we would limit the ringing of the carillons to the hours
listed in our conditional use permit application.


The City has no noise ordinance regulating bell sounds, so we have no standards of
acceptable noise levels to measure any noise study if one were done. In spite of this, we
hope to work out a reasonable approach to mitigating your concerns. As Monsignor Sork
related to you, bells are an important part of our Catholic tradition and while it is very
important to us to be well received by our neighbors, we must also minister to the
spiritual needs of our parish community.


We are hopeful that our mutual give and take will result in a satisfactory solution for all
concerneet'


___.~'~ Counts
St. John Fisher Building Committee Chairperson


Cc: Alan Weissman
Msgr. David Sork
Dave Kurt


y"Leza Mikhail, Associate Planner
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June 10,2008
RPV Planning Commission
Ref: CUP 96, St John Fisher Church


Dear Planning Commissioner,


RECEIVED
JUN 1 3 2008


PLANNING. BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT


Please accept this letter in support of the proposed re-development of the St. John
Fisher Church site.


Though we had heard of this project some time ago, it is good to finally see it moving
forward. Our house is right across the street from this site, wh~re we have lived for 28
years. As we tum that comer a couple times a day, it is clear that it is a perfect location
for a church. Further it has been our experience for all these years that this
congregation has been a very good neighbor.


But we were interested in what would be happening there. So last year we actually
went to a planning session, where their architect, Shelly Hyndman presented the
designs and layout for the property. It was very informative. Their detailed
presentation explained how the property could best be re-developed, and the alternative
designs were displayed with models. It was impressive to see such an elaborate process
going on in the parish to arrive at a well-vetted and most suitable design.


This is the best part; the new church on the corner is an impressive structure and an
excellent use of the site. The design of the church building is beautiful and will become
an outstanding addition to that comer.


Those who speak against it, probably have not seen the model and don't understand the
studies and planning that has been going on. The posts, flags, and balloons may cause
some concern, but the high points represent the steeple and the cross on top of that. It is
an outstanding design. I can't see how this blocks any ones view, as our house looks
down into the existing parking lot there isjust no view issue.


Just a note about parking and traffic, which others will certainly bring up. But that's
because they don't understand that this is an existing church and school property. It has
services and other teaching activities happening at different times and days. Like other
schools, car-pooling is a common practice. We know from first hand experience, there
is no legitimate basis for concern. Speculation by some uninformed public does not
over ride the reality of the facts.


Finally, it is important to note that this development has followed the city's required
process and if approved, it will be built in compliance with applicable ordinances,
standards, and building·codes.


We are in favor of the application. Please do the right thing and approve the project.


Thanks for listening,


kUJ,~
Don Wynne
9 MelaLane
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275
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Leza Mikhail


From: Masberger@aol.com


Sent: Monday, June 16, 20082:06 PM


To: LezaM@rpv.com


Subject: St. John Fisher Church


To: Leza Mikhail, Associate Planner
From: Marion A. Scharffenberger
Re: St. John Fisher Proposed Church Plan


Leza:


As a long-time parishoner of the St. John Fisher Parish I would just like to register my approval for the new
proposed building at the church site on Crest Road and Crenshaw Blvd. I hope that they will have little difficulty
receiving their Conditional Use Permit.


Thank you,


Marion A. Scharffenberger


Gas prices getting you down? Search AOL Autos for fuel-efficient used cars.


6/16/2008
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Rick and Lori Daniels


June 18,2008


Dear Leza Mikhail:


3 Amber Sky Drive Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275


We are ardent supporters of the Building Project being proposed by St. John Fisher Parish. We have been
parishioners at St. John Fisher since moving to Rancho Palos Verdes in 1979. We have raised two children, now 19
and 20 years old, first by attending St. John Fisher School and then by participating in Religious Education. It is
truly our home away from home and is such a central part of our lives.


We are an active and vibrant parish which uses the facilities to near capacity for our multitude (approximately 100)
ministries. The charity work, for our community, that is possible due to the dedication and commitment of our
generous and active community can only be expanded for the good of the Palos Verdes community and beyond.


The biggest obstacle of raising our kids in this parish was lack of facilities for our youth. There are just a few places
in our community, various churches and The Annex that provide a wholesome environment for our children. St.
John Fisher will be another vibrant resource to nurture the youth in our community.


The current church building was originally designed to be a recreation center. That is why it is a big, rectangular
box. The proposed church building has been designed with our liturgical needs in mind. Plus the space in the
existing church can finally be utilized for its original purpose, an activity center for both youth and seniors.


The success of the building campaign pledges by existing parishioners indicates to us that fellow parishioners see a
great need for a total rework of our parish campus.


We live in Del Cerro, at the end of Crenshaw Blvd., and agree that there will be no additional impact to traffic or
parking since that impact is based on the number of parishioners is independent from any kind of church building
project.


Hopefully the St. John Fisher building project will additionally benefit the community by addressing the unsightly
power lines (and multitude of cell phone equipment) and bushes that currently occupy the comer of Crenshaw
Blvd. and Crest Road. We also support a bell tower that is consistent with the other churches in Palos Verdes. With
the housing market in decline, a beautiful new, welcoming Parish will enhance our property values.


As neighbors, who must drive past the church to get to most destinations, we observe smooth, considerate traffic
flow with the existing mass schedule and parish activities. This should not change with the construction of a new
church building.


Over the years, Del Cerro, Island View and Valley View all exit the neighborhood past St. John Fisher and through
the intersection of Crest Road and Crenshaw Blvd. Monday - Friday, morning and evenings (and probably less so
on Sunday mornings). The daily commute activity will in no way be impacted by relocating the church building
closer to the corner and adding some other facilities for the school.


Thank you for considering all points of view when reviewing this building project.


Sincerely,


Rick and Lori Daniels
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Leza Mikhail


From: Des Armstrong [desiarmstrong@hotmail.com]


Sent: Wednesday, June 18, 2008 10:50 AM


To: lezam@rpv.com


Subject: SJF New Church


Dear Ms. Mikail, My name is Desmond Armstrong and my wife and 2 children have been loyal residents of Rancho
Palos Verdes since 1970. I wish to express my complete support for the new church at St. John Fisher.


Our Catholic community is 3100 families strong and we will not experience huge growth because of our new
church.


In contrast to Rolling Hills Covenant Church we are not reaching out to the South Bay for our congregation. There
are many other catholic churches in the immediate area so our numbers and therefore parking should not be a
problem. Our only overflow of parking would only be twice a year at Christmas and Easter.


Our new campus will provide a better and safer environment for our school children. They will now have a play
area on grass and basketball hoops and the end of our campus away from Crenshaw. Any noise from children at
play will be minimized for local residents.


This building plan for a new church is one which was put forth and worked on with LA COunty 40 plus years ago.
It is only now that that plan can be brought to reality. I uderstand many residents in the locality of the church at
Crest and Crenshaw bought their homes with the anticipation that property values would rise because of the
proximity of the church.


I believe historically this is true rather than values declining because of the church being there.


This new campus will be a positive for the community as a whole, and a safe gathering place for our children to
pray and play.


I thank you and the Planning Commission for your time and consideration of our new church plan.


Respectfully yours,


Desmond A. Armstrong.


6/18/2008
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THE REWINSKIS
2648 Via Olivera


Palos Verdes Estates, CA 90274


June 18, 2008
Bye-mail


Ms. Leza Mikhail
Associate Planner
City of Rancho Palos Verdes


Re: St. John Fisher Project


Dear Ms. Mikhail,


I write as a parishioner of St. John Fisher and resident of Palos Verdes in
support of the St. John Fisher construction project. Although I realize that the
construction will cause some inconvenience to neighbors (as it will to
parishioners), I believe that once completed, the improvements to the campus will
offer significant benefits to the greater Palos Verdes community and those living
in the adjacent neighborhoods.


Although many of our neighbors may not realize it, the current church was
designed to be a parish hall, not a church. Although built several years ago, the
building was intended to serve as a church only temporarily, until a suitable
church was built on the campus. The original plans for the site reflect that the
church was to be built at the comer of Crest and Crenshaw. Thus, the St. John
Fisher community now is merely implementing its original plan to build its
church. Many residents of Palos Verdes have waited a very long time for this
project and have endured numerous problems and inconvenience caused by the
fact that the building currently used for worship was not designed to be a church.


The new church will be beautiful. In considering this project, please
remind people early and often that this project does not involve the construction of
a private home or a business, but rather a church on church property. Of course,
the new church will be visible, as places of worship have been from the beginning.
Churches are built to be seen. They have crosses and bell towers. They have high
ceilings. Nevertheless, mindful of our neighbors, the architect designed the new
church with features that will soften its impact. For example, the bell tower and
cross are off to the side, as opposed to directly on the comer of Crest and
Crenshaw. The building will generally be rounded with a curving roof-line, as
opposed to a fortress-like structure. It will have elongated arched windows that
project an airy feel. It will be sUITounded by trees and landscaping that further
soften the building's impact.


The new church and other improvements to the campus should not create
any problems in tenns of traffic or noise. With respect to traffic, I defer to the
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Letter to Ms. Leza Mikhail
June 18, 2008


page 2


fonnal study prepared at the City's request. It concluded that the improvements
will not have any impact on traffic. This makes sense. The church serves a parish
within defined geographic boundaries. Unless whole neighborhoods decide to
convert, one would not expect the improvements to create more traffic.


Once the new church is built, neighbors should experience less noise. For
example, the existing church does not have an interior gathering space through
which one may enter the worship space - one of the problems with using a
building not designed to be a church. As a result, people gather outside the
building (near Crenshaw) and the building has exterior loudspeakers so that people
intending to enter the church know whether services have already commenced.
Noise caused by this situation should be greatly reduced once the new church is
built. The new church will have an interior entrance space. Also, the entrance to
the new church will face the interior of the campus - that is, away from the
adjacent neighborhoods. Thus, people will not congregate along the Crenshaw
bOWldary before and after services. Because people will gather and enter the new
church from the interior of the campus, those living in the adjacent neighborhoods,
particularly across Crenshaw, should experience less noise.


I know that some neighbors have expressedconcems about noise from the
bells in the bell tower. This is a legitimate concern that should be worked out by
placing reasonable limits on the volume, duration and use of the bells.


The improvements to the site will significantly improve the aesthetics of
the campus. For example, the existing stone wall with the large letters "St. John
Fisher Church" at the comer of Crest and Crenshaw will be removed. The chain
link fence running along Crenshaw will be removed. The brambles and
overgrown ivy on the Crenshaw side and part of the Crest side of the property will
be replaced with landscaping - flowers, bushes, grass and trees. The unattractive
building on Crest near the corner of Crenshaw (which is currently being used as a
rectory) will be removed. From the perspective of those looking at the campus
from the corner of Crest and Crenshaw, the site itself will be vastly improved.


A parking lot currently sits on the Crest/Crenshaw comer of the campus
(behind the stone wall and chain-link fence). Of course, cars using that portion of
the parking lot make noise and release exhaust fumes, particularly on weekends.
On weekdays, that portion of the lot is used instead as a play area for
schoolchildren, who naturally generate a volume of noise as well. Because of the
placement of the new church, parking and the play area for schoolchildren will be
moved to the interior of the campus - that is, away from those living across
Crenshaw and Crest. These changes should also reduce noise, as well as exhaust
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fumes, to those living in the adjacent neighborhoods. This is another benefit that
the improvements will bring to our neighbors.


Thank. you for encouraging all those interested in this process to talk
through the issues. The St. John Fisher corrununity has waited for a long time to
build a church. The campus will be vastly improved, adding value and enjoyment
to the greater Palos Verdes community and the adjacent neighborhoods.
Therefore, I support the project.


Very trolYyours,
. "j ~


~..... 4:---.l~.
J.oIL. Rewmskl
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Leza Mikhail


From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:


Bo Bowlus [engineb01@verizon.net]
Tuesday, June 17, 2008 10:44 PM
LezaM@rpv.com; Bo Bowlus
St. John Fisher


Leza Mikhail
Associate Planner
Planning Department
Rancho Palos Verdes City Hall
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275


Dear Ms. Mikhail,


I am writing to let you know I am a great supporter of the new St. John Fisher Church building. I have been a
resident of the peninsula since
1969 and have known that the original plans called for a church on the comer. You may know that the present
church was intended to be used by the youth of the parish. It has taken 47 year to get to the point of making this
possible. The building of a new church will allow the youth to have a safe and supervised place to meet. The
facility will be used by the young of the church and their friends.


I realize that you will get the standard objections of traffic, noise, crime and property values. These are not
legitimate reasons to object to a project that will serve the existing members and will enhance the community.
The parish has been at this location for more than forty-five years and to my knowledge the church has had no
problems with any of these issues. Since the membership will remain the same, the use remains the same except
for youth using the present church.You will probably get a objection that it is too big, too high and too massive,
yet we are building houses that are too big, too high and too massive.


I hope that you look at this favorably with as few conditions as possible. I believe the building fits on the site
and is a beautifully designed structure and it would be a shame ifmajor changes are imposed


Sincerely,


Monier Bowlus
28427 Quailhill Dr.
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275
310-541-2767
>
>
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Leza Mikhail


From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:


Bo Bowlus [engineb01@verizon.net]
Tuesday, June 17, 2008 10:44 PM
LezaM@rpv.com; Bo Bowlus
St. John Fisher


Leza Mikhail
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Rancho Palos Verdes City Hall
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
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problems with any of these issues. Since the membership will remain the same, the use remains the same except
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Leza Mikhail


From:
Sent:
To:
SUbject:


Joel Rojas Uoelr@rpv.com]
Wednesday, June 18, 2008 12:48 AM
'Leza Mikhail'
FW: St. John Fisher Church


-----Original Message-----
From: Bo Bowlus [mailto:enginebo1@verizon.net]
Sent: Tuesday, June 17,2008 10:34 PM
To: pc@rpv.com
Subject: St. John Fisher Church


> Mr. Stephen Prestam
> Rancho Palos Verdes Planning Commission
>
> Dear Mr. Prestam
>
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> John Fisher Church building. I have been a resident of the peninsula
> since 1969 and have known that the original plans called for a church
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> massive.
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> I hope that you look at this favorably with as few conditions as
> possible. I believe the building fits on the site and is a
> beautifully designed structure and it would be a shame if major
> changes are imposed
>
> Sincerely"
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> Monier Bowlus
> 28427 Quailhill Dr.
> Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275
> 310-541-2767
>
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Leza Mikhail


From: Brian Wynne [brianjwynne@yahoo.com]


Sent: Wednesday, June 18, 20081:28 PM


To: LezaM@rpv.com


Subject: St. John Fisher is a good project


Hello,


I am writing in support of the St. John Fisher project. I am not a parishoner there, but I am familiar with
the site. I appreciate the preservation of views by retaining open space at the comer, and have seen that
the parish and school has long done a good job of carpooling. This seems to be an increasing trend in
general.


I encourage you to approve this project.


Thank you,


Brian Wynne


6/18/2008
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Leza Mikhail


From: pvbryans@sbcglobal.net


Sent: Wednesday, June 18, 20082:15 PM


To: LezaM@rpv.com


Cc: 'Lisa Counts'; shelly@hindman-hindman.com


Subject: Saint John Fisher Project


Leza Mikhail, Associate Planner


City of Rancho Palos Verdes


Rancho Palos Verdes City Hall


30940 Hawthorne Blvd.


Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca. 90275


Dear Ms. Mikhail,


I am a 25-year resident of Palos Verdes and an active member of Saint John Fisher Parish. I am writing
you to express my support for the SJF project currently pending approval.


The building we are currently using for a Church was never intended to be the permanent sanctuary,
but was designed as an assembly hall. The intent was to build this building first, because it was less
expensive, and then build a fully functioning church on the corner of Crest Road and Crenshaw
Boulevard when the parish had sufficient funds. The existing building would then be used as multi
purpose building. Because the current facility was not designed as a church, it lacks many features
required in a fully effective facility. The new facility has been designed to comply with the Current
requirements ofthe Roman Catholic Church and will include a proper sacristy, vestibule, Stations of the
Cross, Blessed Sacrament Chapel, and adequate restroom facilities.


One of the major concerns of our parishioners is providing activities that will keep our youth involved.
With the conversion of our existing Church back into it originally intended use we will have a space to
provide a viable youth program.


Sincerely,


2324 Carriage Drive


Rolling Hills Estates, Ca 90274


310-548-0580


6/18/2008
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From: pvbryans@sbcglobal.net


Sent: Wednesday, June 18, 20082:15 PM


To: LezaM@rpv.com
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Subject: Saint John Fisher Project


Leza Mikhait Associate Planner


City of Rancho Palos Verdes


Rancho Palos Verdes City Hall


30940 Hawthorne Blvd.


Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca. 90275
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Boulevard when the parish had sufficient funds. The existing building would then be used as multi
purpose building. Because the current facility was not designed as a church, it lacks many features
required in a fully effective facility. The new facility has been designed to comply with the Current
requirements of the Roman Catholic Church and will include a proper sacristy, vestibule, Stations of the
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Rolling Hills Estates, Ca 90274
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Leza Mikhail


From: HAW QUAN [pvquan@verizon.net]


Sent: Wednesday, June 18, 20082:22 PM


To: LezaM@rpv.com


Subject: Support for St John Fisher Expansion


We would like to voice our support for the new 8t John Fisher Church building. It is needed and would
enhance life in RPV. We urge you to approve the project after the hearing on 6/24/08. We have resided
in RPV before its incorporation.


Norman and Helen Quan


6/18/2008
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Leza Mikhail


From: HarWr9@aol.com


Sent: Wednesday, June 18, 2008 3:24 PM


To: LezaM@rpv.com


Subject: St. John Fisher Parish Development Plan


Dear Ms. Leza Mikhail, Associate Planner


I wish to extend my enthusiastic support for the St. John Fisher Parish Development Plan. I am a
resident and homeowner of Rancho Palos Verdes for nine years now, after retiring completely from my native
city of San Francisco. I do indeed like this town very much, and I believe that this building plan will be a great
asset to this community. The need is great for space for the youth of our community. Volunteer ministry space
is indeed needed. Being this is the only
Catholic church in Palos Verdes, I need to go to St. Lawrence Martyr Catholic Church in
Redondo Beach whenever I wish to get an early start on a trip on Sunday morning as they
have a 7 AM Mass. The first Mass at St. John Fisher is at 7:30 AM.


St. John Fisher parish has excellent community relationships. For example the A.A.,
scouts, senior citizens are a few not counting all the out-reach programs that are so important and needed.


The design process working with parish community was from the inside out.This church
will service our community, not a mega church for the entire South Bay.


I wish to thank our pastor Msgr. David Sork for having the foresight of the needs of the community and
expect that you will also with your approval.


Sincerely,


Harry Wrin


Gas prices getting you down? Search AOL Autos for fuel-efficient used cars.


6/18/2008
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Leza Mikhail


From: Abele, George [GeorgeAbele@paulhastings.com]


Sent: Wednesday, June 18, 2008 3:26 PM


To: LezaM@rpv.com


Cc: abele. home@verizon.net


SUbject: St. John Fisher Church -- Conditional Use Permit #96


Dear Ms. Mikhail:


I am writing to express my strong support of the St. John Fisher project. I live on Academy Hill (near Chadwick
School), and my children attend St. John Fisher School. In addition to meeting the needs of the Church's
parishioners, the building project also will enhance St. John Fisher's role in the community by providing a safer
environment for its school children and by providing a safe environment for children to socialize outside of school.


Currently, St. John Fisher school children have recess and Physical Education class on a parking lot. The
redesign of the campus sought under the Conditional Use Permit provides not only for a grassy area on which
children can play, but also for dedicated basketball courts that will not double as a parking lot. Separating the
children's play area from the parking area, and providing a grass area for recreation, will greatly enhance the
safety of the children attending the school and help to prevent injuries and accidents. The building project also
provides for a Youth Activity Center, which will include a gymnasium. This Center will provide a place
for elementary school children and high school children alike to socialize in a safe environment.


The concerns that have been raised are overstated or inaccurate. The new Church is not an imposing structure.
Its unique design will result in only a portion of it being visible from the street. What will be seen is much
like other houses of worship in the City, and is likely to be viewed by most as an attractive architectural addition.
It will not detract from natural views enjoyed by the surrounding community. The height of the bell tower serves a
purpose for the parish, and, given the design and surrounding landscaping, it will not be an imposing structure.
For many it will evoke memories of small-town life centered around houses of worship. The bells in the tower will
not ring "constantly" as has been stated in opposition to the project. Rather, they will ring about 3 or 4 times a
day, for only 60 seconds at a time. The addition of the new Church and the accompanying redesign of the
surrounding area is not expected to increase the number of activities or people using the facilities. Thus, there
will be no traffic, parking, or noise issues of note. Finally, there is no basis for assuming that property values in
the nearby neighborhoods will be adversely affected.


St. John Fisher is, and will continue to be, a good neighbor to the surrounding communities. This project adds to,
rather than diminishes, St. John Fisher's role and contribution to the community. I greatly appreciate the time and
energy that you and the City are devoting to your review of the project.


Sincerely,


George W. Abele
26617 Academy Drive
Palos Verdes Peninsula, CA 90274


*********************************************************
IRS Circular 230 Disclosure: As required by U.S.
Treasury Regulations governing tax practice, you are
hereby advised that any written tax advice contained
herein was not written or intended to be used (and cannot
be used) by any taxpayer for the purpose of avoiding
penalties that may be imposed under the U.S. Internal
Revenue Code.


6/18/2008


Page 10f2


( .


Leza Mikhail
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*********************************************************


This message is sent by a law firm and may contain
information that is privileged or confidential. If you
received this transmission in error, please notify the
sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any
attachments.


For additional information, please visit our website at
www.paulhastings.com.
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June 17, 2008


To:


FROM:


RE:


Planning Commission
City of Rancho Palos Verdes
c/o Leza Mikhail


Dennis Branconier
5354 Whitefox Dr., RPV
378-3441


My support for the St. John Fisher building proposal


I would like to express my full support of the building project proposed for St. John Fisher
parish.


Generally, there is no greater source of stability for a local population than a church. Churches
strengthen identity within a community and promote service among neighbors. This is why
church buildings are and should be prominently visible. We take this for granted in an upscale
area such as PV. But in the roughest inner-city neighborhoods, with graffiti and trash, churches
are often the only buildings spared of physical disrespect. It is important for everyone, whether
or not they personally practice religion, that churches be prominent in every community.


Specifically:


• One of the reasons for the building project, besides finally completing the site plan that
was approved over 40 years ago, is to provide a safe and healthy social and recreational
environment for the youth of the parish. This further reinforces the element of stability
for the community.


• The architecture and landscaping that will be visible from the surrounding area will not
block views and will further enhance the beauty ofthe area.


• Traffic and noise from the use of the church property should not be different than it is
now. If the corner stairway prompts people to park on Crest or Crenshaw, they are both
wide streets with no residences and thus should not cause undue concern to the
neighbors.


• Though I have no way of proving this beyond my own observations, I believe St. John
Fisher parish has been a good neighbor and will continue to be so.


I hope you are able to approve the project with a minimum of conditions. Any time and money
required to address conditions will take resources away from the important needs that the
parish fulfills on its limited budget. Thank you for your efforts on behalf of our city.
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June 18, 2008


THE C TYOF


ROLLIN~ HI LS ESTATES
4045 PALOS VERDES DRIjvE NORTH ROLLING HILLS ESTATES, CA 90274


TELEPHONE 310.377. 577 FAX 310.377.4468
+ww.d.RoHing- ills-Estates.ca.us


VIA ACSIMILE AND MAIL


Mr. Joel Rojas. AIQP
City of Rancho Pal¢>s Verdes
Planning, Building ~nd Code Enforcement Department
30940 Hawthorne Bouievard
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275


, i


Re: Proposed Mlt~gated Negative Declaration for Condition~1 Use Per it #96 - Revision "0",
Grading Permit, Minor Exception Permit and Sign Prog~am for the St. John Fisher Master
~~ , I


I
Dear· Mr. Rojas, !


, !


Staff appreciates I.he opportunity to 'provide comment on ~Ithe propo ed Mitigated Negative
Declaration (MND) for the modification and expansion 0 St. John Fisher church. After
reviewing the as~ociated Environmental Checklist and raffic St dy prepared by KOA
Corporation dated Oecember 21, 2007, we offer the following Icommen,s


!


Traffic StUdy: I
, I


1. The traffic stud~ only includes cumulative projects from the City of Riling Hills Estates (Table
6). The st~dy S~OUld inclu~e all cumulative projects wi,thin. the City of Rancho Palos Verdes in
the analySIS. several of which are closer than the RHE proJects. I


2. The traffic stud~ must. calculate the level-<>f-service for roa~wayseg ents based on the peak
hour or peak ~5-minute period, not daily volumes in accordance with standard industry
practices. Trip :generation is not spread over the entire day and str et capacity is based on
peak hour.


3. The traffic stud¥ fails to identify what capacity values w~re used f r the roadway'segment
level-of-service ~nalysis, particularly per-lane capacity. Further, the s dy does not show how
the roadway s~ment level-of-service was calculated. Ti'lis informa ion must be included in
the text and ap~endiX. ': I


4. The traffic stu~y should analyze the potential traffic impacts at construction vehicles,
particularly the igrading operation for 30,688 yards of cut and fill.*RestriCliOnS should be
placed on oper~ting times, frequ~ncYI and queuing on the str~et. In a ~ition.' any construction
management pl!::ln should be reviewed and approved by the City of Rilling HIlls Estates.
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VIA ACSIMILE AND MAIL


Mr. Joel Rojas. AIQP
City of Rancho Pal¢>s Verdes
Planning, Building ~nd Code Enforcement Department
30940 Hawthorne Bouievard
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275


, i


Re: Proposed Mlt~gated Negative Declaration for Condition~1 Use Per it #96 - Revision "0",
Grading Permit, Minor Exception Permit and Sign Prog~am for the St. John Fisher Master
~~ , I


I
Dear· Mr. Rojas, !


, !


Staff appreciates I.he opportunity to 'provide comment on ~Ithe propo ed Mitigated Negative
Declaration (MND) for the modification and expansion 0 St. John Fisher church. After
reviewing the as~ociated Environmental Checklist and raffic St dy prepared by KOA
Corporation dated Oecember 21, 2007, we offer the following Icommen,s
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Again, we appreci:ate the opportunity to provide comment iand hope that our comments be
addressed prior to project approval. Should you have ~my questi ns or need additional
information, pleas~ do not hesitate to contact either myself or Niki Cutl r, Ale?, Senior Planner
at (310) 377-1577,9xt. 115, or by email atnikicci-rollin-hill.s-estates.a.us.


Sincerely,


/$/dk.-
DavidWahba
Planning Director


CC: RHE Mayor and City Council
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Leza Mikhail


From: Alvin Edgerton [alnkathye@msn.com]


Sent: Tuesday, June 17, 20084:25 PM


To: Leza Mikhail - RPV Planner; Joel Rojas


Subject: St. John Fisher's Proposed Project


We are residents of the Del Cerro development (120 residential lots) and our only ingress/egress is via the
intersection of Crest Rd. & Crenshaw Blvd. We have the following concerns over this project:


• Construction traffic and parking


We request that no construction parking, queuing, storage or staging be allowed on public
streets. We also request that all construction traffic be routed via Crest Rd. and not via the
Crenshaw Blvd. entrance to the church property. The speed limit on this portion of Crenshaw was
recently increased to 40 mph (and is often ignored), making routing of slow-moving construction
equipment unsafe, particularly when foggy.


Secondly, the traffic/parking analysis makes no mention of where church service parking
will be for services during the construction period. The church now has 5 masses & their lots are
full for several of these with the existing parking. Will they be displaced onto our streets? Is it
possible to ask the church to bus congregants in from off-site gathering areas?


• Post-Construction Parking


The proposed sanctuary size is significantly larger than the existing one and the proposed
on-site parking is reduced modestly. The church currently holds 5 masses because neither
the church nor the parking lot can accommodate the volume. We have been told by church
members that the church's leadership wants to reduce the number of masses to 2 per weekend
because of a shortage of priests, putting further strain on the limited parking spaces. Also, the
EIR parking analysis only dealt with mass attendees, not staff or bible class attendees or
participants in other activities that run in parallel with masses and also require parking. We don't
think it's good policy or safe to allow on-street parking for streets with 40 mph speed limits. The
project needs to significantly increase on-site parking.


• Bell Tower


We understand that several communication companies have expressed interest in the use of
the proposed bell tower for antennas; yet no mention is made of this in the plan.


• Bell Ringing


The proposed frequency of bell ringing seems to be excessive for a residential neighborhood
and should be substantially reduced. They would also be distracting to the nearby public school.


• Neighborhood Compatibility


The surrounding neighborhood is semi-rural residential with mostly ranch or Mediterranean
motifs. The ultra-modern proposed design is out of character with surroundings and is more
fitting in downtown LA or Las Vegas, not RPV. The structure's mass is much too close to the
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intersection and is significantly over-sized relative to surrounding buildings. The height of the
sanctuary pad above the street accentuates its prominence in the neighborhood. Re-positioning it
in the center of the church property would vastly diminish this issue.


Thank you for your consideration of our concerns.


Kathy & AI Edgerton
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Leza Mikhail


From: chhlawrb3@aol.com


Sent: Wednesday, June 18, 200810:34 AM


To: lezam@rpv.com


Subject: Construction at St. John Fisher Church


CHARLES H. HACK
5417 VALLEY VIEW ROAD


RANCHO PALOS VERDES, CALIFORNIA 90275
310-541-6381


June 13, 2008


VIA TELECOPIER
-310-544-5293-
AND email lezam@rpv.com


LEZA MICHAIL
Director of Planning and Zoning
CITY OF RANCHO PALOS VERDES
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90274


RE: Construction at St. John Fisher Church


DEAR MS. MICHAIL:


My family and our neighbors live near the intersection of Crest
Road and Crenshaw Boulevard. Neither my neighbors nor my family
received public notices of the proposed construction at St. John
Fisher Church. Our residence on Valley View Road is well within 500
feet of the proposed construction site, and in light of the non
compliance with the public notice requirement and the negative impact
the construction period and resultant structure will have on our use
and enjoyment of our residence, we respectfully request that all
plans and construction be terminated immediately.


My neighbors and I are concerned that the proposed construction
will result in such a large and massive building of 4 to 6 stories
and that its location will be overbearing and unsightly. The
structure will be visible from inside and outside of our residence
and from the front and back yards: A certain invasion of privacy.


We are already asked to tolerate an unacceptable noise level
from the service schedules of the church and its school activities.
We can already hear the early morning services and activities held
throughout the day. The proposed construction will result in a stark
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increase in noise, as we understand that there is a plan for a bell
tower that would have a bell ringing on the hour from 8:00 am until
6:00 pm. This incessant noise is intolerable in a residential
neighborhood.


There is already a traffic problem with the activities at the
church and school. There are lines of cars entering and leaving
services and school, often causing u-turns at intersections and
driveways. Often the parking lot is inadequate and parking spills
out onto Crenshaw Boulevard and Crest Road. The proposed
construction will greatly exacer~ate already unbearable traffic
conditions.


The negative impact that the church's proposed construction will
have on privacy, noise pollution and traffic concerns will clearly
carryover and cause a decline in the value of our real property
interests.


Allowing the church to carry out its proposed construction is
violative of the basic principles of blending into the surrounding
neighborhood and breaks the spirit of good neighbors living
harmoniously together. We live in a residential area, not an inner
city/commercially zoned area. All that comes together to make our
city and our neighborhood so attractive will suffer if the
construction is allowed.


We ask that our opposition be noted and that public notice
requirements, zoning regulations and common sense are followed.


Very truly yours,


FOR THE HACK FAMILY


Get the Moviefone Toolbar. Showtimes, theaters, movie news, & more!
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DONALD SCHWARTZ


RECEIVED
JUN 18 2008


June 11, 2008


Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275-5391


'''ANNING, BUILDING AND
CODe ENFORCEMENT


RE: Conditional Use Permit#96
Revision ''0'' Grading Permit, Minor Exception Permit and Sign Program for the St.


John Fisher Master Plan


Dear Sir:
Your letter of May 31, 2008 indicates that a bell will be rung from a newly built church
Steeple that will be 72 feet high. The bell will be rung "intermittently between the hours of
8:00 AM Monday through Saturday and 8:50 AM and 6:00 pm Sunday".
On the second page of the letter it is indicated that your office "has determined that this
project will not have a significant effect on the environment".


We find nowhere in the letter documentation as to level of sound from the bells, how far the
sound will carry etc. The term "intermittently" is remarkable as to the non-specificity as to
how often the bell may be rung and for how long.


A study must be performed with a bell hung at the proposed level. The bell should be the
expected number of decibels as will be used. If such a study is performed, and the noise
level is found to be acceptable, then it can be stated that there is no significant effect. Until
then it is speculation and supposition that such a noise will be acceptable, and we oppose
such a bell.


Yours truly,


38 SANTA BARBARA DRIVE
RANCHO PALOS VERDES, CA • 90275


PHONE: 310/544-1138· FAX: 310/544-1188
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JUN 18 2008


RECEIVED
DWIGHT J. YODER


24 SANTA CATALINA DRIVE PLANNING. BUILDING AND
RANCHO PALOS VERDES, CALIFORNIA 90275-6603CODE ENFORCEMENT


310-541-8529


June 18, 2008


Mr. Joel Rojas
Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
City of Rancho Palos Verdes .
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275


Re: Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration Permit, St. John Fisher Church


Dear Mr. Rojas:


I am a resident of the Island View neighborhood of Rancho Palos Verdes. In
this letter, I am submitting my comments and concerns regarding the permit
noted above. I did not receive the notice directly as I am apparently not within
500 feet of the subject property. I will have a comment on the distribution of
the notice later in this letter.


As a general comment, I support St. John Fisher Church in its efforts to meet
the needs of its community. The church is a neighbor, and an asset to the
community. I believe the goals of the church could be better accomplished by
certain changes in the proposed construction plan.


First, I believe it is inappropriate to permit the construction of an 88 foot bell
tower/ steeple in close proximity to the edge of the applicanes property, and the
intersection of Crest Road and Crenshaw Boulevard. The applicant has stated
that the bells will ring "intermittently" throughout the day. Presuming that the
sound of the bells will radiate evenly in all directions, the city could map circles
showing the areas expected to hear such bell ringing. Regardless of the size of
such circles, placement of the bell tower/steeple in the comer of the St. John
Fisher Church property results in approximately three fourths of any such
"circle of sound" falling outside the church property. As a result, the operation
of the bells is not, first and foremost, for the benefit of the church. The bells
will be heard primarily by adjacent residents. I am confident a number of such
residents will favor you with their views on this matter. I am unable to
understand the reasons compelling a church to place a bell tower/steeple on
the edge of a large piece of property it controls, and impose the sound of its
bells on a community that, to the best of my knowledge, didn't request the
benefit of such bells.
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Joel Rojas
June 18, 2008
Page 2


Second, I drive through the intersection of Crest Road and Crenshaw
Boulevard almost every day. Such intersection is a 4 way stop. (And, no, I
would not support putting a traffic system signal at such intersection.) I can
tell you from years of observation that a large segment of the drivers who arrive
at this intersection find the concept of waiting their turn, or even knowing if
and when it is their turn at a four way stop, is a significant intellectual
challenge. Adding an 88 foot bell tower/steeple for motorists to gawk at will
provide a distraction that cannot possibly add to traffic safety.


Third, St. John Fisher Church and related church activities cover an enormous
amount of land, in comparison to residences in Rancho Palos Verdes. I believe
it would be much more appropriate if the applicant placed bell tower/steeple in
a more central location on its property. In such case, the "circle of sound"
would fall, first and foremost, on church property. The sound would be heard,
first and foremost, by those who most desire this benefit.


Fourth, I believe a central location for the bell tower/steeple is a more
architecturally compatible placement of such a structure. I am not an
architect or designer. But, in my experience, the bell towers I am aware of are
placed in the central part of their campuses. As a test of this concept, I would
suggest a "disaster test". If, as a result of some· disaster, the bell tower/steeple
were to fall over intact, would it land entirely on church property? If so, the
applicant would have much more defensible position relative to placement of
such bell tower/steeple.


Fifth, I think the city of Rancho Palos Verdes needs to exercise extreme care in
the permitting of an 88 foot structure. To the best of my knowledge, a
structure of this height is unprecedented in the history of the city. The sky
tower at Marineland is long gone. The communication tower behind the
synagogue of Crestridge Road, and the radar domes (the "golf ball") on Crest
Road also predate the formation of the city. This bell tower/steeple will meet
this same "405" test the communication tower and the golf ball now meet. It
will be visible from the 405 freeway.


In addition, if the applicant is permitted to build a bell tower/steeple with a
height greater than its setback from the property line, other churches may
request to do the same. Personally, I would encourage this religious arms race
if this bell tower/steeple is approved. Why shouldn't the three house of
worship on Crestridge Road also be permitted to build 88 foot high steeples if
they so choose?
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Sixth, I believe the city has failed its citizens by sending notification of the
pending construction of an 88 foot tall bell tower/steeple to a small group. As I
understand it, this notice was sent only to those within 500 feet of the
structure. To the best of my knowledge, residents are not permitted to build
new residences higher than 16 feet. Before such construction, a framework of
the structure must be erected and all parties within 500 feet must be notified.
Thus, there is a requirement for a 50'0 foot notification circle for a 16 foot
structure. By that standard, it hardly seems unreasonable to expect that the
pending construction of an 88 foot structure would warrant the notification of
all parties within 2,750 feet. In failing to meet this broader standard for
notification, I fear the city has created some significant ill will in the
community as residents whose eyes tell them they are impacted by this
construction received no message from anyone explaining what on earth it is.


As a result, if there is a second round of notifications and hearings, I
recommend the city require that notices be distributed to a much broader area
surrounding this project.


Thank you for any consideration you may give to my comments.


~\~~
Dwight J. Yoder '
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pending construction of an 88 foot tall bell tower/steeple to a small group. As I
understand it, this notice was sent only to those within 500 feet of the
structure. To the best of my knowledge, residents are not permitted to build
new residences higher than 16 feet. Before such construction, a framework of
the structure must be erected and all parties within 500 feet must be notified.
Thus, there is a requirement for a 50'0 foot notification circle for a 16 foot
structure. By that standard, it hardly seems unreasonable to expect that the
pending construction of an 88 foot structure would warrant the notification of
all parties within 2,750 feet. In failing to meet this broader standard for
notification, I fear the city has created some significant ill will in the
community as residents whose eyes tell them they are impacted by this
construction received no message from anyone explaining what on earth it is.


As a result, if there is a second round of notifications and hearings, I
recommend the city require that notices be distributed to a much broader area
surrounding this project.


Thank you for any consideration you may give to my comments.


~\~~
Dwight J. Yoder "
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Leza Mikhail


From: Yola Gerst [bkrisy1 @yahoo.com]


Sent: Wednesday, June 18, 20082:46 PM


To: lezam@rpv.com


Subject: Stjohn Fisher construction


Leza Mikhail
Planning Department
Rancho Palos Verdes,


Dear Ms. Mikhail,


My letter is in regard to the proposed construction at St.John Fisher church at the comer of Crest Road
and Crenshaw Blvd., in Rancho Palos Verdes.


My family of 4 adults reside at 28829 Crestridge Road, just below St.John Fisher church, so what ever
they do, does impact our family.


We are against the ringing of bells at anytime of the day as it is disruptive and annoying, and the
excessive height of the bell tower.


Our daughter has fibromyalgia with all ofit's side effects...migraine headaches being one.
Ringing of church bells will only acerbate the situation, screwy sleep patterns another.


Also, the children at Ridgecrest would be affected by the ringing, hard to study when bells are ringing or
talk over the sound.
If the request is granted, how long do you think it will be before all the other churches request to ring
bells?


The new sanctuary with the bell tower and cross to reach 88', is excessive.
We are not in medieval times, that we are looking for sanctuary and need a sign to guide us. Unless they
are plmming on someone staying in the bell tower all the time as a lookout for the enemy. "One ifby
land and two ifby sea".


Driving across Crest Road, that I do quite frequently has a pleasant serene view. We do not care to look
at a massive tower and cross, it becomes an eye sore.. It isn't as if the church were in the middle ofa lot
of tall buildings and hard to find. It's out in the open, no other buildings are in it's line of sight to block
it making it hard to find.


Our other concern is the dump trucks and supply trucks traveling up and down Crenshaw Blvd.
Crenshaw Blvd., between Crest and Crestridge Road has a bad blind curve going North. Can the trucks
going down Crenshaw Blvd. stop in time for the light at Crestridge?
The intersection has always been an accident waiting to happen. We suggest that a flag man be
stationed on Crenshaw Blvd., going north, during working hours to flag down the trucks in time for the
red light.


Sincerely,
Yola Gerst


6/18/2008
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Irwin Gerst
Sharon Chipman
Richard Chipman
28829 Crestridge Road
Rancho Palos Verdes,
CA 90275
310-377-3894
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CITYOFRPV
Director ofPlanning, Building and Code Enforcement
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90274
Attn: Director ofPlanning and Zoning and Ms. Leza Michail


Dear Director ofPlanning and Ms Leza Michail.


RECEIVED
JUN 17 2008


PLANNING, BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT


We live on San Clemente Drive in the Island View neighborhood which is in close
proximity to S1. John Fischer Church.
It has come to our attention that the Church is planning to build a large structure which
also includes a tall steeple structure with bells that will ring as undesignated times.
The problems with this are several.
1. There is already a current traffic problem. The driveway to the Church, on Crenshaw
Blvd., is a traffic issue. The pitch of the steep driveway causes cars to not stop on the
driveway ,but to roll out onto Crenshaw Blvd., causing a hazardous situation. Often,
especially during Church hours and school drop off and pick up, there are dangerous
traffic issues. There are numberous traffic accidents at the comer of Crest Blvd. and
Crenshaw Blvd. caused by the increased traffic going and coming to the Church location.
We feel the proposed building will only cause this condition to worsen.


2. NOISE
There is already a noise issue with the current Church. The addition ofmore building and
especially a bell tower is an invasion our privacy. Bells ringing during the day is not
appropriate for a residential community. IF the Church was located in a commercial
area... perhaps the case would be otherwise. WE DO NOT WANT TO HEAR BELLS
ALL DAY LONG!


3. THE PROPOSED BUILDING OF MASSIVE SIZE WITH A HUGE STEEPLE ETC,
IS NOT IN KEEPING WITH THE SURROUNDING AREA.


WE HOPE THE CITY OF RPV WILL CONSIDER THE NEIGHBORS OF THE
CHURCH AND KEEP ANY NEW CONSTRUCTION TO SUCH THAT IS
CONDUSIVE TO PROMOTING HARMONY TO THE NEIGHBORHOOD
CONSIDERING... NOISE, BUILDING SIZE, STEEPLE SIZE AND RELIGIOUS
ORNAMENTATION.


Sincerely,
Suzanne and Larry Sobel
23 San Clemente Drive
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275


/()«


CITYOFRPV
Director ofPlanning, Building and Code Enforcement
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90274
Attn: Director ofPlanning and Zoning and Ms. Leza Michail


Dear Director ofPlanning and Ms Leza Michail.


RECEIVED
JUN 17 2008


PLANNING, BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT


We live on San Clemente Drive in the Island View neighborhood which is in close
proximity to 81. John Fischer Church.
It has come to our attention that the Church is planning to build a large structure which
also includes a tall steeple structure with bells that will ring as undesignated times.
The problems with this are several.
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Blvd., is a traffic issue. The pitch of the steep driveway causes cars to not stop on the
driveway ,but to roll out onto Crenshaw Blvd., causing a hazardous situation. Often,
especially during Church hours and school drop off and pick up, there are dangerous
traffic issues. There are numberous traffic accidents at the comer of Crest Blvd. and
Crenshaw Blvd. caused by the increased traffic going and coming to the Church location.
We feel the proposed building will only cause this condition to worsen.


2. NOISE
There is already a noise issue with the current Church. The addition ofmore building and
especially a bell tower is an invasion our privacy. Bells ringing during the day is not
appropriate for a residential community. IF the Church was located in a commercial
area... perhaps the case would be otherwise. WE DO NOT WANT TO HEAR BELLS
ALL DAY LONG!


3. THE PROPOSED BUILDING OF MASSIVE SIZE WITH A HUGE STEEPLE ETC,
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Sincerely,
Suzanne and Larry Sobel
23 San Clemente Drive
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275


/~c/


256-A







<", \


FROM :Philip L johnSon FAX NO. :310-544-9843 Jun. 17 2008 12:59PM P2


June 17,2008


'. Philip L Johnson
5$40 Valley View Road


Rancho Palos Verdes, Califo,."ia 90275
'Tel: (310) 544-9803
Fax: (310) 544-9843


,TRANSMITTED VIA FACSIMILE ONLY


Director, Planning, Building arid Code Enforcement
City ofRancho Palos Verdes '
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275


Attn.: Director ofPlanning and' Zoning


Re: 81. John Fisher M~ter Plan~ Remodel and Expansion


Dear Sir:


We have resided in the City ofRancho Palos Verdes since June 1986, exactly
twenty-two years. All ofthat time, we have occupied the same home on Valley View
Road, which is the street immediately south of S1. John Fisher Catholic Church.


In approximately 1994, as We recall, St. John Fisher applied to erect a bell tower
equipped with bells that would ring intermittently throughout the day. Through the
efforts ofour homeowners. association (Rancho Crest Homeowners Assn.) and other
adjoining associations, St. John Fisher became convinced their plan was not a good idea
and aban40ned the project.


Now, once again, we face ex:actly the same problem.. St. John Fisher wants to
erect a bell tower: that will, witholit a doubt, infringe on the privacy ofits neighbors and
invade the privacy ofthe surio~ding homeowners by subjecting them to unwanted noise
at any and all hours. It is our understanding that absolutely no studies have been
conducted·of the decibel levels expected to be generated by the bell tower. Such a study
should be a requirement ofthis project. It is also our understanding that 81. John Fisher
has responded to questions concerning where the noise will be greatest or where the noise
will be pointed with oniy vague answers. When a project ofthis magnitude is being
plalUled, the concerns ofsurrounding neighbors must be addressed and answered to their
satisfaction. . .


Unf~~tely, it appears that St. John Fisher has attempted to skirt the concerns
ofits neighbors. 'In 1994, each and every homeowner on Valley View Road was
informed ofthe application and proposal. As a result, an informed neighborhood
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FROM :Philip L johnSon FAX NO. :310-544-9843 Jun. 17 2008 01:00PM P3


. .Director ofPlanning, Building and Code Enforcement
June 17,2008
Page2 .


obje~ted to the plan ~dmanaged to defeat it. This time· around, very few residents on
Valley View Road received written notice ofthe application and plan. As a result, many
residents have concluded that this project is being mariaged in a secretive manner, which
is contrary to the city's requirements. One would think that a church, especially, would
be interested in being considered a good neighbor. Unfortunately, because ofthe lack of
notice; many on the street have concluded exactly the opposite, i.e., that the project is
being rushed through without any consideration ofits effect on neighbors. That is truly
unfortunate, but that is the resl,llt ofhigh-handed tactics.


We have reviewed the City ofRancho Palos Verdes Environmental Checklist
Fonn and note that issues ·ielated to noise are not given the importance in that form that is
expected. One of the major issues related to this project is the effect ofthe bells on the
neighbors. What study was conducted to arrive at the opinions and conclusions
expressed in the fonn? It is~nt that the individual completing the form was more
interested in the noise generated during construction than the long-tenn effects of the
bells in a residential neighborho9d.


This form states that bells will be rung Monday:through Saturday at 8:00 a.m., 12
noon, 5:05 p.m. and 6:00 p.m.; and on Sundays at 8:50 a.m., 10:35 a.m., 12 noon, 12:20
p.m., 4:50 p.m. and 6:00 p.m. How was that schedule selected? What.will be the
schedule on Christmas, Easter and other special days? Will the bells ring for midnight
mass? Will the bells ring for Easter sunrise service? There are simply too many


. unanswered questions for this project to be approved.


. . Additionally, the project would decrease the number ofparking spaces available
at St. John Fisher. As any resident of the area will attest, the Sunday traffic on Crenshaw
Blvd., leading·down to Valley View Road, ~ already a major problem. On special days,
such as Christmas and Easter, church attendees park on Crenshaw Blvd and on Valley
View Road, making entrance 'and exit extremely difficult for residents ofValley View
Road. For that reason alone, additional study ofthis project must be conducted.


. For these ·reason~ among others -- that we hope to express to the Planning .
CommisSion on June 24 1 -- we object to the St. John Fisher proje.ct and request that the
city deny the conditional use permit requested by 81. John Fisher.
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05/17/2008 15:09


June 16,2008


3105414453 ARUN&JANET,GHAUDH~~~


Arun and Janet Chaudhuri
19 San Clemente Drive


Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275
310) 541~1121


PAGE 02


Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement.
90940 Hawthorne Blvd.
City of Rancho Palos Verdes
FAX 310 544·.5Z93


Subject: The June 24. 2008 Public Hearing of the St. John Fisher
Construction Prgject & Draft Miti&ated Negative Declaration


Dear Sir:


We received from our homeowner's association a copy of the public notice concerning the Proposed
Mitigated Negative Declaration for the St. John Fisher Master Plan. Our home is within the walking
distance of the proposed construction, and we are opposed to the massive construdion as
described in the Master Plan of St. Jobn Fisher on the corner of Crest Ilnd Crenshaw Blvd.
We request that the construction request be denied immediately and that no further
construction take place until and unless the concerns of the nearby residents living near the
Church are mitigated and resolved.


To briefly summarize here, the concerns are:


1, Invasion of privacy. In a residential neighborhood, a large and massive building that is 4-5
stories high in that location would be overbearing and unsightly.


2. Noise problem. Approval of this Master Plan would overwhelmly increase the noise from St.
John Fisher that already exists. The quietness of the neighborhood that we have enjoyed Over
these long years will be gone forever.


3. Traffic problem. Currently there is a traffic problem at the intersection ofCrest Road and
Crenshaw due to immense growth of residential developments in the past 10 years as well as
from parishioners attending services at 81. Jolm Fisher. St. John Fisher attendees cause traffic
jams, delays and increase potential accidents. Further growth of parking lots for 81. Jolm Fisher
would definitely have a negative traffic impact on Crest and Crenshaw Blvd. intersection.


4, Good neighbor policy. The proposed St. John Fisher building is a massive and intrusive
structure that is contrary to the basic concept of blending into the surrounding; area with its
neighbors and breaks the good neighbor spirit of living together harmoniously. We do not want
this negative impact on our residential neighborhood,


We tequest that this project be stopped until such time the St. John Fischer autborities
meet directly with the homeowners near its location, review with them their concerns and
limit the ptoject to mitigate their concerns. Ours is a major neighborhood consisting of a
comple:l demographic whose vokes should be heard regarding this building project.


Sincerely, _~ ,7 LJ " ,h ".. / I


£aY0Cc.J&;U<.~ ~ M' . /:. &-''-''''.'''' '--------
Janet and Arun Chaudhuri


Wpm:asterplsn 6172008
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Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement.
90940 Hawthorne Blvd.
City of Rancho Palos Verdes
FAX 310 544..5293


Subject= The June 24. 2008 Public Hearing of the St. John Fisher
Construction Prpject & Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration


Dear Sir:


We received from our homeowner's association a copy ofthe public notice concerning the Proposed
Mitigated Negative Declaration for the St. John Fisher Master Plan. Our home is within the walking
distance of the proposed construction, and we are opposed to the massive const.rudion as
described in the Master Plan of St. John Fisher on the COrner of Crest and Crenshaw Blvd.
We request that the construction request be denied immediately and that nQ further
construction take place until and unless the concerns of the nearby residents living near the
Church art mitigated and resolved.


To briefly summarize here, the concerns are:


1, Invasion of privacy. In a residential neighborhood, a large and massive building that is 4-5
stories high in that location would be overbearing and Linsightly.


2. Noise problem. Approval of this Master Plan would overwhehnly increase the noise from St.
John Fisher that already exists. The quietness of the neighborhood that we have enjoyed Over
these long years will be gone forever.


3. Traffic problem. Currently there is a traffic problem at the intersection of Crest Road and
Crenshaw due to immense growth of residential developments in the past 10 years as well as
from parishioners attending services at St. John Fisher. St. John Fisher attendees cause traffic
jams, delays and increase potential accidents. Further growth of parking lots for St. John Fisher
would definitely have a negative traffic impact on Crest and Crenshaw Blvd. intersection.


4, Good neighbor policy. The proposed St. John Fisher building is a massive and intrusive
structure that is contrary to the basic concept of blending into the surrounding; area with its
neighbors and breaks the good neighbor spirit of living together harmoniously. We do not want
this negative impact on our residential neighborhood.


We tequtlst that this projed be stopped untilsucb time the St. John Fischer authorities
meet directly with the homtlowners near its location, review with them their concerns and
limit the project to mitigate their concerns. Ours is a major neighborhood consisting of a
comple'l demographic whose voices should be heard regarding this building project.


Sincerely, _,~ _ /1 Ll . ,h "..' / /
r:t..am/C~ ~ M ./: . ~"'-<.~.;I '---------


Janet and Arun Chaudhuri


WpmMterplan (;172008
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DOUGLAS BUTLER
A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION


ATTORNEY AT L.AW


CERTIFIED SPECIALIST - TAXATION L.AW


PROBATE, ESTATE PLANNING & TRUST LAW


THE STATE BAR OF CALIFORNIA


BOARD OF LEGAL SPECIALIZATION


28441 HIGHRIDGE ROAD, SUITE 303


ROLLING HILLS ESTATES, CALIFORNIA 90274-4872


(310) 265-9999


F"AX (310) 265-4995


June 17, 2008 RECEIVED
JUN 17 2008


PLANNING, BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT


Joel Rojas
Director of Planning
Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275


Re: Opposition to Proposed St. John Fisher
Master Plan Remodel and Expansion
Case Number ZaN 2007-000492


Dear Mr. Rojas:


I am the owner of the property at 5417 Valley View Road, Rancho
~alos Verdes, California 90275. I lived on Valley View Road from
1986 to 2006. The only reason I am not living there now is a
medical disability which prevents me from walking up stairs in my
home. I intend to return to live there when it is feasible for
me.


I am opposed to the proposed St. John Fisher Church Master Plan
Remodel and Expansion for three reasons:


1. The Bell Tower Would Create Freauent Invasive Noise. The
bell tower is proposed to have chimes or a bell which will
ring intermittently. My home is very close to the proposed
sanctuary. The entry door to the sanctuary building and the
sound of the bells would be directed toward my house. The
ringing of the bells would be heard in my home every time
the bells ring.


One reason I purchased the home was its quiet rural loca
tion. I remember the first night in the home how quiet it
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Joel Rojas
Director of Planning
June 17, 2008
Page 2


was compared to myoId residence in Los Angeles. That is
the reason I have lived in Rancho Palos Verdes for over
twenty years. The chimes. on the bell tower will create
regular and invasive noise, particularly on Sundays, which
will disrupt the quiet enjoYment of the adjacent residences
located on Valley View Road.


2. The Proposed Project is Too Big and Would Impair Views. The
proposed bell tower is over 88 feet tall. The property sits
20 feet above the street level. If measured from the street
level, the bell tower would be over 108 feet above the
street level.


The sanctuary building would be over 48 feet high (68 feet
if measured from the street level). This is four times the
height limitation for institutional zones. The site being
15 to 20 feet above the street level intensifies the height
and massiveness of the proposed development.


This proposed development is out of character for the City
of Rancho Palos Verdes, California, particularly in this
residential location which is totally surrounded by homes
and families of many faiths.


This proposed development would have a substantial negative
affect on scenic vistas. The sanctuary and bell tower as
proposed would significantly impair views. The bell tower
and sanctuary are out of character with the neighborhood.
The bell tower and sanctuary at one of the highest points on
the hill would prominently stick out. It would change the
nature of the neighborhood from that of a rural neighborhood
to an urban neighborhood. Once constructed there would be
no way to mitigate the impaired views. The sanctuary and
all buildings should be limited to 16 feet which is the
height limitation in institutional zones.


From the survey of churches completed in 1994, there were no
bell towers in the City of Rancho Palos Verdes as tall as
the proposed bell tower. When you consider the site loca
tion of the proposed bell tower it would be 35 feet taller
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than any other bell tower in the city. That is almost 50
percent higher than any existing bell tower in the commu
nity. (Please see Exhibi~ A.)


The closest church to St. John Fisher Church is the
Community Church at 5640 Crestridge Road. It has a 68 foot
bell tower. The church is located in a valley. This church
does not use the bells because the bells disturbed the
neighbors. (Please see Exhibit A.)


3. Transoortation. A required one way traffic pattern on the
site should be required or entry and exit to the church
grounds should be limited to Crest Road only. Traffic
currently exits on the site from both the Crenshaw and Crest
Road exits. The two streams of traffic then intersect at
the intersection of Crest and Crenshaw where they create a
traffic jam at the four way stop because the church traffic
exiting from two different exits meets again. If the church
traffic was one way, the traffic jam at the four way stop
would be reduced.


I do not believe any parking waivers should be given. The
required parking according to the city code is over 600
spaces. The church currently has only 359 spaces and they
want to reduce the required parking to 331 spaces. Yet the
new sanctuary will have almost forty percent more seating
and they want to reduce the required parking.


An Environmental Impact Report should be required before any
further action is taken on the project.


An Environmental Impact Report could explore other alternatives
to the proposed intense development on the site, the massive
building, the view impairment, the traffic and most importantly
the noise.


The proposed project will have significant negative environmental
impacts. The proposed sanctuary and bell tower may be the tall
est building in Rancho Palos Verdes. The proposed building site
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is at the crest of the hill. It will significantly affect the
scenic views and vistas of the neighborhood. It will change the
character of the neighborhood.,


The noise from the bells or chimes will have a significant noise
impact on the neighborhood. Most other churches adjoining resi
dential property in the city do not have bells. The proposed
bells or chimes will ring intermittently at regular intervals as
well as on special occasions. Those impacts are more likely to
occur in the morning and on Saturday and Sunday and on church
holidays throughout the calendar year.


The city has required noise mitigation efforts for construction
that prevent construction activity on Sundays due to the noise
impact on neighbors. The city has other noise regulations.


There is the issue of cumulative noise as a result of the pro
posed development. The sanctuary entrance and bells are pointed
directly at the adjoining residential homes on Valley View Road.
The homes are downhill and the noise is more likely to travel
downhill and be intensified. There are no buildings or walls to
buffer the noise.


In addition to the bells, the conversion of the old sanctuary to
a gymnasium will cause more noise near the homes. The parking
lot is being reconfigured to move the cars closer to the adjoin
ing homes. The playground is being moved closer to the adjoining
homes. All of these actions will cumulatively cause significant
noise which negatively impacts the quality of life of the adja
cent residents and the property value of their homes.


The land where the homes on Valley View Road now stand was once
owned by the church. If the church had planned for such dense
development they would have never sold the property and allowed
homes to be built adjacent to the church. If an Environmental
Impact Report had been prepared at that time perhaps it would
have foreseen the problems where the church property is being
densely developed to the detriment of a lovely, quiet residential
neighborhood.
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The proposed development will cause significant environmental
impacts and a mitigated negative declaration is not appropriate.
Please order an environmental impact report so the issues can be
studied and alternatives explored.


Under the circumstances, an environmental impact report is re
quired under the law of California when there are significant
impacts on the environment.


Alternatives to Proposed Project.


When the bell tower was previously proposed some years ago on the
property, the planning department suggested that the sound be
limited to 50 decibels. (Please see Exhibit B.)


The noise from the bells would be limited if no bells or chimes
were allowed or a 50 decibel limit were imposed at the property
line. If bells are allowed, a continuous monitoring program
should be implemented much like a construction noise program
where there would be someone to contact twenty-four hours a day
to report noise complaints. There should be a sound level limi
tation so that the sound from the church property will not be
heard in the adjoining homes.


In addition to the bells, there will be additional traffic and
parking noise, gymnasium noise and playground noise.


There are alternatives to the proposed development which could
mitigate some of the negative environmental impact if they were
studied, such as a smaller sanctuary. The entrance and exit of
the sanctuary could face the intersection of Crest and Crenshaw
so that the noise from the bells would be directed towards the
traffic and not towards the adjacent residences.


As an alternative, the church could be required to have dense
foliage surrounding the site particularly at the Crest-Crenshaw
intersection. This would maintain the current neighborhood, hide
some of the massive development and buffer some of the sound.


Dense foliage and sound barrier walls on the church property
adjoining the Valley View homes could be required. This might
shield some of the parking and playground noise.
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The city has noise standards for machinery in institutional
zones. A city ordinance prevents any construction activity on
Sunday to allow residents a day of quiet. The city needs noise
standards so that the sound of the bells will not be heard by the
adjoining residences. The church bells will ring intermittently
on all days, particularly on Sundays when excessive noise is
otherwise not allowed.


If the current city ordinances do not have adequate noise regula
tion, then the city should have a bell tower moratorium until an
appropriate noise ordinance is passed and the Planning Commission
should put this matter on hold until adequate noise standards can
be developed by the City council.


This project has very significant environmental impacts. It is a
massive project. It impairs the vistas and views. There are
significant noise issues. There are transportation and parking
impacts. The project should not be considered until an environ
mental impact report has been completed and the city has passed a
noise ordinance.


The best alternative is to deny the conditional use permit and
not allow additional development to take place.


Very truly yours,


DOUGLAS BUTLER


DB:da:rs


Butler\RentalProperties\ValleyView\
PlanningCommission4.Ltr-06160B
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JUN-13-2008 15:47 FROM:


cup NO. 96· REVISION ·B· SUPPLEMENTAL AITACHMENT


TO: 13102654995 P.5


~- . CHURCH I" HEIGHT OF TOWER I BELLS
,',


RANCHO. PALOS VERDES" ., ..


,
Ascension Lutheran Church No tower No Bells
26231 Silver Spur Building 21.S' and the attached


cross is 30'


Christ Lutheran Church 73' tower to the lOp of the crOSS Bells Dot working (normally ring every hour)
28850 W~stem Ave.


Church of Jesus Christ Latter approx. SO'· 60' Tower No Bells
Day Saints
5845 Crestridge


Pacific Unitarian No tower CarilloD inside the church
5621 Monte-malaga


_.•.


Peninsula Baptist Church 68' tower to the top of the cross Bells not used due to neigbbors obje<:tioD
5640 W. Crestridge and 31' church


CUP NO. 96 • Revision liB" Proposed 85' tower Bells proposed
St. John Fisher existing church 36'-6"
5448 Crest Road


St. Paul's Lutheran No tower No Bells
31290 PV Drive West


51. Peter's by the Sea approx. 40' tower 10 the top of Amplifier system chimes on the hour from mId
6410 PV Drive Soutb the cross (no illumination) morning to evening everyCiay lIIld all day


SundayslW.yf.",', Ch.pel 60' tower illuminated all rught 16 Bells ring t:very 15 min. from 8 am w 9 pm


..~755 PV Drive South for shlps to navigate (referred to lU'ld 00 special occasions and weddIngs
as "God's Candle")


PALOS VERDES ESTATES-'.........


Neigbborhood Church No lower No Bells
415 Pasco Del Mar


St. Francis Episcopal Churcb 10' tower Maoual bell rings S-6 limes for Sunday
2200 Via Rosa Services


EXHIBIT A
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CUP NO. 96 • REVISION "B" SUPPLEMENTAL ATTACHMENT


TO: 13102654995 P.5
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28850 W~stem Ave.


Church of Jesus Christ Latter approx. SO'· 60 1 Tower No Bells
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5845 Crestridge


Pacific Unjl.arian No tower Carillol) inside the church
5621 Montemahtga.....


Peninsula Baptist Church 68' tower to tbe top of the cross Bells not used due to neighbors objeclioo
5640 W. Crestridge aod 37' church


CUP NO. 96 • Revision "B" Proposed 85' tower Bells proposed
St. John Fisher existing church 36'-6"
5448 Crest Roa d


St. Paul's Lutberan No tower No Bells
31290 PV Drive West


St. Peter's by the Sea approx. 40' tower lo the top of Amplifier system chimes on the hour from mId
6410 PV Drive South tbe cross (no illumination) morning to evening everyClay and aU day


SundayslWayfarer's Chapel 60' tower illUmlOitoo all rught 16 Bells ring t:very 15 min. from 8 am tu 9 pm
..~755 PV Onve South for stUps to navigAte (referred to atld on special occasions and weddtngs
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PALOS VERDES ESTATES->·_.,'-
Neigbborhood Churcb No tower No Be-lis
415 Paseo Del Mar


St. Francis Episcopal Church 10' tower MaoL1&l bell rings 5-6 times for Sunday
2200 Via Rosa Services
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ROLLIl'iOHlL.I..S.. esTA'l'ES


First Baptist Church of PV No tower No Bells
28 Moccasin Lane


Rolling Hills Covenant Church 65' tower Fake Bells - Tape and Amplifier system used
2222 PV Drive North for weddings and sp~ia1 ocqsions


,
Rol1ing Hills Methodist Church 60' tower to top of cross and No Bells
26438 Crenshaw there will be a pencil wide beam


of light to shine OD the cross
(Under ConstructiOD) .


St. Luke Presbyterian Churcb No Tower No Bells
.... , "' .... ,. ft l,f ....... ... .
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Exhibit "A"


Conditional Use Permit No. 96 Revision liB"


st. John Fisher parish, 5448 Crest Road


P.3


1. The elevator shall not exceed 100 sq. ft. in area and shall
not exceed in height 36'- 6" as measured from the lowest
foundation adjacent to finished grade.


2. The addition to the sanctuary shall not exceed 1,004 square
feet in area and shall not exceed 23' - a" in height as
measured from existing grade adjacent to the pad area for
the addition.


3. The cross tower shall not exceed 100 square feet in area,
and shall not exceed 50'-0" in height, as measured from the
lowest foundation adjacent to grade to the top of the tower,
and a maximum 15'- a" high cross may be affixed to the top
of the tower, for a maximum combined height of 65'- 0".


4. The structures shall maintain the following minimum
setbacks:


a. The addition to the sanctuary shall be setback 140'
from Crenshaw Boulevard.


b. The elevator shall be setback 70' from crenshaw
Boulevard.


c. The freestanding cross tower s'hall be setback 180' from
Crenshaw Boulevard.


5. Bells, which shall not be located on the cross tower, or a
recorded tape of bells can be used" on Sundays only, and
special religious holidays (as approved by the Director of
Planning, Building and Code Enforcement) between the hours
of 9 a.m. to 6 p.m.; and, shall not exceed 50 db as measured
at the adjacent residential property lines.


6. Any illumination of the tower shall require a SUbsequent
Site Plan Review application, and shall be SUbject to the
review and approval by the Director of Planning, Building
and Code Enforcement. If subsequently allowed, illumination
shall not be allowed prior to 8 a.m. and shall not extend
past 10 p.m., except for (City permitted) special occasions.


P.C. Resolution No. 94 
page 3
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7. The roof eaves for the sanctuary addition shall not exceed
4" per each one foot of required setback area.


8. The plans shall substantially conform (with the exception on
the height of the bell tower specified above) to the plans
submitted to the Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
Department on November 9, 1993, and reviewed by the
commission on January 11, 1994.


P.C. Resolution No. 94 
page 4
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E. Bruce Butler
30 Santa Barbara Drive


Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275


RECEIVED
JUN 17 lOOP.


PLANNING, BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT


June 18, 2008


Director ofPlanning
Building and Code Enforcement
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275


Re: Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration
St. John Fisher Plan


Dear Sir:
These comments address the inadequacies ofthe proposed Mitigated Negative


Declaration.


(1) A comment period of less than three weeks on such a massive project seems to
give the appearance that there is some urgency in approving the project.


(2) A two week frame structure on such a massive project seems to give the
appearance that there is some urgency in approving the project.


(3) Declaration Subsection I. c. To suggest that an 18,400 foot building with a
height of48 foot and a 72 foot bell tower on the edge of the property directly opposite
residential housing does not present bulk and mass impacts on its face is completely
inadequate. It is inadequate to merely state that ''to the extent that the building is
determined to create bulk and mass impacts, then elements ofthe proposed project shall
be reduced in height or architecturally modified to minimize said impacts." The Planning
Commission should have no choice but to make a finding ofbulk and mass impact from
such a massive building on the edge of its site. The building could easily be placed along
Crest Road where it would have the same dramatic view but would not tower over
existing residences.


(4) Subsection I. d. While it is not certain that the external lighting can be
contained, the declaration does not address the lighting impact ofthe building itself.


(5) Subsection XI. a. - c. The conclusion that section c. presents a less than
significant impact is simply wrong. There will be a significant increase in ambient noise
on a permanent basis both from the ringing ofthe bell and services in the sanctuary. To
compare the times when construction is authorized with when the bells will be ringing is
specious. Construction will end; the ringing ofthe bells will not. Ifthe analogy has any
validity then the ringing ofbells on Sunday should be prohibited. A determination that
the ringing of the bells will be "for a relatively short time" is in the ear ofthe recipient.
The declaration does not address the noise coming from services in the building.
Adequate sound proofing must be required so that neighbors are not required to
participate in any function in the building.


(6) Subsection XV. f. The conclusion that parking issues present a less than
significant impact is also wrong. A nine percent reduction in parking spaces in the face


E. Bruce Butler
30 Santa Barbara Drive


Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275


RECEIVED


PLANNING, BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT


June 18, 2008


Director ofPlanning
Building and Code Enforcement
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275


Re: Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration
St. John Fisher Plan


Dear Sir:
These comments address the inadequacies ofthe proposed Mitigated Negative


Declaration.


(1) A comment period of less than three weeks on such a massive project seems to
give the appearance that there is some urgency in approving the project.


(2) A two week frame structure on such a massive project seems to give the
appearance that there is some urgency in approving the project.


(3) Declaration Subsection I. c. To suggest that an 18,400 foot building with a
height of48 foot and a 72 foot bell tower on the edge ofthe property directly opposite
residential housing does not present bulk and mass impacts on its face is completely
inadequate. It is inadequate to merely state that "to the extent that the building is
determined to create bulk and mass impacts, then elements ofthe proposed project shall
be reduced in height or architecturally modified to minimize said impacts." The Planning
Commission should have no choice but to make a finding ofbulk and mass impact from
such a massive building on the edge of its site. The building could easily be placed along
Crest Road where it would have the same dramatic view but would not tower over
existing residences.


(4) Subsection I. d. While it is not certain that the external lighting can be
contained, the declaration does not address the lighting impact ofthe building itself.


(5) Subsection XI. a. - c. The conclusion that section c. presents a less than
significant impact is simply wrong. There will be a significant increase in ambient noise
on a permanent basis both from the ringing ofthe bell and services in the sanctuary. To
compare the times when construction is authorized with when the bells will be ringing is
specious. Construction will end; the ringing ofthe bells will not. Ifthe analogy has any
validity then the ringing ofbells on Sunday should be prohibited. A determination that
the ringing of the bells will be "for a relatively short time" is in the ear ofthe recipient.
The declaration does not address the noise coming from services in the building.
Adequate sound proofing must be required so that neighbors are not required to
participate in any function in the building.


(6) Subsection XV. f. The conclusion that parking issues present a less than
significant impact is also wrong. A nine percent reduction in parking spaces in the face


270-A







ofa gigantic new building clearly indicates that parking is an issue and its impact must be
addressed.


Thank you for your consideration ofthese comments.


Respectfully submitted,


£1f)vt<-~
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June 17, 2008


VIA FACSIMILE AND HAND DELIVERY
Mr. Joel Rojas, AICP
Director ofPlanning, Building and Code Enforcement
City ofRancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275


Re: Comments on St. John Fisher Project
Yom Letter dated May 31, 2008


Dear Mr. Rojas:


RECEIVED
JUN 17 2008


PLANNING, BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT


This letter is in response to your letter dated May 31, 2008 providing public
notice regarding the plan for new construction at St. John Fisher site. As we are one of
the property owners most negatively affected by this plan, we appreciate this opportunity
to share our most serious concerns and objections.


Our family, including three children, resides at 15 Santa Barbara Drive within the
Island View community, and our back yard abuts Crenshaw Boulevard. Our property
and home are directly across the street from the present sanctuary and extremely close to
the proposed bell tower and new sanctuary. We moved into our home in 1992 and have
been good neighbors with St. John Fisher Church for over 15 years. We are Catholic and
often attend mass there; two ofour children attended school there for some years.
Nevertheless, the proposed plan would significantly and adversely affect our right to
enjoy our property in ways far beyond anything we expected.


First and foremost, we have grave concerns about the proposed bells. Contrary to
the conclusions stated in the initial study, the noise put out by the bells would seriously
and adversely affect our right to enjoy our property and would significantly lower our
property values. Because our property and home are directly across the street from the
existing sanctuary and extremely close to the proposed bell tower, any bell ringing at all,
at any decibel level, for any length of time per bell ring, from such a tall. structure will be
extremely damaging. This damage will be exacerbated if it is permitted to continue for
seven days a week, four times a day on weekdays including Saturdays, and six times a
day on Sundays as stated in the initial study. And it will be further exacerbated the
louder the bells are permitted to play, and the longer each bell is permitted to play.


Disturbingly, the initial study in its present form does not adequately address
serious noise issues posed by the proposed bells and requires no mitigation ofbell-related
noise. At the outset, the initial study acknowledges that the City does not have noise
level standards established in either the General Plan or by local ordinance. Moreover,
although the initial study states that the noise will be "audible", no proposed decibel
levels for the bells specifying location ofdecibel measurement are included in the initial
study, and no studies on the potential adverse effects ofthe bell noise on the surrounding
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residential community are included. In addition, although the initial study states that the
bells would ring for "a relatively short period oftime", proposed lengths oftime for each
bell ring are not included in the initial study, and no studies to evaluate the potential
adverse effects of the length ofeach bell ring on the surrounding residential community
are included. This latter point is relevant as some bell programs include songs as well as
long series ofchimes. Moreover, the fact that the bells would ring on a set schedule
would not mitigate the damage caused while they ring. We appreciate that St. John
Fisher needs a larger capacity sanctuary and additional facilities to meet its needs, but
bells and a bell tower are simply functionally unnecessary to meet these needs. And an
"approve now, set standards later" approach to the bells begs the question ofthe
appropriateness of the bells in the first place. We believe that our property and the
properties ofothers will be damaged no matter what standards are established for the
bells' use.


Second, we are concerned about the visual effects ofthe proposed sanctuary,
especially the bell tower. Its sheer mass, bulk, and especially height are far too great for
the residential neighborhood in which it would sit, especially the one story homes
abutting Crenshaw directly across the street. Because the proposed pad for the project is
listed as 15-25 feet above Island View residences, from our property directly across the
street from the present sanctuary we would perceive the bell tower as well over 100 feet
tall. And because we live directly across the street from the site, the visual impression is
exacerbated. Moreover, the tower is sited on the outer edge ofthe property, on the edge
closest to existing homes, including our own, where its size and height are most visible
and most affect the surrounding neighborhoods. Although the present plans include
landscaping, and fins and other architectural design aspects to ameliorate the mass and
bulk issues, they simply do not go far enough. And these measures do not and cannot
ameliorate the height of the bell tower at all.


Finally, we have serious concerns about the effects ofthe plan on the traffic flow
in and around our neighborhood. While the traffic study performed by KOA focused on
the intersection of Crest Road and Crenshaw Boulevard, and the road segments of Crest
Road west of the intersection and Crenshaw Boulevard north of the intersection, it did not
address the impact ofthe project on Crenshaw Boulevard south of the intersection. This
is important because, although unintended, conditions resulting from the plan may create
traffic hazards. We have been told that there is no plan to prohibit parking on Crenshaw
Boulevard south ofCrest Road, and that the number of parking spaces planned on the
church site have been deemed sufficient to meet the Church's needs. However, even if
true, we are concerned that without a prohibition on street parking on Crenshaw, that
street, especially the west side ofthe street, will turn into a de facto parking lot. First,
steps from the street leading up to the church, as well as the existing crosswalks and
sidewalks, will invite people to access the church from the street rather than the parking
lot. Second, the western side ofCrenshaw offers closer, easily accessible parking from
Crest traveling east (from the right hand turn lane) and Crenshaw traveling south (from
two lanes going straight across the intersection) without having to make a U-turn at the
church's Crenshaw entrance to park on the east side ofCrenshaw, or traveling up the
driveway to on-site parking.
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Unfortunately, this may cause ttaffic and safety issues. At the northern side ofthe
intersection ofCrest and Crenshaw, there are four lanes (see attached drawing); lanes
numbered 1 and 2 give access south sttaight across the intersection. In addition, at the
western side of the intersection, a right hand turn lane numbered 3 turns onto Crenshaw
heading south. Three lanes therefore feed into Crenshaw south ofCrest. Ifparking is not
prohibited on the western side ofCrenshaw (marked in red), it could well create a road
hazard as the two lanes oftraffic approaching south across the intersection could not fit in
the one remaining lane. This could be exacerbated by the traffic attempting to merge into
the open lane from Crest Road. This situation may also endanger pedestrians trying to
cross Crenshaw from west to east to reach the church steps. In addition, lane number 1 is
often used by Island View residents as a right hand turn lane to turn into the main Island
View entrance without hindering other ttaffic proceeding south on Crenshaw; ifparking
is permitted along the west side ofthe street, residents will no longer be able to do this,
and will have to slow down in the main traffic lane to turn right, possibly around parked
cars, thus hindering the free flow oftraffic from behind. Because Crenshaw south of
Crest is the only ingress and egress road for the residents ofCountryside, Del Cerro Park,
and the homes in neighborhoods at the southern end ofCrenshaw, as well as the main
entrance for Island View, these potential hazards may interfere with their ability to use
Crenshaw.


Finally, we are concerned that the parking will pose a significant noise problem
for our property and our neighbors abutting Crenshaw. Our backyard and back property
line extend for quite a distance along the west side ofCrenshaw directly across the stteet
from the present sanctuary, between the Island View entrance on the south and the comer
of Crenshaw Boulevard and Crest Road on the north. We clearly hear the conversations
ofpeople walking on the Crenshaw sidewalk while we are inside our home. Ifpeople are
not prohibited from parking on the west side ofCrenshaw, directly outside our property,
we will clearly hear all the passengers from all the cars parked along our property line
talking, and opening and shutting car doors. Because people are likely to park on the
west side ofCrenshaw, and because the church offers mass seven days a week, with an
expanded schedule on Sunday, we are concerned that this noise problem could
substantially and negatively impact our enjoyment ofour home and property. For all
these reasons, please consider prohibiting parking at least on the west side ofCrenshaw
Boulevard south ofthe intersection with Crest Road.


Thank you in advance for your serious consideration of the issues presented here.


Sincerely,


i~ f-~ af~7J7~~
Vincent J. Belusko, Esq.
Lynne M. Belusko
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John &Trish Malin


43 Santa Catalina Drive


Rancho Palos Verdes


CA 90275. 310377 9915


johndmalin@yahoo.com


June 15th
, 2008


City of Rancho Palos Verdes,


30940 Hawthorne Blvd, CA 90275.


Att. Planning Department.


Subject. St John Fischer Church expansion program


Dear Sir,


I have been a resident of Island View for 17 years and my wife is a past president of the home owner's


association. I am writing to raise some questions about the above project.


We only received notification of this construction informally from our neighbors. This very large project


will impact all Island View residents and I would have expected formal notification from the city and


certainly more notice to respond than the 18th June deadline. What steps will you take to ensure that


you have the views of the Island view community and all of the communities within the auditory range


of the proposed bells?


There are several areas of environmental concern.


1. The proposed 80 foot bell tower and cross will change the skyline very significantly in an area of


outstanding natural beauty.


2. The proposed bells will significantly change the current quiet and peaceful surroundings of the


area. How will the auditory impact on the community be measured and environmentally


assessed. ? To some churchgoers the, bells might be perceived as a pleasant experience, to


homeowners and particularly those with young children, it will be viewed as an invasion of


privacy and an inconvenience.


3. Where the cars are expected to park after the church expansion project which intends to both


increase church activities (and by implication congregation attendance) and simultaneously
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significantly reduce parking spaces? If the answer is Island View, then those homeowners


should have full access to the implications and a right of reply to the planners.


When we installed an information booth on Crest and gated Whitley Collins a few years ago, the IVHOA


took several years of appropriate application, public hearings etc to get to a solution that met the needs


of the city, the residents and the local community. We would expect the city to be at least as discerning


with this huge church project which will have a much greater environmental impact than the Island


view 10 feet square information booth.


Incidentally some immediate neighbors are loyal congregants of John Fischer and they have expressed


to me their real concern on what they described as an unnecessary, environmentally embarrassing and


"over the top project".


I look forward to be able to attend a public hearing on this planning proposal.


Yours Sincerely.


John Malin
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CHARLES H. HACK
5417 VALLEY VIEW ROAD


RANCHO PALOS VERDES, CALIFORNIA 90275
31 O~541 ~6381


June 13, 2008


VIA '1'ELECOPIER
-310-544-5293
AND emai.l.


LEZA M.ICBAIL
Director of Planning and Zoning
CITY OF RANCHO PALOS VERDES
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90274


RE: Construction at St. John Fisher Church


DEAR MS. MICHAIL:


p.1


My family and our neighbors live near the intersection of
Crest Road and Crenshaw Boulevard. Neither my neighbors nor my
family received public notices of the proposed construction at
St. John Fisher Church. Our residence on Valley View Road is
well within 500 feet of the proposed construction site, and in
light of the non-compliance with the public notice requirement
and the negative impact the construction period and resultant
structure will have on our use and enjoyment of our residence,
we respectfully request that all plans and construction be
terminated immediately.


My neighbors and I are concerned that the proposed
construction will result in such a large and massive building of
4 to 6 stories and that its location will be overbearing and
unsightly. The structure will be visible from inside and
outside of our residence and from the front and back yards: A
certain invasion of privacy.


We are already asked to tolerate an unacceptable noise
level from the service schedules of the church and its school
activities. We can already hear the early morning services and
activities held throughout the day. The proposed construction
will result in a stark increase in noise, as we understand that
there is a plan for a bell tower that would have a bell ringing
on the hour from 8:00 am until 6:00 pm. This incessant noise
is intolerable in a residential neighborhood.
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LEZA MICHAIL
Director of Planning and Zoning
June 13, 2008


Page Two


p.2


There is already a traffic problem with the activities at
the church and school. There are lines of cars entering and
leaving services and school, 9ften causing u-turns at
intersections and driveways. Often the parking lot is
inadequate and parking spills out onto Crenshaw Boulevard and
Crest Road. The proposed construction will greatly exacerbate
already unbearable traffic conditions.


The negative impact that the church's proposed construction
will have on privacy, noise pollution and traffic concerns will
clearly carryover and cause a decline in the value of our real
property interests.


Allowing the church to carry out its proposed construction
is violative of the basic principles of blending into the
surrounding neighborhood and breaks the spirit of good neighbors
living harmoniously together. We live in a residential area,
not an inner city/commercially zoned area. All that comes
together to make our city and our neighborhood so attractive
will suffer if the construction is allowed.


We ask that our opposition be noted and that public notice
requirements, zoning regulations and common sense are followed.
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Leza Mikhail


From: K333B@aol.com


Sent: Tuesday, June 17, 20081:43 PM


To: lezam@rpv.com


Subject: St. John Fisher construction


I live in Del Cerro.


I just heard from a resident of Island View (across the street from St. John Fisher Church) 2 days ago about the
proposed construction and was surprised that someone who lived so close had not received written notice from
the city, nor had any of the residents of that area. In fact,St. John Fisher is surrounded by communities that
would be sorely affected. Why the secrecy and rush to commence?


Since Crenshaw is the only exit out of Del Cerro, I can imagine that every week-end would be like Christmas
and Easter with the traffic. There would be a huge loss of parking space on the church premises and so
overflow would take up Crenshaw and the surrounding areas. I suppose we'd have to have a traffic light at
Crenshaw and Crest.


The ringing of the bell is another annoyance that even parts of Del Cerro would have to bear, to say nothing of
the huge structure that would hardly fit in to the surrounding area.


It really bothers me that the city did not get this information out to all involved so that a full discussion of
potential problems could be aired. I understand that you put something about it in the paper, but, like many
others, I don't get the local paper. I remember getting a written notice in the mail about something going up
near what used to be called La Cresta elementary school--- about something that would not affect me in the
least. In contrast, the construction at St. John Fisher is much more invasive to the community.


I look forward to attending the meeting on the 24th, but I wanted to register this beforehand. It's a shame more
affected people will not have the chance.


Kay Bonanno
28 Oceanaire Dr.
Rancho Palos Verdes


Gas prices getting you down? Search AOL Autos for fuel-efficient used cars.


6/17/2008
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Leza Mikhail
Douglas W. Stem
Larry Clark
Thomas D. Long
Peter C. Gardiner
Steve Wolowicz
Stephen Perestam


Gentlepeople:


Donna Hulbert
11 Coveview Dr.


Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca. 90275


Bill Gerstner
Dave Tomblin
Jim Knight
Jeffrey Lewis
Edward A. Ruttenberg
Paul Tetreault
Msgr. David A. Sork


I am writing with regard to the proposed construction of the new Sanctuary and
additional structures at St. John Fisher. I am a parishioner there, and despite hearing a
number of things about the proposed Church and other building for the past couple of
years, I must admit I did not fully appreciate the magnitude of the project until I was up
there, and saw the silhouette from the parking lot. While I firmly believe that property
owners should be allowed to use their property, such use cannot unreasonably interfere
with other property owners' use and enjoyment of their property. Initially I had a
number of concerns about the project, but on further reflection, I realized most of the
concerns did not really umeasonably interfere with the use of my property (in Del Cerro).
However there are two areas of concern that I believe impact not only the enjoyment of
the surrounding residential properties, but also the safety as well.


The first area of my concern is limited to the construction period, and has to do with the
delivery ofmaterials and construction equipment that is necessary for this project, and
where it will be stored/parked when not in use. In my experience it is often the case that
equipment is brought in by large truck, and that equipment and the truck that brought it
are parked in the area until the equipment is no longer needed. Often they are parked on
the neighboring streets. Years ago I handled a construction litigation case in which 3
people were killed and two severely injured when the car in which they were traveling
collided with large construction equipment parked at the side of the rode. I happened to
be defending the construction company, and as much as it would have helped the defense,
I was unable to find any evidence of alcohol involved in the accident. Many years
previously a good friend ofmy sister's had a son who was severely injured (moderately
severe brain damage) and his wife was killed, when he hit a parked truck used to haul
machinery parked just outside their residential neighborhood. The parking of these large
vehicles pose a danger when parked on the street. Crest and Crenshaw are not wide
enough for the parking of large vehicles even in broad daylight. They pose a greater risk
at night under clear skies, and would become extremely dangerous with the thick fog that
often occurs in this area. Clearly parking on Valley View or in Del Cerro would pose an
even greater risk. It should be required that the St. John Fisher Parking lot be used for the
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equipment, not the neighboring streets. This restriction should include not only vehicles
but stationary objects as well, such as dumpsters.


A similar concern has to do with the timing of the delivery of equipment and materials.
Crenshaw provides the only ingress and egress for Del Cerro, the houses on Valley View
and the two smaller groups of houses next to Del Cerro Park. Island View does have
another exit, but would still be impacted, as would those coming out of the Rolling Hills
gate. The comer of Crest and Crenshaw is very busy in the early morning hours when
people leave for work and kids are going to school. I drive to Soleado and Ridgecrest
and note very heavy traffic at the intersection at 7:30 and somewhat heavy traffic at 8:15.
I believe the home school currently for this area and Island View is Vista Grande which
starts later than Soleado. There should be no deliveries allowed before the traffic is
given the chance to clear, probably around 8:45.


Finally with respect to the delivery of the materials, there should be some threshold
determination that the trucks delivering the equipment can get up the driveways to the
Church parking lot. I am aware that a few years ago a bus tried to go up the Church
driveway off of Crenshaw and the front of the bus scraped the driveway and could not
make it up the ramp. It was stranded there for a few days over the weekend. If a truck
delivering equipment and materials (which would be larger) became similarly stranded, it
would effectively cut off traffic flow on Crenshaw headed from Del Cerro to Crest. That
would be highly inconvenient for people trying to arrive at work on time. It would be
deadly if the lane remained blocked overnight in the fog.


Although requiring the equipment to be stored on the St. John Fisher property may seem
restrictive, the bottom line is the costs of the construction should fall on the property
owner performing the construction not on its neighbors.


My second area of concern is the probable lack of parking at the Church, not only during
the construction phase (with equipment parked in the lot, materials stored on the lot), but
also after construction is finished and there is a church with a larger seating capacity and
fewer parking spots available. Currently the parking lot at the Church is full and traffic
flow congested for the 10:45 Mass. It is also very crowded for the 9:00 Mass. I was
surprised when reading the notes with respect to this project that it was thought that the
expansion would have little or no impact on the parking. The Church is expanding the
seating capacity from 744 seats to 870 and decreasing the parking spaces from 359 to
331.


In reading the Building Code it appears that a minimum requirement is 1 space for 3
seats. Although according to this formula there would be enough parking for the seats in
the new Church itself, this minimum requirement is not satisfied if one factors in the
Religious Education classes going on during the 10:45 Mass for I believe grades K-8.
This would conservatively add 150 seats in use during this time which would not satisfy
the minimum parking standards. In addition, during 9:00 Mass there are seats currently
used for the Children's Liturgy in the auditorium, and I believe child care in the Parish
Center. The current parking study does not take into account these seats in use outside
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the Sanctuary during Mass. Currently during the school year, although not necessarily
during the summer when the Religious Education classes do not meet and people are
taking vacations, the parking lot is packed at 10:45 with the existing Church capacity and
more available parking spaces. It is not unreasonable to believe that with the seating
capacity in the Church increased as is proposed and the Religious education classes
meeting during Mass, that the parking will be impacted, such that there is a significant
potential for parking along the residential streets in the area.


Crenshaw is already crowded with street parking on Sunday mornings due to the trails in
the area. The Del Cerro development and the houses along Valley View should not have
to bear the increased parking that the Church may well be unable to accommodate.
These streets are not wide. They do not have sidewalks. The residents have every right
to enjoy their neighborhood by taking walks (a relatively common occurrence in this
neighborhood) on Sunday mornings. They should also be able to do so safely. I think
the parking question demands further study. I am not convinced that the current parking
study showing the number of spaces used by various Church activities on Sunday
approaches accuracy. I am not sure that only minimum guidelines should be used given
what can be determined from the current parking situation.


It should also be pointed out that part of the justification for a new Church submitted to
the parishioners, was that given the shortage of priests there would need to be fewer
masses, which would at least arguably increase the numbers in attendance at a given time.
Further, clearly with the expansion of square footage in addition to the new Church and
the proposed use of the current Church as a gymnasium, certainly it is envisioned that
there will be significantly increased activity at the Church, at least some of it during
Sunday Mass, further impacting the parking. During the construction phase the parking
concerns are magnified, even if they immediately reconfigure the parking to obtain the
331 spaces.


Again although it may require some further study and some inconvenience for St. John
Fisher to adequately address the parking issue, I believe that St. John Fisher should bear
the burden of the inconveniences, not its neighbors. I do not know how they can address
the problem, but perhaps one way would be to explore the use of the Retreat Center
parking lot for the overflow traffic. St. John Fisher and The Daughters of Mary and
Joseph surely share an interest in Catholic Mass attendance that individual residents of
the nearby neighborhoods do not.


Finally I would like to point out in my experience in handling construction litigation, it
seems that the restrictions imposed for construction were routinely ignored by
construction company and the party paying for the construction, at the expense of those
required to use the nearby streets. To them a fine was a small price to pay. When I spoke
with Ms. Mikhail, she indicated that Rancho Palos Verdes usually used a stop work
order, rather than a fine. I would urge that the method used have enough "teeth" in it to
prevent any inadvertent or intentional violation of the restrictions put in place, and that
there would be sufficient "policing of the area" to insure compliance.
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These are my primary concerns with respect to the proposed construction, and I believe
they are not unreasonable. I am sure others would favor greater restriction. I too am
somewhat concerned about the height of the bell tower and the cross of the proposed
Church. It seems to me that they "exceed the ridgeline," but I also understand that may
be to allow the construction of a signal tower for cell phone companies within the bell
tower, which arguably benefits the residents ofRancho Palos Verdes. If the bell tower
has to be that high to accommodate such interests, it may make sense to allow it. I can
also understand that the cross is the focal point of a church and should be higher. I am
assuming that if the bell tower is for the cell tower, the City and the Church will probably
reach an agreement such that the Church and the residents both benefit. My
understanding is that there is a significant amount of potential revenue involved with the
cell tower and presumably some compromise can be reached so that the residents through
the City realize some of that benefit.


I thank you for your time and attention in reading of and considering my concerns.


Respectfully submitted,


Donna Hulbert
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Michael and Noriko Ozawa
5234 Valley View Road


Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275


June 16, 2008


Ms. Leza Mikhail, Associate Planner
City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard
Rancho palos Verdes, CA 90275


Re: Proposed Construction at St. John Fisher


Dear Ms. Mikhail:


RECEIVED
JUN 17 2008


PLANNING, BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT


I am a resident of Rancho Crest Homeowners Association and live on Valley View Road, the street
immediately adjacent to St. John Fisher. After reviewing the proposed mitigated negative declaration
dated May 31, 2008, I have the following concerns:


Visual Impact: I enjoy the natural beauty of our hillsides. When I approach our street southbound on
Crenshaw Boulevard or eastbound on Crest Road, I have a wonderful view of the ocean, trees, and
well-kept residences. The height of the bell tower will tower over the tree line, creating a scar on the
horizon. The visual aspect will be interrupted by the proposed feature. How disappointing. And, I am
stunned that the city is requiring the church to have the silhouette for only two weeks. Why is the city
minimizing the amount of time for neighbors to view the silhouette?


Auditory Impact: I am concerned about the decibel level of the bell tones. I do not want my
environment interrupted by the chiming of bells. The peaceful sounds of my yard are one of the most
pleasing dimensions of my residence.


The bell tower and the ringing of the bell tones will negatively impact our quality of life and our property
values.


Sincerely


~7i(.~
Michael M. Ozawa .
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June 15, 2008


To: Mr. Stephen Perestam
Planning Commission Chairperson
City of Rancho Palos Verdes


Re: Proposed St. John Fisher Construction Project
Conditional Use Permit #96


Dear Mr. Perestam,


RECEIVED
JUN 16 2008


PLANNING. BUI~DING AND
CODe ENFORCEMENT


We appreciate your taking the time to read this letter. Our family has lived at
5431 Valley View Road for 27 years, which is located immediately south of St.
John Fisher Church.


This letter is in response to the proposed construction at St. John Fisher Church
which includes a bell tower with bells ringing intermittently over a 10 hour
period, 6 days a week and on Sundays for 9 hours. The ringing of bells, from 8 AM
to 6PM Monday through Saturday and 8:50 AM to 6PM on Sunday in our quiet,
peaceful neighborhood would be disturbing and intrusive on many levels. Have
you given any consideration to those residents who work through the night and
go to sleep early in the morning? This early morning chiming of bells shows an
insensitivity and total disregard to the neighbors in close proximity to the church.


My next question is why were we first notified of this on June 1, 2008 and given
such a short amount of time to respond? I found out from assistant city planner,
Leeza Mikhail that this project started in October 2007. The church even asked
for an "exemption" not to have to put up a silhouette of the building. This is a
requirement of the City of Rancho Palos Verdes. The city did deny their request.
However, I wonder why they would not want to let everyone see the outline and
height of their project.


Many people are presently on vacation and others who are seriously impacted by
and opposed to this planned construction were not even notified.


The immense size of the new church and the location of it will take away from the
natural beauty and serenity of our neighborhood. According to the plans there
will be less parking spaces on the church property. As it is, the parishioners park
along Crenshaw Blvd. and sometimes on our street.


Several real estate brokers advised me that the homes in the neighborhood will
be less desirable, and that the property values will drop. Imagine this massive
project being built within sight and sound ofyour home. How would you feel?
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A massive cement building with a soaring bell tower, increased traffic, limited
parking, and bells ringing randomly everyday will greatly reduce the quality of
life that we so enjoy.


Please consider the overall negative effect this project will have on our families
surrounding the Church property.


Thank you for your attention to this serious matter, which will affect the quality
of our daily life.


. Joan Olenick and Stanley Olenick
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City of Rancho Palos Verdes
Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Venll:s, CA. 90275
Attn; Mr, .Joel Rojas and Ms Leza Mikhail


Dear Mr. R(~jas and Ms Mikhail,


lum: 16, 2008


Page 1


We live at 24 San Clemente Dr. and are m;ighbors of St. Jolm Fisher. We are writing in
response to the "PUBLIC NOTICE -, PROPOSED - MITIGATED NEGATIVE
DECLARATION" we recently received. We have a number of concerns related to their
requcgt to construct a project of 34,406 total square feet. In general we feel this prt~ect


will have a significant negative effect on the surrounding neighborhood. It will clearly
impact what is a peaceful residential community.


We have specific concerns related to:


• The size of the structure in relation to the surrounding neighborhood.


As seen from the eXisting flag lines the new structure will tower over the
surrounding neighborhood. This appcarfl to impact view Hnell and may prestlni
privacy issues for portions of the neighborhood.


• The proposed bell tower and comment that they are proposed to ring
intermittently between the hours of 8:00am and 6:00 pm Monday through
Saturday and 8:50am and 6:00 pm 00 Sunday.


This is unreasonable, it creates a noise issue for anyone trying to rest or sleep,
especially on wel,;kend mornings. My career often takes me on long trips. When 1
retum home I must recuperate. My children are teenagers involved in demanding
honors programs and athletics at school. They also must be given quiet timu to
recuperate on weekend mornings. The concept of a bell ringing intermittently
throughoul the day is Wlacceptable! We Bve in Rancho Palos Verdes for the peace
and quiet we've always found here. Please stop this part of the project.


• Traffit Problems


Exiting our neighborhood during busy times at 8t John Fischer can be difficult.
We're concerned that the proposed project will make things worse.


• Construction related noise and air quality issues.


We're concerned that a project of this SCOpl; will negatively affect our
environment through noise and air pollution.
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• Property value


This pl'~iect presents significant risk to the property value ofthc surrounding
ndghborhood.


This is a peaceful residential neighborhood. In our opinion the propuStld project will have
a ncgativtl impact On Our neighborhood. We are opposed to the proposed project and ask
that it be stopped immediately.


We also request to be infonned of any decisions or actions related to this projl.ict.


Sim:crdy,
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Bob Peterson


24 San Clemente Drive
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275
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This project presents significant risk to the prop,;rty value ofthc surrounding
n~ighborhood.


This is a peaceful residential neighborhood. In our opinion the propuSt:d pr~jecL will have
a negative impact On Our neighborhood. We are opposed to the proposed project and ask
thaL it b~ stopped immediately.


We also request to be infonned of any decisions or actions related t.o this projc.ct.
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The Bucher Family
5327 Valley View Road


RPV, CA 90275
June 17, 2008


Ms. Leza Mikhail
Associate Planner
City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Blvd
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275


Re: ProposedConstruction atSt. John Fisher


Dear Ms. Mikhail,


RECEIVED
JUN 17 2008


PLANNING. BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT


I am writing this letter on behalf of our family, who lives near this Church on Valley View Road.
The purpose of this letter is to call to your attention to our concerns about the apparent plan to
construct noise-emitting equipment that might be used to call the Parish to worship or otherwise
periodically broadcast sound during the day for other purposes.


Officials of the city of Rancho Palos Verdes should be aware of the following facts before they
permit any noise-emitting apparatus to be constructed and operated at St. John Fisher Church:


1. For over 40 years, this Church has flourished without the need for a bell tower to call its
parishoners to worship.


2. Over the course of the last several decades, there have emerged numerous communication
means for calling the community to worship. These include pagers, mobile phones, express mail
services, email, short message services/text messaging, and webmail, to name but a few.


3. Why in this era of inexpensive, abundant communications it is necessary to construct a bell
tower to broadcast any type of call or signal escapes us.


4. City officials should carefully consider the rights of residents and local home owners who
carefully selected their property based on the over-four-decade-Iong configuration of a peaceful
co-existence of the Church and the local residential area before disrupting this harmony by
permitting unnecessary noises that only offer the potential for the City and its esteemed officials
to face future headaches, turmoil, and potential costly legal battles.


Respectfully submitted,


~l£~
Laurie Bucher


cc: Joel Rojas; Bill Gerstner; Dave Tomlin; Jim Knight; Jeffrey Lewis; Edward Ruttenberg; Paul
Tetreault; Stephen Perestam


The Bucher Family
5327 Valley View Road


RPV, CA 90275
June 17, 2008


Ms. Leza Mikhail
Associate Planner
City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Blvd
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275


Re: ProposedConstruction atSt. John Fisher


Dear Ms. Mikhail,


RECEIVED
JUN 17 2008


PLANNING, BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT


I am writing this letter on behalf of our family, who lives near this Church on Valley View Road.
The purpose of this letter is to call to your attention to our concerns about the apparent plan to
construct noise-emitting equipment that might be used to call the Parish to worship or otherwise
periodically broadcast sound during the day for other purposes.


Officials of the city of Rancho Palos Verdes should be aware of the following facts before they
permit any noise-emitting apparatus to be constructed and operated at St. John Fisher Church:


1. For over 40 years, this Church has flourished without the need for a bell tower to carr its
parishoners to worship.


2. Over the course of the last several decades, there have emerged numerous communication
means for calling the community to worship. These include pagers, mobile phones, express mail
services, email, short message services/text messaging, and webmail, to name but a few.


3. Why in this era of inexpensive, abundant communications it is necessary to construct a bell
tower to broadcast any type of call or signal escapes us.


4. City officials should carefully consider the rights of residents and local home owners who
carefully selected their property based on the over-four-decade-Iong configuration of a peaceful
co-existence of the Church and the local residential area before disrupting this harmony by
permitting unnecessary noises that only offer the potential for the City and its esteemed officials
to face future headaches, turmoil, and potential costly legal battles.


Respectfully submitted,


~LI:.J'_Q.A ____
Laurie Bucher


cc: Joel Rojas; Bill Gerstner; Dave Tomlin; Jim Knight; Jeffrey Lewis; Edward Ruttenberg; Paul
Tetreault; Stephen Perestam
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Barbara and Bryan Bergsteinsson
55 Santa Barbara Drive


Ranch Palos Verdes, CA. 90275
6/16/2008


310-541-2562 p.2


City ofRancho Palos Verdes
Director ofPlanning, Building and Code Enforcement
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA. 90275


Dear Director of Planning and Leza Michall,


We are residents of the Island View community, and neighbors to St John Fisher Church.
As such, we strongly oppose the proposed construction at this site on the comer of Crest
and Crenshaw. One only needs to drive do'Wll Santa Barbara Drive to see how this huge
structure will tower over and completely change the atmosphere ofour long-established
neighborhood.


We feel that this structure will be completely out ofproportion in our comnllU1ity. The
fact that this is a church is frankly not relevant. Would you allow any other entity to erect
such a structure in a residential neighborhood, creating such a pennanent impact on our
quiet community?


Please consider the impact of this huge structure on our homes and yards as it towers over
us. Why does the church feel that such a tall bell tower is necessary? The fact that the
church intends to ring bells throughout the day in our quiet community defies logic. It is
unfair for us to be asked to relinquish our peace and quiet to a church. This is not a.
buslness district" it is a residential community.


Among our concerns are the loss ofprivacy, noise pollution, the visual impact of such an
over-bearing structure, increased traffic, and the loss ofour sense of community. It is
inconceivable that such an extremely tall structure will not negatively impact the
community at its base. We request that the mitigated negative declaration be
reconsidered and a true analysis of the proposed structure's impact on it's surrounding be
prepared.


We should not allow a church to overshadow our community and pennanently damage
the quiet environment where we live.


Sincerely, ~~'..-- .. __ .


8 fJJJs t'· '! ! ,....---- .
I ~ _. \ • I -.~ J;.t ~


, "'-.. I-. / /
Barbara and Bryan Bergsteinsson 1I
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Barbara and Bryan Bergsteinsson
55 Santa Barbara Drive


Ranch Palos Verdes, CA4 90275
6/16/2008


310-541-2562 p.2


City ofRancho Palos Verdes
Director ofPlanning, Building and Code Enforcement
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA. 90275


Dear Director of Planning and Leza Michall,


We are residents of the Island View community, and neighbors to St John Fisher Church.
As such, we strongly oppose the proposed construction at this site on the corner of Crest
and Crenshaw. One only needs to drive dOMl Santa Barbara Drive to see how this huge
structure Vlill tower over and completely change the atmosphere ofour long-established
neighborhood.


We feel that this structure will be completely out ofproportion in our community. The
fact that this is a church is frankly not relevant. Would you allow any other entity to erect
such a structure in a residential neighborhoo~ creating such a pennanent impact on our
quiet community?


Please consider the impact of this huge structure on our homes and yards as it towers over
us. \\lly does the church feel that such a tall bell tower is necessary? The fact that the
church intends to ring bells throughout the day in our quiet community defies logic. It is
unfair for us to be asked to relinquish our peace and quiet to a church. This is not a.
bus;ness district;, it is a residential community.


Among our concerns are the loss ofprivacy~ noise pollution, the visual impact of such an
over-bearing structure, increased traffic, and the loss ofour sense of community. It is
inconceivable that such an extremely tall structure will not negatively impact the
community at its base. We request that the mitigated negative declaration be
reconsidered and a true analysis of the proposed structure's impact on it's surrounding be
prepared.


We should not allow a church to overshadow our community and pennanently damage
the quiet environment where we live.


Sincerely, ~~'.--"'" __


8 & c ~ !,'--- ,
'~ -- ;. . . -.~ - ~.


, .._~ / -
. 1/


Barbara and Bryan Bergsteinsson 1.1
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June 1,2008


Director ofPlanning, Building and Code Enforcement
City ofRancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275-5391


Dear Planning Commission,


RECEIVED
JUN 032008


PLANNING, BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT


We have a concern about the St. John Fisher Master Plan, and that is the bell tower and
specifically the ringing bells. We live directly across the canyon from the church and are
retired, which means we will hear the bells very well and often. We object to the added
noise, seven days a week, no matter how beautiful. This is a quiet, residential
neighborhood, and we hope and pray that it will remain that way.


Sincerely,


~
f(j'~


Jim and Jackie owalter
7 Crestwind D ve


June 1,2008


Director ofPlanning, Building and Code Enforcement
City ofRancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275-5391


Dear Planning Commission,


RECEIVED
JUN 03 2008


PLANNING, BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT


We have a concern about the 81. John Fisher Master Plan, and that is the bell tower and
specifically the ringing bells. We live directly across the canyon from the church and are
retired, which means we will hear the bells very well and often. We object to the added
noise, seven days a week, no matter how beautiful. This is a quiet, residential
neighborhood, and we hope and pray that it will remain that way.


Sincerely,


Iif~
Jim and Jackie owalter
7 Crestwind D ve
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June 1, 2008


Planning Department
City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275


Re: St. John Fisher (New) Church
Crest &Crenshaw


Dear Sir/Madam:


RECEIVED
JUN 032008


PLANNING. BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT


I am a parishioner at Saint John Fisher Church. This past week, they put up a
silhouette that endeavors to outline the ridge lines of the proposed new church.


I am somewhat familiar with the silhouette requirements and am aware that Rancho
Palos Verdes is very explicit in requiring triangular flagging to depict the ridgelines of the
proposed structure. Their silhouette uses ribbons, which is expressly deemed as 'not
acceptable' by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.


Since their silhouette does not comply with the written requirements of the Rancho
Palos Verdes Planning Department, their silhouette should be rejected until it complies
with the strict guidelines published by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes. Thank you.


June 1,2008


Planning Department
City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275


Re: St. John Fisher (New) Church
Crest &Crenshaw


Dear Sir/Madam:


RECEIVED
JUN 03 2008


PLANNING. BUILDING AND
CODe ENFORCEMENT


I am a parishioner at Saint John Fisher Church. This past week, they put up a
silhouette that endeavors to outline the ridge lines of the proposed new church.


I am somewhat familiar with the silhouette requirements and am aware that Rancho
Palos Verdes is very explicit in requiring triangular flagging to depict the ridgelines of the
proposed structure. Their silhouette uses ribbons, which is expressly deemed as 'not
acceptable' by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.


Since their silhouette does not comply with the written requirements of the Rancho
Palos Verdes Planning Department, their silhouette should be rejected until it complies
with the strict guidelines published by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes. Thank you.
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~M. Weissman
Chairman & CEO


June 16, 2008
Lisa Counts
S1. John: Fisher Building Committee Ch,airperson
5448 Crest Road
Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca 90275


Re: Meeting at the Planning Commission Office


Dear Ms Counts:


RECEIVED
JUN 17 2008


PLANNING, BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT


Thank you for your gracious letter of June 10,2008. I wanted to make sure there are no
misconceptions about the meeting that took place on June 9, 2008. The meeting for the
Rancho Crest Homeowners Association was one offact finding at the planning and
building department. I had specifically advised Leza Mikhail, The Associate Planner on
your construction and building project, when she asked about whether your people should
be at the meeting with us, that we needed to find information from her and we would
schedule a meeting with the church at a later time. The members ofour association were
quite surprised when you entered the conference room..


I believe there is a significant misconception ofwhat accomplished at the meeting with
the Rancho Crest Homeowners Association and the Church.


Our group does not agree with Monsignor Sork's statement that he was making a major
concession to us by providing electronic carillons. We believe that a major concession to
your neighbors would be to either have the church only ring the bells inside your
sanctuary, reduce the time ofthe ringing to be more considerate to your surrounding
neighbors or eliminate the bell ringing in total,


To answer your statement about "hoping that all ofour questions were either answered by
the representatives ofthe church or answered in the negative declarations developed by
the city", are incorrect. All ofthe issues raised by our Homeowners Executive
Committee plus Doug Butler and myself (former presidents ofthe Association) are still
there.


I am still concerned that:
1. The construction will provide for significant noise and traffic problems
2. The new parking configuration which is less than what is called for by code


will cause additional problems on Crenshaw Blvd and Valley View Road
where your Parishioners currently park on Sunday mornings, even with the
current parking numbers in your lots.


3. The church is 45 feet higher than the original structure and will be seen
throughout our neighborhoods. It does not blend into the natural look that
Rancho Palos Verdes has demanded for its buildings for manv vears.


'»'@fi'"


4
",)4~


Alan M. Weissman
Chairman & CEO


June 16, 2008
Lisa Counts
S1. John Fisher Building Committee Ch;airperson
5448 Crest Road
Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca 90275


Re: Meeting at the Planning Commission Office


Dear Ms Counts:


RECEIVED
JUN 17 2008


PLANNING, BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT


Thank you for your gracious letter of June 10, 2008. I wanted to make sure there are no
misconceptions about the meeting that took place on June 9, 2008. The meeting for the
Rancho Crest Homeowners Association was one offact finding at the planning and
building department. I had specifically advised Leza Mikhail, The Associate Planner on
your construction and building project, when she asked about whether your people should
be at the meeting with us, that we needed to find information from her and we would
schedule a meeting with the church at a later time. The members ofour association were
quite surprised when you entered the conference room..


I believe there is a significant misconception ofwhat accomplished at the meeting with
the Rancho Crest Homeowners Association and the Church.


Our group does not agree with Monsignor Sork's statement that he was making a major
concession to us by providing electronic carillons. We believe that a major concession to
your neighbors would be to either have the church only ring the bells inside your
sanctuary, reduce the time ofthe ringing to be more considerate to your surrounding
neighbors or eliminate the bell ringing in total,


To answer your statement about "hoping that all ofour questions were either answered by
the representatives ofthe church or answered in the negative declarations developed by
the city", are incorrect. All ofthe issues raised by our Homeowners Executive
Committee plus Doug Butler and myself (former presidents ofthe Association) are still
there.


I am still concerned that:
1. The construction will provide for significant noise and traffic problems
2. The new parking configuration which is less than what is called for by code


will cause additional problems on Crenshaw Blvd and Valley View Road
where your Parishioners currently park on Sunday mornings, even with the
current parking numbers in your lots.


3. The church is 45 feet higher than the original structure and will be seen
throughout our neighborhoods. It does not blend into the natural look that
Rancho Palos Verdes has demanded for its buildin2s for many years.
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4. Your statement about the noise ordinance is correct but creates a situation that
may become difficult for your neighbors. To meet with the different
homeowners associations and develop a noise recommendation for the city to
use on this project would not only be common sense but could enhance good
neighbor relationships between all parties. Not to do an independent and
impartial study is just asking for difficulty with your neighbors not only


, behind the church property but on all sides ofthe churchproperty.
5. To say that the project will be ofbenefit to the community is an interesting


statement. The current environmental study was done internally by the
Rancho Palos Verdes Planning and Building Department. To really
understand what impact the significant construction and redevelopment ofthis
property will have on the neighborhoods demands a totally independent
environmental impact study done by a qualified professional.


We do not ask you to do anything detrimental to the spiritual needs ofyour parishioners.
I think the need for bell ringing to call people to your masses is an outdated necessity. If
people in your parking lot need to know when the services are they can look on your
website or come into the building. Ifbells are important to your church then ring them
inside the church instead ofcreating a problem for the neighborhoods that may devalue
our property. The church has been on that property for many years and many ofthe
homeowners on Valley View Road have lived in the quiet enjoyment oftheir property for
over 25 years. To endanger that enjoyment and reduce property values is a questionable
enterprise.


I am still hopeful that we can accommodate the needs ofeach other but that will come
from sitting down and listening to each other in order to work out a compromise that will
meet not only the church's needs but also that ofthe surrounding property owners.


. Weissman
H eowner at 5306 Valley View Road


ncho Palos Verdes


Copies:
Msgr David Sark
David Kurt
Ina Mikhail, Associate Planner


~oelRojas, Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
Planning Commissioners: Gerstner, Tomblin, Knight, Ruttenberg, Tetreault and Chairman
Perestam


Studio Photo Imaging, Inc.
6920 Melrose Avenue, Hollywood, CA. 90038 Tel: 323.935.1223 Fax: 323.857.5699
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people in your parking lot need to know when the services are they can look on your
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Alan M. Weissman
Chairman & CEO


~une2, 2008


Rancho Palos Verdes Planning Department
Planning/Code Enforcement
Ms Leza Mikhail, Associate Planner
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca 90275-5391


Re: Notice MProposed Negative Declaration
Conditional Use Permit #96-Revision D


Dear Ms Mikhail:


RECEIVED
JUN 04 2008


PLANNING, BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT


I am responding to the Public Notice for the Mitigated Negative Declaration regarding the St. John
Catholic Church Construction and Development Project Known as Conditional Use Permit #96-Revision
D. I want to thank you for returning my phone call today. I am sure that this process is one that is just
beginning for the city liind must take into consideration the concerns of the neighborhoods and
homeowners adjacent to this development.


Once again it seems that we have been surprised by St. John Fisher's desires to rebuild their area
without any consultation with their neighbors. Let me provide you with a little history of thie construction
project that goes all the way back to a little before the Last major earthquake in Los Angeles. The
Church was determined to put in a 100 ft Bell Tower and the bells every hour of the day without concern
for the noise to their neighbors. Many of the considerations of that time must be discussed now because
once again the Bell Tower project is before the city.


The issues are as follows: 1. There are a number of churches in Rancho Palos Verdes that do not have
Bell Towers out of consideration for the surrounding neighborhoods. 2. Last time, the city brought out
sound engineers to the St. John Fisher site to check on the noise levels to the surrounding neighbors. It
was found that due to the extreme height of the bell tower and the loudness of the bell chimes that the
sound cascaded down the back hill and became quite obnoxious to the residents of Valley View Road.
The sound seems to bounce off the hill and in fact today you can hear the singing in the present chapel
on Sundays. I think that the sound of the chimes and the height of the bell tower are a major problem for
the 32 homeowners on Valley View Road. 3. No one from the city or the Church has talked to the
homeowners on the street about this project. I find that highly unusual because of the environmental
impact the noise would have on these properties and may diminish their sales values in the future. 4.
The other issue is the time of the ringing of these bells during the day and during the weekend. Our
street contains a large number of professional men and women who do not want to have noise on
Saturday or Sunday morning beginning at 8:00 AM on Monday through Saturday and 8:50 AM on
Sunday. That is an unreasonable noise on the weekend mornings. 5. The noise from the construction
project and the construction equipment on Crenshaw blvd represents significant additional traffic and
noise. The time for the beginning of construction should also take into consideration the weekend
periods. This is a significant construction project and the noise, dust and traffic must be controlled so as
not to hinder the three neighbors in Rancho Palos Verdes as well as Rolling Hills Estates and Rolling
Hills.


Studio Photo Imaging, Inc.
6920 Melrose Avenue, Hollywood, CA. 90038 Tel: 323.935.1223 Fax: 323.857.5699
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AlanM. Weissman
Chairman & CEO


June 2,2008


Rancho Palos Verdes Planning Department
Planning/Code Enforcement
Ms Leza Mikhail, Associate Planner
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca 90275-5391


Re: Notice of Proposed Negative Declaration
Conditional Use Permit #96-Revision D


Dear Ms Mikhail:


RECEIVED
JUN 04 2008


PLANNING, BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT


I am responding to the Public Notice for the Mitigated Negative Declaration regarding the St. John
Catholic Church Construction and Development Project Known as Conditional Use Permit #96-Revision
D. I want to thank you for returning my phone call today. I am sure that this process is one that is just
beginning for the city ~nd must take into consideration the concerns of the neighborhoods and
homeowners adjacent to this development.


Once again it seems that we have been surprised by St. John Fishers desires to rebuild their area
without any consultation with their neighbors. Let me provide you with a little history of thie construction
project that goes all the way back to a little before the Last major earthquake in Los Angeles. The
Church was deterrn'ined to put in a 100 ft Bell Tower and the bells every hour of the day without concern
for the noise to their neighbors. Many of the considerations of that time must be discussed now because
once again the Bell Tower project is before the city.


The issues are as follows: 1. There are a number of churches in Rancho Palos Verdes that do not have
Bell Towers out of consideration for the surrounding neighborhoods. 2. Last time, the city brought out
sound engineers to the St. John Fisher site to check on the noise levels to the surrounding neighbors. It
was found that due to the extreme height of the bell tower and the loudness of the bell chimes that the
sound cascaded down the back hill and became quite obnoxious to the residents of Valley View Road.
The sound seems to bounce off the hill and in fact today you can hear the singing in the present cl)apel
on Sundays. I think that the sound of the chimes and the height of the bell tower are a major problem for
the 32 homeowners on Valley View Road. 3. No one from the city or the Church has talked to the
homeowners on the street about this project. I find that highly unusual because of the environmental
impact the noise would have on these properties and may diminish their sales values in the future. 4.
The other issue is the time of the ringing of these bells during the day and during the weekend. Our
street contains a large number of professional men and women who do not want to have noise on
Saturday or Sunday morning beginning at 8:00 AM on Monday through Saturday and 8:50 AM on
Sunday. That is an unreasonable noise on the weekend mornings. 5. The noise from the construction
project and the construction equipment on Crenshaw blvd represents significant additional traffic and
noise. The time for the beginning of construction should also take into consideration the weekend
periods. This is a significant construction project and the noise, dust and traffic must be controlled so as
not to hinder the three neighbors in Rancho Palos Verdes as well as Rolling Hills Estates and Rolling
Hilts.


Studio Photo Imaging, Inc.
6920 Melrose Avenue, Hollywood, CA. 90038 Tel: 323.935.1223 Fax: 323.857.5699
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The large church on Palos Verdes Drive development has been delayed for years because of less
significant issues than these represent. There are more neighborhoods and homeowners involved here
than in that instance.


I would suggest a meeting between our homeowners association and the planning staff to discuss this
situat;·,.._ ........


nsideration of these serious issues.


Studio Photo Imaging, Inc.
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Leza Mikhail


From: John Traxler [j.trax5@verizon.net]


Sent: Sunday, June 08,200810:19 AM


To: Leze Mikhail; Edward Ruttenberg; Paul Tetreault; Jeffrey Lewis; Dave Tomblin


Subject: St. John Fisher (SJF) Church Building Proposal


TO: RPV PLANNING COMMISSION


I am a member of SJF community since 1972 (3@ years!). I routinely attend 8:00 AM daily liturgies
there and of course I attend on Sundays also. In the past I have supported SJF building projects when
the administrative offices and school needed growth or upgrading.


The new SJF church proposal has no "need" justification. The proposed new church will be marginally
larger (fewer than 100 seats added). Crowding in the present church occurs only at Christmas and
Easter, times when all Catholic churches are filled to overflowing regardless of size.


The justification for the new SJF church is image-based. It's architectural values are suspect.


Parking will be a major problem if the RPV code is to be followed. Any offsite (street) parking will
significantly impact traffic. This problem will be felt on Sundays, of course, and on days of significant
events, e.g., parish festivals, school events, and large weddings and funerals. Excavation for a new
parking structure should never be approved.


Traffic will be a lesser problem during the school week. Car pooling is not a common practice.


Respectfully,


John Traxler
4172 Rousseau Lane
PVP, CA 90274


6/9/2008
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Leza Mikhail


From: John Traxler [j.trax5@verizon.net]


Sent: Sunday, June 08, 2008 10:19 AM


To: Leze Mikhail; Edward Ruttenberg; Paul Tetreault; Jeffrey Lewis; Dave Tomblin


Subject: St. John Fisher (SJF) Church Building Proposal


TO: RPV PLANNING COMMISSION


I am a member of SJF community since 1972 (3@ years!). I routinely attend 8:00 AM daily liturgies
there and of course I attend on Sundays also. In the past I have supported SJF building projects when
the administrative offices and school needed growth or upgrading.


The new SJF church proposal has no "need" justification. The proposed new church will be marginally
larger (fewer than 100 seats added). Crowding in the present church occurs only at Christmas and
Easter, times when all Catholic churches are filled to overflowing regardless of size.


The justification for the new SJF church is image-based. It's architectural values are suspect.


Parking will be a major problem if the RPV code is to be followed. Any offsite (street) parking will
significantly impact traffic. This problem will be felt on Sundays, of course, and on days of significant
events, e.g., parish festivals, school events, and large weddings and funerals. Excavation for a new
parking structure should never be approved.


Traffic will be a lesser problem during the school week. Car pooling is not a common practice.


Respectfully,


John Traxler
4172 Rousseau Lane
PVP, CA 90274


6/9/2008
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RECEIVED


June 09, 2008


To: Mr. Joel Rojas, AICP
Director ofPlanning,
Building and Code Enforcement
City ofRancho Palos Verdes


Re: Proposed St. John Fisher construction project
Conditional Use Permit #96


Dear Mr. Rojas and members of the planning commission,


JUN 11 200R
PLANNING, BUILDING AND


CODE ENFORCEMENT


Thank you for taking the time to read this letter. My pregnant wife, 2-year old daughter,
and I live at 17 Santa Barbara Drive, directly across the street from much of the proposed
St. John Fisher construction. We moved to the Island View complex 5 years ago for a
number ofreasons, not the least ofwhich was to raise our children in a quiet residential
area (with little to no commercial activity nearby). We were also enthralled with the
natural beauty of the area, in which communities seemed to place an emphasis on foliage
and views over concrete and buildings. Despite our proximity to St. John Fisher church
(and occasional noise from church functions), we have been quite pleased with our choice
to this point.


We now, however, are deeply concerned that this proposed project will seriously
jeopardize our joy ofhome ownership in this community. The plans propose an 18,000
square foot sanctuary on the northwest comer of the property, including a 72 foot high
bell tower (88 feet with the attached cross), all within approximately 50 yards ofour
backyard. The structure will have an apparent height ofwell over 100 feet since the
church property is already 20-30 feet higher than our own. The proposal also suggests
that bells will ring (at an undetermined decibel level) "intermittently" (also ofunspecified
frequency) from 8 am to 6 pm. This disturbs us on many, many levels.


We are particularly concerned about the noise impact ofthis project. Such a large project
(34,000 square feet ofnew building and 10,000 square feet ofdemolition) will take a
considerable amount oftime and generate a tremendous amount ofnoise, much ofwhich
will be centered at very close proximity to our house and many other homes. It seems
that the church has decided to dedicate its most dramatic construction to the one area of
their property that impacts the greatest number ofhomes. Also, on the noise front, we are
deeply bothered by the thought ofbells ringing throughout the day every day, especially
so close to our home. My wife is due to deliver twins in about a month, and a barrage of
noise, initially from construction (starting at 7 AM, according to the proposal), and then
from a bell tower, is.....well, I think you get you picture.
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PLANNING. BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT
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Another very worrisome impact involves parking problems for our community. As it
stands, the church is frequently unable to provide parking for all of its members. The
result is often a loss of street parking for the residents (and their guests) of this
community. The proposed project actually calls for a loss oftotal parking spots on
church property, at the same time as they (seemingly) plan to expand church activities
and the number ofpersons frequenting their property. The plans, with new convenient
church entrance from the street, also makes street parking much more attractive to church
goers. This is to say nothing ofthe impact that the numerous vehicles associated with
construction work will have on our neighborhood's parking situation.


Lastly, the proposal stands to produce, at best, a marked diminution of our
neighborhood's aesthetic appeal. It is clear, from the balloons and framed structure
outlining the new sanctuary, that this new building will soon replace trees and sky as the
dominant feature ofthe view from both our backyard and front yard; the same is true for
a number ofour neighbors. In fact, the structure will be so prominent that we are
concerned it might block out a significant portion ofthe sunlight our backyard receives.
That the church would decide to build this brash new structure in the most conspicuous
and impacting location (for the area's residents), when they have such an expansive
property, is, in my opinion, insensitive at best, even arrogant. Further, those ofus who
were notified ofthis proposal by the public notice (dated May 3Ist) were given a
ridiculously short window oftime to respond (by June 18th


). Apparently, most ofthe
residents in Island View were provided with no such notice. Frankly, we find the project
and the manner in which we were notified to be quite alarming.


My family deeply appreciates your serious consideration ofthis matter. We implore you
to deny the church's request at this time, at least in its present incarnation. Their plans
clearly do not take into account the best interests ofthe community, and it is hard to
understand what critical church needs (supposedly met by this project) warrant such
disregard for our community's residents.


Ronald Blond MD, Linda Blond, and Katherine Blond
17 Santa Barbara Drive
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA
90275


cc: Kim Quinn, President, Island View ROA


Another very worrisome impact involves parking problems for our community. As it
stands, the church is frequently unable to provide parking for all of its members. The
result is often a loss of street parking for the residents (and their guests) of this
community. The proposed project actually calls for a loss oftotal parking spots on
church property, at the same time as they (seemingly) plan to expand church activities
and the number ofpersons frequenting their property. The plans, with new convenient
church entrance from the street, also makes street parking much more attractive to church
goers. This is to say nothing of the impact that the numerous vehicles associated with
construction work will have on our neighborhood's parking situation.


Lastly, the proposal stands to produce, at best, a marked diminution ofour
neighborhood's aesthetic appeal. It is clear, from the balloons and framed structure
outlining the new sanctuary, that this new building will soon replace trees and sky as the
dominant feature of the view from both our backyard and front yard; the same is true for
a number ofour neighbors. In fact, the structure will be so prominent that we are
concerned it might block out a significant portion of the sunlight our backyard receives.
That the church would decide to build this brash new structure in the most conspicuous
and impacting location (for the area's residents), when they have such an expansive
property, is, in my opinion, insensitive at best, even arrogant. Further, those ofus who
were notified ofthis proposal by the public notice (dated May 31st) were given a
ridiculously short window oftime to respond (by June 18th


). Apparently, most ofthe
residents in Island View were provided with no such notice. Frankly, we find the project
and the manner in which we were notified to be quite alarming.


My family deeply appreciates your serious consideration of this matter. We implore you
to deny the church's request at this time, at least in its present incarnation. Their plans
clearly do not take into account the best interests ofthe community, and it is hard to
understand what critical church needs (supposedly met by this project) warrant such
disregard for our community's residents.


Ronald Blond MD, Linda Blond, and Katherine Blond
17 Santa Barbara Drive
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA
90275


cc: Kim Quinn, President, Island View ROA
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St Jon Fisher Project


Leza Mikhail


From: Ian Sisco [ianbisco@cox.net]


Sent: Thursday, June 12, 200812:26 PM


To: lezam@rpv.com


Subject: St Jon Fisher Project


Page 1 of 1


I live in the Middlecrest area below St John fisher I would like to get some clarification of the
bells ringing situation, are we to be be blasted with all kinds if noisy tunes in the hours stated
or is it a simple case of a clock chime for noting the hours of time?


It is also unclear to me if the new structure called a sanctuary is to become the new church
congregating area where music and singing is to become the norm. Currently in the right
conditions we can hear the services from our estate and my concern is if the facility is moving
closer to the edge overlooking Middlecrest without the buffer of trees and buildings and maybe
a bigger acoustic effect with a larger ceiling height etc, then this may not be something we
want to listen too all the time.


Concerned


Ian


6/12/2008
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bells ringing situation, are we to be be blasted with all kinds if noisy tunes in the hours stated
or is it a simple case of a clock chime for noting the hours of time?
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Concerned


Ian


6/12/2008
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RECEIVED
JUN 1 3 2008


PLANNING. BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT


310-54-1-2878


June 11, 2008


City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
California 90275
Att: Planning Department
Subject: Proposed construction at St. John Fischer Church.


Dear Sir,


As past president of the Island View Homeowners Association and an active participant in the process of obtaining


proper authority to place a gate at Whitley Collins entrance and a Guard House at the Crenshaw entrance, this


activity that took several years and numerous workshop and council meetings, it is strange that we now find a


project of considerably larger scale right on our doorstep with and 18 day notice for responses. This notification


was received, not from the city but from a fellow resident within Island View.


The project I am referring to is the expansion of the Church and several other facilities at the corner of Crest and


Crenshaw. We also understand that the parking places are going to be reduced and these facilities are going to


accommodate more people than they do today. The present number of parking places does not accommodate all


of the people that attend church now as on many occasions they have to park on Crenshaw and Crest.


It is understood that there will be bells in the tower that will be playing on a daily bases. What happened to the


quite peaceful environment that we enjoy and have done so for many years?


We need to have several meetings and public hearings, like you usually do, so that we can accommodate all of the


desires ofthe residents that would be most directly impacted regarding this development. You certainly have given


Mr. Trump nothing but delays and problems with what would appear to be inconsequential impact (ref. American


Flag) and here we are not talking about an inconsequential issue.


Please advise as to when we will commence hearings on this issue.


Sincerely,


:: ::
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PLANNING. BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT
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Sincerely,


:: ::
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FRANK LIVOTI
5207 Valley View Road


Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275
livoti@gte.net


July 11, 2008


Ms. Leza Mikhail, Associate Planner
City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275


Re: Proposed Construction at Saint John Fisher


Dear Ms. Mikhail


REceIVED
JUN 1 3 ?OQR


PLANNING, BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT


I am a resident of Rancho Crest HOA and live on Valley View Road. After
reviewing the proposed mitigated negative declaration document dated
May 31,2008, I have the following concerns:


Concern about disturbance to the neighborhood that can be caused
by bell ringing sounds being to loud.


Concern about excessive height of the bell tower which could affect
sound being carried to the surrounding neighborhood.


We are deeply concerned about these issues as they can impact the quality
of life and our property values.


Cc: Director of Planning
Planning Commissioners
Chairperson


FRANK LIVOTI
5207 Valley View Road


Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275
Iivoti@gte.net


July 11, 2008


Ms. Leza Mikhail, Associate Planner
City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275


Re: Proposed Construction at Saint John Fisher


Dear Ms. Mikhail


RECEIVED
JUN 1 3 IOOR


PLANNING. BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT


I am a resident of Rancho Crest HOA and live on Valley View Road. After
reviewing the proposed mitigated negative declaration document dated
May 31, 2008, I have the following concerns:


Concern about disturbance to the neighborhood that can be caused
by bell ringing sounds being to loud.


Concern about excessive height of the bell tower which could affect
sound being carried to the surrounding neighborhood.


We are deeply concerned about these issues as they can impact the quality
of life and our property values.


Cc: Director of Planning
Planning Commissioners
Chairperson
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June 10,2008


Ms. Leza Mikhail
Associate Planner
City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Blvd
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275


Re: Proposed Construction at St. John Fisher


RECEIVED
JUN 1 32008


PLANNING, BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT


Dear Ms. Mikhail,


I am a resident ofRancho Crest HOA and live on Valley View Road. After reviewing the
proposed mitigated negative declaration documented dated May 31, 2008, I have the following
concems:


•


•


Sincerely,


cc: Board ofDirectors
CMIFile


June 10,2008


Ms. Leza Mikhail
Associate Planner
City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Blvd
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275


Re: Proposed Construction at St. John Fisher


RECEIVED
JUN 1 3 2008


PLANNING, BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT


Dear Ms. Mikhail,


I am a resident ofRancho Crest HOA and live on Valley View Road. After reviewing the
proposed mitigated negative declaration documented dated May 31, 2008, I have the following
concems:


•


•


Sincerely,


cc: Board ofDirectors
CMIFile
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June 10, 2008


Ms. Leza Mikhail
Associate Planner
City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Blvd
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275


Re: Proposed Construction at St. John Fisher


RECEIVED
JUN 1 32008


PLANNING B
COD ,UlLDING AND


EENFORCEMENT


Dear Ms. Mikhail,


I am a resident ofRancho Crest HOA and live on Valley View Road. After reviewing the
proposed mitigated negative declaration documented dated May 31, 2008, I have the following
concerns: l~ , t II' t vi.' f_ '.I- '/ I0- WOl.lIO J,fl.; .fi0-~fLtf ifll4lerfOjec .1- ",{OMf"T'l-I/tlC- I( w,1 rJ/tJl' <.
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wa.flk, ~t lIJo()o\J t!1,?flA}fb -tG- ~#lA.~(~ ~ (of, ,.IZ.~r«(..r'(,/ f~ I tZ >"f,'(r'e)


• ~N~ y"Wj ck,'lclr,(Yt t' zRn,'or:5 / eJ( U/ltr#..erl p.R.oelR ..
r 7


• _f(\,L7 -rGL- l'\.o;6il- "lh'1I JIl.C.V~"J~ (J<A( ft'(Jr-er"tl Vd\(v.!Z... .Jf<ve.I1.Tr,(A1'r '
We are deeply concerned about these issues as they will impact the quality oflifeand our
property values.


Sincerely,


cc: Board ofDirectors
CMIFile


June 10, 2008


Ms. Leza Mikhail
Associate Planner
City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Blvd
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275


Re: Proposed Construction at St. John Fisher


RECEIVED
JUN 1 32008


PLANNING B
COD r UlLDING AND


EENFORCEMENT


Dear Ms. Mikhail,


I am a resident ofRancho Crest HOA and live on Valley View Road. After reviewing the
proposed mitigated negative declaration documented dated May 31, 2008, I have the following
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We are deeply concerned about these issues as they will impact the quality of life and our
property values.


Sincerely,


cc: Board ofDirectors
CMIFile
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June 10, 2008


Ms. Leza Mikhail
Associate Planner
City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Blvd
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275


Re: Proposed Construction at St. John Fisher


RECEIVED
IJUN 17 2iJD8


PLANNING, BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT


Dear Ms. Mikhail,


I am a resident ofRancho Crest HOA and live on Valley View Road. After reviewing the
proposed mitigated negative declaration documented dated May 31,2008, I have the following
concerns:


• Jamc~ J&;1JWlifMI#~~,;tip Mte~/


• cJ&it Jk Jac&d VI:th~ ,
· ~J-:tkf~~M*(),>tl~~~


We are deeply concerned about these issues as they will impact the quality of life and our
property values.


Sincerely,


cc: Board ofDirectors
CMIFile


June 10, 2008


Ms. Leza Mikhail
Associate Planner
City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Blvd
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275


Re: Proposed Construction at St. John Fisher


RECEIVED
IJUN 17 2iJD8


PLANNING, BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT


Dear Ms. Mikhail,


I am a resident ofRancho Crest HOA and live on Valley View Road. After reviewing the
proposed mitigated negative declaration documented dated May 31,2008, I have the following
concerns:


• Jam~ J&.t..biJ1f?Mr#~~,;tJp Mte~/


• cJ&it Jk Jac&d VI:th~ ,
· ~J-:tkf~~M*(),>tl~~~


We are deeply concerned about these issues as they will impact the quality of life and our
property values.


Sincerely,


cc: Board ofDirectors
CMIFile
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June 10, 2008


MJ. Leza Mikhail V
Associate Planner
City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Blvd
Rancho Palos VerdesJ CA 90275


GRACE S WONG PAGE 02


Be: Proposed Construction at St. John Fisher


Dear Ms. MikhailJ


I am a resident ofRancho CtestHOA and live on Valley View Road. A:t'bu' reviewing the
proposed mitigated negative declaration documented dated May 3l j 2008. I have the following
concerns:


We are deeply concerned about these issues as they will impact the quality ofJile and our
property values.


8in<ere1y, i-_L 7jf!L(':.. b.J?rfli


RlU{oho ~:HM Z:;-JIK'I/~ L!~ tei-.


~~; Board ofDimctors
CMlFjle
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June 10,2008


lYb. Leza Mikhail V
Associate Planner
City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Blvd
.Rancbo Palos Verdes, CA 90275


GRACE S WONG PAGE 02


Re: Proposed Constru£tion at St. John Fisher
• ,',.I:,.JI'''\ 1"· •. ,.. ·, 1.,. .


Deal' Ms. Mikhail,


I am. a resident ofRancho CtestHOA and live on Valley View Road_ A.:f:'lm reviewing the
proposed mitigated negative declWltion documented dated May 31; 2008, I have the foUQwing
concerns:


Wo are deeply concemedabout these issues as they will impact the quality of life and our
property value!'.


Sincerely,i,L- TittU:.. bJ3rr~
RmJo~ z;.Jif'I/~ £/'~ ~.


Board ofDircctors
CMIFile
JbErC- Ro:JM. ;' 1J/~~("t:i·;" aF f't..~tllJJ~
&~L.L tri61tSrN'F4lJ rtJ;-tJiCJlti~' c.~);NI.tSt~
~z" '7bJ.M.("ilV' I pVJ.-r{';u{~ Cd")M-.b'fi):Jio"~


V(~ kN'«II--T ~ ftJrt.{Nllfd, C~*.tft·Nh


3arFlJ..1sj /Aitf.lt.J·) 1'i.JH/NtN"'/' ~;wuj(IJIl~


Gf)lJhL~ f(ClrtaNtt-R.C, P(.P-I/!J!.Ntf! L.~iniJJ/~~
I~t..". ~1'"d.F;uu"7·-" pl..A--ftlA/iNC;. ~AJ1,I.J';f"/$NU-


S?'~h,J (JH-&~) ~a..t-ffA.S~
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JUN-17-2008 04:11A FROM:


June 10, 2008


000 000 000-- TO: 913105445293 P.l


Ms. Leza Mikhail
Associate Planner
City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Blvd
Rancho Palos Verdes. CA 90275


F,Ar)() 31 0) 511-4- b 2-'10
Re: Proposed Construction at St. John Fisher


Deat Ms. Mikhail,


I am a resident ofRancho Crest ROA and live on Valley View Road. After reviewing the
proposed mitigated negative declaration documented dated May 31, 2008, I have the following
concerns:


• 6-loTfZ"");..-J,(MJ'ic~


·==0= ~~ ~::t- bu7kl7!
• ---iL~:fr,. Grl!M.. d[L-l1rr~=~


We are deeply concerned about these issues as they will impact the quality of life and our rt ~
property values.


Sincerely,


cc: Board of Directors
CMIFile


)< sheenOl J((141-
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000 000 000-- TO: 913105445293 P.l


Ms. Leza Mikhail
Associate Planner
City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Blvd
Rancho Palos Verdes. CA 90275


F,Ar)() 31 0) 511-4- b 2-'10
Re: Proposed Construction at St. John Fisher


Deat Ms. Mikhail,


I am a resident ofRancho Crest ROA and live on Valley View Road. After reviewing the
proposed mitigated negative declaration documented dated May 31, 2008, I have the following
concerns:


• 6-IOT:2~);. .-J,(MJ'ic~


·==0: ~~ ~::t- bu7kl7!
• ---iL~:fr,. Grl!M.. deL_1J~=~


We are deeply concerned about these issues as they will impact the quality of life and our rt ~
property values.


Sincerely,


cc: Board of Directors
CMIFile


)< sheenOl J((141-


Vtt /lev \t7~ Rd
CA- qo)..7r
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City ofRancho Palos Verdes
DIrector of Planning., Building and Code Enforc&ment.
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Plitos Ve«Jes. Catltbmia 902.74
Attn: Director of Planning and Zoning and Ms Lem Michal


Dear Director of Planning and Ms Leza Mk:haiI.


We are ,the neighbon; ofSl John FISher and .0 INe near the inletsedion of Crest BMl and Crenshaw Blvd.
We never receiVed any pubtio notices concerning 1he proposed build"lI1g construction at Sl John Fisher, yet
we are within 500 feet of the construction. we ... an oppoHd to the newly propoaed St. John FIsher
BUlldlng·COI'l8fJ'UGlton on the comer of CN8t 8Mt. and CNI....Blvd. we all ...._Ibat this
consauet1on be stopped Immediately .... Ihat. no fm1her construction take place.


Pfease note the foIJowing~


1) ItmlSiOn of privacy. In a residentiaJ neighborhood. a large and massive building that is 4-5 stories
high in that foo$tion WQUld be overbearing and unsightly. It would be .ble by an nearby residences
from inside and outside their residence as wen as from their front and back yards.


2} Noise PftJbIem. PreviouslY contested by neighbors SUCGe$$fuRy. tMn is rdready an existing noise
dIstUrbance issue. Cunentty we can hear the eat1y-moming sermons beginning at 7:00am and any
actiVities thatconIirIue throughout the coorse of the enb daY- Allowance of this building,would
further incnlliaSe the noise problem ti1at already exists. "these noise PJObIerns htIVe been
unaddressed for1he past tieYel8l years and a new building woufd deIinilety amplfy these noise
problem!/; fUrther. St. John Fisher onoe again is trying to PJOPOS8 a new adcUtioo. and plans to
construct a new bell UNer U1at would ring throughout the hours of 8:00 am through 6:00 pm. seven
days a week in a residenfisl neighborhood.


3) Trafftc problem. Cunenuy1hete is a traffic probfem due to the large amount of automobiles
accessing thest John FIsherCrenshaw parldng lot Before and after services there is a line a cars
entering and.exitlng the patking lot When their parking lot is full, St. John FISherattendees park up
and doWn Crenshaw 8M:f. These tratfic patlBtus caused byst John FISher attendeea results in
1nJfficjams. deIa1S and potentiQl acddenlS. Allowance of this tnn1ding would fUr1ber decrease
par1<ing splICe in their alreadY insufficient: parking lots. IfSt John F"1S1ler is allowed to constlVCt tills
additional 20.000 sq. ft.. building, 1he impacted pmMug on Crenshaw Blvd. will soon lrrvade our own
residential streets.


4) Property ".Iue 108$. Residences across the street as wei as other nearby residences may faCe
potential loss ofwlue to their exi$tillQ horne!!; due In the potentially large. overbealing, massive and
inb'usive proposed at John FIsher structure and resulting noise pollUtIon.


5) Good neighbor pdIicy. Building such a large. massive.and intrusiVe s1ruCWre viotMes Ule basic..
concept of blending into the surrounding area wIh ils neighbors and breaks the good neighbOr spirit
of living harmoniously together. This Is a residential neighborhood. not an inner city/commercially
zoned area. The propoaed Sl John FlISher bUilding is massiW. unsighllyand overtearing; it
impose$ on nearby I'fSidenCes' fight to prlvacy as well as theif; right to Gl'tjoy the beautiful Sights.
soundS and amenities that RPV has to offer. .


Once again, ..are all opposedto" newly PfOP088d Sf,. John Fisbor Bolding c:onetructlon on the
corner of Crest Blvd. and CreMhaw Biwel. we aft ftJCfI.II!8l thai: this construction be stopped
Immediately and that no furltter COMtIucllon IaIce place. Mid we upect tn h.rfrom you soon.


Sincerely,


MtJS(.J~ ( ;X~fJp~C: C~;;~~=-~~__,
~ 9. ~~t\ 1);<


f!.. tJ u ~A f;>J7~
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City ofRancho Palos Verdes
Director of Planning.. Building and Code Enfortement.
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho p;atos Verdes. Calffctnia 902.74
Attn: Director of Planning and Zoning and Ms Lez:t Michal


Dear Diredcr of Plenning and Ns Leza~


We are ,the oeighbor.i ofSl John FISher and.O JiIJe near the in.8edioo of CNst BM'.t and Crenshaw Blvd.
We never receiVed ."y pubic notices concerning 1he pt'OJ)08ed buikrmg construction at Sl John Fisher, yet
we are within SOD feet Of the COIl$b'UdiOn~ we Ire .n oppoHd to the newly propoaed St.. John FIsh.,
Bulldlng·conatruedon on the comer of CNet8ML and Cntt...BIv4 we all ....._ that this
conaauet1on be stopped Immedlat8ly.-I'"no further CORItrUcttOn take plac8.


Please note the foIJowfng~


1) ImnlCiOn of prlvacy~ In a residential neighborhood. a large and rnassWe building that is 4-5 stories
high in that Ioc::$tion would be overbeadng and unsighftyw It would be *able by an nearby residences
from inside and outside their residence as.1asfrom their front ancl back yards.


2} Noise PfObIem. PmvIousIY contested by neighbors succ:e.ruIyJ theIe is already an existing noise
distUrbance issue~ Currentty we can hear the earty-moming sermons beginning at 7:00 ·am and any
actiViIies thatcontinue throughout the CQlne of the enUre daY- Allowance of this building·would
further inaease the noise problem that already exISts~ These noise problems hI1Ve been
unaddressed for the past seversl years and a new building woufd deIini1eIy ampUfy these noise
,probfem!!; fUrther. St. JoI1n Fisheronce again is trying to propose a new additiOn, and plans to
construct a new bell ..,... tJ1at would ring throughout the hours of 8:00 am through 6:00 pm. seven
days a week in a residential neighbortlocxt


3) Traffic problem. Cunenuy1hete is a traffic probfem due 10 the large amount ofautomobiles
accessing thest John FisherCrenshaw parking lot Before and after services there is a line a cars
entering and.exitlng the pmking lot When their pactdng lot is fu1I~ Sl John FISher attendees park up
and doWn C.""shaw B1Yd. These traffic patlBtus caused bYst John FISher altendees results in
tmfficjams, delays and potential acddenlS. Allowance of thi$ building VIOuld further decreeae
par1<ing space in their alreadY in8ufIicient parking lots. IfSt John FIS1ler is allowed to construct tills
additional 20.000 sq. ft. building. 1he impacted ,.klug on Crenshaw Blvd. win soon lrMiJde out own
residential~


4) Property .".IuekI8& Residences across the street as wei as other nearby residences may fate
potential lass ofQ1ue to their exi$th-sa horne!!; due to the potentially large, overbearing, massive and
intntsive proposed st John FIsher stnmture and resulting noise pollUtIon.


5) Good neighbor policy. Building such a large. ~.and intruSiVe s1ruCWte YIotates 1f1e basic, '
QJncept of blending into the surrounding«nawIh its neighbors and breaks t;be good neighbOrgpil1t
of lYing harmonioUSly together. This Is a residential neighborhood, not an inner citYfcommerclally
zoned area. The propoMd Sl John FISher building is massiW. unsightly and overtearing; it
impose$ on nearby I'fSIdenCes' right ID pdvacy • well as theif; right to enjoythe beautiful Sights.
sounds and amenities that RPV has to offer. '


Once agalo, we areaI opposed to the newly proposed Sf.. John Fi$her Building eonatructlon on the
comer of CN8t Blvd.. and er.n.haw BIwd.. We aft t8qII08t thai this conetruetlon be stopped
ImrMdiately and that no furlller COIHdJucllon .... pIacI:~atld we expect to hear from yea soon.


Sincerely,


Mf!6'(-)~ ( ;X~IJFI~C: ~~;~~~~ ,


oS ~ ~~I' b;<
~.. fJ U c:'A ft.>J7~ 309-A







RECEIVED
JUN 16 2008


, PLANNING, BUILDING AND
City ofRancho Palos VeRSes _ .' . CODE ENFORCEMENT
DiredDrof Planning, Building and Code EnfOrcemeIit
30940 Hawthorne 8Ml
Rancho PaloS Ven:Ies. califOrnia 90274
Atln: Directorof Planning and ZOning and Ms t.eza Michall


oear DiredDr of Planning and Us Leza MichaiJ.


We are the neighbors of St. John FISher and aU live near the intersection ofCrest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd.
We never received any public notices c::onceming 1f1e proposed building construction at St. John FISher, yet
we are within 500 feet of the c:onstruc:Dn. We are all opposed to tile ...., propased st. John FIsher
Bulldlllg construc:tioD on the comerofCrest Blvd.. and CNnshaw Blvd. we aIIl'8qWfSt that1Ns
construction be stIJpped imInedia1eIy and tIIat no further construc:tioD take place.


Pleese note 1be following concerns:


1) invasion ofprivaq. In a residential neighborhood, a large and massive building that is 4-5 stories
high in that Iocalion would be overbearing and unsightly. Itwould be visibfe by an nearby residences
from inside and outside 1heir residence as well as from their front and back yards.


2) NoIse problem. Previously contested by neighboJs successfuBy. there is already an existing noise
dlsturbaiK:e IsSUe. CunenUy we can hear the earty-moming sermons beginning at 7:00 am and any
activities that continue throughout the course ofthe entire day. AIfowance ofthis building would
further increase the noise problem that already exists. These noise problems have been
unaddressed for the past several yearsand a new building would definitely amplify these noise
problems ftI1her. St. John FiSheronce again is 1Iyingto plopuse a new addition. and plans to
consbUcta new bell tower UlatwouJd ring thmughout the houJs of 8:00 am through 6:00 pm. seven
days a week in a residential neighborhood.


3) Traffic problem. CunerdIy there is a traffic problem dUe to the large amount of automobiles
accessing the St. John FISherCl'enshaw parking lot Before and afterservk:es·there is a line a cars
entering and exiting the parking lot. When 1heirpaOOng 101: is full, Sl John FISherattendees patk up
and down Crenshaw Blvd.. lbesetlaflicpatterns caused by St John FISher attendees results in
tntffic jams, delays EI'Id potential aa:iden1s. Allowance ofthis building would further decrease
parking space in their already inSUfficient parking Iols.. IfSl John Fisher is aDowed 10construct this
additional 20.000 sq. fl builcf&n9. tne impacted par1<ing on CrenstIaw Blvd.. will soon invade ourown
residential stree1S.


4) Property value loBs. ReskIences across the streetas weB as other nearby residences may face
palentialloss of value 10 their existing homeSdue 10 the poientiaiIy large. overbearing, massive and
intrusive proposed St John FISher strucIufe and resulting noise poDution.


5) Good neigIIbor policy. 8uiding such a large. massive and intrusive structure violates the basic
conceptof blend"mg into 1he S181'OUJJding area with its neighbors and breaks the good neighbor spirit
of living harmoniously together. This is a residential neighborhood. notan inner city/commercially
zoned area. The proposed St. John FISher building is massive. unsighUyand overbearing; it
imposes on nearby residences' right an privacyas weD as their. right1D eqoy1he beautiful Sights.
sounds and amenities thai: RPV has to offer. .


Once again, we are aft 0pp08ed to Ibe newly proposed st. John Fisher Building construction on Ule
comer of CrestBlvd. and Crenshaw Blvd. We aI Nquest that tIds construction be stopped
Immediately and that no furtllerconstnlctlon .... place. aDd we expect to heerfrom you soon.


1 • d 9609-1..1..E(01El usq I I:J evO:11 80 91 unr


RECEIVED
JUN 16 200B


, PLANNING, BUILDING AND
City ofRancho Palos VeRSes _ " , CODE ENFORCEMENT
Directorof Planning, Building and Code EnforcemeJ1t
30940 Hawlhome BM1.
Rancho PaloS Ven:Ies. C8IIOmia 90274
AtIn: Directorof Planning and ZOning and Ms l.era Michall


Dear Diredor of Planning and Ms Leza MichaiJ.


We are the neighbors of St. John FISher and aU live near the intersection ofCrest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd.
We never received any public notices eonceming the proposed building consttuefion at St John FlSher~ yet
we are within 500 feet of the COJ1SIrUGtion,. Weare" opposed to the newly proposed st. John Fisher
Building construction on the comerofCrest Blvd. and CNnshaw Blvd. we all'eqII8tthat this
construction be stopped immediately and that no furtber construction take place.


Please note the following concerns:


1) invasion of privacy. In a residential neighborhood. a IaIge and -massive building that is 4-5 stories
high in that location would be overbearing and unsightly. Itwould be visible by an nearby~
from inside and outside their residence as well as from their front and back yards.


2) NoIse problem.. PreviOuSlY contested by neighbcxs suceessfuBy. there is already an existing noise
disturbance IsSUe. CumtnUy we can hear tbe early-moming sermons beginning at 7:00 am and any
activities that continue throughout the course ofthe entire day. Allowance ofthis building would
further increaSe the noise problem batalready exists.. These noise problems have been
unaddressed for the past several yearsand a ne.w building would defilJiIeIy amplfy these noise
problemsfurther. St John fisher once again is1Iying10 popose a new adtJition. and plans to
CX1I1SIrUcta new bell tower U1atwould ring throughout the hours of 8:00 am through 6:00 pm, seven
days a week in a residential neighborhood.


S) TraIfIc problem. Currently there is a traftic problem due to the large amountof automobiles
accessing the St John FIShercrenshaw parking lot Before and after services there is a line a cars
entering and exiting the parking lot When their paOOng Jot is full, Sl John FISheralIendee8 park up
and down Crenshaw Blvd. Jbese·fJafficpaIfems calSed by St John FISher attendees results in
tJaffic jams, delays a1d poterdIaI acciden1s. .Allowance of this building would further decrease
parking space in their already insufticient parking lots.. IfSt John Fisher is aDowed to construct this
addlUonal20,OOO sq. fl buitcrmg. U1e impacted parking on Crenstlaw Blvd.. will soon invade ourown
residential streets..


4) Property value loss. Residences.-:ross the streetas well as other nearby residences may face
polentiaIloss of value to theirexisting homeSdue 10 the polentiaBy large. overbearing, massive and
intrusive proposed St John FISher S1nJcIure and resulting noise poUution.


5) Good neighbor poley. Building such a large.. massive and intrusive structure violates the basic
conceptof blend'"mg into the swounding area with its neighbors and breaks the good neighbor spirit
of living harmoniously togeIher. This is a residential~ notan inner city/oommerciaUy
zoned area. The proposed St. John FISher building is massive, unsighUy.and overbearing; i
imposes on nearby residences~ right to privacyas weD as their. tight1D enjoy1he beautiful s;gtdsJ
sounds and amenities that RPV has to offer. .


Once again, we are au oppo8ed to the newly proposed st. John Fisher Building construction on the
corner of CrestBlvd. and Crellshaw Blvd. We" request that this constJuctian be 8fopped
Immediately and that no furtherconstruction .... place, and we expect to beer from you sooo.
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City ofRancho PsIQs VeRIeS ..
DhctDr ofPlanning. Bulking end Code Ertfo.cernent
30940 HawIhome 8Jvd.
Rancho PeIo8 Vente8, Ceftfomia 90214
AUn: DIrectorofPlanning and lonJng and Ms LeD MiChaH


Dfiat DinJclor of Planning and Me ...... Mimaitt


we are the neighbors atSl John FISherand aD live near the inter8ection ofCrest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd.
we never RICeiVed any public notices concerning the proposed building comstruetIon at St. John Fisher. yet
we are wilhIn 500 _ Of tIUa conetruGtb'l. we are all opposed to the nawJy PJOPOHd It. JohR fisher
BuldlDO'c:od8INeIonGIl'"conwof Crest Blvd. ander......BIvd. ..aD ....uest tbattbl:a
GOII8IJ'QCIIon be"""............, and tIUIl nofUrtbtr conetnICIIon tab place.


PleaSe note Ihefollowing c:onc:erl'IC


1) InvasIOn ofpri¥acy. In a residential~ a IaqJeand'massive building that is 4-5 storieS
high In ihat location would be 0\I'8I'beaIfng and unsigbUy. It\\'Wid be visIble by all neaIby residences
ftom inside and outside their residenoe asweII_ trom thelrfmnt end b1IICk yaftIs.


2) NoIse problem.~ contesttKt by neighbors sliccessfuJlyf there Is already an existing noise
disturbance 188Ue. Currently we can hearthe I8fIy.moming sermons beginning at7:00 am and any
ClICtivftie8 thatcontinue throughaut thec:our.se of1he·eman, day. AJIowMCe of this buHding·would
furlher inavase the noise problem thatalready exisIs. These noise problems have been
unaddNSGed for the pastsevet.aI years and a new.buiIding Vt'OUkt definitely amplify these noise
probIemsful1her. Sl John fJsheronceapin _trying·to propose a newaddlUon. and plans to
OOI'1$tf1Icta new bell tower thatwould rtn,g thmugbout the hours of8:CXJ am through 6:00 pm, seven
days a week In a reeidenti8l118ighbOrh(x)d. L


,uiJJ'lfI()'....


3) Traffic problem. CUnentIy them Is a tdic pcobIem due to the~._tofautomobiles
acesaslng the st. John fisher Crenshaw pertdng lot Bebe and after seMces the.. isa One a cars
entering and.exiting Ute partdng Iat. When thefr parking lot Is fUn, Sl John FISher atlendee8 park up
and down Crenshaw Blvd. 1hesetraftIc pattemscaused bySf. John Asharabndees J'e$lJ1Is in
tr.affic jamS. deIaY5and poIen1IaI acddenta. Allowance ofUlis buiIdhg would further decntase
parking sp8D8 In their aiIeady tnsufficIent parking ID1s. IfSl John fisher is aIkMed to c:onsbUOt this
addltlonal20,OOO SCI- fl butIdIng. 1he frrtI*I8d partdng on Crenshaw BMl. Will soon invade our awn
residential .....


4) Property value lou. ReekIenc:es 8Q'Q88~ 8tIBetas well aa other nearbyresidences may face
po1enUaIloss ofvalUe 10 fheitexisting hcJrJIe8·dIJe to the potenUa8y large. tWefbeerlngt massiVe and
Intrusive proposed st JOhn FisherstnJcture and resulting noise pollution.


S) Good~ policy. Buitdlng flUCh a large, mauive.and intIu8ive 8IrUCture vIolateS the basic
coneeptof bIBndilg Into the IUI'IQUnding area with.·1ts nelghbom·and Ixeaks the good neighbor spirit
of living hatmonIousJy togeIbet. This is ill resldentiaI neighborhood, not an inner c:fty/c::ommen::ially
zoned... The propo88d Sl John FISherbuilding is massive. unsightly and overbearing; It
imposeson nearby~ rightlD privacy as W8D as theiIi right to enjoy the beautifuI·Slghts.
sounds and amenities that RPV has to offer. -


Once again, we are'" opposed"........, propa-.t John PIsIterBuIldIng~ on the
comerofe..tBlvd. and. CnInahaw Blvd. we au thatU1lB construction ..8topped
Irnn1edIIIIIIy and that no fUrIber constnIctIon take and_ expect to bear from yousoon.


.~?J (;6 {/qW,; 0.ew .
~Pt/
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City orRancho PsIQIi: VenIeS ..
DhctDrofPlanning. Building'" Code ErirJrcement
30940 HawIhome Blvd.
Rancho PaIo& vent8a, CeQfomIa 90274
AUn: 0inJct0rofPlanning and zoning and Ms Lez8 MichaH


oear Dfnsdor of Planning end Me L-.. MkfrsiIf


we are the neighbors orSl John F'1Sher and aD live near the inter8ection ofCreSt Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd.
we neVer received any public notices concerning the proposed building construction at St. John Fishetl yet
"'" are wIlhIn 500 feetor ttta constndIon. ..are aU opfIGIMICI to nawJy psupoaed at. JobR fisher
BuBdIRO'COd8INCIfon GIl ...cornerof Crest BML anda Blvd. we all request thettbia
constrQctIon beatopped ..........., and tIUIlnofuJthtr conetnIctIon tab place..


PIeiM' note the f\1IIowing COIac:erns:


1) InV8&lOo of'prMiGr. In a residential IJ8tghtIortlood a IaqJe and 'massive buttding that is 4-5 storieS
high In ttat location Yalld be ovetbeating and unsigbtJyA Itwould be ,,"ble by all neaIby reskIence&
from inside and outside their residenGe as weII_ ftnm their front end bad< yatds.


2) NoIse~.~ contested by neighbors 81lCC8S&fU11yi 1here is BIready an existing noise
distuJbailc&...... CwtentIy we can hearthe earty.moming sermons beginning at 7:00 am and any
activftie8 thatcontinue throughout the QJIIPJ8 ofthe,emq day. AIowMCe ofthis buHding·would
fuI1her U\Q'98Se the noise problem thatalready exisIs. These noise problems have been
unaddrasad for the ,-lsevemr years and a new.buIIding VIOUId definitely ampl'y these noise
problemsfurther. Sl John ,....once again is trying·to proposea newaddlUon. and plans to
~a new bell tower thatwould ring througbout the haUls of8:00 am through 6:00 pm. 88V*l
days a week In a reeidentiaJ 1lIlighborhoOd. L


)../'-' ilfVOI......
3) Traffic pIObJenL CUmmtIy tbel81s a indIic pcobIem due-to the I8rgedMtQlIlofautomobiles


accssslng the st. John fisher Crenshaw pertdng lot Befofe and after services,there is a line a eatS
entering and.uitIng lite partdnSJ kit. When their partdng lOt Is fUn, Sl John Faber aUendee8 park up
and down Crenshaw Blvd. 1hese tratfIc paItBmscaused bySt.John Ashar aItendees resub in
tnlfftc jam&. __and poIBnIIaI8CddenIs.. Allowanceortis buiIdhg would further decrease
parking sp8De In thelr aJaeedy iPsufficIentpaddng lois.. IfSl John FIsher is allowed to consI1'UOt this
adCI1tIon8I20.000 sq. fl butIdIng. the~ perking on Crenshaw BMl. Will soon invade our awn
l'8BidenttaI .....


4) Property VIIue loa Residenc:es acrQS8" 8bBetas well. other nearbyresidences may face
po1entIaIloss ofvalue to thelteJdslfng hcJrne8·dIJe to the~ large, overbeerIn9t massiVe and
InIru8lve proposed St. JOhn Fisherstructure and resulting noise pollution.


S) GoGel JMWtbot policy. BuiIdlng~a Iarge~ massive.and intN8ive structure vIotaleS the belle
conceptof bIendilg IntO the SUI'RKIndfng area with·1ts nelghbors·and breaks the good neighbor spIrit
of living hannonIousIV togeIhet~ This is aresidential neighborhood. notan inner c:fty/commeraally
zoned.... The proposed St John FISher building is massive, umlightlyand overbearing; It
impoaeaon nearby~ rfghtto privacy as well as theiIi ri,gbt to eqoy the beauttfuI·slgh1s.
sounds and amenitieI that RPV hasto offer. .
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Mr. & Mrs. Rohert Ploch
8 Son Ckmcnlc Dr .
Reh PaloI' Vrd, C/\ l)()275-6{.nl


City of Rancho Palos Verdes
DirecIor ofPlanning, Building and Code Entorcemen:
30940 HawIhome Blvd.,
Rancho PaloS Verdes. C8Iifomia 90274
Attn: Director ofPlanning and ZOrling and Us Leza MichaiJ


De8r DiredDrofPlanning and Us Lam Michae,


We are the neighbors ofSL John Fisher and aU live near-the infefsection of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd.
we never received any pubrlC notices concerning the proposed buifding construction at St John Fisher, yet
we are within 500 feet of the construcIion. we are all opposed to the newly pmposed St. John Fisher
Buldmgconstruellon on the comer ofCNSt'BIvd. and Crenshaw Blvd. We all reqUl!Stthatthis
construetIon be stopped immedlal8ly and that DO further construction take place.


Please note the following concerns:


1) Invasion afprtvacy. In a residential neighborhood. a large and massive building that is 4-5 stories
high in 1hat locatiOn would be overbearing and unsightly. Itwould be visible by all nearby resklences
from inSIde and outside Uleir residence as weD as from their front and back yards.


2) Noise pmbIem. Previously contested by neighbors successfully, lbere is already an existing noise
cflSbJrbailce issue. Currently we can hear the earIy-moming sermons beginning at 7:00 am and any
activities thatcontinue throughout:the cowse of Ihe-entire day. Allowance of lbis building would
furltler inCreaSe the noise problem ihat already S)Cfs1s. These noise problems have been
unaddressed for the past several years and a new building would definitely amplify these noise
problems further. Sf. John Asher once again is trying 10 propose a new addition. and plans to
construct a new beJI10Wer that would ring throughout the hoUIS of 8:00 am through 6:{)O pm. 5eV6fI
days a week: in a residential neighborhood.


3) TraftIc prubIenI. Currently there is a 1Iaffic problem due to the large amount ofau.tmnobi1es
accessing the St. John FISher Crenshaw parking lot Before and after servk:esthere is a fltle a cars
entering and.exiting the parking lot When their parking rot is ful. St. John FISher attendees park up
and down Crenshaw Blvd. These traffic patterns caused by St John FISherattendees resufts in
traffic jams, delays and potential accidents. Allowance of this building would further decrease
parking space in their already insufticient parking 1018. IfSt John FISher is allowed 10 construct this
additional 20,000 sq. ft. building, the impacted parking on Crenshaw Blvd. will soon invade our own
residential streets.


4) Plaperly value loss. Resic.lences across tile street as well as olber nearby residences may face
potential loss of value 10 theirexisting homesdue to the potentially large. overbearing, massive and
intrusive proposed.St John FistIer sIn.tcIuJe and resulting noise pollution.


5) Good neighbor policy. BuikfJng such a large, massive,and intrusive structure violates the basic
concept of blending into the surrounding area with·its neighbors and breaks the good neighbor spirit
of living hannoniously together. This is a residential neighborhood, notan inner city/oommefCiaJly
zoned area. The proposed Sl John FISher buikfmg is massive. unsighUy and overbearing; it
imposes on nearby residences" right to privacy as well as their. right to enjoy the beautiful-sights,
sounds and amenities1hat RPV has tooffer. -


Once again, we are aU opposed tofhe,newly proposed Sf. .John F.her Building construction on 1I1e
comet" ofCrnt8lYd. and Crenshaw BW. We all n,quest that this construc:tioR be Mopped
immedialely and that no fulther construcIIon take pIRe, and we expect to hear from you soon.


JUN 1G
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Mr. & Mrs. Rohert PIIl-ck",'
8 SUIl Ch.:mc1l1c Dr .
Rch Pal()~ Vrd, CA 9027:5..()(lfll


City of Rancho Palos VeRies
Director of Planning, Bolding and Code Entorcement
30940 HawIhome Blvd,.
Rancho PaloS Verdes, C8Iifomia 90274
Attn: Director ofPlanning and.zoning andMs Leza MlchaiI


Dear DiredDrofPlanning and Us Leza Michae,


We are the neighbors ofSt John Asher and allive Rear-the intersection of Cn:!st Blvd.. and Crenshaw Blvd.
we never received any pubrrc notices conceming the proposed buikling construction at Sl John Fisher, yet
we are within 500 teet of the construction. we are all opposed to the newly pmposed St. John Fisher
Buldlilg-construcIIon on the comer ofCNSt'BIvd. and Clenshaw Blvd. We all reqUfttthatthis
construdIon be stopped immediately and that no futther construction take place..


Please note the following concerns:


1} Invasion otprivacy.. In a residential neighborhood. a large and 'massive building that is 4-5 stories
high in 1hat focation 'WOUld be overbearing and unsightly.. Itwould be visible by all nearby resklences
from inSIde and outside lIleir residence as weD as from their front and back yards.


2) Noise problem. PreviOUSly contested by neighbors successfully~ there is already an existing noise
alSbJrbai1ce issue. Currently we can hear the earIy...moming sermons beginning at 7:00 am and any
activities thatcontinue throughout·the course of Ibe'entire day. Allowance of this building would
further inCteaSe the noise problem that already ems. These noise problems have been
unaddressed for the past seveml years and a new building would definitely amplfy these noise
problems further~ Sf. John FIsher once again is trying 10 propose a new addition, and plans to
conslruct a new belI10Wer that would ring throughout the hoUIS of 8:00 am through 6:tJO pm. 6eVOO
days a week in a residential neighborhood.


3) Trafftc prubIeIII. Currently there is a 1Iaffic problem due to the large amountofautomobiles
accessing the St John FISher Crenshaw paTking lot Before and after services there is a fme a cars
entering and.exiting the parking lot When their parking rot is fuO. St. John FiSher attendees park up
and down Crenshaw Blvd. These tmffic patterns caused by St John FISherattendees results in
traffic jams. delays and potential accidents.. Allowance of this building would further decrease
parking space in their already insuftiCient parking lots. IfSt John FISher is allowed to construd this
additional 20.000 sq. fl buildingt the impacted parking on Crenshaw Blvd.. will soon invade our own
residential streem.


4) Pluperty value loss. Residences across the street as well as other nearby residences may face
potential loss of value to theirexisting homesdue to the POtentiallyla~ overbearing, massive and
intrusive proposed.St John Fisher sIn.tcIuJe and IeSUlting noise pollution.


5} Good neighbor policy. Buikfeng such a large. massive.and irrtrusive slructure violates 1he basic .
concept of blending into the SUrrounding area with 'its neighbors-and breaks the good neighborspirit
of living hannoniously together. This is a residential neighborhood. notan inner city/cormtlefCiaJly
zoned area.. The proposed Sf. John F"1Sher buikfmg is massive, unsightly and overbearing; it
imposes on nearbyres~right to privacy as 'Well as Iheil: right to enjoy the beautifuI·sights.
sounds and amenities1hatRPV has tooffer.. .


Once again, we are all opposed to fhe,newly proposed SL .John F'.her Building construction on 1I1e
comer ofCrestBlvd. and Crenshaw BMJ. We all-.uest that this COII&1ruction be s10pped
Immediately and that no tolther consbucIIon take place, and we expect to hear from you soon..
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CIty d R8ncIICJ P8Ib5v.- .
ORctDrdPlw.lIng. BuIIdfng'" Code~
30940 Blurl.
R8neho YerdIe. CaJlbnill 80274
AIIn: ar.ctor dPlsnM'ag 8nd zonmg Me~ .....


DeiIr Dtrec:tIJtd".... ...Mil LM.8 ......


\Na.. the I1IIighbI:Jr8 atSt. John FIIt8' and .--........ofCI8It .... and CnnhaW BlYct
we,... .........,pIbIc""'" _ ..~ building CC'.InIfructJon.. St. John Fisher, yet
WIt ..wIthin!JOO feet til awwtructIon opfgl.d ...., PNPG'.d FIBMr
BIIIIdIiwi· on ",c.- c.n .., e .....
~ dIIll s.r ....,..


"....noIlIllwlalowlnO CCII'fC*'*


1) 1mr.....of....,..ln.NIIidII....~a..,....·f1t8S8MI..mgfhatIsU__
hiF in..1ocIiItion WOUld be CMI'b.'U'" unetg..qy. It 'JIOUId be...b,..,...., I'tIIidlInce8
from In8Ide _ outlIIde.. f8IIdlIIw'ICe. wei _ *om ttM*front aN beck yada.


2) =::ae~:.A::==-==:::-==-~~-:::=
aetlvliJlhItcanan..tI'IUuQhOut" c:xxne~ day. AIcJ--.ce tlth18~.would
fudhM' tncrI.l. the p¥JbI8m that......, ThIIe PlGbIeI't)a... been
urWIdI ....d for the ,... - a new butin.a .........,....,.... noM
problems 'bihar. St. JoIWt~once", ill tryfngil) propoee • .,. _ plans to
cenwucta bel..,...'"wouldriIIO~" txIunJ fA 8:00 am 8:00 pm. .....
dIlys a week in NIfgtIbCwhocxL


3) 1RIftIo...- CUlNnllrthenl is a trIIIIc to 1M __~of8UfomgbIJee8CQ1I8""". John~c... .,Ial Wnn......~.... isa'" a C8I"S.__..........~~=~_ .....~~~M.~~~I!~~ up
_ doWn er.n.tNIW.......... . tJ~ II r rnac.'" twy 8l John r ... -IlU4I 1n
trafftc jIms,. ....,. &CidIw1Ia. .........fA"building woukJ furtMr deereall•
..-..... 10 .....,~pMinglola. 1St. John AlJbsrill.MId tJDconetRd1hia
addIIionIII2O,OOO 1iCI· ft. bul1din& the lmp8cIIIt!.I.-tdng one-..........800ft Inv8de ourown.............


4) PIGpMty R lle o6w~_:ncesmayf8ce
PQtIJt1tiII JaR ofWllUe eoth*41!IdIting uto lie poIIIntiIIJ ~ ring.......Md
inIJ'uIMJ Pft1Jl".cI Sl John FiIt.- and 1Iion. :


$) ~ ....., 11111 intNINe vioIIf8s the batIc
conceptofbll!lnclng 1ntI)..aurnudng..will ..~ 8nd good netghbor IPIrft
diving tamonIDuIIy . l11IIlI ..........~nat"linnerdty/caRw~


zoned... The""" Sl..Jotll ~buIding"m_lvie........, ~IG; it.1.1 on MelbY tID priRcy .WII.~righttID....., b8III&d'...
..... end RPV to..... .


Cky d Rancho PIbJv.- .
DRctDrofPlllr CadI Etlb.....
3OI4O BNd.
R8neho PfIIo8 YerdIe. c........ 80274
AIIn: DIrtctord PIsnni'at and Zoning Me .....


De8r Dtr8ctot tAAMI_...MIl~ ......


1Ne..the _ atst. John FtIhM' &net~ 1ntIii dCl'elt"-. and CNnBh8W BMt
we,... ........,pubIIc~ IIfDP*d CGnIfructian. St John FiIIber, yet
.........,. eoo 1'88t 01..uwwtrucIon. We CtpfgI.d to ...., PNIIu••d a Jabn FIItMr
BuIIdIDi' _ c.-IIML CNII'.._ 1......
conetNDdon _ " r ....,..


P-.enoll caN*'£


1) Inv_DRof....,. In a NIlIidInti&I~a'"end 'INISIIWI buJldilg that is 4-6 storiM
hIF in that IaaIIiOn VtIOl*l beCJMb.'U'" un••g....,. It..... be...b, ..~I~
from 1nIIde'"ou\fIIde.............wei _ from....-front -.d bide yads.


2) =~~c:.::=~~~~~~~
aettvIiIII fhatcantln_1IRJutIhOut1Mc:xu.~ day.~ _this bUIlding, would
~ tncrI••• the pR1IIIIm that_&lildy n..noiBe been
unmdI ....d for the p88t ,..._ • new buIdIng WDUId deftnIely ...., nolle
prob1emsbther. a John fIIIt*" ODCO ill tryfnv 1D propoee am to
COMIrUCta...bellMWlhII wouId ~..hoIn fl8:00 am 8:00 pm, ItIWen
dllysa __in.,.........~


3) TRIftIo CurMnIIr'""a trIIIIcproI*m due to 1M.,.~ofaJtomobUe&
acos St John FilhWc...... '-"11. BIb8... aftIr..".......a'" a~._ ~~=:- w........, ,~~~M~.~d~~•• PllkUP
and~ er lli1ftI'Uw . tnlIIIc JJ r me twy 8l John ~......... tn
traffto....... ...,. add&nIa.~d" building woukIbtMrdea Sille
1*IdnD.,-..1otheir....,~.-kinG Iota.. IfSt. Jam AJhsr"..-0"'10conetruet..
~~OOO8Q- ft. bUl1ca1& the II1IpIdIJ!J ..Idng one-....BIwlWII 800ft Inv8de ourown.............


4) Plopwtyv*lt _ oIhIr~__=:1C88 mayf8ce
PQtIJI1tiIIJa8a ofWllUe 1O 1Ic:In*uto the~ ..... qv. I ......1Uld
inIJ'uIiVe propoeed st John FiIhIr MII~..... rdllion.. i


J} ~ ...... paIIoJ.. N 11111"••" iNNItIe ........ vIoIIt88 the bBIIc
(Qapt~bleldftg 1IdO"1UmU1dIng..wIh ..NIIgI~"'''''''''good Mtghb«...
d living hmnOnIouIIy-..-. 11111".........~ nat..iinnerdty/cotc••......,
;tOI'M(I--. The~St JaM~ IaIII81g Ie m_fwt.lIn8llgI__,-,~'9;I
knpol.1 on n&eIbY tD....".......righttD.....,..b8IlI&d'....
....... end RPV to..... - i


Once OM" II.d ....., , ,81:. JolIn r:w::w...a:::.........OIl"
COIMI'tle..t c.. 8IWd. t.......... ..*".d
............., GCJn .....,.......tetto ........youeaon.
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CItY ofRMdIo PIIOI V..... .
DitIclar of Planning. BuHdlng and COde enrorcern.nt
30040 HIIWttloI"ne BMI.
Rancho hlal V....j QelIfomIl80274
Attn: Dnotor ofPlmmqand ZonInG and ,.. LMa MlchIIl


C.DncIDr of PIMnIng end MlIAu MlcNA.


W...the nelQhborI of It. John AJher 8nd all lIVe nell' thllnlel't8Clton ofCRtIt Blvd. and cntnahew Blvd.
we never AICIIwct any public nobt concemlng the P\"OPCIIId building conttructton at St John Filher, yet
M"WIthin 500 _ of the toI'IItrUOIIOn. WI IN......... to ... newty propaud It. Joh.. , ,
1UMctIRtI' on tIe ......or CNet ItvcL lind CNnIbIw BMI. ". all ,.... ....
COMtrUaIon ..........., .......nofurtbwCOMtnlOllon ..........


,....note tM t'dJDwIn9 coneema:


1) In¥IIIonof'prIwIcy. In'......., neighborhood•• tIIge end 1IIIlIoIhM building that hi +61tDriH
high In tNt IooatIOn would be~ng and unelghtly. Itwauld be vIItI* by aU nearby ....1dIncea
fttOm lnaldan outllde thIlIr.......weft • frOm their frant II'ld bIIck YMft.


2) Nolle ,"*"",. PnwIouIty cant8Ited by ntlDhbON tueeillfully. thlAllIlIreIdy In "ng notH
dlltU......... Currenly..GIft heir thI~IngMnnOf1I _inning It 7:00 1m and MY
IOIivItIII that conttnue throughout1he cau.... of IM·entJIe daY.~ of thII bUIlding would
fWtIIr Incr noiM problem that '*-iy ...., TheM....Pft)bIImI hM·bHn
ul'lldd far'" .,...., yMN and • new building WOUld dlftnttely IITIptlfy thMn_
ptObIIIrnI fWtMr. It. John FIthIr onotlgldn II trying mprapoIe • MW 1dd1llOn, Iftd pIIInI to
conItI'UCt. new bell mwr thIt would ring ttvaughout tM houra of 8:00 lin through 8:00 pm, aeven
_.WfIIk in alWldlntlll~.


3) 1'IIfIIo ......... CurrtnIY thn III trIftIc ptabIem due to the Iatgt amount of~IOCI"_ the It. John F1IhIr CNI\IhIlW,.tdng Iol lWcre end after....'tMre it. ftne aC8I'8 .
",,,1g 1nd..atIng the perking lot. WhIn tMIr partcIng lOt II full, 8l John FIItw at:blndl. perk up
and downC~ Ihf. 1hIIetrlfflc........... by at. John FIIher....... NlUIts In
tnIffio.,~ 1M potantIIIlCCIdenti. AllowtInoe of thtI bWldlng would tuI1tler dIcre...
pII'tdng ..... In thIIr aItMdy lntuftIcIInt PI'tcfng.. If St. John FIIher III11ow1d to coMWOt thll
1ldcIIk:IM1201000 Iq. fl bullcJJng. the ImpKtId PIfkInO on Crent. BlVd. will toon InYIdI our own
rMtderdIII .


• )~ VII R.........the...wllM other rteII'by NIIIIdenoeI may fa
pc8nttIlloll of Y8lUlt to their exIItin(I~ ctuI to the potentially 1Iqe. 0V«beeI1ng, m.lvI and
mtruelVa PfVPI*Id8t. John ANrIlrUOttn and ,.,1tIna ,.. pollution.


ti) GOOd .......... poUoy. BuDding IUOh II8rge, maulve.and IntrullV8ltNCtUnt vlolatee the b..lc.
corapt of blanding IntD the uraundlng WIth Itt nelghbonllnd bMkI the good ~Ighbor ipfrit
d IIYInO ttaarmonIoUIIy together. Thil II I nelghboft'lOOd. not an Innerclty~1y
zontld ... The PfVPI*Id a John , bulIdinIlI ........,untlghtty and overbtlrlng; It
~ an..-bY~' rvht tD pdvMy. \WIll • .,. right to enjoy the bMutiful algta.
IOUndI end thIIt AP'I hM to otrw. '


onoa d to ...., It. John' Building on th8
comer of CNet 1IYtlI C 1Iv.d. thIt thll conatl'UOtloft IIIIJtOPtMd
........., and..no,.....,conIInICtIOft..".nwe....-to Mirttvm you lOOn.
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City ofRandto Pilot Varde41 .
Dftda' of Planning, Building and COde Enforcement
3ONO HINthome Blvd.
Rancho hlo8 v....j CIItfon".80274
Attn: thctor of Pl8nntnQ .nd ZonInG and ... L8za MtchIIl


DIIrDnaIDr of PlMntng end MIl LMI MIchal,


W...the I1IMQhDorI of at. John AIher 8nd all live nell'the tnbneClton rACntIt Blvd. and CntnIh8W Blvd.
we never NCIMId Iny public notIcM concemlng the PtfJPCIIId buldlng ccntructton at St John Filher, yet
'".,. WIthin 100 fMt of the tonItI'UOtIan. WI art ....... to tM newly propouct It. Joh.. , ,
1UIIcIRtI'00Mtfu0tIDn on III oonwore-t ItvcL lind cr-bawIMl. we II ,.... ttMIt ....
COMtrUcatIon ....................., .... thIt no furtMr COMtnItIIon" ptIu.


,..... note the t'oNowIn9 conceme:


1) ........ ·of'prMIoy. In I ....... nelghbamood, Ittrp end 1IIIUMI building that" +61tDrtt1
high In that tooatIOn would • O\WbMtlng .nd unelghtly. It would be vtItbII by au nearby ....1dencM
fttQm lnelda aM0'"their ....... wen • ftOm their front Met bItck~.


2) NoIM probl,ml~ cantIIted by nelghbort succlllfully, thtn IlIIreIdy In extItIng notM
d"fu.... IIIue. Currently..GIft heir the~Ing -.men _inning at 7:00 8m Met InY
IOMIII that oonttnue throughout..cou.... of..·entIre day. AIkMMOe of thII bUIlding would
f\dIIr noiIa prOblem that '*-1y ..... TheH nolle probIImI hM·bMn
unlddl'lllld far ,....,..,. and • new bulking WOUld dlftnu.My tmpllfy thII8n_
prot.WnI Utber'. It. John AIhIr onOIlQIdn "trying fa pnJpOI8 • new MtdttlOn, Iftd..fa)
conatruct. new bell .... thIt would ring ttvoughout the houl'l cA 8:00 1m through 8:00 pm, ...,
dIyI. MIlkIn.''''''~.


3) TrIfIIo ........ Currtntty ttteN •• trIftIc Plablem dUl to the IItIt amount of~D"'_the.. John FJIhIr C...."PlltdnlIol .... end........'t.twe lit ftnt ICIl'I .
enw exItIng the perking tot. When .... partcIng tot II full, It. John F1Ihw atlBnd•• parft up
and doWn C ItwI. 1hIIe trefIIc,....". OlUNd by 8t. John FIIher....*U1ts In
tnIffio...,~ Ind potIIiIIIllCCktlntI. AllowIInce of thtI building would further dIcnI•••
PIItdnI..-1n their aIrMdy Nuft'dIntPIItdnD.. 11 Bt. John FIIher tllIIIcwtMd to cotwtrvot thll
adcIIIfcaMt 201000 Iq. fl butldlng. the ImpKtId PIfkInO on Crenl. Btw.t. will 100ft InVIdI our own
~ .


.4) ,.,..,..., VllIII R IQrQIa......MlIM other nearby reeIdenoeI may fItI
poI8ntiIt 101I at~ to IhIIr ting~ dW to the potentially 1Iqe. OV«beItingt mMllve and
mtruehM PnJP~·at. John FIIhIr IIrUC*n and ....1tInQ noa. pollUtiOn.


S) Good .......bor poIIoy. BuDding IUOh II8rge, mll8lvt:and IntrullVeltruCtUra vtotatee the blllc.
concept of bIIncItng IntD the uroundlng ...wtth itt nelghbonllnd brUkI the good ,..lghbOr.,rit
d IMno haImonIoUIIy tosJttI*. Thtlil. fIIIHnlIId neighbofhODd. not an Inner cltylOOmmtldltly
ZOftMI ... The propcMed It John FIIIwr buIkInt • MMM, uMightty and overbeerlng; It
ImpoMI on 1'IIWbY~' rvht tD pdvMy • WIll...right to enjOy the a.umultlghts.
IOUndI end thIIt RPV _ to oWer. '


onoa......,_ GIlIWI••d to ....., at. John , ....Building conatrRtIon on the
oomer (jI CNIt IIMI C IML WI that thll oonetruotlon llelJtOPlMd
.........., and..no""'"GGnIlInICtIon take pIIOI.1IId we .....to .... ttvm you lOOn.
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=,~':'=_CGde~
30940........SNd.
RanChO AD~C8MWIiIl9D274l
Mt: DinIc:D 011 PWringand lanfnI-Ma lJIlIa Mk:I1IIII


DetrDhectardPfall*'9 ......L-.eMIchaIII,'


• Ofa Jclbn Asher.,..1venear" inteI8BcIiOn dCnlltBIvd... CJen8haWBlvd.
We .=- pubicnDtic:escmcemIrig" prapc:J8Ied buttcImg GOI'tIIInK:tiOn atSt John fisher. yet
wr. 5OO:of1beCllftllrUCtiDn. we CJtllpassd........,............JOIIn=-:=- _....... tACIMt c..-.-.BMt. we.""""tItIlIt
c:oMtNc.tIDn .........., coneIrur:IIon..........


PIE8IenolIt_tbIcMIng~


1) ..ranor......,.. Ina teeidIIInIaI neig11boItIDad. a IaIgeandm.sW buiIdmg that is 4w5 stories
high In that IacIdIr:II wauId be CMds8!JrinO" uneighIIy. It....be....byaI .-tty I'88IdInCeS
from inside outstde thefrlllllilkmce 88wei.fRlm 1heirhintand "'y;wdII;..


2) NoIse PI8¥IoulsIy contesled by neigh.._1QC8IUllfully. _ Is 8Imady.. eAIting noise
cIBtUrtI8QI::e ~"ClMI ....theesty.momlng sermons.bBghling at7:00.-nand...,
.......ilultc:ontlnUe~theCDUnleof....._. AlllM8ncedlhlB buIIdmg·wauId
1IJIa.-IIass I Bthe prd:II8in that illIhrady exists.. These naiIIa............. been
unlddrel'ld fotthe pill ,......a...bUilding YfOUId cIIIinilelY.mpIry'" noiee
pnIbIerna...... It.John FlsherORCIIagain is trying·to pn:JIpCJI8. n.w.-.art, _ .... to
canttnlcta...bBII-.1h8twould ring 8Irougbautthe ......~ftOO..baugh 6:00 pm. __
days a__ in 8 N8IdInIII nefgtabQIbooIl


....... 3) ,.... ..........~~afl8Ricpraltingabl8mdue to tile ~-.ountofaulDmObil~
';':" "ffi'rl- - .1011...-__~--1Bt.Before and __ SIlr-Me&·theresa .....acars8CCBS.-tg • .,_ r- '.. ... .
.......,8I4.-.g1Ilepartdng IClt When ""'pakilJglatfsfUI.. St. JaIm Fi8her 1 park up
and down~Blvd. 'JIIIJIe tnIIfffc tallSSd bJ8l Johrt FiBIB' IleAdeesresulls in
traIIIcjns. delaJss8ld pclIIIdBI dlhfs bUildqJwauldfurlllrtnn IIII!IB
PJItcrne 8I&B ffttbefr8fMlldy inauIIidcWIt 1DIs. 1fSt.Jam Flllleris ellawed fD CCII'Mndtis
8l':II:IiIkIMI20.0008Ct ft. .bulking.. the in...-rJ rakfng on CNn8haw BML wlIsoon.".ourown
.....1IiI!IiI......


FROM :DON DELL FAX NO. :310 541 1332 Jun. 16 2008 07:59PM P2


=.:.:=....CGde~
30840I"""8Nd..
Rancho AiI08"""'-~9D27~
MIl: 011....orPIeI'Iling8ndlanlnl-" l8lte MId1IIII


De8rDh..d,.......,......a.-..MIcItIIII..


• Ofat. JohnA81&....Iive....tbe inteI8BdiDn ClQWIt BlVd..~ CJ8nBhaW Blvd.
We".",~ publcna1ice8cancemlrig" plapwed bulIcaIg GOnIIndiOna" John fIaher. yet
::':--:500=oftheCQl1llNCtlDn. We....GPIIauud to tbe....,. ......... It..... FtIIler
.......................... tAOMlItBlvd. c. 8ML "aII~"""
~ ..........,...tht- .......


P-.enole .......-:


1) ,..IanOf....,.,. Ina teeid8ntfa1~ a IaIgeandm." buIdmg that is 4w5 stories
high In that Iacdui...... be 0ItdJ IBJinO and UftffigbtIy. It....be....byaI neRy resIdIIlC8I
ftOm inslde aulIfde laefrl8lideDce - WIll.fan..hatand blcky;wdl;..


2) ~COJI&sIed by neigh..Sllf;C.8"". __ 18 8hady.. edsling noiIe
cI8lUIbIIiIce ~..can ....tbee.ty.momlng sermons.beglntllnlJ 81:7:00..fbi.,
......1bItc:ontlnUetlllalgbout the eatneof· day. AIII;:'Mgnce dth1B buIIdiV·WDUId
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f~ :3JO-5-H .. SA13


2)


To:
CIly cI RanchO Palos Verdes
Dtt8d.Dr of Planntng. Bulding end COde Enfcl...,nent
3094O~BMi-
Rancho PaloS V8nJ8s. C8libnill 90274


~ .sr. Direclor of PI8nn- and zoning and


oe-lJiredor of PIlIMIng and Me Leza Micb~


weare the netghbors of Sl John FIstw and rnte near the inteIsection ofCn3St Blvd. and CreI1&haW 8Mi.
we never received any public~ (lOO(_1\g the proposed building oonatruetion at Sl John Asher. yet
we are within 500 feet of1he~_ ....... oppoeed flo the newly ptOPOMd st. John Fl!5ber
BIItIdtnIJ~ an c:omerof BIVCL and Cnmsbaw Blvd. we au ...... that .....
COII8tJUCl,tiof be atDpped thatno .......conttructan'" place.


Please note the~ ccncems:


1) InnaIon of pdv;acy. In a .-:rem-ijI neighborhaod, a IaIge and massive building that is 4.s stories
h~ in ttuJI: Iocatian ....Id be and unsightly. It would be vi8ibIe by all nearby tesldences
fmm Ineide and oubside their - as wall as from their front and baek yan:Is.


cont_~ by neighbors SlICC8S&fuUy, them is already an~ng noise
......1he sarty..moming sermons beginning at 1:00 am and any
counre of the entinI daoJ. AllowanCe ofttris buildilg would
~ exists. These noise problems haVe been
and a new building WOUld definIfsIy ampMy theM noise
again is Uying 10p~ a new addition. and plans to


ring throughout the haws of 8:00 am through 6:00 pm, seven
neIglnbPrltlood


a)~ "....... Cum!ntIy there is 8 tQdIIc prol:Mm dUe to the large amountof automobiles
accessing the St. John Fisher plRking lot eeroc. and...SfIIN'ice$1hef8 is a Une a C8f$
enrertng andexlUng the parking When their~ lot is full. St John FIsher attendees J*k up
and down Cnrnshaw Blvd. These paUBms QMISIIJd br Sl. John FI8her Iidtendees results in
tramcjarna. delays ald polBnIiaI AtJowance or this building would further decnNIate
parking speoe in their ake8dy . - patcing 10\$. IfSt John Fisher is aIowed 10 construct this
addiIionaJ 20,000 *1- ft. buUdfng, intpar:led parking on cr.nshaw 8hId. wi soon inVade our own
restdenItaC streets.


4) Property"'U. loBs.R~ the street as welt 88 other nearby residences may faCe
potsntIaIlQ6s of Y8lUe 10 their ., __c:D to the potMtiaIy fafge. overb88Iing, rna5SiVe and
inIrueive pmpoeed Sl John fisher strucIure and re8UIIIng noise polIuIfon_


Ci) Good ....hbiJir poIoy. Building a laIue. massive and ir1trusiw strudure violates the bal;ic
eoncept of bNnding into 1he area wiIh its neighbors and breaks the good netghbor spirit
«living harmoniously together- is a residentieI neighborhood, notan inner dty/oommercially
zoned 8IUB.. The pmpoeed Sl n Asher building is massive. unsightly and 0\I'ertleaIlng; it
imposes on nearby residences' to privacy as wet as the!{ right to 8IliOY the beautifUl sights,
sounds and arneniIies 1hat RPV to offer. .


Once ....... we aI9 aU oppoMd tD the newly prupOMd st..JoI'Mt Adler BuIWiftg COMtrUcUon on the
cotMrofen.t BlvcL and er.n.taaw Blvd. We au that..COMtrUcUon be$lOpped
lmnaedial8ly and tbBt no furIber C'iOft&tI"Uc8o tab and we expect tD hear fJom you soon.
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he~n.h::i'11Jt: s,i.,:~, :~h,~ti~$~ and,ame,liitJ.~~s thaf,ltPV hi.lk:,~':6·~ . :. ' '.: t'.~,' ,.".,.~


:':,;,::","'.·:,!:::.:~,:;,I;~:,:'I::'~:'~:':"':'·;,;',.',,';~,':,.:' .·,~:::,',~"i.:,~f,.;::',:,,~.',:~,i,.:,:::· '. .. ;'" ",,!,,:,,~:,:!:,·j\"~':':"!!:I:r:,I,:,:,,::\,::,'~,~.::,':i,;~,.:"':';,~;~\!:r;:,;,,;,·.;',,: ' ::',::,:'::~r::::,\}}
;t;lillie"agllini,:\'i'e lliit/" "", ~~d tilthenllWly propos~d St:~~"""<"l,\ei'bl"lild~l!. .,:Ift~:
~~~rUclio".filld"Crest Blvd ltnd C!'ensh~1I\<,1i1 >tllr~qn~~t tbal ,":;:f~~:)n,~


;r;i::l:~~=:~:~"11'-' ..,,~;\In:~::~eiY imdthat Oil fliijhJ'MtiOII t1Ike Pllli'J:::;,'.',;,:f";'::!':""'ll\".;"",',,,,~, ;,:..;;,:,:.,:,I:.,,',.:,i.:.,,',::,,:,:[


t,(.j,i.f,~,l,f:..;,~,1'\f,i;~;"."· .


):: ~f,,'- i'·1:.·.~ .f~l~'::~~~i~,,--,,~)rt l\~d \!~~~.' l f~\~;~t;r "\.~:r: . .
~i.141. 'Y ~l:ll ey iVh~W, , :':!: ::"';iii:'~;; :


f,i~l'~;l-~,ik) p~{it~t~'·V/ercl~.' ::9~1:;r:s
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IUNNING. BUILDING AND
~ ENFORCEMENT


RECEIVED
JUN 16 2008a:, ofRancho PalosVerdes .... . . .'


DiredDrof PIannI"S. BuIding _Code Eubc:emem
3D94O Hawthome Blvd.
RaICIla PaIaa~,<:aWamia 90214
AIIn: Dil1!lClDrd Pt8n11ing aid.2oImg Bild Us Leza Michail


Dear Direcltll'ofPl8mingaid Me Le&a.Mich8il;


weenU1e~af~JohnFisheraod alive nearthe inIe1section merest BMI. snd ClaiShaWBlvd.
'He never ftilCeived any publi:notices concemi1g the pmposed buildingCXll1SllUCUon«Sf. Jd1n FISher. Jet
..are within suo18elaf'lHtcOnslnlcUon. we antall opposed to ..... newly piopaeed St.~OhnFIs....
Salldlng·CIOIItiCnICo1IG GIl tb8 conaeraf CnIst III\td. ander.nshaw BlVd. we.........th ..
constl'UCllon _slappedII~......stno fulUI8rCOlll'tlntloa t:PIre place..


PlElasenoleU1e faIowing concems:


1) Ofpl'hraof,,,a~.neiatd)olh)od.a lalgeand massift; IddirtJihatls 4-5 8tDries
high in ~1l-.rdbeOVBJbearingandunsighlly. Uwould be1fid.byall nearby Ie8idances
fnxn ·insIdeana oilW'lde1heitresk'Jence as W8II as from their front and bliiidc. yanIs.


-........':-.


~ tf 4mL 6/16/ Drs
15S~Guf~ ~I~
~ f 11 cA; 9t:>;r7S


{3/~ 5" tf' -0./ S;1\
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IUNNING. BUILDING AND
~ ENFORCEMENT


RECEIVED
JUN 16 2008a:, ofRancho PalosVerdes .... . . .'


DiredDrof PIannI"S. BuIding _Code Eubc:emem
3D94O Hawthome Blvd.
RaICIla PaIaa~,<:aWamia 90214
AIIn: Dil1!lClDrd Pt8n11ing aid.2oImg Bild Us Leza Michail


Dear Direcltll'ofPl8mingaid Me Le&a.Mich8il;


weenU1e~af~JohnFisheraod alive nearthe inIe1section merest BMI. snd ClaiShaWBlvd.
'He never ftilCeived any publi:notices concemi1g the pmposed buildingCXll1SllUCUon«Sf. Jd1n FISher. Jet
..are within suo18elaf'lHtcOnslnlcUon. we antall opposed to ..... newly piopaeed St.~OhnFIs....
Salldlng·CIOIItiCnICo1IG GIl tb8 conaeraf CnIst III\td. ander.nshaw BlVd. we.........th ..
constl'UCllon _slappedII~......stno fulUI8rCOlll'tlntloa t:PIre place..


PlElasenoleU1e faIowing concems:


1) Ofpl'hraof,,,a~.neiatd)olh)od.a lalgeand massift; IddirtJihatls 4-5 8tDries
high in ~1l-.rdbeOVBJbearingandunsighlly. Uwould be1fid.byall nearby Ie8idances
fnxn ·insIdeana oilW'lde1heitresk'Jence as W8II as from their front and bliiidc. yanIs.


-........':-.


~ tf 4mL 6/16/ Drs
15S~Guf~ ~I~
~ f 11 cA; 9t:>;r7S


{3/~ 5" tf, -0./ S;1\
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JUN-17-08 TUE 10:58 AM SPENCER REED GROUP FAX NO, 3103532366 P. 02


GiLy of Ran~lh() palos Verdes
Dlrecfpr of Planning, Olliidiog and Cooa Enfureemsnl
30940 tlawU10ma BI'IId.
Rancho Palos Verdas, Caliromla 90274
Alln: Ulraclor of Planning anti Zoning and Ma leza Michal!


Dnaf UirEH.ltor of Planning t'1nd Ms laza Mlchail,


We are 'he neighbors of Sl. John Fisher and aU live near the inl:e~lion of Crel=:t a"l(t find Crenshaw Blvd.
We neller r'Ell~eivedany puMa l1oli~ concemlng tl~9 proposed building con5b1~cUon at Sl. ,John FiF,;tll~rj yet
we arc within 50(} feet of the collstmction. Wr;l nttl' aU urpostld 10 lha JUitwfy ,)roJ,o~od Sf. John fiGh\'lr
Building com;hu:ctlon 011 tl\fI comer ur Cr~tBll,d. anti Cfllln~~'1A1:\f mvel. Wf!l nil rellue'st U.~t tld'ii
C0J19lrucUoh be stopped ImnuuR!lItaJy ~nd U';Jl no fu,t1t1iil" r.Oll1!-tfUGU~:m klkrn pJr.l'Cta'.


Please f1()te the fol\Qwing concamil3l:


1) In"Q'lJlon of prJv~ty. fn it resitienUai neighborhood, a larg(! and massive building that l~ 4-5 slories
high In lhallocaUon would ba overbearing and unsighlly_ Il would be visible by all nearby r'8Rfdances
rmrn InsIde and out!>I(le their rnsieJeHca as: well as trom Ulelr front and back yards.


2) NorGe problom, Pr(:!viously conlesled by nalQhOOl~ s\JG(.."t!ssrufly, there i~ elr~ady an 9y.istin~1 nol~p


dlst.l\fbance Issue. CUfTenUy we can hear Ihe ~arly-mQrnin9 sermons begInning at 7:00 am and any
aCUvitles (hat oontinue throughout the courne or Ute entire day. Allowance or this building would
further Increase lhe noise probfem (hal alre03'.t.fy exisl,$. 1hese noise problems have heen
un~ddle$sed for the past several yeArs and a new Imilding would definitely amplify lhesa rmIse
problems further. st. Jolin Fisher once agAin is Irylng (o ptop(/Se a 1t9W ~ddition, ~nd ,~IMS \0
conslfllct a new bell tower that would IfnH lhrooghmll Ihe hours of B:UO am thn:.lI.!gh O:()O pm. seven
days a weefl; in a r~ldellUal Jl191ghborhoorJ.


3) "rram~ problem. Currently there Is a traffic problem due to the larye amount or all[{)m()blle~


accessil1lJ th~ St. J..1hn Flshl!lr C"enshm'll' parkIng lot Before Emd af"l.er services thera lA a line a earn
entering flnd exlllny the parking lot. When their 'larking rot is full, st. John Fisher altemleEls park up
amI down Crensh~w Blvd. lh~ trafflc f'lflUem~ caused by Sf. JClhn n(Jher attendees I'eosulls 111
lrarrie j~m", delays ~nd potential aucfdenls. "I/owallce of this bullrJing would fmther decl(~ase
parking Sp;!tl;:e In their alre~dy lnsuWcienl p;::rking lotB. If Bt .Iohn n~h'er il;; allo'lt~ed to conshl,lct this
aqulUollal20,OOO f':q. fl. bUilding, the lmpactl':~d parkiny on Crenshaw Blvd. will soon irwade ollr own
reuldenfia' streets.


4) Proplnly va'ue 10";8. ResidenCes across lhe slreet as w~n ~s other nearby residences nlrily face
p()lenl'"lloss or value to their existing J1IJrnas l!IJa lo the potentially large, overbe<lring, massive Bnd
intn,l$lVe "ro~losed Sl John Fisher ~Irut~{ure anti resultintJ noiSE! pollutlof!.


6) GoQd nleIghtJ'Ol" pulley. Building such a Imrga. llI:;lssiv~ (lnd Inlruslve stnJc{ule via/ales the b~sic


concept of billtndilig into the slJrroumting 8,rea 'wilh its nelyhbors and bre~k$ lh(~ good neighhor 'iifllrlt
of living hli\TlllOnloasly t'Ogether. This Is a residential n",;ghborhood. nol an inner clly(<:ommelclally
lOlled ~UEla. lhe proposed Sl. John FisllrM J.lUUding is rllsssive, unsIghtly amJ tll/erbearing; il
imposas on neflrby re.."i1.lenGes' right to privacy <1IS well as lheir r;yhl 1o er~DY lhe heauliful sfyh\a,
StlurltfS and amenities that RPV has 10 offer.


One. \'lIQlllln, WO ~ra all o~~pmll!d10 the rtl~lf'fay propot'~r,1~t. Jo~m Flsh~rBundft"g (mnl1ltJUcUolt on We
comifJr of Cnnst Blvd. ~f1d Crel1l:\ht:lw Blvd. Wa ~U l~ttUlit"~l Ul~{ thfis consfmc(F,on hr: stolr.pod
hmngditltely and Ihitllt nt furth~r c(J·nstruel,~un{;;Ike ,~,,,.ce, am" WIG' eXfl,ecl to hemr (rom y()ll ~OOJl.


.....~. ~._._, ........-..........-...-...~
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GUy of Ran~1ho palos Verdes
Dh'eCIDr of Planning, Elldfding and Coda Enfurcemenl
30940 JlawU10me Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdt1fflr Canromla 90274
Attn: Director of Planning ami Zoning and Ma If!za Michell


Doer Uif~~torof Planning tind Ms It'!Z3 MicJuilil,


We ~fa Ihe neighbors of at. John Fisher and aU live near the intersection of Cre~tBlvd. find Crenshaw Blvd.
We nailer' r-el~efved any pubne noli~ concendng th9 pmrnsed building oom~lrucUon al Sl. ~J()hn Fi~her, yet
we arc within 500 feet of the ool1s\mction. \'Vf.l mtl' aU uppostld to llr.~ .,ewfy IJl"Opo'lod st. John fiGh~r


Building t;on1!ihu..ctlon on U,.~ cornef uf Cr~tOJud. and Cfen~~!?I'~"81"d. 'Nfl! nU rellue'sl lh~t Udli
COJ1structlon be $topped ImnuifdJ1ilItaJy ~nd U';Jl no fu,th'ail" r.OIl1e-tfuc.U<m mkm pJj,l.~'d'.


Please fl{)te the follQwfng concemll,;:


1) InVG910n of priv:acy~ In a resitlenUai neighbo,hood, a largf! and massIve building that i~ 4-5 atones
high in 'hal fac:allon wmdd ba overbearIng and ut'lSighUy_ Il would be visftJfe by all nearby r'9Rfdances
from InsIde and oul&i(le the(r rosfeJence as well as from Ulelr frmll and back yards.


2) NorGe p'(,).bl~m. Pr~viously conlesled by netghOO's s\JQ.."essrufly, there i9 a'r~ady an 9xistin~1 nol~p


disturbance Issue. Currently we can hear tha early-morning sermons beginning at 7:00 am and elny
acthfitles (hat oontinue throughout tha courne of f.he entIre day. AUowe,ncre or this bunding would
fUflher 'ncrea~e lhe noise problem thal already exisf;$. 1 hese noise problems have heen
un~ddles$edfor the past several yeArs and a flaw Imitding wOI.l(ll def{nite'y amplify lhesa nnise
problems further. st. Joln'l FJsher once agAin is fJytny (o ptop(~e il new ~ddition, Clnd ,')I~I\S If)
conslrllct il new ben tower [hat woulfJ rin!llhmoght1ut the hours of O:()O ~JTl through 6:()O pm. saven
days a weef~ in a fF:Sldenlial ntllghborhoorl


3) "Trame problem. Currently there Is a (raffie problem due to the large amount or F,luh)mr)bllea
accessing th~ St. J..1hn Ffsht!!f Cnmshmv J)tuking (ot Before end an.ar services lhera IS:; a fine lit cam
entering f1nd exiling {he parking rut, When the;r 'larklng rol is fun, st. John Fisher aUendees flaJk up
amI down Crenahi!lw Blvd. lhese traffic fl~Uem~ caused by Sf. John r'i!iher aUendees ,·t;'suJts in
lrarric jam~, defays ~nd potenlial aucfden(s. Af/owBlIce 0' this bUlh,Jing would flnther decu~ase
~~l:'\rking s,~:::e In their ahe~dy fnsuWcienl p;::.rking loIs. If St .Ioho ri$h'Elf \1;9 aUovJed 10 conshl,Ict this
adufUol1al20,OOO .p,q. fl, bunding, the imp~t:b:~~d p~rkiny on Crenshaw Bh,d. will soon invade our own
re~ddenfiaf slreets.


4) PrOp~rly va'ue I01;:s. Residenc~s across lhe slreel as wen as other neafby tesidences may face
pCllenU,,' loss or vaJl.I~ to their existing humas lhm to the pOlenliaIJy Jarge, overbeflrfng, massive and
Inbl.'ahte pro~lo5ed Sl John fisher ~'rm:{ure ~nlt fesultinn noise lJO"UUOT1.


6) GoQd n~lghbor poney.. Building such a f;?\rga. rilG'Jssive ~nd If\lrus{ve sbuc{u,e vloraleG the b~sic


concept ()f blandil'ig into the sIJrroumnn9 sma wi(h its nefghbors and bre~k$ UW~ good neighhor ~pifil


of riving hannonloasly l"Ogether. This f$ a re!:lidellti~,1 n~;ghborhotKl, not an inner CI{y(:ommen~fany
loned ~Hea. lhe proposed Sl. John FishrDr bUilding is massive, unsIghtly amJ o\lerbaming; il
ImposBS on 'le'ruby re.t;iUeuces· r'ght 10 JJfivacy es weU as their r;yhl '0 er~oy 'he heauHful siyh\s,
StlUJltfs and amenities that RPV has to ofJ~r.


Once 'Glg~'n, wo 1l1ra all 0lJpmu~d 10 IhD rU!lI'ffty propo~~r.' ~t Jo~m Fish~r BU9Prdftng (mn'l:lfrucUon on We
com,r of Grost Bfvd. ~t1d Crenl!>'UAW e'vd. 'Me ~f~ W't1t1ulf"l f,h~t thfi3 c(J!n9fn~clF,on hr: st.OIr-pod
bmnodit.Jleiv and Ih~tnt fm1h~r cQ·n9ln1.'(;C,~un(;;Ike '*".ce, and wt& eXf1ecl to heomr (rom y()ll ~oon.
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City of Hancho PalO$!. Verdes
Dlrect()r or Planning, Builtllog Bnd Code f-nfurcemenl
30940 Hawthoma Blvd.
RAncho PaloS VElrdl!J$, California' 90274-
AUn: Director of Planning an~ Zoning and Ms l.eza Mlchail


Dfillilr Director or Planning ami Ms Lela Micl,sil,


W~) ar9 the neighbors or St John Fisher ~nd allll\le near the Intef$ec1ion or Crnw:t Blvd. and Crenshaw l:Jlvd.
Wtl nlilvar reroived Elny pubUl,l noH"e9 oonoomll'g Ih9 plul'nsed building C(mstn.cLjl)fl al St. Juhn Fisher, yel
W& 8re within SUO feat of lite consLructlon. V\f0 rlr~ ;,U Il»~,~od tu thr.l m~wly Im'pQsod Sl. John nctll~r


Building construetltm on Ule c(Jnl~r uf Crest all,.;t ~mJ C..e,,~h~w Blvd. 111fe ~11 r9tIIU!f;l thallf1,g
CQIlDlfuclJon ba slopped lrnm~dft;;'llb!ityami thalllO rmth,;;;:r eon~tmcUun klkm f·"nc~.


Please note the following concem~:


1) h1\'lU~lon Df prlvllIcy. In a residential neighbmhood, a large and mass,ve building Lhalls "-5 5l(lries
high In lhallocallo'n would ba Clverooarlng and linslghlly. Il VIOU!cJ ba visible by all nearby resldances
from lnsille and mll&lde lheir resldanca as well as from lheir front and back Y::lrds.


2) NolDO probltnn. Previously conlesteHlJy ne:ghbms 5uCGf:ssfuJly, UH~re in nlready mn QxisLing rlolse
disturbance Issue. CurrenUy we can hear Lhli! early·-morning sermons begInning at 7:UU am and allY
acUvlUes that continue throughout Ule course of lhe anlim day. .l\llowel tee of lhls bullding would
further illcrease lhe ,mise problem U'~l aI1'9:e,dy exists. The~ noise prob!ams h~ve been
lInaddrE!~Sed fur the PiilSl several years and a new building would definitely arnpliry these nQise
problems further. Sl John Flsh~r on~;e agf1in is l,yln~J 10 propose a n."w flddilion, and plans to
consLnlct a new bell tower that WQlITd 11ng thlOughoullhe hours of 8:00 Porn \hrouQh O:(){) y.}fn, seven
days a week in iii r'E:;Sldenlial neighborhood.


3) Trame ,.ruble;". Currenlly there Is B b-amc problem dua 10 the l:::IrIJe amounl of aulomoblles
acce~slnu the St. J·)hn Flaher Crellsha\v parking 10L llefore a-nd all1iu servi(;I}s thel't~ Is a line a carR
entering Bud Axlliny tile parkloSllot. When lheir parking lot is rull, st. John Fisher attendees park IJ(.l
and clown CrenahE.w fJlvd.lhese lJaffic patterns t:allsed hy S1. John risher aLlendees l'os\11l5 In
lrafTic jams, delays and potential aCGldenls. Allowance of lids building would fUl1her e]eGln:ilse
pa,~llIg sr.~(le in their al~ady insufficient p~'king lots. If Sl John Fi$her is allowm.l (0 cOrlslrud this
addillonal 20,000 £q. n. building, the impacted perking on Crenshaw m"d. will soon invade our own
resldentiP.lI slreels.


4) p..o~.erty 'Ia1U9 Itn;s. Resldmlces aCfOHS the street as well as othF.lr lIealuy residencos m~y raGe
p()I~nti'Rlluss or value In their exlnUng homi'ls due to the polentially large, o\fBlbearing, IllBssi\l'o and
inltusive propo15ed 8L .Iohn FIsher ~lnmture and lesultiny noise pollution. '


Ci) Good neIghbor polley. allUding such a 1;""99, rllassiva and intlllsiVe allllcMB \fiolale$ the br:lSIC
c<)llcepl of blendlnn into fhe surrounding ~fea wilh its neighbors and lJreaks the good neighbor s:pirlt
or living ht;lIlnonlo;!sly togetller. This is a resrdenlia:llleighborhood, not an ilmer cilyf(;ol'llm!~I'Cially


7.ollad area. 1he rJroposed Sl John Fi",her builtJing Is rm:mBive, unslghlly 8ml ovorbEmrlng; il
irnymseB on nearby ta~idellces' rloht (0 privacy ElS well as thell; right \0 enjoy tho beautiful s[ghh"
st~un\.l$ cUlt! alnen!Ues Ulst Rf'V has to tlfrer.


Onee QIlJ~ln. W~ ~~ an Ql~l~ed In the m""wGy pwpo~r;Jd S~. John n~her [hl~"dHng c~ml[';t.....cUpn 011 lIle
OOlntar of Crest Blvd. lind CreuliJht\w tUvd. '",fa ~~, l'41ftunl thr-;t thfj~ comHrlllcl~oll ho st()J~~ed


loul1oditltely and th:l!lt nc. furth~r CGIl9(ruc\h:m (~k4J 'lfi'\G9, and WII!' (t,x'1.oot to he~r from yO\! soon.


Slncgraly,


/r~
~"'/7~og


""'-""M~",,,,~"""ltl\1',,,,>.MI
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City or Hancho Palos Verdes
Dlrect()r or PlanningI Building end Gode Enfuroemenl
30940 Hawthoma Blvd.
RAncho Palo$ Verda$, CalUomia' 9027'"
Attn: Director of Plannlng 9nC1 Zoning and Ms 1~e2a Mlchail


D~F.lr D'rec\or or Planning ami Ms Lela MichaH.


W~) are the neIghbors of St John Fisher and aU five near the inoorsec1ion or Creal Blvd. and Crenshaw (31vd.
Wtl naver reooived any pUbliu nol:ioes ooncomil1g Ihg flluJ'osed buildinD C(msln~cl\l)n al at Juhn Fisher, yel
w& ere within SUO feat of the conslrucUon. V\f0 nrE' an o~l~ed to tha newly I,n.,.u~$od Sl. Joh" n~tll~r


Building consbuetlon on tile COfn~ruf Crest I:ll"d.. ~ml Cf@,,~h~w Bh,d. 1Me RII 'f!tIIU1"l thRll"Jg
tQIl9buclJon be slOl)pod Immt!dh~toJy ami thalllo rmtha:r e{m~tfucUun k,km f·dnc~.


Please note the following concemc:t~


1) I"V9$(on of pr(vtlcy. In a resfdentla1 neighbmhood, a largs and mass~ve building lhal is J1-5 5ttJr\es
high 'n lhallocalio'n would be over~aJing and linslghlfy_ It YlouhJ be \lisibre by all nearby resfdsnces
from In~ic.le and 0lll51de thefr ,esidenca as well as from lheir front :.;Ind back y~rds.


2) NolDO Jtrobh'tm. Pn~viously confeste<1 by ne:ghl)()l'S 5uC\;cssh,llty, lh~re in nlready an Q,xisling rWI~e


dlstmbi:mCa issue. Currently we can hear thl:! eaf'y,~moming sennons begInning al1:UO am and any
~cUviUes that continue throughout UU~ course of Ute enrim day. I\Uowel tGe of lhl~ building would
further increase lhe noise problem Ul~l all'ea,dy exists. The~ noise prob!~ms h~we bean
unaddreBsoo fur the pasl several years and a t19W buitding would definitely arnpUry these nQ;se
prob'~ms further. Sl John Flsh~r on~;e ag~in is [,yin!. 10 propose a new ~ddiUon. and plans to
Cot1~tnlct it new bell tower that WQUld ring Uuoughoullhe hours of 8;00 Porn \hrtlugh O:UO pm. seven
days a week in a r~;r.JenUal neighborhood.


3) Tndfh: ,.ruble;". CurrenUy there Is B f:t~mc prob1em due to lhe large amount or aulolT1ob~les


acc8Sisinu the St. J'.Jhn Flaher CranshS\v parking lol Before e-nd afl9r servi(;ea the"A Is a line a carR
entering and Axilfny lIle parklo.R fot. When lheir parking I()l is run, SI. John FIsher altendees park IJfJ
and down Cnmsh(l,w fJlvtl.lhese "affie patterns (~Uged by SL John fisher allendees ros\dts in
bailie jams. delays and potentia' accidents. I\llowatlce of Ihis building would fUl1her (JE'l':.~H:'se


~)tu.dn9 sr.~me in their a1~ady in$umcl~nt p~fking tots. If Sl John Fisher is anowmJ (0 c(lT\slwd this
al;ldiUonal 20,000 ~q, n. buildIng, lile impa,cted Jl~Jking on Crenshaw mvd. will soon invade our ()wn
re~ldential slreels.


4) Pror.erty '1a1ufI lo!:S'. Resldsrlces acroHs Ute street as wen as olhF.lr nearLy residences may race
pOIF':!ntiftlloss or value to their exlfiting ho~m:'l':S !iua to the poleoUally large, overbearing, JllBssf",o and
ini1usive fJlopo!Jed sl ~John Ffsher ~lnlclure and le8uUiny tlo'se J)(,JluUon. '


Cl) Good neIgt,bGr poucy. allUding sl~ch a h;ng9\ rnassiva and intwsiVe altuctlJfB vlo!ale$ the basIc
c<)llcer>l of blendh1~t into fhe surrounding area wiJh rls neighbors and IJreak$ lim good neighbor ~pirll


or living h~rmonfo~J$ly together. This is a residential neighborhood. not an imler cilyf(;oonn!~r(;laUy


;:onad area. 1 he r1ruposed Sl John Fisher bUihJing is m:'issive, unsightly and ovorbearfng; il
irnpose~ on nearby ra~ide"ces' r10ht (0 privacy BS wen as thek right to enjoy lim beautiful slyhl5,
sountJ$ anti amenllies Ulst RPV has to tlrrer.


Onee a~~ln!l Wtl ~rP.t aI191'I~ed 10 the lR:ew~y propo~~d S~. John fi~her Eht~h:tHng ccm~tnu;Uonon lIle
omntar of C,eGt Blvd. l\nd Cre..~ht\w blvd. ,nftlJ ~~1 r4iftuat thi-lt thf,~ com'trlllcl~on he stoJ~~ed


Immeditltely and Ih::!lt nt. furth~r CGlm(ruclhm h;lku '~'~C9, a".d W'II!' ~x,,,:r,ret to hetlr from you soon.


Sincoraly.


I'rf~~
~~/7~o8
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CIy_RandIo~y- ..
DIrIIcb',afPIIJ BuIding_Code~


3OINO SMl
R8nchD P8Ia8~ ClMrnil90.274
Mn: ~t:l1't8nmngand ZenIng and Us ....MICh8Il


DeItr DPc*JrofPJlrnlfng and Ms lAa MichaiJt


we are;.1M I18igtItJCR Of $I:. JaM Fisherand aM !hie .....tII8intBr1a'ltion ofCrestBlVd. and~ BlVd.
we neVer 1ICIiWId..public nctit:ee conc:emiiQ1MJ)RIpOlIIed buI*tg canstruetIonItst. John Fisher. yet
.....WIhIn 5OOMtoflhe c.onslIUQtion. we the...., pIUIlOI1Id It. JoItn FIIMr
...................an ofCN8t CNneh8WamL ..
~ .................,.....UllltIlO,. ~fab .


PIeeIe..thefolblllingeGI"-":


1) ..,• .,.....,.. In a I'8IidentiaI neighbarbDod, a Bge andmassiWJ building that is4-6 eIDriH
high in fh8t IoctItion MlUId be QV8ItM1811ug and UldIighIIy. Itwould be WJiI:JIa by aR I'tIWby~


: frOm bite..oatside their MIiderJCe. WIllI as fftm 1heIrfront llIIld bade yards. ..


2>' Nolle PnJvIoU'SaY 001....... by neighbI;n U:CS.lfullyihnisaIrBy an existing nolle
c:tIIIudIIiIce Cum!Intty we can hMr.~ B1IIOI1S beginning at 1:00·811I endany
actMtiee th8tcantJnue tJvDughoul theQUI8 d:1ba entireday. AIoWIInce ofthis bU6Igwould
fUfIher inCnIR..noise pnJbIem tlmtalnllldy.... These noise prabIema haVe been
UI'lIlIddIe•••d b"1be past....~_a new buIcIng WOUld deftnileIy....., theBe noise
prabIemafiIther. St John Ftsheronce agBin Is tryfn:g1o PRJP088 a new...... and....to
cxndrUcta new bell tower1hstwr.Ucl ring 1hftJUgttoutthe hacn of8:00 am thrOugh 8:00 pm. eeven
dspaweekln neigI.......


3) TndIIiIa IA. ewnanttythln is a fnIIIc~ lbt10 the amauntdaubnollb•
.cC'.BIng1heSl John Fill&CI'In6h8w 1Dl Beftq and ...."....u.e..a ....8CIIS
enI8IIrV end·exilirG1M parking l2t When 1Dt IsfuI, St John FIIhet aUend",1!II*k up .
and doWn Crw1IhaW Blvd. ".... tndIicP8f18n-C8U88d bySt John Asher IIlI8ne:leee nlIIUlIB In
1JaIficjIms. CIBIaYa ... pob!JrdIIII aocIdenIiL AIowaI_ ortis building woulS furtherdlRlss
psddng...in fheIr aINady instdIiciBntpartch", IoIB.. IfSt. John Ff&her is allowed to construdttris
arJdIIIcM12O,OOO sq.it. butldlng.1he iI........ 1BIdng on CnM18haw Blvd. wm soon~ ourownnJ*IdII.............. r


4) Pi....., ResidenDes oItIWnesrbyresIdence8 may"
pallldilllaIsotvalue to their__• hCrI.-due to the p0tentla1Iy IaIge. overbearing. ml88lWand
inIItJIWe~St John FiIt8'structuI8and...uting nolle poIkdfon.


5} GOOdn-.._ptIIIIcf. BuildIng sucha....mas&i¥e and fnrtuslve 8b'Ucture vioIatM the. b8sic
c:aneeptdbl8nding into the eunoun6Ig..WiIh'_ neighlx:nand Ixeaks the good·neighbOrepirit
d nvq••1NJdiouIly1ogeIItIt. This is a ftllliden." neighbarhood. notan innerdtyIcornmen::ia
zoned... The proposed St. John Alrt8' bui1dItv .......... ...-gtdlyand~; it
imposes on neeft)y I"88ideneII' right to prfvaaJ."as IheiIi right tID erA the beBUlfUI·stghtl.
ssounds. amBliitiel that RPV has1oaffer. .


Once..........opprRM..........,. Pf'OIIOIIICIst..John FiBherSUlldlng 011_
CQrIMI'ofe..t8IwL_ ca 8IIrd. WIt alllIIfiIiIllttlilltthfB COPeIrUCtIoD ........
........, tllatnofultMrcanetruclJoll ,.. .


::51-,,'-J(~ {JP? Jl. Shu- 7i.", p~
S-3/5 V~I/e;}. V'~ Ret. ~fi/· Cfi. 1().2-7.s
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Mn:~ d PWnnire and ZenIng and Us ....MICh8U


DeIIr DPc:tDrofPl.-RlIng'" Me Leza~


we..;.1he nuigltlMA Of a John Fisherand allhIe....... inIlI!neaIion ofCrest BlVd. and CR.vIihaw BlVd.
we nMr IICIMtdany public.....conawnil91hePfGIXIEd buId8tg construetJonat st. John Fisher. yet
_ ..WithIn 500.-oflllecansIr1.JQtiorL we .., to the...., pta It. JolIn FlIhIr
.1IIItIIRIJ .,..,oIc.- CnIIaeh8W8Ivd. ..
~ be 'i~pped..........,. nofw COIIIItruc:8Dnfalce .


P-.noIItthefollrMing.---


1) ..,.of'pm_.. In a I'8IidenIaI neighboIbDod, a IIqeand"fn8BSiW) building that is 4-& etcriBs
hWi in thetlocrltiCn....1d be G¥8Ibe8rIIIJ) and UlI1!ightIy.. Itwould be 171 all neadJy~


: frOm oafIide their teIidenCe.wi_tan1heIrfront llIIld bac:k .


2), Nolle PnMousIY 00I1t81tBd by neighbara succ ulfullyt thIRl is~ an .....111 nolle
~ CUrNntI1 we can.,....~.-motSblglnnlng at 1:GO·8Jn endany
actiVIiee thlItcontlnU8 tI1IDugI1lx41h&-... wlbeenIRday. AIoMInce ofthis .....would
ft.IIher inCI8aIe1benoi8e Pfd*m1bat-...cty.... These nolle pmbIeR\fi haVe bden
unaddressed for the past...y&IWS __a new buIIdinJ.1 WOUld deftnil8IyMJPIIy'" noise
~tia1her. Sl John~onceapin Is ItyInQ it» flRII*8 a new MIc:IIloIt. and"to
~a~ bell tawerthstwoukl ring 1hft:IUghoutthe hc:us of8:00 am thrOugh 8:00 pm. ....
clap"week in a......diaI neigltbarhoad.


3) TraIIIiIl ........... ewnantIY.... is a bilePft)bfem m.1o the..amauntd autau'"'I "Ill
eca...elng theSl John FiIhIrCI'818h8w.... Iot Befa8 and ...........tI8'e .. a h 8 C8I8 .
enterIqJ 811:1._1b8 pakiJIg l2t. VVt8t..~ lot.tII, St. John fTIbet aUttd!lSI pirie up
... doM1 Cnnthaw Blvd. "... tndficpeII8n.C8t.-d bySt John Fieher8tlendeee ..... 11'
II8fticj8ms. deIaya... pgIfJrdIBI aceidenIa. M:»waI_ olthis building WGIIlS furtherdeena•
........... in theiraIJeady insuIIicisntpadciI,,1oIB. IfSt. John FIsher is aIowed to consbuctthisad'"20,000 sq.. it. Widing. the imI*t8d IBIdng on CNn8haw Bhtd. wDI soon~ ourownNelda...........' f


4) PI Re&idenGes ~,.myJ8Sldencelmaytaee


....... IoIsdvelue to their__.,~dueto"~1aIge. overbearing. m..lYaand
inInIIive PltJP~St. John Fill.-structureand N8UIting noiIe poUution.


5) GOod ft_,....... BuIcIng such a ftIl8&SIIM and intrusive fJb'ucIul'8 vioJfB8 the. belie
COI~dblending into the eurn:udIg _ neigbbcnand bmIkI the good'neiDhbOr8pirlt
d IIvt1g••iNJIIkMdIy a This is a neighborhoo(l notan inr8dly1comnWJrCilly
zoned... The pmpoIiM St. John FIIh8' buIdIfv uneighlly and overbeIri'tg; I
impo••on,.q188icIenclW right to prtvaay -Iheii righttD et10r the bMduI·Slghts,
......ameailielflatRPV has tooffer.' -


once....~....oppa••d to ,...., John FlBherSddlng caMtl'UCIIon on tile
.....tJlCN8t8IwLaIId c. 8ML -..alit 00tIlIIruCtI0a ......
.......,. nofurtlw to ,.. .


Sh/-J(~ fJP-? s SJJu~ 7i-1A. p~
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10: L.eza 14;khaiI 1'hnni
City of RanchffPalos Verdes ••_-.--..-
Directorof Planning. Building and Code Enforoement REC
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho PaloS Verdes. California 90274
Attn: Directorof Planning and Zoning and Ms leza Michail JUN 17 200 ~


Dear Director of Planning and Ms Leza Michail. PLANNING. BUILDING AND
CODe ENFORCEMENT


We are the neighbors of St. John FISherand all live near the intersection of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd.
We never received any public notices concerning the proposed building construction at St. John Fisher. yet
we are within 500 feet of the constructiOn. We are all opposed to the newly proposed St. John Fisher
Buildiilg'construction on the comer of CNst Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd. We all request that this
construction be stopped immediately and that no furiIIer construction take place.


~
,t., Please noIe \he !oIIowIng concerns:


~
1) Invasion of privacy. In a residential neighborhood, a large and massive bUilding that is 4-5 stories


• ~_~ high in that location would be overbearing and unsightly. Itwould be visible by all nearby residences


~W! 2)


from inside and outside their residence as well as from their front and back yards.


Noise problem. Previously contested by neighbors successfully, there is already an existing noise
disturbance issue. Currently we can hear the early-moming sermons beginning at 7:00 am and any
activities that continue throughout the course of the entire day. Allowance of this building would


• further increase the noise problem that already exists. These noise problems have been
.- / unaddressed for the past seversl years and a new building would definitely amptify these noise
, problems further. Sl John FISher once again is trying to propose a new addition. and plans to


, construct a new bell tower that would ring throughout the hours of 8:00 am through 6:00 pm, seven


~'
'''' days a week in a residential neighborhood.


Traffic problem. Currently there is a traffic problem due to the large amount of automobiles
accessing the Sl John FISher Crenshaw parking lot Before and after services there is a line a cars
entering and exiting the parking lot When their parking lot is full. Sl John Fisher attendees park up


~
J_, and down Crenshaw Blvd. These traffic patterns caused by Sl John FISher attendees results in


~
~" traffic jams, delays and potential accidents. Allowance of this building would further decrease


parking space in their already insufficient parking lots. Ifst John Fisher is allowed to construct this
additional 20,000 sq. ft. building. the impacted parking on Crenshaw Blvd. will soon invade our own


~
. 4) residential streets.


Property value loss. Residences across the streetas well as other nearby residences may face
potential loss ofvalue to their existing homesdue to the potentially large. overbearing, massive and
intrusive proposed Sl John FISher structure and resulting noise pollution.


5) Good neighbor policy. Building such a large. massive and intrusive structure violates the basic.
concept of blending into the surrounding area with its neighbors and breaks the good neighbor spirit
of IMng hannoniously together. This is a residential neighborhood. not an inner city/commercially
zoned area. The proposed St. John FISher building is massive. unsightly and overbearing; it
imposes on nearby residences" right to privacy as well as theh:. right to enjoy the beautiful sights.
sounds and amenities that RPV has to offer.


Once again, we are an opposed to the newly proposed Sf. John Fisher Building construction on the
comer of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd. We an request that this construction be stopped
immediately and that no further construction take place, and we expect to hear from you soon.


1¥II/t I KPI!


10: L£za Mikhail 1'hnni
City of RanchffPalos Verdes ••_-.--..-
Directorof Planning. Building and Code Enforoement REC
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho PaloS Verdes. California 90274
Attn: Directorof Planning and Zoning and Ms leza Michail JUN 17 200 ~


Dear Director of Planning and Ms Leza Michail. PLANNING. BUILDING AND
CODe ENFORCEMENT


We are the neighbors of St. John FISherand all live near the intersection of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd.
We never received any public notices concerning the proposed building construction at St. John Fisher. yet
we are within 500 feet of the constructiOn. We are all opposed to the newly proposed St. John Fisher
Buildiilg'construction on the comer of CNst Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd. We all request that this
construction be stopped immediately and that no furiIIer construction take place.


~
,t, Please.-lhe-..g_


'H1) Invasion of privacy. In a residential neighborhood, a large and massive bUilding that is 4-5 stories
• ~_~ high in that location would be overbearing and unsightly. Itwould be visible by all nearby residences


~W! 2)


from inside and outside their residence as well as from their front and back yards.


Noise problem. Previously contested by neighbors successfully, there is already an existing noise
disturbance issue. Currently we can hear the early-moming sermons beginning at 7:00 am and any
activities that continue throughout the course of the entire day. Allowance of this building would


• further increase the noise problem that already exists. These noise problems have been
.- / unaddressed for the past seversl years and a new building would definitely amptify these noise
, problems further. Sl John FISher once again is trying to propose a new addition. and plans to


, construct a new bell tower that would ring throughout the hours of 8:00 am through 6:00 pm, seven


~~
"" days a week in a residential neighborhood.


Traffic problem. Currently there is a traffic problem due to the large amount of automobiles
accessing the Sl John FISher Crenshaw parking lot Before and after services there is a line a cars
entering and exiting the parking lot When their parking lot is full. Sl John Fisher attendees park up


~
J_, and down Crenshaw Blvd. These traffic patterns caused by Sl John FISher attendees results in


~
~" traffic jams, delays and potential accidents. Allowance of this building would further decrease


parking space in their already insufficient parking lots. Ifst John Fisher is allowed to construct this
additional 20,000 sq. ft. building. the impacted parking on Crenshaw Blvd. will soon invade our own


j?4) residential streets.


Property value loss. Residences across the streetas well as other nearby residences may face
potential loss ofvalue to their existing homesdue to the potentially large. overbearing, massive and
intrusive proposed Sl John FISher structure and resulting noise pollution.


5) Good neighbor policy. Building such a large. massive and intrusive structure violates the basic.
concept of blending into the surrounding area with its neighbors and breaks the good neighbor spirit
of IMng hannoniously together. This is a residential neighborhood. not an inner city/commercially
zoned area. The proposed St. John FISher building is massive. unsightly and overbearing; it
imposes on nearby residences" right to privacy as well as theh:. right to enjoy the beautiful sights.
sounds and amenities that RPV has to offer.


Once again, we are an opposed to the newly proposed Sf. John Fisher Building construction on the
comer of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd. We an request that this construction be stopped
immediately and that no further construction take place, and we expect to hear from you soon.


1¥II/i , KPI!323-A
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PLANNING, BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT


RECEIVED
City of R.ncho P.loa V.fd81
DIrector or Pflmnlng, Building 8nd Cod. Enfornement
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Renooo Pelot VeR'.IM. Caiitomia 90274
Attn: Olmctor of Pl8nnlng en~ Zunfng and MeU~ Micheli


Dear Director oJ Planning and Ms Leze Mlchall,


We are the neighbors of Sl John Fisher and all live near the intersection of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd.
We ".weI'" received any pubIIU notWee concerning thf!! proposed building constructfon at St. John Fisher, yet
we are within 500 Feet of thtlt cons'ruelfon. We t11r8 .n Ollpasvd to th" ..ewly pl'Opo*od SIt. John FI~her


Building conetnn:tlop em tl!. ~(Jmerof C..-t Blyd. ~r.~ CronohMY Blvd. W. 811 reqUftt thlt this
conetrucUon btJ Btopped Immedb'llely and th;llt no further con.truetlon t$lke place.


1) Inv••lon otprtvacy. In 8 residential neighborhood. a large and massive building that Is 4--5 stories
high In that tocellon would be overbearing and unsIghtly. II would be visible by all nearby resIdences
from Inside and outside therr residence 8S well as from Uleir fronl and back ysrds. .


2) Nol.8 ptoblem. PrlMOI.sly conttJ9ted by neighbors 8U~"'6$8'U"Y. there Is already an 9xll!lting noise
disturbance Issue. Currently we CQf1 hear the ea,\y--momlng sennori!; beginning at 7:00 am end any
activities g,st continue Ulroughout the course of '.he entire day. AlIowa'lce of U,ts buildIng would
further Inorease the noise problem that alree.dy eJttats. These noise problems have been
unaddressed for Ule past several years end 8 new building would definitely amplll'y these noiSE!
problems further. Sl John Fisher once again Is hying to propose 8 n~w ~dltlon, and plens to
constmct a new befllower that would ring throughout the hoUts of 8:00 am through 6:00 pm, seven
dElYS 8 week in a n~'8ldenUal neighborhood.


3) T..mc problem. Currently therels II tmllic problem due to the larue amount of automobiles
8008$slng the St. Joon t=19hClr Cfl'f18haw p3l'king 101. Oefore and siler servfce$ ttt~rQ 1$ a line a cars
entattng and exiling the parking lot. When their parking 'at is full, 51. .John Fisher attendees park up
and down Creneh&w blvd. These Itsflfc patterns caused by St. John Fisher attendees results In
trafflc Jams, delaY9 and poIentiat acck.lents. AllowarlOO of this building w(luld further decrease
p9rf<ktg space In their almedy 'nsufficient parking lots. tf $1. John fisher is allowed to construct thl!;
addldonel 20,000.sq. ft. building, the lmpactli!d parking on Crenshaw Blvd. will sOOn Invade our own
residential streets.


4) Property va.... I~••. R991dfIDC9M across the street as well as other nearby residences may fat.'E!
potenttall085 of value to their exIsting hom. due to IIw! potentially large. overbeartng, massive and
Intruelve proposed Sf. John Asher slruuture and resuftlng nolue JH1'lutfon.


5) Good neighbor polloy. BuDding 9...('J, B large. m98slva and Inltu$lve structure Violates the baSic
coneepl Qf blertdir.g into the surrounding area with il$ 'lelghbors and breeks the good neighbor 9pirlt
of Ifvlng l1annonioasly together. This 1$ a regidentieJ neighborhood, nol an Inner eltylcommerclally
loned area. The propotJed St John Fisher building Is masSive, unsightly and Q'l/erbearttlg; it
Imposes on nearby ra.1l;1~rtee5" right to privacy as well as their; right 10 enjoy tha beautiful sfullts,
8(,lunds and amenities thel RPV has to oIlier.


One. agilllln, •• "'" all opptJtnHI to the newly pmpo1i!lad St. John Fieher Bulldftng construction on me
comer of C..... Blvd. and Creneltaw lilvd. We an nqult8t that th8e co...tmctlon be stopped
............., ood - n,~ ..... ploce, """ ... ""]"'clio h.......m you ......


AA'- ~ .A/A:r.... pO J-:r-ft/-...., i~vi' v~RJ. ~,f tI t/lt/~cf
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RECEIVED
City of R.ncho P.loa V.fd81
DIrector or Pflmnlng, Building 8nd Cod. Enfornement
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Renooo Pelot VeR'.IM. Caiitomia 90274
Attn: Olmctor of Pl8nnlng en~ Zunfng and MeU~ Micheli


Dear Director oJ Planning and Ms Leze Mlchall,


We are the neighbors of Sl John Fisher and all live near the intersection of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd.
We ".weI'" received any pubIIU notWee concerning thf!! proposed building constructfon at St. John Fisher, yet
we are within 500 Feet of thtlt cons'ruelfon. We t11re .n Ollpasvd to th" ..ewly pl'Opo*od SIt. John FI~her


Building conetnn:tlop em tl!. ~(Jmerof C..-t Blyd. ~r.~ CronohMY Blvd. W. 811 reqUftt thlt this
conetrucUon btJ Btopped Immedb'llely and th;llt no further con.truetlon t$lke place.


1) Inv••lon otprtvacy. In 8 residential neighborhood. a large and massive building that Is 4--5 stories
high In that tocellon would be overbearing and unsIghtly. II would be visible by all nearby resIdences
from Inside and outside therr residence 8S well as from Uleir fronl and back ysrds. .


2) Nol.8 ptoblem. PrlMOI.sly conttJ9ted by neighbors 8U~"'6$8'U"Y. there Is already an 9xll!lting noise
disturbance Issue. Currently we CQf1 hear the ea,\y--momlng sennori!; beginning at 7:00 am end any
activities g,st continue Ulroughout the course of '.he entire day. AlIowa'lce of U,ts buildIng would
further Inorease the noise problem that alree.dy eJttats. These noise problems have been
unaddressed for Ule past several years end 8 new building would definitely amplll'y these noiSE!
problems further. Sl John Fisher once again Is hying to propose 8 n~w ~dltlon, and plens to
constmct a new befllower that would ring throughout the hours of 8:00 am through 6:00 pm, seven
dElYS 8 week in a n~'8ldenUal neighborhood.


3) T..mc problem. Currently therels II tmllic problem due to the larue amount of automobiles
8008$slng the St. Joon t=19hClr Cfl'f18haw p3l'king 101. Oefore and siler servfce$ ttt~rQ 1$ a line a cars
entattng and exiling the parking lot. When their parking 'at is full, 51. .John Fisher attendees park up
and down Creneh&w blvd. These Itsflfc patterns caused by St. John Fisher attendees results In
trafflc Jams, delaY9 and poIentiat acck.lents. AllowarlOO of this building w(luld further decrease
p9rf<ktg space In their almedy 'nsufficient parking lots. tf $1. John fisher is allowed to construct thl!;
addldonel 20,000.sq. ft. building, the lmpactli!d parking on Crenshaw Blvd. will sOOn Invade our own
residential streets.


4) Property va.... I~••_R991dfIDC9M across the street as well as other nearby residences may fat.'E!
potenttall085 of value to their exIsting hom. due to IIw! potentially large. overbeartng, massive and
Intruelve proposed Sf. John Asher slruuture and resuftlng nolue JH1'lutfon.


5) Good neighbor polloy. BuDding 9...('J, B large. m98slva and Inltu$lve structure Violates the baSic
coneepl Qf ble"dir.g into the surrounding area with il$ 'lelghbors and breeks the good neighbor 9pirlt
of Ifvlng l1annonioasly together. This 1$ a regidentieJ neighborhood, nol an Inner eltylcommerclally
loned area. The propotJed St John Fisher building Is masSive, unsightly and Q'l/erbearttlg; it
Imposes on nearby re..1l;1~rtee5" right to privacy as well as their; right 10 enjoy tha beautiful sfullts,
8(,lunds and amenities thel RPV has to oIlier.


One. agilllln, •• II.... all opptJtnHI to the newly pmpo1i!lad St. John Fieher Bulldftng construction on me
comer of C..... Blvd. and Creneltaw lilvd. We an nqult8t that th8e co...tmctlon be stopped
............., ood - n,~ ..... ploce, """ ... ""]"'clio h.......m you ......


AA'- ~ .A/A:r.... pO J-:r-ft/
-...., i~Vil v~RJ. ~,f tI t/lt/~cf
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PlANNING. BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT


RECEIVED
JUN 17 200R


Cily of Rancho Palos Verdes
Dll1'!ClUr of Planning. BuildIng Bnd Code Enfun.-ement
30940 Hdwthom& Blvd.
Rancho Palo8 V.rdH, Callfomilil.90274
Alln: Director of Planning an~ Zoning and M9 lela Michal!


OAsr Director of Planning and Ms leza MichaU,


We are the nelghbonl of Sl John Fisher and all live near the Intersection of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd.
We never 11KiQlved tlIny public notioes concemmg thepro~building constnJoUon at St John Fisher, yet
we Eire withIn 500 feet of the COIl!Jtruclfun. We are QU ollposed to the newly pmpQSsd St. John Fisher
BUilding cunatructloll On tl~e c()rn.r of creSt Blvd. and C~nnIUI\W91",,(1. We all requwt that thl;
conatructlon be ..topped Immediately and that tiD fln1h~rcon$l(mctfun klke pl~ce.


Please note the folklwing conCGm~; ..,
1) Invasion of privacy. In a Inld!:tntial neighborhood, a largElsnd massive building that is 4-5 Siories


high tn UUlt location would be overbearing and unsightly. f1 would be visible by all nearby residences
from InsIde and out5lde Utelr residence as well a$ from their front and back yards.


2) "'q188 problom. Pnilviously contested by neighoo,s SUI',;X;e5sfully, there 19 Blr~sdy an existing noiSe
dlslurbanCfJ issue. Currently we c;;an hear the eany-momitl9 $ermons beginning at 7;00 ern and any
actl'lit/es UUilt conlinue UUQughoul Ute course of U15I enlire day. Allowaru:e of lIlis buildIng would
furUler Increase the noise problem thilrt ;already exl,ts. These noise problems have been
unaddr·ened for thQ past several years and a naw building would definitely amplify Ulese noise
problems further. Sl John Fisher once again i."ylrlg tu propose a n~w addition, and plf:'ns to
com;lruct a new bell tower that woulc;l ring throughout. the hours of 8:(10 l;1fl\ through 6:00 pm, seven
daya a week il1 a fl7GidenUal neighborhood.


3) T...me problem. CurrenUy there is a traffic problem due to Ule larue amount of automobiles
eocfJ6sing the at. J'l3hn Fisher Crenshaw parking Cot. Before e.nd all.er 5er'ilces there is a line a cars
entorlng and exiling Ule parking lol When their parking lot is full, St. John Fisher attendees park up
and down CreneJ'"w Blvd. These traffic patterns caus9d by 51. John fisher attendees It!sulls in
Irel'f1C jliltns, delays and potential acctdents. AflowarlOO of this buildir'9 WQutd further der)t~ase
,larking s;~ In U~eir already insufficient parking lots. If Sl John Fistun 1$ allowed to cun$tft.lct this
additlof~.1 20,000 tmq. ft bUilding, Ute impscWd piuJ\ing on Crenshaw Blvd. will SoOfl invade our own
re.ldQntlallirtreetl.


4) Property v.lue 1098. ResidenCGs across the street as well as other nearby residences may fat:a
potenUalloss of value 10 their existing horns$ due to thC!!' polerdJally large, ove,bearlng, mBsslve and
Intrusive proposed St. John Fisher structure and resulting nolae pollution.


6) Good n.lghbor pQII(:y. Building such a lerge, ITIBstd"a and InlfUsive structure violates lhe baSic
cunoopt of blending Into tho surrounding area wilh its neiyhbol'$ and breek$ the good neighbor sr)lrll
of living h8rrnonloasly together. This Is a residentie.l neighborhood. nut an inner city/commercially
zoned area. The proposed Sl. John Fmher building is massive, uns!ghtly and overbearing; it
imposes on nearby residences' right tD privacy as well as U'eir; righl to enjoy the beautiful sights.
sounds and amenities that RPV ha$ to offer.


Once agllln, W8 ere ... oppotaed to the nllwly plUpoalld St. John Fi,,".r Buftldijng construction Qn tile
com.,of Cmt alvd.llnd Ontr,.hllllW Blvd. We IlIn ",quat that thl. conetructlon be _topped
Immodl.ly 8nd thlllt nc further COMtfuction 18k. plllC8, and we OXtJect to he., froln you eoarl.


l0"d .1...1..691:>.1...1..£0l£ nO'~NII-331 Wd ll:l0 800Z-.1..l-Nnr


PlANNING. BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT


RECEIVED
JUN 17 200R


Cily of Rancho Palos Verdes
Dll1'!ClUr of Planning. BuildIng Bnd Code Enfun.-ement
30940 Hdwthom& Blvd.
Rancho Palo8 V.rdH, Callfomilil.90274
Alln: Director of Planning an~ Zoning and M9 lela Michal!


OAsr Director of Planning and Ms leza MichaU,


We are the nelghbonl of Sl John Fisher and all live near the Intersection of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd.
We never 11KiQlved tlIny public notioes concemmg thepro~building constnJoUon at St John Fisher, yet
we Eire withIn 500 feet of the COIl!Jtruclfun. We are QU ollposed to the newly pmpQSsd St. John Fisher
BUilding cunatructloll On tl~e c()rn.r of creSt Blvd. and C~nnIUI\W91",,(1. We all requwt that thl;
conatructlon be ..topped Immediately and that tiD fln1h~rcon$l(mctfun klke pl~ce.


Please note the folklwing conCGm~; ..,
1) Invasion of privacy. In a Inld!:tntial neighborhood, a largElsnd massive building that is 4-5 Siories


high tn UUlt location would be overbearing and unsightly. f1 would be visible by all nearby residences
from InsIde and out5lde Utelr residence as well a$ from their front and back yards.


2) "'q188 problom. Pnilviously contested by neighoo,s SUI',;X;e5sfully, there 19 Blr~sdy an existing noiSe
dlslurbanCfJ issue. Currently we c;;an hear the eany-momitl9 $ermons beginning at 7;00 ern and any
actl'lit/es UUilt conlinue UUQughoul Ute course of U15I enlire day. Allowaru:e of lIlis buildIng would
furUler Increase the noise problem thilrt ;already exl,ts. These noise problems have been
unaddr·ened for thQ past several years and a naw building would definitely amplify Ulese noise
problems further. Sl John Fisher once again i."ylrlg tu propose a n~w addition, and plf:'ns to
com;lruct a new bell tower that woulc;l ring throughout. the hours of 8:(10 l;1fl\ through 6:00 pm, seven
daya a week il1 a fl7GidenUal neighborhood.


3) T...me problem. CurrenUy there is a traffic problem due to Ule larue amount of automobiles
eocfJ6sing the at. J'l3hn Fisher Crenshaw parking Cot. Before e.nd all.er 5er'ilces there is a line a cars
entorlng and exiling Ule parking lol When their parking lot is full, St. John Fisher attendees park up
and down CreneJ'"w Blvd. These traffic patterns caus9d by 51. John fisher attendees It!sulls in
Irel'f1C jliltns, delays and potential acctdents. AflowarlOO of this buildir'9 WQutd further der)t~ase
,larking s;~ In U~eir already insufficient parking lots. If Sl John Fistun 1$ allowed to cun$tft.lct this
additlof~.1 20,000 tmq. fl- bUilding, Ute impscWd piuJ\ing on Crenshaw Blvd. will SoOfl invade our own
re.ldQntlallirtreetl.


4) Property v.lue 1098. ResidenCGs across the street as well as other nearby residences may fat:a
potenUalloss of value 10 their existing horns$ due to thC!!' polerdJally large, ove,bearlng, mBsslve and
Intrusive proposed St. John Fisher structure and resulting nolae pollution.


6) Good n.lghbor pQII(:y. Building such a lerge, ITIBstd"a and InlfUsive structure violates lhe baSic
cunoopt of blending Into tho surrounding area wilh its neiyhbol'$ and breek$ the good neighbor sr)lrll
of living h8rrnonloasly together. This Is a residentie.l neighborhood. nut an inner city/commercially
zoned area. The proposed Sl. John Fmher building is massive, uns!ghtly and overbearing; it
imposes on nearby residences' right tD privacy as well as U'eir; righl to enjoy the beautiful sights.
sounds and amenities that RPV ha$ to offer.


Once agllln, W8 ere ... oppotaed to the nllwly plUpoalld St. John Fi,,".r Buftldijng construction Qn tile
com.,of Cmt 81vd.llnd Ontr,.hllllW Blvd. We IlIn ",quat that thl. conetructlon be _topped
Immodl.ly 8nd thlllt nc further COMtfuction 18k. plllC8, and we OXtJect to he., from you eoarl.


l0"d .1...1..691:>.1...1..£0l£ nO'~NII-331 Wd ll:l0 800Z-.1..l-Nnr
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RECEIVED
JUN 17 208R


PLANNING, BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT


crty of Rancho Pa!os Verdes
Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
RandlO Palos Verdes, california 90274
Attn: Director of Planning and ZOning and Ms Leza Michail


Dear Director of Planning and Ms leza Michail,


We are the neighbors ofSt John Fisher and all live near the intersection of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd.
We never received any public notices concerning the proposed building construction at St. John Fisher. yet
we are within 500 feet: of the construction. We are all,opposed to the newly proposed St. John Fisher
Building construction on the comer of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd. We aU reque'St that this
constJUction be stopped immediateZy and that no further comrt:ruction take place.


Please note the following concerns:


1) invasion ofprivacy. In a residential neighborhood, a large and massive building that is 4-5 stories
high in that location would be overbearing and unsightly. It would be visible by all nearby residences
from inside and outside their residence as well as from their front and bad< yards.


2) Noise problem. PrevLously contested by neighbors successfully, there is already an existing noise
distUrbance issue. CurrenUy we can hear the early-moming sermons beginning at 7:00 am and any
activities 1hat: continue throughout tile course of the 'entire day. Allowance of this building would
further increase the noise problem that already exists. These noise problems have been
unaddressed forthe pastseveral years and a new building would definitely amplify these noise
probLems further. Sl John FISher once again is trylng to propose a new addition, and plans to
construct a new bell tower that wouJd ring throughout the hours of 8:00 am through 6:00 pm, seven
days a week in a residential neighborh~.


3) Traffic problem. Currently there is a traffic problem due to the large amount of automobiles
accessing the St John FISher Crenshaw parking lot Before and after services there is a line a cars
entering and exiting the parking lot When their parking lot is full, St John Fisher attendees park up
and down Crenshaw Blvd. These traffic patterns caused by St John Flsher attendees results in
traffic jams, delays and potential accidents. Allowallce of this building would further decrease
parking space in their already insufficient parking lots. If St John FISher is allowed 10 consl:Tuct this
additional 20,000 sq. tl building, the impacted parking on Crenshaw Blvd. will soon invade our own
residential streets.


4} Property value loss. Residences across the street as well as other nearby residences may face
poterrtialloss of value to their existing homes due to the potentially large, overbearing, massive and
intrusjye proposedSt John FISher structure and resulting noise pollution.


5) Good neighbor policy. Building such a large. massive and intrusive structure violates the basic
concept of blending into the surrounding area with 'its neighbors and breaks !he good neighbor spirit
of living harmoniously together. This is a residential neighborhood, not an inner cftyfcommerciaHy
zoned area. The proposed St. John Fisher bUilding is massive. unsigh1iy and overbearing; it
imposes on nearby residences' right to privacy as welt as thei~ right to enjoy the beautiful sights,
sounds and amenities that RPV has to offer. '


Once again, we are all opposed to the newly proposed Sl John Fisher Building construction on the
comer of crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd. We aU ~uest that this construction be stopped
lmroodiatety and that no further construction take place, and we expect to hear from you soon.


, ,n.-;;'3 \~~ ~; ~
Sincerely, "'-..:c.J l.,X.A-/LV""' • - - r"'~ <Lt..


;>bI)'1r~~


QP~-( ~'~\7 ~o8
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RECEIVED
JUN 17 200P.


PLANNING, BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT


Cfty of Rancho Palos Verdes
Director of Planning. Building and Code Enforcement
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, Galifoma 90274
Attn: Director of Planning and ZOning and Ms Leza Michail


Dear Director of Plannmg and Ms leza Michail,


We are the neighbors of St John Fisher and all Jive near the intersection of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Brvd.
We never received any public notices concerning the proposed building construction at St. John Fisher, yet
we are within 500 feet of the construction. We are all,opposed to the newly proposed St.. John Fisher
Building construction on the comer of Crest Blvd.. and Crenshaw Blvd. We aU requEtst that this
construction be stopped immediately and that no further construction take place.


P\ease note the following concerns:


1) invasion ot-privacy. ~n a residential neighborhood. a large and massive buUding that is 4-5 stories
high in that location would be overbearing and unsightly. It would be visible by all nearby residences
from inside and outside their residence as well as from their front and back yards.


2) Noise problem. Prev[ously contested by neighbors successfully. there is already an existing noise
distUrbance issue. CurrenUy we can hear the eariy..-moming sermons beginning at 7:00 am and any
activities that continue throughout the course of the 'entire day. Allowance of this building would
further increase the noise problem that already exists. These noise problems have been
unaddressed forthe pastseveraJ years and a new building would definitely amplify these noise
prob~ems further. Sl John F~her once again is tryjng to propose a new addition, and plans to
construct a new bell towerthatwouJd ring 1hroughout the hours of 8~OO am through 6:00 pm, seven
~ays a week in a residential neighborh~.


3) Traffic problem. Currently there Is a traffic problem due to the large amount of automobiles
accessing the St John FISher Crenshaw parking lot Before and after services there is a line a cars
entering and,exiting the parking lot When their parking lot is full, St John Fisher attendees park up
and down Crenshaw Blvdw These traffic patterns caused by St John Fisher attendees results in
traffic jams, delays and potential accidents. Allowance of this building would further decrease
parking space in their already insufficient parking lots. if St. John FISher is allowed 10 construct this
additional 20,000 sq. fl building, the impacted. parking on Crenshaw Blvd. will soon invade our own
residential streets.


4} Property value loss. Residences across the street as well as other nearby residences may face
poterrtialloss of value to theirexisting homes due to the potentially large) overbearing, massive and
intrusj'ye proposedSt John F1Sher structure and resulting noise pollution.


5) Good neighbor policy. Building such a large? massive and intrusive structure violates the basic
concept of blending into the surrounding area with -ils neighbors and breaks !he good neighbor spirit
of living harmoniously together. This is a residential neighborhood, not an inner dtyfcommertiaHy
zoned area. The proposed St John Fisher building is massive, unsightiy and overbearing; it
imposes on nearby residences' right to privacy as welt as theiF; right to enjoy the beautiful sights,
sounds and amenities that RPV has to offer. -


Once again, we are all opposed to the newly proposed St. John Fisher Building construction on the
comer of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd. We aU ~uest th.at this construction be stopped
Immediately and that no further construction take place, and we expect to hear from you soon.


, ,('\ .;" \ ...:..- ~; ~
Sincerely, '-...J..J J..X.,A./LV"'·~ - ~.~~


l)b F'(1,-4~
QP~,( a·~\7 ~o8
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p.1--._-_._----
~Rancho Palos Ven:tes


~_H~n:~ildingandCade~~__ RECEIVED
·-~Pafosv~· . -"...~


::'~rofPranni::~~~ ...~ JUN 17 2003
IoJVClr Directorof £II , IWJ~ le2a Michail


rrannrng and Ms Leza ' PLANNING, BUILDING AND
We are the neigh Michau. CODE ENFORCEMENT
We '*'er receivedbors ofSt John Fish
we are Within 500,;;pUblic notices : and a,!llive near the inte '
Bulldfng~ offhe~ncernrngthe PTDJ:rosed ~n OfCrest B'
COD8tnletion lie-:::: til. COllier Of'eWe..aQ oPlJosed~:g construetionV:i:d Crenshaw Blvd
DL..___ 1mrn8d.fafeJyan:::':fvd. and Cren~::;lyproPosedsi't;;.F"lSher. yet'
.•~ note the foIIowin .no further COnstruct;: • We all request_..'! FIsher


9 concerns: on talre place.. ..._t; fills
1) f~JonOf •


hrgh in that.:,. In a -'dentiar neighbo


from InSideand Outsid-:'!~ ~ng and':::rgh:!,arge and massive IJujwr..... th .
qfl;#Ir resictence as 11 ~T' It WOuld be . ib '_U'¥ at IS 4-5 stan


2) NoJse ProW. we as from their front and~Ie by all nearby residen:s
"'10.1., . em. PreVIously CQI'lt---..... yam's.
..-,ul'bance issue CUm:.r.Hu •'-u:=u by neighbors su
aCtivities that continue 'itt-our we can hear the eariy-mom~fly, there is already an existl
further increase 1he • roughout the course Of1he enti ,"g sennons beginning at 7'00 ng noise
unaddressed for the:=~ that already exists. Th::~lowance of this bUiidin:~~~ any
problems further. St. John Ffs::r~~IS and a.new bUirdlng WOuld d~~lems have been
canslnJet a new bell tower that ~ again IS bying to proposeanY ~pflfy these noise
days a week in a residential n.:ou.W::O~~~ ttll'Dughout the hours of8~~~ition.an~ plans to


."""tI "I\A/U. . rough 6;00 pm, seven


3) Trafffc problem. Currently there is atraffic problem due to the large amount ofautomobiles
a~ng the~ John F"lStlE:rCrenshaw parking lot Before and after services there is a line a cars
entering and exiting the parking lot When their parking lot is full. Sl John FISher attendees park up
andd~ Crenshaw Blvd.~ IJ'a.!'ic patterns caused by St John FISher attendees results in
trafficJams, delays and potential accidents. Allowance of this buDding would further deaease
parking space In their already insufficient parlci1g lots. IfSl John FISher is allowed 10 construct this
additional 20,000 sq. ft. building, the impacted parking on Crenshaw Blvd. will soon Invade our own
resklential streets.


4) Property value loss. Residences across the street as well as other nearby residences may face
potential loss of value to their existing homes due to the potentially large, overbearing, massive and
intrusive proposed st. John Fisher structure and resulting noise pollution,


5) Good neighbor pollcy~ Building such a large, massive and intrusive structll'e violates the basic
concept of btendlng into the surrounding area with its neighbors and breaks the good neighborspirit
of rIVing harmoniously together. Ttis is a residential neighborhood, nol an inner ciW/commerdally
zoned area, The proposed St John FisherbUilding is massive, unsightly- and overbearing; it
imposes on nearby residences' right 10 privacy as well as their; right to enjoy the beautiful sights.
sounds and amenitieS that RPV has to offer.


Once again, we are all opposed to the newly proposed st. John Fisher Building construction on tile
comer of CrestBlvd. and Crensbaw Blvd. we all request that this construction be stopped
immediatelY and that no fUrther construction take place, and we expect to hear from you soon.


_ . /?4.. - . ~ .. A-!' ~ (CJC~· / ..4d-
SinCfnly, /6 ~_..~~') y\....,y-.. V,/c:./"f::


~ '/.~ taj/7jd-Mt 9.0.;7%
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p.1


City ofRanch --..--------------
DiI&Ctor 0 Palos Vemes
~~"_'d~8IldCade~- RECEIVED
''CU~Pafosv~' • - ..._~


:'::." ~rofPra.!nlng~~.... JUN 17 2008
~rDifectorof DI • IYJ~ le2a Michail


rranntng and Ma leza . PLANNING. BUILDING AND
We are the neigh Mkbaa CODE ENFORCEMENT
We '*'er receivedbors ofSt :John Fisher .
we are Within 500,:(pUbfrc notices and alJ INe near the . fa
Bu1ldrng COfte+-•.-. ofibs~ncerningthep~ ~nOfCrest 8.
COD8tn.letf;.h~on011 the COllier Of' We..aU 0P.Posedbuilding OOrtstructi vet and Crenshaw BNd
Please 8fopPed Rnrn8d1afeJy a~::::fvd. and CI8f):a~:,:ly pro~~~F"lSher. yet·


note the foBowfn .no ttnu.erCGnsIruct;: • ¥Ie all requestH.~ FTsher
9 concerns: on taJce place.. -tat; this


1) I~Jonof "
hrgh in that '::Y.. In a Jesldentiar neighbo


fItm Inside andoutside~~~ng and::rgh~argelt and ·massive IJujwr_ th .
"nor r I'eSiCfence as 11 WI_ WOuld be . ib ·......·Y at IS 4-5 ston


2) Noise"-hi. we .as from Cheir front and~Ie by aI'nearby resideO:s
dJstu r~~ em. PreVIously contested yards.


. ~nce issue. Currently we by neighbors SUccessful .
aCtivIties that continue th can hear the early-mom' Iy. there IS already an existi
further increase 1he noise~= the COurse Ofthe entire,:~~beginning at 7:00 am":ni1se


unaddressed for the pastseve I that already exists. These_ ce of this bUilding WOuld any
Problems further. St. John Fls::r~~ISand a .new building WOuld d~::'~s have been
construct a new bell tower that ~ again IS trying to proposean' ~pflfy these noise
days a week in a A!Sldential neJgw:,=~roughout the hours of8~~~:~~:apmnsto


. •seven


3) Trafflc prob'em. Currently lhere is alrafIic problem due to the IaIge amount ofautomobiles
a~ng the~ John F"lShE:rCrenshaw parking lot Before and after services there is a line a cars
entering and exiting the parking lot When their parking lot is full, Sl John FISher attendees park up
andd~ Crenshaw Blvd.~ IJ'a!fiC patterns caused by St. John FISher attendees results in
1rafficJams. delays and potential accidents. Allowance of tilis buDding would further deaease
parking space in their already insufficient parkilg lots. IfSl John rlSher is allowed 10 constlUct this
additional 201000 sq. fl building. the impacted parking on Crenshaw Blvd. will soon Invade our own
resklential streets.


4) Property value loss. Residences across the street as well as o1her nearby residences may face
potential loss of value to their existing homes due to the potentially large. overbearing. massive and
intrusive proposed Sl John Fisher structure and resulting noise pollution.


5) Good neighbor policy" Building such a larget massive and intrusive structlre violates the basic
concept of btending into the surrounding area with its neighbors and breaks the good neighborspirit
of nving harmoniously togethera Ttis is a residential neighborhood, not an inner city/oommerdafly
zoned area. The proposed Sl John FisherbUilding is massive, unsightl~ and overbearing; it
imposes on nearby residenees~ right to privacy as wen as their:. right to enjoy the beautiful sigh~
sounds and amenitieS that RPV has to offer.


Once again, we are all opposed to the newly proposed st. John Fisher Building construction on the
comet of CrestBlvd. and Crenshaw Blvd. we all requestthCIt thiS constructloR be stopped
immediatelY and that no further construction take pface, and we expect to hear from you soon.


$kICeI8Y, /cr ~_-~~.)ve~t!Yt
~ /'. ~~ ~/I~/d,#t "1£7;;%


327-A







Jun 17 08 08:34p John Wang


JUN
PlANNING, BUILDING AND


CODE ENFORCEMENT


310-541-9744 p. 1


City of Rancho Palos Verdes
Director of Planning. Building and Code Enforcement
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, California 90274
Attn: Director of Planning and Zoning and Ms Leza Michail


Dear Director of Planning and Ms Leza Michail,


We are the neighbors of St. John Fisher and all live near the intersection of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd.
We never received any pUblic notices concerning the proposed building construction at St. John Fisher, yet
we are within 500 feet of the construction. We are,all opposed to the newly proposed St. John Fisher
Building construction on the comer of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd. We all reque-st that this
construction be stopped immediately and that no further construction take place.


Please note the following concerns:


1} Invasion of privacy. In a residential neighborhood. a large and massive building that is 4-5 stories
high in that location would be overbearing and unsightly. It would be visible by all nearby residences
from inside and outside their residence as well as from their front and back. yards.


2) Noise problem. Previously contested by neighbors successfully, there is already an existing noise
disturbance issue. Currently we can hear the early-moming sermons beginning at 7:00 am and any
activities that continue throughout the course of the entire day. Allowance of this building would
further increase the noise problem that already exists. These noise problems have been
unaddressed for the past several years and a new building would definitely amplify these noise
problems further. St. John Fisher once again is trying to propose a new addition, and plans to
construct a new bell tower that would ring throughout the hours of 8:00 am through 6:00 pm, seven
days a week in a residential neighborhood.


3) Traffic problem. Currently there is a traffic problem due to the large amount of automobiles
accessing the Sl John Fisher Crenshaw parking lot Before and after services there is a line a cars
entering and eXiting the parking lot. When their parking lot is fUll, St John Fisher attendees park up
and down Crenshaw Blvd. These traffic patterns caused by St. John Fisher attendees results in
traffic jams, delays and potential accidents. Allowance of this building would further decrease
parking space in their already insufficient parking lots. If St John Fisher is allowed to construct this
additional 20,000 sq. ft. building, the impacted parking on Crenshaw Blvd. will soon invade our own
residential streets.


4) Property value loss. Residences across the street as well as other nearby residences may face
potential loss of value to their existing homes due to the potentially large, overbearing, massive and
intrusive proposed St John Fisher structure and resulting noise pollution.


5) Good neighbor policy. BUilding such a large, massive and intrusive structure violates the basic
concept of blending into the surrounding area with its neighbors and breaks the good neighbor spirit
of living harmoniously together. This is a residential neighborhood, not an inner city/commercially
zoned area. The proposed St John Fisher building is massive, unsightly and overbearing; it
imposes on nearby residences' right to privacy as well as their. right to enjoy the beautiful sights,
sounds and amenities that RPV has to offer.


Once again, we are all opposed to the newly proposed St. John Fisher Building construction on the
corner of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd. We all request that this construction be stopped
immediately and that no further construction take place, and we expect to hear from you soon.


Jun 17 08 08: 34 10 John Wang


PLANNING, BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT


310-541-9744 p. 1


City of Rancho Palos Verdes
Director of Planning. Building and Code Enforcement
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, California 90274
Attn: Director of Planning and Zoning and Ms Leza Mrchail


Dear Director of Planning and Ms Leza Michail.


We are the neighbors of St. John Fisher and aU live near the intersection of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd.
We never received any pUblic notices concerning the proposed building construction at St. John Fisher, yet
we are wfthin 500 feet of the construction. We are ,all opposed to the newly proposed St. John Fisher
Building construction on the comer of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd. We all reque-st that this
construction be stopped immediately and that no further construction take place.


Please note the following concems:


1) Invasion of privacY4 In a residential neighborhood, a large and massive building that is 4-5 stories
high in that location would be overbearing and unsightly. It would be visible by all nearby residences
from inside and outside their resrdence as well as from their front and back yards.


2) Noise problem. Previously contested by neighbors successfully, there is already an eXisting noise
disturbance issue. Currently we can hear the early-moming sermons beginning at 7:00 am and any
activities that continue throughout the course Of the entire day. Allowance of this building would
further increase the noise problem that already exists. These noise problems have been
unaddressed for the past several years and a new building would definitely amplify these noise
problems further. St John Fisher once again is trying to propose a new addition, and plans to
construct a new bell tower that would ring throughout the hours of 8:00 am through 6:00 pm, seven
days a week in a residential neighborhood.


3) Traffic problem. Currently there is a traffic problem due to the farge amount of automobiles
accessing the Sl John Fisher Crenshaw parking lot Before and after services there is a line a cars
entering and eXiting the parking Jot. When their parking lot is full] St John Fisher attendees park up
and down Crenshaw Blvd. These traffic patterns caused by St. John Fisher attendees results in
traffic jamsl delays and potential accidents. Allowance of this building would further decrease
parking space in their already insufficient parking tots. If Sl John Fisher is allowed to construct this
additional 20,000 sq. ft building, the impacted parking on Crenshaw Blvd. will soon invade our own
residential streets.


4) Property value loss. Residences across the street as well as other nearby residences may face
potential loss of value to their existing homes due to the potentially large. overbearing, massive and
intrusive proposed St John Fisher structure and resulting noise pollution.


5) Good neighbor policy. Building such a large, massive and intrusive structure violates the basic
concept of blending into the surrounding area with its neighbors and breaks the good neighbor spirit
of living harmoniously together. This is a residential neighborhood, not an inner city/commercially
zoned area. The proposed St John Fisher building is massive, unsightly and overbearing; it
imposes on nearby residences' right to privacy as well as their. right to enjoy the beautiful sights,
sounds and amenities that RPV has to offer.


Once again, we are all opposed to the newly proposed St. John Fisher Building construction on the
corner of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd. We aU request that this construction be stopped
immediately and that no further construction take place, and we expect to hear from you Soon.
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CEIVED
JUNl 7 ,DnA


N ING Bo . UILDING AND
EENFORCEMENT


3103777460


MfkJ-JA}L


Muttalib


ATTN:
City of Rancho PalosVerdes ..
DiredDrof Planning. BuDding and Code Eriforoement
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho PaloS Verdes, California 90214
AUn: Director of Planning and zoning and Ms Leza Michail


oear Directorof Planning and Ms Leza M'"lChail.


We are.the neighbOrs ofSt John FISher and all fIVe near the intersection ofCrest Blvd. and shaw Blvd.
We never received any public noticeS concerning the proposed building construction at St. 0 n Fisher, yet
we are within 500 feet of1he construe:tion. We~ all opposed to the nl!ilWly proposed J bn Fisher
Bulkililg·GOI18b'UCfion on the comerofCrest BlVd. and CIen&haw Blvd. W. all mqu this
construction be stopped immediately and that no further construction take place..


Jun 17 08 05: 1810


Please note the following conc:ems:


1) Invasion of privacy. In a residential neighborhood, a large and massive building
high in that Jocation would be overbearing and unsighUy. Itwoukl be visible by all
from inside and outside their residence as'lll'ell as from their front and back yards.


5) Good noIghbor poticy. Building such a large, massive and intrusive stnJcture~~ the basic
concept of blending into the surrounding area with its neighbors and breaks the neighborspirit
of living harmoniously tpgether. This is a residential neighborhood, not an inner (commercially
zoned area The proposed St. John FISher buikfmg is massive, unsighUyand • g; it
imposes on nearby residences' right10 privacy as well as theili right to enjoy the . I·sights.
sounds and amenities that RPV has to offer. -


2) Noise problem. Previously contested by neighbors successfully. there is a11eSdy :an exiSting noise
--------<IistlJr issue Ct.rmntly-we.canJlIIJrU!!~~i"~~ ~"i!t.9_~?: . am~ any


acIiVities that continue throughout the course of1he entire day. Allowance of thiS"iii -ing woUf(f" ---
further increase the noise problem that already exists. These noise problems r n
unaddressed for the past several years and a new building would definitely . ese noise
problems further. St John Fisheronce again is trying to propose a new addition, plans to
constructa new bell tower thatwould ring throughout the hours of 8:00 am throug 00 pm. seven
days a week in a residential neighborhood.


3) TraffiC problem. Cunentty there is a tJaffic problem due to the large amount of a
__ _ ___ _a~ the St. John FisherCrenshaw parking lot Befom and after services the


entering and~exiting the parkmg----.ot--wtientnefr' pai1dng lot Is fuU.--srJotm Fisf1terjc:rlftl;mrdeei$'pIb'k:-tJP
and down Crenshaw Blvd. These1rafficpatterns caused bySt John FISher atten results in
tmffic jams, delays and potential accidents.. Allowance of this buikting would fuJtI)er ecrease
parking space in their already insufficient parking lots. IfSt John FISher is aIIow8d 1 construct1hiS
additional 20,000 sq. ft. bulkflllg. tile impacted parking on Crenshaw Blvd. will! nvade our own
residentiaf streets.


4) Property value loss. Residences across the street as well as other nearby res" may face
polentialloss ofva1ue to their existing homeS due to the potentially large. overbeari , massive and
intrusive proposed st John Asher S1JUCIUre and resultingnoise pollution.
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CEIVED
JUN.1 7 ,DnA


N ING 8o ,UILDING AND
EENFORCEMENT


3103777460


MfkJ-JA)L


Muttalib


ATTN:
City of Rancho Palos Verdes . . 
DirecIDrof Planning. Building and Code Erifomement
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Ps1o$ Verdes, California 90274
AtIn: Director of Planning and zoning and Ms Leza Michall


Dear Directorof Planning and Us leza ~tchail~


We are.the neighbOrs ofSt John F'asher and all fIVe near the intersection ofCn!st Blvd. and shaw Blvd.
We never received any pubic noticeS concerning the proposed building construction at Sl 0 n Fisher, yet
we are within 500 feet of1he construction. We~ all opposed to the newly proposed J bn Fisher
Bulldlng·COI18II'UCtion on the comerofCrest BlVd. and CJen&haw Blvd. We an requ this
construction be stopped immediately and that no further construction take place..


Jun 17 08 05:18p


Please noIB the foDowing eonc:ems:


1) Invasion ofprivacy.. In a residential neighborhood, a large and massive building
high in that location would be overbearing and unsighUy. ItwouJd be visible by all
from inside and outside their residence as weD as from lheir front and back yards.


Once again. we are all opposed to the.newIy proposed Sf.. John Fisher Building ~struction on the
COtMI' of CNQt Blvd.. and Cren&haw BIYd.. We all request that this construction
immediately and tbat no further construetIan taka place, and..expect. to heer


2) Noise problem.. Previously contested by neighborS successfully. there is already :an exi$ting noise
-----distUrbailc issue Ct.I'mDtI)Lwe.C8IlJJtIIrD!!~~i.~~ begilU)_~~_~! ._. am~~.x._


activities that continue throughout the course of1be entire clay. ADowanee of thiS-iii mg- woUIa
further increase the noise problem that already exists. These noise problems I n
unaddressed for the past several years and a new building would definitely . ese noise
problems further. St John Fisheronce again is trying to propose a new addition. p1aM to
constructs new bell tower thatwould ring throughout the hours of8:00 am throug 00 pm, seven
days a week in a residential neighborhood.


3) Traffic problem. Cunently 1here is a IJaffic problem due to the large amount of a
._ _ ___ . . _a~ the St John FisherCrenshaw parking lot. Befom and after services the


entering 9I'Kfexiting the parkmg---.ot-wtieiltnefr' pai1<ing lot Is full,-st-Jotm FiSf1leftc;,$ntdee~b'k:-t1J'
and down Crenshaw BMt Thesetraffic patterns caused bySt John FISheratten results in
traffic jams, delays and potential accidems. .Allowance of this building would furtI)er ec:rease
parking space in their already insufIicient parking lots. IfSt. John FISher is aIIow8d 1 constnJct thiS
additional 20,000 sq. ft. buUcfmg, the impacted parking on Crenshaw Blvd. will1: n'l/Bde our own
residentiaf streets_ -


4) Property value loss. Residences across the street as well as other nearby res" may face
potential loSS ofva1ue to their existing homeS due to the potentially large. overbeari , massive and
intrusive proposed st John RsIler struetufe and resultingnoise pollution.


5) Good neighbor policy. Building such a large, massive and intrusive SbuCture "'4Oh~
concept of blending into the surrounding area With its neighbors and breaks the
of living harmoniously together. This is a residential neighborhood. not an inner
zoned area The proposed St. John FISher buikftng is massive. unsighUy and ~rtieann!
imposes on nearby residences' right10 privacy as weD as theili right to enjoy the ~utifU
sounds and amenities that RPV has to offer. .
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1111111
SHARP FAX 000 000 0000 P.02


l_------....i-.-..-Jii 1-..-ii i..-..--iii-.-.....in_


. ..~


Sincerely.


;<~~ c4.
6111/0?


Cily of Rancho P.'ota Verde8
Director ofPlanning, BuPdlng end Code Enforooment
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
RIflChO Palo8 V"', C811fom1890274
Alln: OJledor of PI.mlng ean~ Zoning end M$ Lela Mllhail


Dear Dlr$dOr of Planning and IYI8leze MiWt.ll.


We are lIle neighbors of Sl John Fisher and all live Iit!!iir the intersection of Crest Blvd. and CrenshaW BlVd.
We never re<:elved any publkJ ,,01,," conc:emfng the proposed building consfnlcIJon at SL John Fisher, yet
we are within 500 feet of the construclIon. W. IlIte all opposed to the newly proposed Sl John FlGh.r
Building co....ructlon oh tn. corner of Cff!9t Blvd. ~nd CrfJnGh*"" Blvd. Wu all requ..t thet this
coltetructlon be stopped Immediate'" Rnd tbat 110 fufthar con&tructfon IiIko place.


Plaase note the following concerns:


1) Invulan of prtQcy. In a residential nelghboJhood, a large and massive building that 18 4-5 stolies
high in thet location would be OVerbearing and un$lghtiy. n would be visible by an nearby residences
from Inside and outside lhelr residence 88 well as from their front and back yards_


2) Nolo_ prvbtetn. Previously con_tud by naighborsl!UtXleSSrully, there is already an GXl9tlnQ nol!!ll;!
dkilUrbance IS9Ue_ Currently we can h.r the early-momlng sermonR beginning at '7:00 am and any
actlVllles 0..oontInU9 throughoul Ule course of Ult~ enllre day_ Allowance of this building would
further Increase the noise problem that almedy exists. TheM noise problem9 have been
unaddres.'3ed for the past 8BV9f&1 years and a new bulldi"g would definitely amplify thesElI1ois9
problems further. Sl. John FIShet on{".t.! again Is trying 10 propose B newaddlliotl, and r1an$ to
oonstruct" new bell tower that would ring Ihroughoutlhe hours of 8:00 am through 6:00 pm, seven
days 8 week in 8 "!SldenUaI neighborhood.


3) Tndftc problem. CUmtntly I.here Is a ttaffic problem doe to Ule large amount of eutomoblles
8C(l$ssltl(l the st. ~hn Fillher Cranshaw p~rking lot Before end after serv!oe8 Ihere 1. a line 9 cars
entering and exttlng the parking lot When tlmlr parf<iny lot Is full, 51. John Fisher attendees pallt up
and doWn Cmosm.w BIvd_ These IniIf1it:: pallarns ca\~Jby St. John Fisher ettendees l'Elsults in
traffle Jams. deJtI)'s and pol8uti..1accidents. AlP.owarice or this building would ful1her det.-re8S9
parking $pI\!Ce In their already Insufffcient parking lots. If St. John fisher is allowed (Q cotlstnJcl this
addillonal 20,000 5q. fl building. Ule lmp$l:t.m1IJ8rklng on Cren$haw Blvd. w1l1sooo invade our own
residential wee_-


4) Property v.I... I"IJ. Residences across lhe street as well as ,othl#)r nearby tesldences may face
polEln'lI1Illuss of value to their olsllrl9 hmnes due In the potentiBHy largR. overbeerJng. ImJ$$Ive and
intrusive propOled St. John FIsher SlnJcture and resulting nome pollution.


5) Good Relghbor potlcy_ Building such a large, 1mI1!1$1ve and intrusive struoture vloll!ltes the basic
com::ept of blending into the 8UtrOlJndlng aree wllh its neighbors 8m' breaks U,lt good 11elghbor spirit
of living hannonloilsfy together. This is a resldenUe.1 neighborhood. not In Inner City/commercially
~oned area. The proposed st,John Fisher building Is massive, Ulls!ghlly Bnd overb$aring; it
Imposes on nearby resldenoos right 10 privacy 89 well as thalr: right to enjoy the beautiful sights,
sounds and amenities Ih.l RPV ha9 to offer.


Once agldn, W.Ilr8 1111 opposed to the newly proPOiliJd St. John Flgher BulldAng constructIon on the
com.r of ChI8t Blvd. and C.......sw B'vd. '"'_ an roqUHt th~t thB9 conlltmcUon be stOPIfJ(!d
Immedlstel, 8nd that ftc. further conMflu.llnn take 'lla«:9, ftlad we eX'}eGl to hRlllr from you 800n.


k'eVif) LI'l
£':L,2D VO\}/ey "\f,'ew ~~
R.P. v. '
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1111111
SHARP FAX 000 000 0000 P.02


l_------....i-.-..-Jii 1-..-ii i..-..--iii-.-.....in_
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Sincerely.


;<~~ c4.
6111/0?


Cily of Rancho P.'ota Verde8
Director ofPlanning, BuPdlng end Code Enforooment
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
RIflChO Palo8 V"', C811fom1890274
Alln: OJledor of PI.mlng ean~ Zoning end M$ Lela Mllhail


Dear Dlr$dOr of Planning and IYI8leze MiWt.ll.


We are lIle neighbors of Sl John Fisher and all live Iit!!iir the intersection of Crest Blvd. and CrenshaW BlVd.
We never re<:elved any publkJ ,,01,," conc:emfng the proposed building consfnlcIJon at SL John Fisher, yet
we are within 500 feet of the construclIon. W. IlIte all opposed to the newly proposed Sl John FlGh.r
Building co....ructlon oh tn. corner of Cff!9t Blvd. ~nd CrfJnGh*"" Blvd. Wu all requ..t thet this
coltetructlon be stopped Immediate'" Rnd tbat 110 fufthar con&tructfon IiIko place.


Plaase note the following concerns:


1) Invulan of prtQcy. In a residential nelghboJhood, a large and massive building that 18 4-5 stolies
high in thet location would be OVerbearing and un$lghtiy. n would be visible by an nearby residences
from Inside and outside lhelr residence 88 well as from their front and back yards.


2) Nolo_ prvbtetn. Previously con_tud by naighborsl!UtXleSSrully, there is already an GXl9tlnQ nol!!ll;!
dkilUrbance IS9Ue. Currently we can h.r the early-momlng sermonR beginning at '7:00 am and any
actlVllles 0..oontInU9 throughoul Ule course of Ult~ enllre day. Allowance of this building would
further Increase the noise problem that almedy exists. TheM noise problem9 have been
unaddres.'3ed for the past 8BV9f&1 years and a new bulldi"g would definitely amplify thesElI1ois9
problems further. Sl. John FIShet on{".t.! again Is trying 10 propose B newaddlliotl, and r1an$ to
oonstruct" new bell tower that would ring Ihroughoutlhe hours of 8:00 am through 6:00 pm, seven
days 8 week in 8 "!SldenUaI neighborhood.


3) Tndftc problem. CUmtntly I.here Is a ttaffic problem doe to Ule large amount of eutomoblles
8C(l$ssltl(l the st. ~hn Fillher Cranshaw p~rking lot Before end after serv!oe8 Ihere 1. a line 9 cars
entering and exttlng the parking lot When tlmlr parf<iny lot Is full, 51. John Fisher attendees pallt up
and doWn Cmosm.w Blvd. These IniIf1it:: pallarns ca\~Jby St. John Fisher ettendees l'Elsults in
traffle Jams. deJtI)'s and pol8uti..1accidents. AlP.owarice or this building would ful1her det.-re8S9
parking $pI\!Ce In their already Insufffcient parking lots. If St. John fisher is allowed (Q cotlstnJcl this
addillonal 20,000 5q. fl building. Ule lmp$l:t.m1IJ8rklng on Cren$haw Blvd. w1l1sooo invade our own
residential wee_.


4) Property v.I... I"IJ. Residences across lhe street as well as ,othl#)r nearby tesldences may face
polEln'lI1Illuss of value to their imlsllrl9 hmnes due In the potentiBHy largR. overbeerJng. ImJ$$Ive and
intrusive propOled St. John FIsher SlnJcture and resulting nome pollution.


5) Good Relghbor potlcy_ Building such a large, 1mI1!1$1ve and intrusive struoture vloll!ltes the basic
com::ept of blending into the 8UtrOlJndlng aree wllh its neighbors 8m' breaks U,lt good 11elghbor spirit
of living hannonloilsfy together. This is a resldenUe.1 neighborhood. not In Inner City/commercially
~oned area. The proposed st,John Fisher building Is massive, Ulls!ghlly Bnd overb$aring; it
Imposes on nearby resldenoos right 10 privacy 89 well as thalr: right to enjoy the beautiful sights,
sounds and amenities Ih.l RPV ha9 to offer.


Once agldn, W.Ilr8 1111 opposed to the newly proPOiliJd St. John Flgher BulldAng constructIon on the
com.r of ChI8t Blvd. and C.......sw B'vd. '"'_ an roqUHt th~t thB9 conlltmcUon be stOPIfJ(!d
Immedlstel, 8nd that ftc. further conMflu.llnn take 'lla«:9, ftlad we eX'}eGl to hRlllr from you 800n.


k'eVif) LI'l
£':L,2D VO\}/ey "\f,'ew ~~
R.P. v. '
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06/16/08


RECEIVED
JUN 18 2008


PLANNING, BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT


City of Rancho Palos Verdes
Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, Galifomia-g0274
Attn: Director of Planning and Zoning and Ms leza Michail


Dear Director of Planning and Ms leza MichaiJ,


We are the neighbors of St John Fisher and all live near the intersection of Crest BlVd. and Crenshaw BlVd.
We never received any pUblic notices concerning the proposed buUding construction at St. John Fisher, yet
we are within 500 feet of the.constructlon. We are all opposed to the newly proposed SL John Fisher
Building construction on the comer of CrestBlYd. and Crenshaw Blvd. We all request that this
construction be stopped immediately and that no further construction take place.


Please note the following concerns:


1) Invasion of privacy. In a residential neighborhood, a large and massive building that is 4-5 stories
high in that location would be overbearing and unsightly. It would be visible by all nearby residences
from Inside and outside their residence as well as from their front and back yards.


2) Noise problem. Previously contested by neighbOrs sUccessfully, there is already an existing noise
disturbance issue. Currently we can hear the early-morning sermons beginning at 7:00 am and any
activities that continue throughout the course of the entire day. Allowance of this building would
further Increase the noise problem that already exists. These noise problems have been
unaddressed for tlle past several years and a new bUilding would definitely amplify these noise
problems further. St John Fisher once again is trying to propose a new addition, and plans to
construct a new bell tower that would ring throughout the hours of 8:00 am through 6:00 pm, seven
days a week in a residential neighborhood.


3) Traffic problem. Currently there Is a traffic problem due to the large amount of automobiles
accessing the St. John Rsher Crenshaw parking lot Before and after services there is a line a cars
entering and exiting the parking lot When their parking lot is full, St. John Fisher attendees park up
and down Crenshaw Blvd. These traffic patterns caused by Sl John Fisher attendees results in
traffic jams, delays and potentia' accidents. Allowance of this building would further decrease
parking space in their already insufficient parking lots. If St John FISher is allowed to construct this
additional 20,000 sq. ft.. building, the impacted parking on Crenshaw Blvd. will soon invade our own
residential streets.


4) Property value Joss. Residences across the street as well as other nearby residences may face
potential loss of value to their existing homes due to the potentially large, overbearing, massive and
intrusive proposed Sl John Rsher structure and resulting noise pollution.


5) Good neighbor policy. Building such a large, massive and intrusive structure violates the basic
concept of blending into the surrounding area with its neighbors and breaks the good neighbor spirit
of living harmonIously together. This is a residential neighborhood, not an inner city/commercially
zoned area. The 'Proposed Sl John Fisher building is massive, unsightly and overbearing; it
imposes on nearby residences' right to privacy as well as their:; right to enjoy the beautiful sights,
sounds and amenities that RPV has to offer.


Once again, we are all opposed to the newly propOiled Sf. John Fisher Building construction on the
comer of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd. We aU request that this construction be stopped
Immedimtely and that no further constructIon take place, and we expect to hear from you soon.


Sincerely, '"1
R- b<rrv-V~' (olt)1l.I2-t ) ~'_#~Q~"'


Robert S. Tsai and Mei-Huei Tsai


5341 Valley View Road
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275


06/16/08


RECEIVED
JUN 18 2008


PLANNING, BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT


City of Rancho Palos Verdes
Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, califomia\90274
Attn: Director of Planning and Zoning and Ms leza Michail


Dear Director of Planning and Ms Leza MichaiJ,


We are the neighbors of St John Fisher and all live near the intersection of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd.
We never received any pUblic notices concerning the proposed building construction at St. John Fisher, yet
we are within 500 feet of the-construction. W\9 are all opposed to the newly proposed St. John Fisher
BUilding construction on the comer of Crest,Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd. We all requflSt that this
construction be stopped immediately and that no further construction take place.


Please note the following concerns:


1) Invasion of privacy. In a residential neighborhood1 a large and massiVe building that is 4-5 stories
high in that location would be overbearing and unsightly. It would be visible by all nearby residences
from inside and outside their residence as well as from their front and back yards.


2) Noise problem. Previously contested by neighbOrs SUccessfully, there is already an existing noise
disturbance issue. CurrenUy we can hear the early-morning sermons beginning at 7:00 am and any
activities that continue throughout the course of the entire day. Allowance of this bUilding would
further increase the noise problem that already exists. These noise problems have been
unaddressed for the past several years and a new bUilding woutd definitely amplify these noise
problems further. St John Fisher once again is trying to propose a new addition, and plans to
construct a new bell tower that would ring throughout the hours of 8:00 am through 6:00 pm, seven
days a week in a residential neighborhood.


3) Traffic problem. Currently there is a traffic prob!em due to the large amount of automobiles
accessing the St. John Rsher Crenshaw parking lot Before and after services there is a line a cars
entering and exiting the parking lot When their parking lot is fun, Sl John Fisher attendees park up
and down Crenshaw Blvd. These traffic patterns caused by Sl John Fisher attendees results in
traffic jams, delays and potential accidents. Allowance of this building would further decrease
parking space in their aJready insufficient parking lots. If Sl John FISher is allowed to construct this
additional 20,000 sq. fl building, the impacted parking on Crenshaw Blvd. will soon invade our own
residential streets.


4) Property value 10ss. Residences across the street as well as other nearby residences may face
potential loss of value to their existing hOTJle$ due to the potentially large, overbearing, massive and
intrusive proposed Sl John Rsher structure and resulting noise pollution.


5) Good neighbor poncy.. Building such a large. massive and intrusive structure violates the basic
concept of blending into the surrounding area with its neighbors and breaks the good neighbor spirit
of living harmonlously togethe'r. This is a residential neighborhood. not an inner city/commercially
zoned area. The proposed Sl John Fisher buUtling is massive, unslghtly and overbearing; it
imposes on nearby residences' rtght to privacy as well as their:: right to enjoy the beautiful sights,
sounds and amenities that RPV has to offer.


Once again, we are all opposed to the newly proposed St. John Fisher Building construction on the
comer of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd. We aU request that this construction be stopped
Immediately and that no further construction take place, and we expect to hear from you soon.


Sincerely, "1
R f><f I'Q - \7(1A..A" ((!) 'tJ1V4 ) f.j1A'- #"1A.A-G fh--...;


Robert S. Tsai and Mei-Huei Tsai


5341 Valley View Road
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275
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'I5J' Sth~/;rtAt~ }&1.
R&n,~lJcr Rt!b$ tI'tA/lf$) {!4


Cj'(l?--'l (CitY of Rancho PafqsVerdes
DIrecltorof Planning. BuildIng end Code EnforcIment
30940 Hawthame BlVU.
R8nclho PaIa8 Verdes~ Q!diI'omJa 90274
AUn: DIrectorof Plenning and Zoning and Ma leZ8 MIchaII


oear Dfnscb" d Planning and PM Leza Mk:baI.


We are the nelghbcn ofSf. John Fishern an live nur the inter88cdon ofcrest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd.
we never feceiWld any public notIceS concem&ng1M proposed building COI1III'UCttOn at 8l John FIsher. yet
we..wtttdn 500 f88t ora. conaIructign. we 8IV all oppoIIlld to..newly propoeed at. Joh.n Fisher
BuHdInil GGIMIrUCCioD an the comer of CNId Blvd. CI...._I!II¥d~ we.. roeqwMt thIiIt this
COI1lItJUCtiOn bet stopped........, and ....no fu COIItdrucIIon.....


PItJaIe noae the tbIJowJnQ concems:


1) ........ of·prtvacy. In a r8IideIttiaI neighbortlood, a I8fVe andl11888lv8 building ttlat Is 4..& storles
high In 1hat Iocdon would be 0YllWbearing and unstghtly. Itwould be visible by all nearby residences
ftom inside and outside their residBnce as wei as from their front and baCk yards.


2) NoIse psubIem. PrevioUsly contMted by neighbors 8IJCtlIS8fuUy, then:t is ahadY an existing noise
dl8lul'bance". Cumantly,. can hear...eerIy-momIng sermons b8gInni1g at1:00 em and any
adIviI.tes that conIinue throughoutU1e course of1118 entire daY. Allowance of this building would
fUrtIw incNase the nolle pItJbIem th8t aR8dy 8Jdsts.. 1'hes8 noise problems have been
unaddl'8ll8ed for the pastseveral YM8 and a new bUlkIng would deftnII8Iy amplify these noise
prab1emS further. Sl John Fisheronce BgIIn Is trying to propose 8 new addition. and Plans to
QOOStructa new belt tower thatwould ring thmughaut the hours of 8:00 am thn:lugh 6:00 pm, seven
days a week in 8 ntSIdenti8t~J II


'w I


3) 1'rIftIo .......... CumJnUy thenI is. trafftc problem dUB 10 the large amountofautomobiles
ecoeellng 1he at. John FIsherCNnsbaW parking lot. Before and lifter seMce8 then! is aRne Iil cars
entaring and.exIting the parking lot When th* pat1dng IOtls full; a-John F1Iher attendee8 park up .
and down CrenshaWBMJ. Theee bailie paIIIJm8caused byat John Fleher 8ttendee8 nMults in
traffic~ delays and poIsnIiIl acddents. Allowance of this building would ftJrther decr88se
perking SI*l8In their ehady fntufIIciBnt parking lots. Ifst. John F.....allowed 10 construct this
8dcD8on8t 20.000 eq. it. building. the~ pstcq on Cnnhaw Blvd. wtI 800ft invade ourown
11IfJfdenIIaI .....


4) Property wille Re8idences acrose the sIJeet as well. other nearby IWidences may face
potsntiaIloBs ofvalue to theirexisting boI:rIH dUe to the potentially large, overt;Jeating, massive and
intrUsive propgse!d St John Fisher strudUre and reeuIting noi8e pollution.


5) GoC)d neighbor poIIoy. EkIIdlng $.UCh elarge. massive.and fntrusiIIe structure vktWee the basic
conoeptofblending Into the l!IUff'OUIlding..with·ita nelghbon;· end bn!Iieks the good neighborspirit
of IIYIng h8rm0n1DUlly together. This is a I8SidenIiaI neighbarhood. notan inner cl(yfoamrnercl8lly
zoned area. The PfQI1UMd st John F"tBherbuilding Is massive, unsighdy and overbeBl1ng; It
Imp0B88 on nesrby residencee' right to privq • wei as~ right to erUOY the beaUUtUl·sJght&,
sounds and amenities that RPV has to oWer. .


.Once again, we..aD oppoeld fa the...., proposed..John fillbel' BuIdIng COR8IrUCtIoR on the
comer of CNet Blvd....~BIYd. We" thattfde c:onatructfan......
immediately and that notara.CICIRIitnIctIon take and.. expect10 ...., from you soon.
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Lj~/ ~-;;.6tfA6~t11.
RtVn,~.lJCJ R,ltJs (/tA/lfSj f!4


CitY of Rancho~Verdes 9(l;" 'I (
DIRICtorof Aanning. BuiIdIn$J end Code EnfOrcIment
30940 HRthome BNa.
R8ncho P8IC8 V8rde1~ C'aIifoR18 90274
AUn: DIrectorof Plenning and Zoning and Me leZa MIcheli


cear Dfrec*w of Planning and Ms Lela MIctlaI.'


We are the nelghb0r8 ofst John Fisher lQt slllve ...... the inter88CIIon ofCleat Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd.
we neverreceM!d any public notIceS concemIng the proposed building consII'uCIOn at 8l John Flaher, yet
we 1NIthin.500feltof" consIructign. we &IV .. opp d to the newly propoMd .. Job.n Fisher
Build GGIMIInICttonan the comerat CIWt Blvd. and GJ -. we .. NqU(Mt.......1e
eoMtJuc,tIon be &tOpped........., and..no fu...COMIrUctIon take....


PIe8Ie noll the toIJowInQ CXJnCSmS:


1) Inw&Ian of·prtvacy~ In 8 I88k1efdial neighboItlood. a I8tge _net'ma881v8 building that Is +5 stories
high In that location 'fJOUtd be 0YlIfbea1ing and unsightly. Itwould be visIble by all nearby resIdenceS
from inside and outside their NSid8noe - well as ftom their front end baCk yards.


2) NoIse pIUbIem. PreviOUSly cantI!Isted by nelghbor$ 8IICOI!SSfuUy, there is ahadY an existing nolle
dl8lurtlance.... Cunently..can hear the~ sermons b8gInnitg at1:00 em and any
aoIIvItiet that conIinue throughout1hB course orthe entire daY. AllowanCe of this building would
further incnIase the noISe problem th8t aIIw8dy exists. ""I'hes8 nolle problems have been
unedd...... for the pastseveral YtW8 and a new bUDdIng would defJnII8Iy ampfify these noise
problema further. at John Fistwonce again Is trying to propose a '"'* additIOn, and Plans to
eonstrueta new bell tower thatwould ring throughout the hours of 8:00 am ttm:MJgh 8:00 pm, seven
days a week in e retIdenti8t~lll


'w I


3) Tr.dIo ........... QJmJn1fy thEn is.Rfftc problem due to the large amountofauIornobI1es
aaelling the at. John Ast8CI'enshaW peddng lot BefOre and after serIIcesthen! is II nne a cars
en18ring and.exIting the parIdng lot When thetr pat1dng IOUs full~ St~;John F1Iher attendeea park up
and doWn CrensheWBlVd. Theee bailiePBl*D8caused byat John Fisher atIendeee PJlults in
trafIic~ delays and poI8nIiII acddents. Allowance or IIlIs building would fI.n1I1er decreel8
parking sps::e In their ake8t.ty rn.tuftIciBnt partdng lots. Ifst John F"lIheris allowed to construct this
8ddItIon8t 20,000 eq. it. buiklng. the impaCted pRq on Cnnhaw Blvd.. wm 800ft invade ourown
nt8tdenIIaI streeIa.


4) Properly value 1oIe. Re8id8nces acrose the sIJeet as well. oIher nearby rwidenceI may face
potsntiaIloss ofvalue to theirexlsllng bon'Mia. due to the potentIaHy large. 0V8f1;Jea1tng, msssrve and
intrU8ive profXI8td St. John FisIB" 8IrUdUre and resulting noi8e pollution.


5) GoQd neI&..- poIIGy.. EkIIdIng $.UCh a large. mas&ive,and IntnJsNe structure vktWee the basic
coooeptofblending Into the I!IUITOUIldIng area with-ita nelghbcn'8nd IReks1he good neighbor spirit
of living hannonloUlly together. This is a NSidenIiaI neighborhoodt notan inner cltY/oarnmerctatly
zoned area. The PfQPOI8d st.. John F"tBher buDdi1g Is massive, unaighlly and overbeBt1ng; It
ImpoBM on nesrby residenc':ett right to priVq • wei - theiIi right to erUOY the beaUUlUl·sfght1,
sounds and amenities that RPV has to oWer. .


.Once again, we..all opp••tothe...., propGleda John fill..... BuIdIng coneIructIon on the
comer of Cmet 1Ivd...cI Cntnsbaw Blvd. We conatrucIfan lie.....
InnedIateIy.nd that no fUll.-CGII8trUctIon place. and..expedto Me, fn)m you soon.
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CJly t6R8nd1o PeIQI VerdeS ! ..
DireefIH' of PlannIng. Bultdfng IJ1d CodeEnt'omement
30040Hawthorne BlVd. ,
Rancho PaloS--.C8IIfomIa 80274-
AUn: onctorofPlanning and zoning and Me UIza Michall


oearDtrectorofPlannIng and MI Lera~ pI}X :jIt) ..5 #-"~5 ;293
We are,the neighbOrS orat. John FIsIw end ell Dve ....the intMl8cUon ofCI'8It BMI. and crenshaw Blvd.
we never NOIiWd any pubicn01fcI8concerning the propOI8d IJuIIdfng conetruetJon at St. John Filher, yet
we are wfthfn 600 feet or...CIOnItRtGffon. We lie III oppoMd to....MWIy IJIOPOlIId ILJohn Fieher
IS1IIIdIIII·CDIIetrUofIon ontilt comerofCNId Blvd. andCreneItaw Blvd. We au reqt,II!et tMt tIIl8
conetruotIrm beMopped .............., and...nofutt1lereontltnlCtlon take p.....


JUN-IB-200B 05:32 AM HERBRANDSON,~NGINE.


i


PIeaIe nQIe1hefoJIowIn9 conceme:


1) ImfUIon ofptlvacy. In. NlBidenUal neighborhood. a largeand'~ buildIng fhet is 4-S sttJries
high in 1h8t location1M'U1d be overbMm'lg end unslghUy. Itwould be vI8IbIe by all neeJby rastdencIs
from Inside and ol.ltSlde1heIrAiJ8idence. wen.1R:m theirfront and back yards.


-, -----_ ••• "0'


2) NoIM....... PrwJousIY ccrde8led bY neIghbor$'SUCC888fully. them is a1J'f/adY an existing notl!le
dteturbaDoe laue. Cumtnly we can helrthe eatty..momlng $IR1IDIl$ beginning at 7:00 em and 'any
aetMtie8 thatcontinue tJvaughaut thecourwofUle'entire day. AKowence ofthis bUilding·would
further incnta8e lhe notIe ptUdem thataIfeedy exists.. These noise pmbfems have been
un.addJ'eMed for... past.....,..end 8 naw bUildIng Vt'OuId deftnifaIY tamPJIfyIt_ noise
problemsfurther. Sl John FIsheronce apfn II QIng,1D pmpose. new tIddiUon. and plans to
conslTUCta new bell tower1hetwould ring tttrougbout the houN of8:00 am through 8:00 pm, seven
deys e week In ........... neighbc'Jr1:1oo. .


3) Trafftc problem. Cumtnlly there Is a tn:JftIc prabfIm due to the farge amount ofautomobiles
- '·-'_··__.'_._--,_...__..,8cce.lngJM.It:.~Jtr~CnmshawperkinglOt. BefcnandaftenerVice8thereisalineacn ,


en!eI'fng and.exiIIng the partdng lot When their parking lot Is U;:.st.. JOhn F1Iherattende81 perk up ,_
and doWn Crenshaw BlVd. 1hIIetraftIc paIIemtcaused by Sf. John Fisherattendees result8 in
tJat'IIio., defaY8 end pofenIaI8GCktenta AUDwance Ofthf8 buJldJng would ftn1tW decree.
parking.,. in their already JnIuftidInt parIdng lots. IISl John FJIher is eDoW8d to ool1ltruct this
additional 20.,000 Iq. ft. building, the kn.... parking on Cren8haw Blvd. will soon InVade ourown
re8idenUat ......


4) Property value Reeldences*"'*'~81t18et 88 weD • oth.- nearby I1ISfdenees may face
potEtntI8Iloss ofvalue to thttIrtoc18ting homeI~ue to the potenttally large. ovewbe8rIng, massive end
fntrvsive propcudSt. JOhn FIsheretruatuna and I1ItUflfng noI$e PoUutfon.


6) Good .....,..policy. Building $LICh a large. Ma$Ifve,end InfrusIve sttuoture vlo'" the bask: ,
concept ofblending IntO theaurmundfng ...with 'itS neigbbor&and br8aks the good neighbOr spirit
of living hlrmoniOuaIy toge8Ier. This Is a reeidentiII neighborhood, not an ihner dty/commen;ially
zoned Ill... The fJR'POS8d St. John FIrIher bUDdIng is Il'IISSIve, WllighByand overbearing. It
fmpoaes on f'IIIIrbyl8lkJencel' right to privacyasweD. theiJi right to eJ\iOY the beeUtlful.itgh\s
eounds and arneni6e8 that RPV has tooffer.' I


once ......,..ere..oppoIed to MWIy prapondst. Jahn FIlIilei' BuildIng co.......otIon on the
comer ofCMt BlVd....c.na Blvd. weau ntqIIIIIt tJlattbJf COIISIruCtioIIbeatopped
ImmedIItaIy and tIMtno fUrlllrCGll1ltrUatlon take place, 1nCI.....to b.., fIoIn you 8."ft.


SIncerely. Ot..&..~c4' en--


(!.~~
d'/ JJ4tf Cce;x.;6?V~ 4R/;g;--


12. P/9t:.-d'-5 t/~G:S Chl 9'tClZ?J---
/'
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RECEIVED
JUN 18 (ODB


PLANNING, BUILDING AND
CODe ENFORCEMENT


3106791225


Ju;r/l; /7 .2()()g'
I


Cfty«R8nchoPalolV.. :.'
DireetDfof PIannInI. Bulldfng IIJd~~
3ONOt ..Mhoma Blvd. :
R8nCho PaloS--.C8RfomIa 10274-
AUn: DnctorofPlanning and zoning and Me l8za MichaJI


D8arDtrectorofPlann(ngandMs ....~ ;C;9)( ;'f/[l .-5#/~5:293
we are,the nelghbOnJ orat John FJshw end ell live ,.,.the intlmaecUon ofCrest Blvd. and Cten8h1W BlVd.
We neverNQIiWdany publicnotfcI8concerning the propo&ed building conetruetJon at St. John Filber, yet
we are within 600 feet or the constnJGtfon.•• lie... oppoMd to tile....., ptOIIOIId It.John FIsher
ISuIIdIDi·COdetrUGfJon _ tilt .....of CIMt Blvd. andc......Blvd. We all Nq1lIletthatthll
COMII'ItOtJon _Mopped............,...............COIIIJInICUon take p.....


JUN-lS-2008 05:32 AM HERBRANDSON,~NGINE,


i
I


PIHM,.the foIIowIn9 conceme:


1) InVIaIon ofprlncy. In. tesidenUal neighborhaocl. a large and'masslWt building that is 4-5 sttJries
high in that rocation.-.fd be overtMIJadrtg end unsfghUy. ttwould be vIeibIe by aD nMJby restdInces
ffQm Inside and outslcle1helr ANidence. weIl.tom tttelrfrontand back yarde.


.. - _-_ _ .


2) NoIN probIIm.~ contested bY neIghbor8-succeesfully.... is~ an existing nolae
dt8tUrbat1oe.... Cwrently wecen helrthe~Ingwmon& beginning at 7:00 em and 'tiny
acUviIIe8 thatcontinue tJvaughaut thecourwof·the 'entire day. AUowence ofthIa bUilding·would
further incrM8e the notee pn*em thataIreedy exists.. These naIse ptObfems have been
ul1l1ddreMed for..past.....ye8J'$ and 8 naw bUiklng \1OUId deftnHeIY empUfy th_ nolse
problerMfurtherw at John FIsheronce agafn IS QyIng,tD popoee • new tIddIIon. end pbtn8 to
constNcta new bell tower thatwould ring throughout the ..... of8:00 am through 8:00 pm, seven
days e week In.~ neiQhbDrt1OOd. "


3} Trafftc .......... Currently there. a tn:JfIIc probfIm due to the farge amountofautomobUes
- ,·-,-··--··-.---,-...-.,,8CC8IIln§.1le.It._•.~-r~CNn8hawparking lOt. BefQre and after service8,there is. fine aears ,


entering and.exiIIng the pat1CIftg lot When ....parking lot Is fUl·St. JOhn F1Ihera1tende81 p8Jtt up_
and doWn Crenshaw BMf. ",.. tr8ftIc paIIen'r.acaUlld by St. John Asherattendees te$Ub in
fJ8fJIlc jIm8, deIaY8 end potential accldenIa Allowance or_ buRd1Rg would furtherdecree.
parking apace in their already JnIuftidInt parking Iota IfSl John Fisher is eDowed to oolWtruct this
addftlonal2O.,OOO Iq. ft. building, the ffn.... parking on Cren8baw Blvd. will soon IJwade ourown
rMIderdIaf .......


4) PropertyvaI.e"" Ree1dence8 flCIt8S~81t1eet.weD. otIw nearby resldenees may face
potEtntIaIlos8 ofvalue to thelrtodstinS hamel~UI to the potenttally large, ovarbe8ring, massive end
IntRtsive propoMd.st, John FllhertlbUeture &1d11ltUfdng noI$e PoDUtfOn.


6) Good ....~ policy. BuiIdlnO $UCh a large. Jna$8lve,end Infrushte sttuoture vlolatM the basic .
conceptofblending intO 1haaurmundfng..wfIh·iIS neighborsand brMks the good neighbOr spirit
af living hlnnonioutly together. This. a........neigbborhood, nut an mner dtV/cammeroiaJly
zoned.rea. The pR)pOSed It. Jahn FItIherbUilding is massive, unlightlyand overbearing. it
fmpcaes on rtIIFby ,l'8IidefaIl right to prMIoy• weD • U18iJi rishI to eJjOy the bRUtIftIl,itg""
sounds and amenillel that RPV has to offer. _. t


once again, - en aU oppoIed to..,...., st. Jahn FllIIer BuiJdlng cone&uetlon on the
comer ofCMtDeL and erena...BIYd all tJtattldf COIMruCIfon be.....
ImmedIItaI)' and tbetno fafttI8rcaneInJGtIon take and..expect to b..,fIoIn you 8"h.


SIncerely, ~~c4' en--


(/·~kJ
d/ J~ C~6'V~4R/~


j? P/9~d.5· t/~6:S C./fl 9'C27J~
/'


333-A







·JUN 17 2008


Mr. & Mrs. Robert Plocky
" 8 San Clemente Dr


~(:')' ("br:AW«Ji':'HA 90275-6601
.'Il...\..,t~ .., __City of Rancho Palos Vetdes


Directorof~. Building and~ ,Erifort:emeftt
30940~81Vd. ,,: , ,;
Rancho PalOS Vercces. CaIiI'omia:90214 ".', ,
AtIn:~Of~ andZorling8nd .;te.ia MtCttai,,- PI.ANNING.BUILDINGA.Np •


oear~~'~ing and Ms'Leza~ ,,'. . . CO~:!ENFPRCE{\4EJ'Jr.


We are the neighbor$ ofSf. John FtSheram..u6Velle$rthe intel'$eCtiOn ofCrest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd.
We never receiVed any public notices concerning thepmposect bUilding eonstruetiOnat$t.:John F1$her•. yet
we are within 500 feet ofthe construction. we am aU opposed to the newly pIOPOS8d St. JoIlnFish.r
Bulldlil9conetructicm on tile comerofCrest Blvd. and CI8IIShaw BIYd. we aU I8qUffGt that"is
construction be stopped imnIediaf8Iy and that'no further construction take place.


Please note the following concerns:


1) Invasion ofprivacy. In a residential neighborhood. a IaJge andmassive bUilding that is 4-6 stories
high in that location would be ovemeartng and unsightly. Itwould be visible by all nearby residence&
from inside and outside their residence as well as from their front and back yards.


2) NoIse pIOIJIem. PreviouSly contested by neighbors SLlCCeSsfuIIy. there is already an existing noise
disturbal1ce issue. Currentlywe can hear the earIy-moming sermons beginning at 7:00 am and any
activities that continue throughout·the course of the'entire day. Allowance of this building would
further increase the noise problem that already exists. These noise problems have been
unaddressed for the past several years and a new bUild"mg would definitely amplify these noise
problemS futIher. Sf. Jotm Fisher~fgIin is~to IJI'OPOS8 a new addition.' andpiansfO
cOnStruCt a newbelltowerthatWQUldriiJg throUghc)utthe hows of 8:06am thlOllQh 6;00 pm. Seven


, days a week in a residential neighborhood.
, ,.".<


3) Traffic pIQbIem. Currently there is a traffic problem due to the large amountofautomobiles
ElCceSSingthe StJotmFisber~p;:uking lot Before and after serviceslhere is a fane a cars .
eoteIingand.8xitingIhe,~ lOt When their parking lot is full. Sl John FISher altendees park up
and dOwn' Crenshaw Blvd. These traffic paIlemscaused by Sf. John FISherattendees results in
traffic jamS. delays and potential accidents. Allowance of this building would further decNase
parking space in their already insuIIicient parking lots. IfSl John Fisher is allowed to construct this
additional 20.000 sq. It. bUilding. the impacted parking on Crenshaw Blvd. will soon invade ourown
residential sIJeeIS.


4) Property value loss. Residences across the streetas well as other nearby residences may face
potential loss of value to theitexisting I1on18Sdue to the potentially IaJge. overbearing. massive and
intrusive proposedSl John Fisher structure and resulting noise pollution.


5) Good neighbor policy. Building $UCh a large. massive,and intrusive structure violates the basic,. '
concept ofblending in1D the surrounding area with·its neighbors and bIeaks the good neighbofspirit
of living harmoniously together. This is a residential neighborhood. notan innercity/COltll11efdaJIy
zoned area. The proposed Sl John FISher building is massive. unsightly and overbearing; it
imposes on neerbyresidences·1ight to pdvacy as well as their, right to enjoy the beautifuI·sights,
sounds and amenities that RPV has to offer. '


Once again, we are aU opposed totile,"'" pmpoeed at. John fisher Building construction on tile
comerof Cntst Blvd. and Crenshaw BIv.d. We aU that tills construction be stopped
immediaIeIy and that no further construction place, and we expect to ....fIOm you soon..


Sincerely.


City of Rancho Palos VeRIes
Directorof PIanfling, Building and Cod«t, .EnfOI'Cemem
3094O~'BIVd. '< . ,: .; ,


Rancho P81C),$.V~'C8IifOmia902r4 ' ,\ ,..',,""',.,
Attn: DjrectOr.OfPJai'ririg and ZoIlingeod,tJIs;~ MtCI'l8it>


DeiIr~;'~and Ms'Lezauk:id.' . '"


Mr. & Mrs. Robert Plocky
.~..; 8 San Clemente Dr


?'(;;):,('~,~6r:AW~OjfKA 90275-6601


l"'lb.\.,t~ w ...~


, ,JUN 17 2008
PLANNING, ,BUILQINGAND , '


CODEiENFORCEMEN;(
,." .. '. '," '-.


we are the neigl1bol$ ofSt. John'F_~" ~nearthe inte1'$eClion ofCrest Blvd.. and Crenshaw Blvd.
We never receiVed any public notices concerning thep~po:Sed bUilding eonstruetiOn ,atSt,::John F1Sher., yet
we are within 500 feet of1he construction. we am an opposed to the newly pIOP088d St. JoIlnFisltef
BuIldlil9,conetruetIon on the comerofCIest Blvd. and CI8nshaw BIYd. we all8qUCfGt that this
CQII8InJctJon be stopped inunedIaf8IJ and that'no furtherconetructIon take place.


Please note the following concerns:


1) Invasion ofprivacy. In a residential neighborhood, a IaIge and massive building that is 4-5 stories
high in that location would be 0YeIbearing and unsightly. Itwould be visible by an nearby residences
from inside and outside their residence as wei as from their front and back yards.


2) NoIse prOblem. PJevioUSIy contested by neighbors Sl.lCCeSsfuIIy, there is already an existing noise
disturbailce issue. Currently we can hearthe earIy-moming sermons beginning at 7:00 am and any
activities that continue throughoutthe course of,the,entire day.. Allowanceof this building would
further increaSe the noise problem that already exists. These noise problems have been
unaddressed for the pastseveral years and a new buikfmg -.auld definitely amplify these noiSe
probleJns further.Sl John flsheronQEu=tQ. istry;lgto IXOPOS8 a new addition,> andplanslo
cOnstruCt a neWbelUowerthatWQUldnng throUghoul'thehows Of 8:QO'arR 1h1Ollgh6:00 pm. Seven


. days a week in a residential neighborhood.


3) Traffic pn:abIem. Curretltty - is a traffiC problem due to the IaIge amountofautomobiles
.aceessing1he StJobn'Fisher,~perking lot Before and after services,there is a fane a cars .
emenngand.exltingthe,pa,rking lOt When their parking lot is full. Sl John FISher attendees park up
and dbwo'Crenshaw Blvd. These traffic paIlems caused by St John FISher attendees results in
traffic jarnS,',delays and potential accidents. Allowance ofthis building would further decn!ase
parking space In their already insufticient parking lots. IfSl John FisI&" is allowed to construct this
additional 20,000 sq. It. building. 1he impacted parking on Crenshaw Blvd. will soon invade ourown
residential sIreeIs.


4) Properly value loss, Residences across the streetas well as other nearby residences may face
potential loss of value to theitexisting I1or11f§due to the potentially large, overbearing, massive and
intrusive pmposed St. John Fisher structure and resulting noise Pouution.


5) Good neighbor poIIcJ. Building $UCh a large, massive,and intrusive structure violates the basic, .
concept ofblending in1D the surrounding area with·its neighbors,and bIeaks the good neighbor spirit
of living harmoniously tpgether. This is a residential neighborhood, notan innercity/corntnefCiaJly
zoned area. The pmposed St. John FISher building is massive, unsighlyand overbearing; it
imposes on nearby residences' right 10 privacy as well as their, right to enjoy the beautifuI,sights.
sounds and amenities that RPV", to offer. '


Once again, we are all opposed totile:....., ptVpOsed at. John FisherBuilding construction on the
comerofCNst Blvd. and Crenshaw 8Iv.cL We au request that this construction be etoppecI
imtMdiateIy and that no furtIler construction take place, and we expect to hear fIOm you eoon.


Sincerely.


334-A







PLANNING, BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT


RECEIVED
.JUN 17 2008City of Rancho PalosVerdes ...


Directorof Planning, Building and Code Erifomement
30940 Haw1home 8Ivd..
Rancho PaloS YeR.tes. california 90274
Attn: DirectorofPlanning and Zoning and Ms leza MichaiI


oear DirecIor of Planning and Us Leza Michal.:


We are.1he neighbors ofSt. John FISherand all live near the intersection ofCrest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd.
we never receiVed any public notices concerning the proposed buikfmg construction at at John FISher, yet
we are within 500 feet of the construGIiOn. weare" opposed to tile newly pmpoaed SL JoIln Fisher
BuIldfRi~on the cornerofCl88t...,... and Crenshaw 8IYd. we all requerstthat this
~ be stopped iInmedIateIJ andtllatnofurtller~take place.


Please note the following concerns:


1) Imra8ion ofprivacy. In a .18SidentiaI neighborbood. a large and'massive bUilding that is 4-5 stories
high in that location would be overbearing and unsightly. Itwould be visible by aD nearby residences
from inside and outside their residenc:e as well as frOm their front and back yards.


2) HolM problem. Previously contested by neighbors successfully, ihere is aIn!ady an existing noise
disturbailce issue. Currently we can hear the earIy.-moming sermons beginning at 1:00 am and any
activities thal: continue throughout tile course ofthe entire day. Allowance oftis building would
further increase the noise problem that already exists. These noise problems have been
unaddressed for the past several years and a new building would definitely amplify these noise
problems fUrther. St. John fIsberonce again is llyingto propose a new addition. and plans to
constructa new bell tower thatwoufd ring tJvougbout tile hoUJs of8:00 am through 6:00 pm, seven
days a week in a residential neighborhood.


3) Trafftc problem. CummUy there is a traffiC problem due to the large amountofautomobiles
accessing the Sf. John FlSherCrenshaw parking lot. Before and afterservices there is a line a ears
entering and.exiting the parking lot. When their parking lot is full. Sl John FISherattendees park up
and down Crenshaw Blvd. ThesefIaffic paUemscaused bySt John FISher attendees I8SUIts in
tnJffic jams, delays and poteIdiaI acdden18. Allowance oftis building would furtherdecrease
parking space in their already insuIfident parking lots.. IfSl John Fisher is slowed to construct this
adcfdional20,OOO sq. 1l building, the impacted perking on Crenshaw Blvd. wiD soon invade ourown
residential streeIs.


4) PIopertJ value loss. Residences 8CIOSS the streetas weD as other nearby residences may face
potential foss ofvalue to tbeitexisting bome&dueto the potentially large. overbearing. massive and
intrusive proposed Sf. John FISherstructure and resulting noise pollution.


S) Good neighbor poky. Building such a Imge. massive and intrusive slructure violateS the basic
conceptofblending into the sunounding area withils neighborsand bteaks the good neighborspirit
of living hannoniously together. This is a residential neighborhood, not an inner city/commeroially
zoned area. The proposed St John FISherbuilding is massive. unsightly and overbearing; it
imposes on neerby residences" light to privqaswei as~ right to eqioy the beautifuI·Sights.
sounds and amenities that RPV has to offer. -


Once again, we an all opposed to the newly pmposed St. JolIn Fisher BuiIdiDg construction on the
comer ofCrest 8IvcL and Cnm&h:aw Blvd. we.......that this conetruction bestopped
Immediatelyand that no further construcIion take place, and we expectto ...,1Iom you $OOR.


Sincerely.


PLANNING, BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT


RECEIVED
.JUN 17 2008City ofRancho PalosVerdes .. '


Directorof Planning. Building and Code Erifomement
30940 Hawthorne Blvd..
Rancho PaloS YeRtes. C8Iifomia 90274
Attn: DirectorofPlanning and Zoning and Ms leD Michal


oear Director of Planning and Us Leza~


We areU1e neighboIs orat John FISherand alive near the intersection ofCrest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd.
we never receiVed any pubic notices conceming the proposed bulkJ'l1fJ construction atSt John FISher. yet
we are wfthin 500 feet ofthe construGIiOn. we are all opposed to the newly pmpoaed at. John Fisher
BuIldllJiJ COIl&IruclIon on the cornerofCleat....and enn......Blvd. we all~ that this
conetructIon be stopped IInmedIateIJ and that no""'CORGtruction take place.


Please note the following concerns:


1) InVaSion of privacy.. In a ·residential neighbartIood. a large and 'massive building that is.t1-5 stories
high in that location would be overbearing and unsightly. Itwould be visible by all nearby residences
from Insideand outside their residenoe as well as fiOm their front and back yaIds.


2) Noise problem. Previously contested by neighbors successfully, there is already an existing noise
dIsturbailce issue. Currently we can hear the earIy-moming sermons beginning at1:00 am and any
activitie8 that continue throughout the course oftbe,entire day. Allowance oftbis building would
further increase the noise problem that already ecisI& These noise problems have been
unaddressed for the past several years and a new ,building would definitely amplify these noise
problems further. Sl John Fisheronce again is trying·to propose a new addition. and plans to
constructa new bell tower thatwoufd ring throughout the hours of8:00 am through 8:00 pm, seven
days a week in a residential neighborhood.


3) Ttaffic prubIeaL CunenIIy there is a traffiC problem due to the large amount ofautomobiles
acceBsing the St. John FtSherCrenshaw .paJting lot. Bebe and after services· there is a Une a cars
entering and.exiting the parking lot When their parking lot is full. Sl John FISher atIendees park up
and down Crenshaw Blvd. These traffic paI.temscaused bySl John FISher attendees results in
traffic jams. delays sid potential accidents. Allowance ofthis building would further decreese
parking sp8)e in their alreadY insufficientparking lots.. Ifst John Fisher is slowed iD construct this
adcfttional20.000 sq. it building, the impacled pelkillg 00 Crenshaw Blvd. will soon invade ourown
residential streeIS.


4) Property value loss. Residences acJQSS~ streetas weD as other nearby residences may face
potential lossofvalue to theitexisting homeS dueto the poteniIaIy large, overbearing, massive and
intrusive proposed Sf. John FISherstnJctuIe and resuIIing noise pollution.


S} Good neIg~borpoIiGy. BuIding such a Imge. R8SSive.and intrusive sInIcture violateS the basic
conceptofblending into the surrounding area with·its neighborsand breaks lie good neighbor spirit
of living harmoniously together. This is a residential neighborhood. notan innercity/commerofally
zoned erea. The PJOPOS8d St John FISherbuilding is massive. unsightly and overbearing; it
imposes on nearby residencefi right 10 privacy as \Vel as~ right to eqioy the beautifuI·sighis.
sounds and amenities that RPV has to offer. -


Onca again. we aN au opposed to........., pIOpOSed sa. John FiIher BuiIdiDg construction on the
comer ofCrest Blvd.. and Cnmehaw Blvd. We all ......that this conetructIon bestopped
Immediatelyand that no further constnIcIion take place, and we expectto hearftom you flIOOR.


Sincerely,
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. ~cl1?~~OS V,d CA 90275-$085 .City of Rancho Palos VerdeS
DireCtOr.of Planning. Building and Code Ertforcement
3OQ40 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Vefdes. california 90274
Attn: Director of Planning and ZOning and Ms Leza Michail


Dear Oirector of Planning and Ms leza Michail,


We are the neighbors of St John FISher and an live near the interseetion of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd.
We never l'ElCeived any pUbflc notices concerning the proposed building construction at St John Fisher, yet
we are within 500 teet of the c:onstruction. We are all oppoaed to the newty propo$Gd st. John Fisher
BuIlding'colilitrUction on the comer of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd. We all requftt that this
construction be stopped Immediat9ly and that no further construction take place.


Please note the following COfl(;&l"OS:


1) Invasion of' privacy. In a residential neighboltlood, a large and 'massive building that is 4-5 stories
high in that location would be overbearing and unsightly. Itwould be visible by all nearby residences
from inside and outside their residence as well as from their front and back yards.


2} Noise problem. Previously contested by neighbors successfully, there is already an existing noise
distul'bailce issue. Currently we can hear the eariy-moming sermons beginning at 7:00 am and any
activities that continue throughoutti:le course of-the 'entire day. Allowance of this building would
further increase the noise problem that already exists. These noise problems have been
unaddressed for the past several yean; and a new building would definitely ampflfy these noise
problems further. St John FISher once agaIn is trying·to propose a new a<,tdition. and plans to
construct a new bell tower1hat woutd ring throughout the hours of 8:00 am through 6;00 pm. seven
days a week in a residential neighborhood.


3) .Tra.ffle problem" Currently there is a traffic problem due to the large amount of automobiles
accessing the St John Asher Crenshaw parking tot Before and after services· there is a line a cars
entering and.exiting the pal1cing lot When their parking lot is full, St John Fisher attendees park up
and down Crenshaw Blvd_ These traffic pattams ~used by st John Fisher attendees results in
traffic jams, delays and potential accidents. Allowance of this building would further decrease
parking space in their already insufficient parking lots. If Sl John Fisher is allowed to construct this
additional 20,000 sq. ft. building, the impacted parking on Crenshaw Blvd, will soon invade our own
f$SldentiaJ streets.


4) Property value Joss. Residences across the street as well as other nearby residences may face
potential lass of value to their exiStIng homas ·due to the potentially \.a.rge, overbearing, massive and
intrusive proposed st John Fisher structure and resulting noise Pollution.


5) Good neighbor polIcY- Building such a large, massive.and intrusive strOcltJre violaie$ the basic
concept of blending into the surrounding area wittllts neighbors' and breaks the good neighbor spirit
of living harmoniously together. This is a residential neighborhood. not an inner citY/commercially
zoned area. The proposed st. John Fisher building is massive, l,lOsightly and overbearing; it
imposes on nearby residences' right to privacy as well as thei~ right to enjoy the beautiful sights,
sounds and amenities that RPV has to offer. . .


Once again, we are all opposed to the.newly proposed $t. John Fisher Building eonstn.tction on the
comer of Crest Blvd. and Cranshaw Blvd. We aU request that this construction be $topped
Immediately and that no further construction take place, and we expect to hear from you soon.


Sincerely, "


10/10 39'ii'd 531'ii'18055'ii' dd'ii'N5 1E09PP901E1 9Z:91 800Z/L1/90
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CIty of Rancho Palos VerdeS
DireCtOr,of Planningt Building and Code Enforcement
3OQ.40 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes. california 90274
Attn: Director of Planning tlnd ZOning and Ms Leza Michail


Dear Director Of Planning and Ms Leza MichaD.


We are the neighbors of St John FISher and aU live near the intersection of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd.
We never received any pubUc noUces concerning the proposed building construction at St John Fisher. yet
we are within 500 feet ofUle construction. We are all opposed to the newly propo$Od SL John Fisher
Bulldlng'construction on the corner of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd. We all requf$t' that this
construction be stopped Imrnedlatsly and thai: no further construction take place..


Please note the foUowing concerns:


1} Invasion of' privacy~ In a residential neighbol1l00d, a large and 'massive building that is 4-5 stories
high in that location would be overbearing and unsightly. Itwould be visible by all nearby residen'Ce$
from inside and outside their residence as well as from their front and back yards.


2) Noise problem. Previously contested by neighbors successfuliyt there is already an existing no~
Oisb.nbance issue. Currently we can hear the earty-.moming sermons beginning at 7:00 am and any
adMties that continue throughout,tt.1e course of,the'entire day. Allowance of this building would
further increase the noise problem that already exists. These noise ptOblems have been
unaddressed for the past several yean; and a new building would definitely amp(1fy these noise
problems further. St John FiSher once agaIn is 1rying·to propose a new aqdition. and plans to
construct a new bell tower thatwoutd ring throughout the hours of 8:00 am through 6~OO pm. seven
days a week in a residential neighborhood.


3) 'Traffic: problem" Currently there is a traffic problem due to the large amount of automobiles
accessing the St John Asher Crenshaw parking fOt. Before and after services,there is a fine a cars
entering and.exiting the pal1cing lot When their parldng lot is fiJUr St John Fisher attendees park up
and down Crenshaw Blvd- These traffic patterns dlused by st John Fisher attendees results in
traffic jams. delays and potential accidents. Allowance of this building would further decrease
parking space In their already insufficient parking lots. If Sl John Fisher is allowed to construct this
additional 20,000 sq. fl building. the impacted parking on Crenshaw Blvd, will soon invade our own
residential streets.


4) Property value 1oss~ Residences across the street as weit as other nearby residences may face
potential kJss of value to their'existlng homes ,due to the potentially t3rge. overbearing, massive and
intrusive proposed st. John Asher structul'9 and resulting noise Pollution.


5) Good neighbor polIcY. Building such a large. massiVe,and intrusive strUcture violates the basio
concept of blending into the surround;ng area with·its neighbors' and breaks the good neighbor spirit
of living harmoniously together. This is a residential neighborhood. not an inner citY/commercially
zoned area. The proposed st. John Fisher buikfing is massive


J
vnSightly and overbearing; it


imposes on nearby residences' right to privacy as well as thei~ right to enjoy the beautiful sjgh1s,
sounds and amenities that RPV has to offer. . ,


Once again, we are all opposed to, the"newly proposed St. John Fishar Building constn.tction on the
comer at Crest Blvd. and CreI1$h2w BNd. We an request that this constJ'Udion be ~opped
immediately and that no further constructJon take place, and we expect to hoar from you soon.


Sincerely, ,


10/10 :3El'iid S:31~I80SS~ dd'iiNS 1E09PP901E1 9Z:91 800Z/LI/90
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City of Rancho Palos Verdes ,
Director of Planning, BUilding and Code Enforcement
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, California 90274
Attn: Directorof Planning and zoning and Ms Leza Michait


Dear Director ofPlanning and Ms leza Michail,


We are the neighbors ofSt John Fisher and all live near the intersection of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd.
We never received any publiC notices concerning Ihe proposed building construction at $t John F'JSher. yet
we are witI1in 500 feet of the constnJdion. We are aU opposed to the newly proposed st. John Fisher
Bulldtng construction on tile comerof Crwst Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd. We all request that this
construction be stopped immediately and ItIat no further constnrction fake place.


Please note the following concerns:


1) Invasion of privacy. In a residential neighborhood. a large and'massive building that is 4-5 stories
high in that location would be overbearing and unsightly. Itwould be visible by all neamy residences
from inside and outside their residence as weft as from iIleir front and back yards.


2} Noise problem. Previously contested by neighbors successfully, there is already an existing noise
disturbance issue. CurrenUy we can hear the eany~momingsennons beginning at 7:00 am and any
activities thatcontinue throughout the course of the entire day. Allowance of this building would
further increase the noise problem that already exists.. These noise problems have been
unaddA!SS8d for the past several years and a new buDding would definitely amptify these noise
problems further. St John FIsher once again is trying 10 propose a new additiOn, and plans to
construct a new berf tower that would ring throughout the hours of 8:00 am through 6:00 pm, seven
days a week in a residential neighborhood.


3) Traffic problem. CurrenUy there is a Iraffic problem due to the large amount of automobiles
accessing the St John FIsher Crenshaw parking {ot. Before and after services there is a line a cars
entering and exiting 1I1e parking lot When their par1cing lot is full, Sl John Fisher attendees park up
and down C.renshaw Blvd. These traffic paIlems caused by St. John Fisher attendees results in
traffic jams, delays and potential accidents. Allowance ofthis building wouJdiurttler decrease ._
parking space in their already insufficient parking lois. IfSt John FIsher is allowed to construct1tUs
additionaF 20,000 sq. ft. building, 1he impacled parking on Crenshaw Blvd. will soon invade our own
residential streets.


4) Property value Joss. Residences aaoss the street as well as other nearby residences may face
potential lossofvalue to their existing homes due to the potentially large, overbearing, massive and
intrusive proposed St John FISher structure and resulting noise pollution.


5) Good neighbor policy. Building such a large, massive and intrusive structure viola.tes the basic ,
concept of blending into the surrounding area with its neighbors and breaks the good neighbor spirit
of living hannoniously together. This is a residential neighborhood. not an inner cltylcornmercially
~ned area. The proposed Sl John F'tSher building is massive, unsighdy and overbearing; it
Imposes on nearby rt$idences' right 10 privacy as weB as their. right to enjoy the beautiful sfghts
sounds and amenities that RPV has tooffer.' ,


Once again, we are all opposed to the newly proposed Sf. John Fisher Building construction on the
corner ofCrest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd. We aU reqpest Ihat this construction be stopped
immedlatelv and _no-n-take .•__ expect lD hear__soon.


Sincerely. ~ ~


3 ~-eJL i ~IVt0 ~/lF\ PLJ YJCC "C. iJ-<.,


'3(0 SLi1j 1/3f
dLS>\70 80 9 ~ unr


City of Rancho Palos Vertfes .
Director of Planning. Building and Code Enforcement
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Raneho Palos Verdes, California 90274
Attn: Directorof Planning and lolling and Ms Leza MiChaif


Dear Director ofPlanning and Ms leza MichaU1


We are the neighbors ofSt John Fisher and all live near the intersection of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd.
We never received any public notices concerning the proposed building construction at St John '=-JSher. yet
we are within 500 feet of theconstrudion. We are aU opposed to "the newly proposed st. John Fisher
Bulldtng construction on the comer of CnISt Blvd. and Crensbaw Blvd. We all request that thiS
construction be stopped irnmedialBly and ItIat no further construction take place...


Please note the following concerns:


1) Invasion of privacy. In a residential neighborhood, a large and-massiVe building that is 4-5 stories
high in that location would be overbearing and unsightly. It would be visible by all neamy residences
from inside and outside their residence as weD as from their front and back yards.


2} Noise problem. Previously contested by neighbors successfully. there is already an existing noise
disturbance issue. CurrenOy we can hear the eal1y~momingsennons beginning at 7:00 am and any
activities thatcontinue throughout the course of file entire day. Allowance of this building would


. further increase the noise problem that already exists.. These noise problems have been
unaddressed for the 'past several years and a new building would definitely amplify these noise
problems further. Sl John FIsher once again is trying 10 propose a new additiOn~ and plans to
consbuct a new befltower that would ring throughout the hours of 8:00 am through 6:00 pm. seven
days a week in a residential neighborhood.


3) Trafftc problem. Currently there is a traffic problem due to the large amount of automobiles
accessing the Sl John Fisher Crenshaw parking (ot Before and after services there is a line a cars
entering and.,exiting 'the parking lot When their parking lot is full, St John Fisher attendees park up
and down C.renshaw Blvd. These traffic patterns caused by St. John Fisher attendees results in
traffic jams, delays and potential accidems.. Allowance ofthis building wouJd..further decrease ._
parking space in their alreadY insufficient parking lois. IfSt John Fisher is anowed to construct ttus
additionaJ 20,000 sq. ft.. bullding. the impacted parking on Crenshaw Blvd. win soon lnvade our own
residential streets.


4) Property value Joss. Residences aaoss the street as well as other nearby residences may face
potential loss ofvalue to their existing homes due to the potentially large. overbearing. massive and
intrusive proposed 8t John FISher st:rucI:JJre and resulting noise pollution.


5) Good neighbor POlicy. Building such a la~ massive and intrusive structure violates the basic ,
concept of blending into the surrounding area with its neighbors and breaks the good neighbor spirit
of Iving harmoniously together. This is a residential neighborhood. not an jnner cttytcommercially
~ned area. The proposed St John F"lSher building is massive. unsighUy and overbearing; it
Imposes on nearby R$klences' right 10 privacy as weD as their. right to enjoy the beautiful sights
soundS and amenities that RPV has to offer. - t


Once again, we are all opposed to U1e newly proposed Sf. John Fisher BUilding construction on the
comer'OofCrntBlvd. and Crenshaw Blvd. We aU reqpest Ihat this construction be stopped
lmmedl&lely and that no furtJIe/~.ctkJn lake J and we expect to hearfrom you soon..


Sincerely, ~ ~


. 3 ~rcJL! ~1rbt0~/)KpLJ YJ<Z- 'C.. lJ-,\


~3(O S-Lffj 1/3f
dL9>170 gO 9 ~ unr
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04/29/2008 02:11 5444785 BECK PAGE 01


ely MRancho PIIIoa V..
D1redDr of Planning, BuIding net
30940~ BlYd.
R.ancf'K) P8fOI Ven:Ie8, C8IfOmIII
Ann: DIrectx:lr of Planning and Zl:dna


De&r Dh.ctor of PIIriii1insr and MI


We.. the neigtlbonI fA st. Jom i81Wand .. he near thei~ fA CAJ8t SNd. and Crensh8w Blvd.
We lMMJf~ any pubic noII_ conowning the~ building ccnetructkJn at Sl John Fisher, yet
we aRt within 500 feet of the • we oppo••d .. the .....,ptap.".. John FIIdMtr
Bulldlng'COd8tnICIIon on.... of c.-. Md CIa..... Blvd thIIt ..1I
oonetruetion be IItopped 8ftd..no COMtnIcIIoA ...


PIea88,. the following CCIfti_1tC


1) Invasloft of prIncy. In teIIdentiIII neIghbomood, a t8rge and'mMaIwl buQdk'Ig that II4-5 ....
high In that Ioc8tion wou be~ and unIighUf. It MM*I be Yi8Ibte by 811 ne8Iby reeldiMces
from inside and outside ~ _ wei 88 from lhelrfronl:.. t8::k YMiB.


2) ............ Pre\Jb4l11y OOIIat8lIIII:id by MIghbors 8UCOtlIefuIy. thent is ....... an exIIltnG noI88
dItlUrbBnce Issue. C we C* t..-hearty..moming ...-mons bIgtnn(ng at 7:00 am and any
activitiee that cantklue the CQUr88 of..entire day. AllowanCe or this building,would
further incnaalt the problem thIItlllnledy exiBts. These nolle problema have been
unedd.-.ed for the ...., ,...and. new building would d8tinII8Iy amptry theIe noM
problems fU1her. Sl FiIhBr once again it trying to propoee a new addition, and ....10
construct a new bell tIlIIt would ring Ihroughout the hcIuJs cit 8:00 am through 8:00 pm, 88VWl
drIys a WIM* In. ~.


3) Tt.II'IIc~. CurrMiIY ther'e 18 a tNftIc pmbIem due ID the large .mount fA 8UIDmObUe8
accessing the st. John er...... J*IdnU kit. tterore and .......... theN ... 11M. ceq ,
entering and,exIting the lQl When theW parking lot is fUI, st. John F'IIih8" aetendI!IIs S*k up
and down Crenth8W •n.etnIftIc .......C8UlIled by St. John Fl8her......... reeu'" In
tnJfftc~ delays and I aet*tenta. AIIowtInGe cit" building would furthW clecr-.e
perking .... 111 their ........ J*tdng tots. If st. John FiIMr is l!lIIaw8d to 00Il8UUCt lttIs
additional 20,000 eq. .. the knped8d~ on CnlnahN BMI. wfII.aon irMIde ourown
residential .....


4) Pft'lIpluty va ;' ecrD88 the 8Ireet 88...other neerby rMIdenceI rnIY taee
potsntiaIloR ofva"" thetr...., I'Iofr.- due to the pcAertIBItJ IIqe.~,maeehIe and
IntMive PfOPOIeCI Sl AINr ItfUCbInt and ...-mg noise poIIuUon.


5) Good .......... poIQy 8uIdIng -.dt • e.ve. mil liN ... .....,. 8l1'UdUI8l11okl1teB the baic
tile IUf'RUlding..1llIIIh ill neIghbcn and .....h good rteighbor eph'It


"'lttW,. ,... .. al'tllllidilrdia neighborhood, not.. inner cityfcommerCi8I
PfOPJotect st John FIIhW building is rYtMtWe. unsighUy and overbewIng; I


.-1Itna1ll right to privacy • 'MIl • their, right to enjoy1M bIUifuI sightS.
RPV _10 CJIfer.
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We.. the neigtlbonI fA st. Jom i81Wand .. he near thei~ fA CAJ8t SNd. and Crensh8w Blvd.
We lMMJf~ any publtc[: ':=~COt:"1ClIWI'ling the prnpoeed building ccnetructkJn at Sl John Fisher, yet
we aRt within 500 feet of the ex . we oppo••d .. the .....,ptap.".. John FIIdMtr
Bulldlng'COd8tnICIIon on.... of c.-. Md CIa...... Blvd thIIt ..1I
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PIea88,. the following conc~


1) Invasloft of prIgcy. In teIIdentiIII neIghbomood, a t8rge and'mMaIwl buQdk'Ig that II4-5 ....
high In that Ioc8tion wou be~ and unIighUf. It MM*I be Yi8Ibte by 811 ne8Iby reeldiMces
from inside and outside ~ _ wei 88 from lhelrfronl:.. t8::k YMiB.


2) ............ Pre_lIlY 10000000Ia1BIIBdl8lll. by MIghbors~. thent is ....... an exIIltnG noI88
dItlUrbBnce Issue. C we C* t..-hearty..moming ...-mons bIgtnn(ng at 7:00 am and any
activitiee that cantklue the CQUr88 of..entire day. AllowanCe or this building,would
further incrsal. the problem thIItlllnledy exiBts. These nolle pn:JbIerna have been
unedd.-.ed for the ...., ,...and. new building would d8tinII8Iy amptry theIe noM
problems fU1her. Sl FiIhBr once again it trying to propoee a new addition, and ....10
construct a new bell tIlIIt would ring Ihroughout the hcIuJs cit 8:00 am through 8:00 pm, 88VWl
drIys a WIM* In • Migtlbofttood.


3) Tt.II'IIc~. CUrret11JY ther'e 18 a tNftIc pmbIem due ID the large .mount fA 8UIDmObUe8
8CC11illiing the st. John er....... J*IdnU kit. tterore and ......... theN ... 11M. ceq ,
entering and,exIting the lQl When theW parking lot is fUI, st. John F'IIih8" aetendI!IIs S*k up
and down Crenth8W •n.etnIftIc......C8UlIled by St. John Fl8her......... reeu'" In
tnJfftc~ delays and I aet*tenta. AIIowtInGe cit" building would furthW clecnMIse
perking .... 111 their ........ J*tdng tots. If st. John FiIMr is l!lII&JINd to 00Il8UUCt lttIs
additional 20,000 eq. .. the IrnpedId~ on CnlnahN BMI. wfII.aon irMIde ourown
residential .....


4) Pft'lIpluty va ;' ecrD88 the 8Ireet 88...other neerby rMIdenceI rnIY taee
potsntiaIloR ofva"" thetr...., I'Iofr.- due to the pcAenIBIIy IIqe.~,maeehIe and
IntMive PfOPOIeCI Sl AINr ItfUCbInt and ...-mg noise poIIuUon.


5) Good .......... poIQy 8uIdIng -.dt • e.ve. mill"... .....,. 8l1'UdUI8l11okl1teB the baic
tile IUf'RUlding..1llIIIh ill neIghbcn and .....h good rteighbor eph'It


.1ttW,. ,... .............. neighborhood, not.. inner cityfcommerCi8I
proptJted st John FIIhW building is rnMIiIIIe. unsighUy and overbewIng; I.-.tII right to privacy • 'MIl. their, right to enjoy1M bIUifuI sightS.
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FROM LONG
Jun. 16 2008 12:43PM Pi


BU1LDIN
CitY of Rancho Palos Verdes 1.:!"1i;:mJr.~_


DireCtOr of Planning, Building and Code
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho PilOJy,Rle$, california 90214 .
Attn: Director of Plilfloing"ana ZOnlngsnd M$.Lea Michail


Dear Director of Planning and Ms Leta MichaU,


We are the neighbors of 51. JOhn Fisher and all live near the intersection ofCrest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd.
We never mceiv&d any public notices QOnoeming the proposed building construction at St. John Fisher, yet
we are within 500 feet of the construction. We are all opposed to the newly proposed St. John Fisher
Building construction on the comer of Ct'85t Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd. We all requ8t that this
construction be stopped immediately and that no further construction take place.


Please note the following concerns:


1) Invasion of privacy. tn a residential neighborhOOd, a large and massive building that is 4-5 stories
high in that looation would be overbearing and unsightly. It would be visible by all nearby residences
from inside and ou1side their residence as well as from their front and back yards.


2) Noise problem. Previously conte!;ted by neighbo~successfully, there is alreadY an exi$ling noise
disturbance issue. Currently we can hear the earty-moming sermons beginning at 7:00 am and any
activiUes that continue throughout ·the course ofthe entire day. Allowance of this building· would
further increase the noise problem that already exists. These noise problems have been
unaddressed for the past several years and a new building would definitely amplify these noise
problems further. Sl John FiSher once again Is trying to propose a new addition, and plans to
construct a new bell tower that would ring throughOt.lt the hours of 8:00 am through 6:00 pm, seven
days a week In a residential neighbOrhood.


3) Traffic problem. Currently there i$ a traffio problem due to the large amount of automobiles
accessing the St. John Fisher Crenshaw parking lot. Before and after seMces there is a line a cars
entering and exiting the parking lot. When their parking tot is full, 81. John Fisher attendees park up
and down Crenshaw Blvd. These traffic patterns caused by St John Fisher attendees results in
b'affio jams, delays and potential accidents. Allowance of this building would further decrease
parking space in their already insufficient parking lob!;. If st. John Fisher is atlowed to construct this
additional 20,000 sq. ft. building, the impaded parking on Crenshaw BlVd. will soon invade our own
I'$Sldential streets.


4) Property value 1QS8. Residences across the street as well as .other nearby residences may face
potential loss of 'lf8lue to their existing hom&$ due to the potentially large, overbearing. massive and
intrusive proposed St John Fisher structure and resulting rwise pollution.


5) Good neighbor polley. Building sucm a large, massive and intrusive structure violatw the basic
concept of blending into the surrounding area with its neighbors and breaks the good neighbor spirit
of living harmoniously together. This is a residential neighborhood, not an inner city/commercially
zoned area. The proposed Sl John Fisher building is massive, unsightly and overbearing; it
imposes on nearby residences' right to Privacy as well as their, right to enjoy the beautiful sights,
sounds and amenities that RPV has to offer. .


Once again, we are an opposed to the,newly proposed st. John F"her Building constnletlon on the
comer of Crest BlVd. and Cfenshaw8lvd. We all request that this construction be stopped
Immediately and that no further construction take placet and we expect to hear from you soon.


Jun. 16 2008 12:43PM Pi
LONG


aU/LOIN
CitY of Rancho Palos Verdes ~1'!!!1~~


DireCtOr of Planningt BUilding and COde
3094Q Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho PiliOJV'~fi, eatifom;a 90214 '
Atln~ Director of PlanniriSJsna ZOning 'and'M5'~ MichaU


Dear Director of Planning and Ms Leza MichaD,


We are the neighbors of St. JOhn FishM and all live near the intersection ofCrest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd.
We never received any public notices conoeming the proposed building construction at St. JOhn Fisher. yet
we are within 500 feet of the construction. We are all opposed to the newly proposed St. John Fisher
Building construction on the cornerof Creat Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd. W. all requftt that this
construction be atopped immediately and that no further construction take place.


FROM


Please note the following concerns:


1) Inq$lon of privacy. In a residential neighborhOOd, a large and 'massive building that is 4-5 stories
high in that loeation would be overbearing and unsightty. It would be visible by all nearby residences
from inside and outside their residence as well as from their front and back yards.


2} NOis& probtem. Previously contested by neighbof$ suecessfultYJ there is alreadY an exi$ting noise .
disturbance issue. Currentty we can hear the earty-moming sermons beginning at 7:00 am and any
activities that continue throughout ,the course of-the entire day. Allowance of this building, would
further increase the noise problem that already exists. These noise problems have been
unaddressed for the past several years and a new building would definitely amplify these noise
problems further. Sl John FiSher once again Is lJying to propose a new addition, and plans to
construct a new ben tower that would ring throughout the hours Of 8:00 am through 6:00 pm! seven
days a week in a residential neighbOrhood.


3) Traffte problem. Currentfy there if; a traffic problem due to the large amount ofautomobiles
accessing the St. John Fisher Crenshaw parking lot. Before and after seMces there is a nne a cars
entering and exiting the parking lot. When their parldng lot is full, Sl. John Fisher attendees park up
and down Crenshaw Blvd. These traffic pattems caused by St John Fisher attendees results in
traffic jams. delays ~nd potential accidents. AJlowance of this building would further decrease
parking space in their already insufficient parking lot$. If st. John Fisher is aUowed to construct this
additional 20,000 sq. ft. building, the impacted parking on Crenshaw BlVd. will soon invade our own
residential streets.


4) Property value IQ8S. Residences across the street as well as other nearby residences may face
potential toss of 'Value to their existing homit$ due to the potentially large, overbearing. massive and
intrusive proposed St John Fisher structure and resulting noise pollution.


5) Good neighbor policy. Building suet. a large, massive and inttusive structure violates the basic
concept of blending into the surrounding area with its neighbors and breaks the good neighbor spirit
of living harmoniously together. This is a residential neighborhood, not an inner city/commerciany
zoned area. The proposed St. John Fisher building is massive, unsightly and overbearing; it
imposes on nearby residences· right to Privacy as well as their, right to enjoy the beautiful,sights,
sounds and amenities that RPV has to offer. .


Once again, we are an oppOSed to the ,newly proposed st. John Fi$her Building construction on the
comer of Crest BlVd. and Crenshaw ·8Ivd. We all request that thi8 construction be stopped
Immediately and that no further construction take placet and we expect to hear frofn you 500ft.
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RECEIVED
JUN 1 3200B


PLANNING, BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT


City of Rancho Palos Verdes
Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, California 90274
Attn: Director of Planning and Zoning and Ms Leza Michail


Dear Director of Planning and Ms Leza Michail,


We are the neighbors of St. John Fisher and all live near the intersection of Crest Blvd. and
Crenshaw Blvd. We never received any public notices concerning the proposed building
construction at St. John Fisher, yet we are within 500 feet of the construction. We are all
opposed to the newly proposed St. John Fisher Building construction on the corner of
Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd. We all request that this construction be stopped
immediately and that no further construction take place.


Please note the following concerns:


1) Invasion of privacy. A large and massive building in that location would be overbearing
and unsightly. It would be visible by all nearby residences from inside and outside their
residence as well as from their front and back yards.


2) Noise problem. Currently we can hear the early-morning sermons beginning at 7:00 am
and any activities that continue throughout the course of the entire day. Allowance of this
building would further increase the noise problem that all ready exists. These noise
problems have been unaddressed for the past several years and a new bUilding would
only amplify these noise problems further. St. John Fisher plans to construct a new bell
tower; this would only cause further noise problems.


3) Traffic problem. Currently there is a traffic problem due to the large amount of
automobiles accessing the St. John Fisher Crenshaw parking lot. Before and after
services there is a line a cars entering and exiting the parking lot. When their parking lot
is fUll, St. John Fisher attendees will park up and down Crenshaw Blvd. These traffic
patterns caused by St. John Fisher attendees results in traffic jams, delays and potential
accidents. Allowance of this building would further increase the traffic problem that
already exists.


4) Property value loss. Residences across the street as well as other nearby residences
may face potential loss of value to their existing homes due to the potentially large,
massive and intrusive proposed St. John Fisher structure.


5) Good neighbor policy. Building such a large, massive and intrusive structure violates
the basic concept of blending into the surrounding area with its neighbors and breaks the
good neighbor spirit of living harmoniously together. The proposed St. John Fisher
bUilding is massive, unsightly and overbearing; it imposes on nearby residences' right to
privacy as well as their right to enjoy the beautiful sights, sounds and amenities that RPV
has to offer.


Once again, we are all opposed to the newly proposed St. John Fisher Building
construction on the comer of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd. We all request that this
construction be stopped immediately and that no further construction take place.


REceiVED
JUN 1 3200B


PLANNING, BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT


City of Rancho Palos Verdes
Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, California 90274
Attn: Director of Planning and Zoning and Ms Leza Michail


Dear Director of Planning and Ms Leza Michail,


We are the neighbors of 8t. John Fisher and all live near the intersection of Crest Blvd. and
Crenshaw Blvd. We never received any pUblic notices concerning the proposed building
construction at 81. John Fisher, yet we are within 500 feet of the construction. We are all
opposed to the newly proposed St.. John Fisher Building construction on the corner of
Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd. We all request that this construction be stopped
immediately and that no further construction take place.


Please note the following concerns:


1) Invasion of privacy. A large and massive building in that location would be overbearing
and unsightly. It would be visible by all nearby residences from inside and outside their
residence as well as from their front and back yards.


2) Noise problem. Currently we can hear the early-morning sermons beginning at 7:00 am
and any activities that continue throughout the course of the entire day. Allowance of this
building would further increase the noise problem that all ready exists. These noise
problems have been unaddressed for the past several years and a new building would
only amplify these noise problems further. St. John Fisher plans to construct a new bell
tower; this would only cause further noise problems.


3) Traffic problem. Currently there is a traffic problem due to the large amount of
automobiles accessing the 81. John Fisher Crenshaw parking lot. Before and after
services there is a line a·cars entering and exiting the parking lot. When their parking lot
is fUll, 81. John Fisher attendees will park up and down Crenshaw Blvd. These traffic
patterns caused by 8t. John Fisher attendees results in traffic jams, delays and potential
accidents. Allowance of this building would further increase the traffic problem that
already exists.


4) Property value loss. Residences across the street as well as other nearby residences
may face potential loss of value to their existing homes due to the potentially large,
massive and intrusive proposed 8t. John Fisher structure.


5) Good neighbor polley. Building such a large, massive and intrusive structure violates
the basic concept of blending into the surrounding area with its neighbors and breaks the
good neighbor spirit of living harmoniously together. The proposed 81. John Fisher
building is massive, unsightly and overbearing; it imposes on nearby residences' right to
privacy as well as their right to enjoy the beautiful sights, sounds and amenities that RPV
has to offer.


Once again, we are all opposed to the newly proposed St. John Fisher Building
construction on the comer of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd. We aU request that this
construction be stopped immediately and that no further construction take place.
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City of Rancho Palos VerdeS .
Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho PaloS Verdes, eatifornia 90274
Attn: Directorof Planning and Zoning and Ms Leza Michail


Dear Director of Planning and Ms Leza Michail,


We are the neighbors of St John Fisher and aU live near the intersection of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd.
We never received any public notices concerning the proposed building construction at St John Fisher, yet
we are within 500 feet of the construction. We are all opposed to the newly proposed St. Jobn Fisher
BUilding construction on the comer of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd. We all request that this
construction be stopped immediately and that nO further construction take place.


Please note the following concerns:


1) Invasion of privacy. In a residential neighborhood, a large and massive building that is 4-5 stories
high in that location would be overbearing and unsightly. It would be visible by all nearby residences
from inside and outside their residence as well as from their front and back yards.


2) Noise problem. Previously contested by neighbors successfully, there is already an existing noise
disturbailce issue. Currently we can hear the early-moming sermons beginning at 7:00 am and any
activities that continue throughout the course of the entire day. Allowance of this building would
further increase the noise problem that already exists. These noise problems have been
unaddressed for the past several years and a new building would definitely amplify these noise
problems further. St John Fisher once again is trying to propose a new addition, and plans to
construct a new bell tower that would ring throughout the hours of 8:00 am through 6:00 pm, seven
days a week in a residential neighborhood.


3) Trafftc problem. Currently there is a traffic problem due to the large amount of automobiles
accessing the St John FISher Crenshaw parking lot Before and after services there is a line a cars
entering and.exiting the parking lot When their parking lot is full, St John Rsher attendees park up
and down Crenshaw Blvd. These traffic patterns caused by St John FISher attendees results in
traffic jams, delays and potential accidents. Allowance of this building would further decrease
parking space in their already insufficient parking lots. IfSt John FISher is allowed to construct this
additional 20,000 sq. ft building, the impacted parking on Crenshaw Blvd. will soon invade our own
residential streets.


4) Property value loss. Residences across the street as well as other nearby residences may face
potential loss of value to their existing homes due to the potentially large, overbearing, massive and
intrusive proposedSt John Fisher structure and resulting noise pollution.


5) Good neighbor policy. Building such a large, massive.and intrusive structure violates the basic
concept of blending into the surrounding area with its neighbors and breaks the good neighbor spirit
of rIVing harmoniously tpgether. This is a residential neighborhood, not an inner city/commercially
zoned area. The proposed St. John FISher building is massive, unsightly and overbearing; it
imposes on nearby residences' right to privacy as wen as their; right to enjoy the beautiful sights,
sounds and amenities that RPV has to offer. .


Once again, we are aU opposed to tile newly proposed st John Fisher Building construction on the
comer of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd. We all request that this construction be stopped
immediately and that no further construction take place, and we expect to hear from you soon.


\bu.",~\. U"1 '$.\ Y"'1<0c.. LVI ~Yv (..1'1 Qa'7)
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City of Rancho Palos VerdeS -
Director of Planning. Building and Code Enforcement
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho PaloS Verdes, california 90274
Attn: Directorof Planning and Zoning and Ms Leza Michail


Dear Director of Planning and Ms Leza Michail,


We are the neighbors of St John Rsher and aU live near the intersection of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd.
We never received any public notices concerning the proposed building construction at St. John Fisher, yet
we are within 500 feet of the construction. We are all opposed to the newly proposed St. John Fisher
BUilding con:struetlon on the comer of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd. We all request that this
construction be stopped immediately and that nO further construction take place.


Please note the following concerns:


1) Invasion of privacy. In a residential neighborhood, a large and -massive building that is 4-5 stories
high in that location would be overbearing and unsightly. It would be visible by all nearby residences
from inside and outside their residence as well as from their front and back yards.


2} Noise problem.. Previously contested by neighbors successfully. there is already an existing noise
disturbailce issue. CurrenUy we can hear the early-morning sermons beginning at 7:00 am and any
activities that continue throughout the course of the -entire day. Allowance of this building would
further increase the noise problem that already exists. These noise problems have been
unaddressed for the past several years and a new building would definitely amplify these noise
problems further. St John Fisher once again is trying -to propose a new addition, and plans to
construct a new bell tower that would ring throughout the hours of 8:00 am through 6:00 pm, seven
days a week in a residential neighborhood.


3) Traffic problem. Currently there is a traffic problem due to the large amount of automobiles
accessing the St. John FISher Crenshaw parking lot Before and after services there is a line a cars
entering and-exiting the parking lot When their parking lot is full, St John Fisher attendees park up
and down Crenshaw Blvd. These traffic patterns caused by St John FISher attendees results in
traffic jams, delays and potential accidents. Allowance of this building would further decrease
parking space in their already insufficient parking lots. IfSt John FISher is allowed to construct this
additional 20,000 sq. ft building, the impacted parking on Crenshaw Blvd. will soon invade our own
residential streets.


4) Property value Joss~ Residences across the street as well as other nearby residences may face
potential loss of value to theirexisting homes due to the potentially large, overbearing, massive and
intrusive proposedSt John FIsher strueture and resulting noise pollution.


5} Good neighbor policy. Building such a large, massive_and intrusive structure violates the basic
concept of blending into the surrounding area with -its neighbors and breaks the good neighbor spirit
of rIVing harmoniously tpgether. This is a residential neighborhood, not an inner city/commercially
zoned area. The proposed St. John FISher building is massive, unsightly and overbearing; it
imposes on nearby residences' right to privacy as weD as the~ right to enjoy the beautiful-sights,
sounds and amenities that RPV has to offer. -


Once again, we are aU opposed to the-newly proposed Sl John Fisher Building construction on the
comer of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd. We all request that this construction be stopped
immediately and that no further construction take place, and we expect to hear from you soon.
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CitY of Rancho Palos VenieS . .
Director of Planning. Building and Code Enforcement
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho PaloS Verdes, california 90274
Attn: DirectorofPlanning and Zoning and Ms leza Michail


DearDirectorofPlanning and Me Leza MichaiI.


We are the neighbors ofSt John Fisher and aU live nearthe intersection of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd.
We never received any public notices concerning the proposed building construction at St John Fisher, yet
we are within 500 feet of the construction. We are all opposed to the newly proposed at. Jolin Fisher
Building construction on the comerof Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd. We all reqU88t that this
construction be stopped immediately and that no further construction take place.


Please note the following concerns:


1) Invasion of privacy. In a residential neighborhood. a large and massive building that is 4-5 stories
high in that location would be overbearing and unsightly. Itwould be visible by all nearby residences
from inside and outside their residence as well as from their front and back yards.


2) Noise problem. Previously contested by neighbors successfully. there is already an existing noise
disturbal1ce issue. Currently we can hear the early-moming sermons beginning at7:00 am and any
activities that continue throughout the course of1heentire day. AUowance of this building would
further increase the noise problem that already exists. These noise problems have been
unaddressed for the past several years and a new building would definitely amplify these noise
problems further. St John Fisheronoe again is trying to propose a new addition, and plans to
construct a new bell tower that would ring throughout the hOurs of 8:00 am through 6:00 pm. seven
days a week in a residential neighborhood.


3) Traffic problem. Currently there is a traffic problem due to the large amount of automobiles
accessing the St John Fisher Crenshaw parking lot Before and after services there is a line a cars
entering and.exiting the parking lot When their parking lot is fuU. St John FISher attendees park up
and down Crenshaw Blvd. These traffic patterns caused by St John FISher attendees results in
traffic jams, delays and potential accidents. Allowance of this building would further decrease
parking space in their already insufficient parking lots. If St John FISher is allowed to construct this
additional 20,000 sq. ft. builamg, the impacted parking on Crenshaw Blvd. will soon invade our own
residential stree1S.


Siincerelf,


4) Properly value loss. Residences across the street as well as other nearby residences may face
potential loss Of value to theitexisting homes due to the potentially large, overbearing, massive and
intrusive proposedSt. John Fisher structure and resulting noise Pollution.


5) Good neighbor policy. BUilding $uch a large, massive and intrusive structure violates the basic
concept of blending into the surrounding area withi1S neighbors and breaks the good neighbor spirit
of living harmoniously together. This is a residential neighborhood. not an inner city/commercially
zoned area. The proposed St. John Fisher building is massive. unsightly and overbearing; it
imposes on nearbyresidenC8$' right to privacy as weD as then; right to enjoy the beautiful sights.
sounds and amenities that RPV has to offer. '


Once again, we are aU opposed to the newly proposed st. John Fisher Building construction on the
comer of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd. We aU request that this construction be stopped
immediately and that no further construction take place, and we expect to hear from you soon.


CitY of Rancho Palos Verdes .
Director of Planning. Building and Code Enforcement
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palo$ Ven:Ies, california 90274 .
Attn: Directorof Planning and Zoning and Ms Leza Michail


DearDirector ofPlanning and Ms Leza MichaiI.


We are the neighbors ofSt John Fisher and aD live near the intersection of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd.
We never AJCeived any public notices concerning the proposed building construction at St John Fisher. yet
we are within 500 feet of the construction~ We are all opposed to the newly proposed St. John Fisher
Building-construction on the comerof Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd. We all request that this
construction be stopped immediately and that no further construction take place.


Please note the following concerns:


1) Invasion of privacy. In a residential neighborhOOd. a large and -massive building that is 4-5 stories
high in that location would be overbearing and unsightly. Itwould be visible by all nearby residences
from Inside and outside their residence as well as from their front and back yards.


2) NoIse problem. Previously contested by neighbors successfully, there is already an existing noise
disturballCe IsSue. Currently we can hear the early-moming sermons beginning at7:00 am and any
activities 1hatcontinue throughout -the course of the -entire day. Allowance of this building would
further increase the noise problem that already exists. These noise problems have been
unaddressec:lfor the past several years and a new building would definitely amplify these noise
problems further. St. John Fisher once again is trying -to propose a new addition. and plans to
construct a new beD tower that would ring throughout the hOurs of 8:00 am through 6:00 pm, seven
days a week in a residential neighborhood.


3) Traffic probIem~Currently there is a traffic problem due to the large amount of automobiles
accessing the St John Asher Crenshaw parking lot Before and after services-there is a Hne a cars
entering and.exiting the parking lot When their parking lot is full, St John FISher attendees park up
and down Crenshaw Blvd. These traffic patterns caused by Sl John FISher attendees results in
traffic jams, delays and potential accidents. Allowance of this building would further decrease
parking space in their already insufticient parking lots.. If St John FISher is allowed to construct this
additional 20,000 sq~ fl builcfmg, the impacted parking on Crenshaw Blvd. will soon invade our own
residential streets..


SincerelY


4) Property value Ioss_ Residences across the street as well as other nearby residences may face
potential loss ofvalue to theitexisting homes due to the potentially large, overbearing, massive and
intrusive proposed -St. John fisher structure and resulting noise Pollution.


5) Good neighbor policy. Building $uch a large, massive and intrusive structure violates the basic _
concept of blending into the surrounding area with its neighbors and breaks the good neighbor spirit
of living hannonioUSly together. This is a residential neighborhood, notan inner city/commercially
zoned area. The proposed St. John Fisher building is massive, unsightly and overbearing; it
imposes on nearby residences' right to privacy as weD as theili right to enjoy the beautifulsighls.
sounds and amenities that RPV has to offer. '


Once again, we are aU opposed to the:newly propoeed st. John Fisher Building construction on the
comer of Cleat Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd. We aft request that this construction be stopped
Immediately and that no further construcIJon take place, and we expect to hear from you soon.
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City of Rancho Palos VerdeS
Director of Planning, Building and Code Eriforcement
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho PaloS Verdes, california 90274
Attn: Directorof Planning and Zoning and Ms Leza Michail


Dear Director of Planning and Ms Leza Michail.


We are the neighbors of St John Fisher and aU live near the intersection of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd.
We never received any public notices concerning the proposed building construction at St John Fisher, yet
we are within 500 feet of the construction. We are all opposed to the newly proposed St. John Fisher
Building construction on the comer of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd. We all request that this
construction be stopped Immediately and that no'further construction take place.


Please note the following concerns:


1) Invasion of privacy. In a residential neighborhood, a large and·massive building that is 4-5 stories
high in that location would be overbearing and unsighUy. It would be visible by all nearby residences
from inside and outside their residence as well as from their front and back yards.


2) Noise problem. Previously contested by neighbors successfully, there is already an existing noise
disturbailce issue. Currently we can hear the early-moming sermons beginning at 7:00 am and any
activities that continue throughout the course of the entire day. Allowance of this building would
further increase the noise problem that already exists. These noise problems have been
unaddressed for the past several years and a new building would definitely amplify these noise
problems further. St John Fisher once again is trying·to propose a new addition, and plans to
construct a new bell tower that would ring throughout the hours of 8:00 am through 6:00 pm, seven
days a week in a residential neighborhood.


3) Trafftc problem. Currently there is a traffic problem due to the large amount of automobiles
accessing the St John FISher Crenshaw parking lot Before and after services there is a line a cars
entering and.exiting the parking lot When their parking lot is full, St John Rsher attendees park up
and down Crenshaw Blvd. These traffic patterns caused by St John Fisherattendees results in
traffic jams. delays and potential accidents. Allowance of this bUilding would further decrease
parking space in their already insufficient parking lots. If St John FISher is allowed to construct this
additional 20,000 sq. ft building, the impacted parking on Crenshaw Blvd. will soon invade our own
residential streets.


4) Property value loss. Residences across the street as well as other nearby residences may face
potential loSs of value to their existing homes due to the potentially large, overbearing, massive and
intrusive proposedSt. John FIsher structure and resulting noise pollution.


5) Good neighbor policy. Building such a large, massive.and intrusive structure violates the basic
concept of blending into the surrounding area with its neighbors and breaks the good neighbor spirit
of flVing harmoniously together. This is a residential neighborhood, not an inner city/commercially
zoned area. The proposed St John F"lSher building is massive, unsightly and overbearing; it
imposes on nearby residences' right to privacy as weD as their, right to enjoy the beautiful sights,
sounds and amenities that RPV has to offer. .


Once again, we are aU opposed to the newly proposed st. John Fisher Building construction on the
comer of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd. We aU request that this construction be stopped
immediately and that no further construction take place, and we expect to hear from you soon.


Sincerely,


City of Rancho Palos Verdes
Director of Planning. Building and Code Eriforcement
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho PaloS Verdes. california 90274
Attn: Directorof Planning and Zoning and Ms Leza Michail


Dear DireCtOr of Planning and Ms Leza Michal


We are the neighbors of St John Fisher and aU live near the intersection of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd.
We never received any public notices concerning the proposed building construction at St John Fisher, yet
we are within 500 feet of the construction. We are all opposed to the newly proposed St. John Fisher
Building'construction on the comer of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd. We all request that this
construction be stopped immediately and that no'further construction take place.


Please note the following concerns:


1) Invasion of' privacy. In a residential neighborhood. a large and 'massive building that is 4-5 stories
high in that location would be overbearing and unsightly. It would be visible by all nearby residences
from inside and outside their residence as well as from their front and back yards.


2) Noise problem.. Previously contested by neighbors successfullyJ there is already an existing noise
disturbailce issue. Currently we can hear the early-moming sermons beginning at 7:00 am and any
activities that continue throughout the course of· the 'entire day. Allowance of this building would
further increase the noise problem that already exists. These noise problems have been
unaddressed for the past several years and a new building would definitely amplify these noise
problems further. St John Fisher once again is trying·to propose a new addition, and plans to
construct a new bell tower that would ring throughout the hours of 8:00 am through 6:00 pm, seven
days a week in a residential neighborhood.


3) Traffic problem. Currently there is a traffic problem due to the large amount of automobiles
accessing the St. John rlSher Crenshaw parking lot Before and after services there is a line a cars
entering and.exiting the parking lot When their parking lot is full, St John Fisher attendees park up
and down Crenshaw Blvd. These traffic patterns caused by St John Fisher attendees results in
traffic jams, delays and potential accidents. Allowance of this building would further decrease
parking space in their already insufficient parking lots. IfSt John rlSher is allowed to construct this
additional 20,000 sq. fl building, the impacted parking on Crenshaw Blvd. will soon invade our own
residential streets.


4) Property value loss. Residences across~ street as well as other nearby residences may faCe
potential loss of value to their' existing homes due to the potentially large, overbearing, massive and
intrusive proposedSt. John Fisher structure and resulting noise pollution.


5) Good neighbor policy. Building $uch a large, massive,and intrusive structure violates the basic
concept of blending into the surrounding area with 'its neighbors and breaks the good neighbor spirit
of flVing harmoniously together. This is a residential neighborhood, not an inner city/commercially
zoned area. The proposed St John rlSher building is massive, unsighUy and overbearing; it
imposes on nearby residences' right to privacy as weD as thelli right to enjoy the beautiful sights,
sounds and amenities that RPV has to offer. .


Once again, we are aU opposed to the newly proposed st. John Fisher Building construction on the
comer of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd. We aU request that this construction be stopped
immediately and that no further construction take place, and we expect to hear from you soon.


Sincerely,
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City of Rancho Palos Verdes
Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, California 90274
Attn: Director of Planning and Zoning and Ms Leza Michail


Dear Director of Planning and Ms Leza Michail,


We are the neighbors of St John Rsher and all live near the intersection of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd.
We never received any public notices concerning the proposed building construction at St John Fisher. yet
we are within 500 feet of the construction. We are all opposed to the newly proposed St. John Fisher
BUilding construction on the comer of crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd. We all request that this
construction be stopped immediately and that no further construction take place.


Please note the following concerns:


1) Invasion ofprtvacy. In a residential neighborhood. a large and massive building that is 4-5 stories
high in that location would be overbearing and unsightly. It would be visible by all nearby residences
from inside and outside their residence as well as from their front and back yards.


2) Noise problem. Previously contested by neighbors successfully, there is already an existing noise
disturbance issue. Currently we can hear the early-moming sermons beginning at 7:00 am and any
activities that continue throughout the course ofthe·entire day. Allowance of this building would
further increase the noise problem that already exists. These noise problems have been
unaddressed for the past several years and a new building would definitely amplify these noise
problems further. St John Fisher once again is trying to propose a new addition, and plans to
construct a new bell tower that would ring throughout the hours of 8:00 am through 6:00 pm, seven
days a week in a residential neighborhood.


3) Traffic problem. Currently there is a traffic problem due to the large amount of automobiles
accessing the Sl John FISher Crenshaw parking lot Before and after services· there is a line a cars
entering and.exiting the parking lot When their parking lot is full, Sl John Rsher attendees park up
and down Crenshaw Blvd. These traffic patterns caused by Sl John Fisher attendees results in
traffic jams, delays and potential accidents. Allowance of this building would further decrease
parking space in their already insufficient parking lots. If St John FISher is allowed to construct this
additional 20,000 sq. fl building, the impacted parking on Crenshaw Blvd. will soon invade our own
residential streets.


4) Property value loss. Residences across the street as well as other nearby residences may face
potential loss of value to their existing homes due to the potentially large, overbearing, massive and
intrusive proposedSl John FISher structure and resulting noise pollution.


5) Good neighbor policy. Building such a large, massive and intrusive structure violates the basic
concept of blending into the surrounding area with its neighbors and breaks the good neighbor spirit
of living harmoniously together. This is a residential neighborhood, not an inner city/commercially
zoned area. The proposed Sl John Fisher building is massive, unsightly and overbearing; it
imposes on nearby residences' right to privacy as well as their, right to enjoy the beautiful sights,
sounds and amenities that RPV has to offer. .


Once again, we are all opposed to the newly proposed St. John Fisher Building construction on the
comer of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd. We all request th.at this construction be stopped
immediately and that no further construction take place, and we expect to hear from you soon.


Sincerely,


City of Rancho Palos Verdes
Director of Planning. BUilding and Code Eriforcement
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes. California 90274
Attn: Director of Planning and Zoning and Ms Leza Michail


Dear Director of Planning and Ms Leza Michail.


We are the neighbors of Sl John Fisher and alliwe near the intersection of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd.
We never received any public notices concerning the proposed building construction at Sl John Fisher, yet
we are within 500 feet of 1he construction. We are all opposed to the newly proposed St. John Fisher
BUilding construction on the comer of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd. We all request that this
construction be stopped immediately and that no further construction take place.


p~ note the following concerns:


1) Invasion of privacy. In a residential neighborhood. a large and ·massive building that is 4-5 stories
high in that location would be overbearing and unsightly. It would be visible by all nearby residences
from inside and outside their residence as well as from their front and back. yards.


2) Noise problem. Previously contested by neighbors successfully, there is already an existing noise
disturbance issue. Currently we can hear the eany-moming sermons beginning at 7:00 am and any
activities that continue throughout the course of the ·entire day. Allowance of this building would
further increase the noise problem that already exists. These noise problems have been
unaddressed for the past several years and a new building would definitely amplify these noise
problems further. St John Asher once again is trying to propose a new addition, and plans to
construct a new bell tower that would ring throughout the hours of 8:00 am through 6:00 pm. seven
days a week in a residential neighborhood.


3) Traffic problem. Currently there is a traffic problem due to the large amount of automobiles
accessing the St John FISher Crenshaw parking lot Before and after services· there is a line a cars
entering and.exiting the parking lot When their parking lot is full. St John Fisher attendees park up
and down Crenshaw Blvd. These traffic patterns caused by Sl John Fisher attendees results in
traffic jams. delays and potential accidents. Allowance of this building would further decrease
parking space in their already insufficient parking lots. If Sl John FiSher is allowed to construct this
additional 20.000 sq. ft. building, the impacted parking on Crenshaw Blvd. will soon invade our own
residential streets.


4) Property value loss. Residences across the street as well as other nearby residences may face
potential loss of value to their existing homes due to the potentially large, overbearing. massive and
intrusive proposed St John FiSher structure and resulting nolse pollution.


5) Good neighbor policy. Building such a large, massive and intrusive structure violates the basic
concept of blending into the surrounding area with its neighbors and breaks the good neighbor spirit
of living harmoniously together. This is a residential neighborhood, not an inner city/commercialty
zoned area. The proposed St John Fisher building is massive, unsightly and overbearing; it
imposes on nearby residences' right to privacy as well as their. right to enjoy the beautiful sights,
sounds and amenities that RPV has to offer. .


Once again, we are aU opposed to the newly proposed st John Fisher Building construction on the
comer of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd. We all request that this construction be stopped
immediately and that no further construction take place, and we expect to hear from you soon.


Sincerely,
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City of Rancho Palos Verdes
Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho PaloS Verdes, california 90274
Attn: Directorof Planning and Zoning and Ms leza Michail


Dear Director of Planning and Ms leza Michail,


We are the neighbors of St John Asher and aU live near the intersection of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd.
We never received any public notices concerning the proposed building construction at St. John Fisher, yet
we are within 500 feet of the construction. We are all opposed to the newly proposed St. John Fisher
Building construction on the comer of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd. We all request that this
construction be stopped immediately and that no further construction take place.


Please note the following concerns:


1) Invasion of privacy. In a residential neighborhood, a large and ·massive building that is 4-5 stories
high in that location would be overbearing and unsightly. It would be visible by all nearby residences
from inside and outside their residence as well as from their front and back yards.


2) Noise problem. Previously contested by neighbors successfully, there is already an existing noise
distUrbance issue. Currently we can hear the early-moming sermons beginning at 7:00 am and any
activities that continue throughout the course of the entire day. Allowance of this building would
further increase the noise problem that already exists. These noise problems have been
unaddressed for the past several years and a new building would definitely amplify these noise
problems further. St John Asher once again is trying·to propose a new addition, and plans to
construct a new bell tower that would ring throughout the hours of 8:00 am through 6:00 pm, seven
days a week in a residential neighborhood.


3) Traffic problem. Currently there is a traffic problem due to the large amount of automobiles
accessing the St. John FISher Crenshaw parking lot Before and after services there is a line a cars
entering and.exiting the parking lot When their parking lot is full, St John Asher attendees park up
and down Crenshaw Blvd. These traffic patterns caused by St John Fisher attendees results in
traffic jams, delays and potential accidents. Allowance of this building would further decrease
parking space in their already insufficient parking lots. If St John FISher is allowed to construct this
additional 20,000 sq. fl building, the impacted parking on Crenshaw Blvd. will soon invade our own
residential streets.


4) Property value loss. Residences across the street as well as other nearby residences may face
potential loss of value to their existing homes due to the potentially large, overbearing, massive and
intrusive proposedSt. John Asher structure and resulting noise pollution.


5) Good neighbor policy. Building such a large, massive and intrusive structure violates the basic
concept of blending into the surrounding area with its neighbors and breaks the good neighbor spirit
of flVing harmoniously together. This is a residential neighborhood, not an inner city/commercially
zoned area. The proposed St. John FISher building is massive, unsightly and overbearing; it
imposes on nearby residences' right to privacy as wen as their, right to enjoy the beautiful sights,
sounds and amenities that RPV has to offer. .


Once again, we are aU opposed to the..newly proposed St. John Fisher Building construction on the
comer of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd. We all request that this construction be stopped
immediately and that no further construction take place, and we expect to hear from you $OOn.


City of Rancho Palos Verdes
Director of Planning. Building and Code Enforcement
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho PaloS Verdes. california 90274
Attn: Directorof Planning and Zoning and Ms leza Michail


Dear Director of Planning and Ms leza Michail.


We are the neighbors of St John Asher and aU live near the intersection of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd.
We never received any public notices concerning the proposed building construction at Sl John Fisher, yet
we are within 500 feet of the construction. We are all opposed to the newly proposed St. John Fisher
Building construction on the comer of crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd. We all request that this
construction be stopped immediately and that no further construction take place..


Please note the following concerns:


1) Invasion of privacy. In a residential neighborhood, a large and "massive building that is 4-5 stories
high in that location would be overbearing and unsightly. It would be visible by all nearby residences
from inside and outside their residence as well as from their front and back yards.


2) Noise problem. Previously contested by neighbors successfully. there is already an existing noise
distUrbance issue. Currently we can hear the eariy-moming sermons beginning at 7:00 am and any
activities that continue throughout the course of the entire day. Allowance of this building would
further increase the noise problem that already exists. These noise problems have been
unaddressed for the past several years and a new building would definitely amplify these noise
problems further. St John Asher once again is trying·to propose a new addition, and plans to
construct a new bell tower that would ring throughout the hours of 8:00 am through 6:00 pm, seven
days a week in a residential neighborhood.


3) Traffic problem. Currently there is a traffic problem due to the large amount of automobiles
accessing the St John FISher Crenshaw parking lot Before and after services· there is a line a cars
entering and.exiting the parking lot When their parking lot is full, Sl John Fisher attendees park up
and down Crenshaw Blvd. These traffic patterns caused by St John Fisher attendees results in
traffic jams. delays and potential accidents. Allowance of this building would further decrease
parking space in their already insufficient parking lots. If Sl John FISher is allowed to construct this
additional 20,000 sq. fl building, the impacted parking on Crenshaw Blvd. will soon invade our own
residential streets.


4) Property value loss. Residences across the street as well as other nearby residences may face
potential loss of value to their existing homes due to the potentially large, overbearing, massive and
intrusive proposed .St. John Fisher structure and resulting noise Pollution.


5) Good neighbor policy. Building $uch a largey massive.and intrusive structure violates the basic
concept of blending into the surrounding area with·its neighbors and breaks the good neighbor spirit
of flVing harmoniOusly together. This is a residential neighborhood, not an inner city/commercially
zoned area. The proposed St. John FISher building is massive, unsightty and overbearing; it
imposes on nearby residences' right to privacy as wen as their. right to enjoy the beautiful·sights,
sounds and amenities that RPV has to offer. "


Once again, we are aU opposed to the..newly proposed st. John Fisher Building construction on the
comer of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd.. We all request that this construction be stopped
Immediately and that no further construction take place, and we expect to hear from you t!KK)n.
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City of Rancho Palos Verdes
Director of Planning, BuiJding and Code Enforcement
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, eatifornia 90274
Attn: Director of Planning and Zoning and Ms Leza Michail


Dear Director of Planning and Ms Leza Michail,


We are the neighbors of St John Fisher and all live near the intersection of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd.
We never received any public notices concerning the proposed building construction at St John Fisher, yet
we are within 500 feet of the construction. We are all opposed to the newly proposed St. John Fisher
BUilding construction on the comer of crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd. We all requ~ that this
construction be stopped immediately and that no further construction take place.


Please note the following concerns:


1) Invasion of privacy. In a residential neighborhood, a large and massive building that is 4-5 stories
high in that location would be overbearing and unsightly. It would be visible by all nearby residences
from inside and outside their residence as well as from their front and back yards.


2) Noise problem. Previously contested by neighbors successfully, there is already an existing noise
disturbance issue. Currently we can hear the early-moming sermons beginning at 7:00 am and any
activities that continue throughout the course of the entire day. Allowance of this building would
further increase the noise problem that already exists. These noise problems have been
unaddressed for the past several years and a new bUilding would definitely amplify these noise
problems further. St John Asher once again is trying to propose a new addition, and plans to
construct a new bell tower that would ring throughout the hours of 8:00 am through 6:00 pm, seven
days a week in a residential neighborhood.


3) Traffic problem. Currently there is a traffic problem due to the large amount of automobiles
accessing the St John FISher Crenshaw parking lot Before and after services there is a line a cars
entering and exiting the parking lot When their parking lot is full, St John Fisher attendees park up
and down Crenshaw Blvd. These traffic patterns caused by St John Fisher attendees results in
traffic jams, delays and potential accidents. Allowance of this building would further decrease
par1dng space in their already insufficient parking lots. If St John FISher is allowed to construct this
additional 20,000 sq. ft. building, the impacted parking on Crenshaw Blvd. will soon invade our own
residential streets.


4) Property value loss. Residences across the street as well as other nearby residences may face
potential loss of value to their existing homes due to the potentially large, overbearing, massive and
intrusive proposed St John FISher structure and resulting noise pollution.


5) Good neighbor policy. Building such a large, massive and intrusive structure violates the basic
concept of blending into the surrounding area with its neighbors and breaks the good neighbor spirit
of living harmoniously together. This is a residential neighborhood, not an inner city/commercially
zoned area. The proposed St John FISher building is massive, unsightly and overbearing; it
imposes on nearby residences' right to privacy as well as their, right to enjoy the beautiful sights,
sounds and amenities that RPV has to offer. .


Once again, we are aU opposed to the newly proposed Sl John Fisher Building construction on the
comer of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd. We all request that this construction be stopped
immediately and that no further construction take place, and we expect to hear from you soon.


Sincerely,


City of Rancho Palos Verdes
Director of Planning, BUilding and Code Eriforcement
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, california 90274
Attn: Director of Planning and Zoning and Ms Leza Michail


Dear Director of Planning and Ms leza Michail,


We are the neighbors of St John Rsher and all live near the intersection of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd.
We never received any public notices concerning the proposed building construction at St John Fisher, yet
we are within 500 feet of the construction. We are all opposed to the newly proposed St. John Fisher
BUilding construction on the comer of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd. We all requ~ that this
construction be stopped immediately and that no further construction take place..


Pkaase note the following concerns:


1) Invasion of privacy. In a residential neighborhood, a large and massive building that is 4-5 stories
high in that location would be overbearing and unsightly. It would be visible by all nearby residences
from inside and outside their residence as well as from their front and back yards.


2) Noise problem. Previously contested by neighbors successfully. there is already an existing noise
disturbance issue. Currently we can hear the eany-moming sermons beginning at 7:00 am and any
activities that continue throughout the course of the-entire day. Allowance of this building would
further increase the noise problem 1hat already exists. These noise problems have been
unaddressed for the past several years and a new bUilding would definitely amplify these noise
problems further. St John Asher once again is trying to propose a new addition, and plans to
construct a new bell tower that would ring throughout the hours of 8:00 am through 6:00 pm, seven
days a week in a residential neighborhood.


3) Traffic problem. Currently there is a traffic problem due to the large amount of automobiles
accessing the St John FISher Crenshaw parking lot Before and after services there is a line a cars
entering and-exiting the parking lot When their parking lot is full, St John Fisher attendees park up
and down Crenshaw Blvd. These traffic patterns caused by St John Fisher attendees results in
traffic jams, delays and potential accidents. Allowance of this building would further decrease
parking space in their already insufficient parking lots. If St John FISher is allowed to construct this
additional 20,000 sq. ft. building, the impacted parking on Crenshaw Blvd. will soon invade our own
residential streets.


4) Property value Joss. Residences across the street as well as other nearby residences may face
potential loss of value to their existing homes due to the potentially large~ overbearing, massive and
intrusive proposed St John FiSher structure and resulting noise pollution.


5) Good neighbor policy. Building such a large, massive and intrusive structure violates the basic
concept of blending into the surrounding area with -its neighbors and breaks the good neighbor spirit
of living hannoniously together. This is a residential neighborhood, not an inner city/commercially
zoned area. The proposed St. John FISher bUilding is massive, unsightly and overbearing; it
imposes on nearby residences' right to privacy as well as thei~ right to enjoy the beautiful sights,
sounds and amenities that RPV has to offer. -


Once again, we are aU opposed to the newly proposed Sl John Fisher Building construction on the
comer of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd. We all request th.at this construction be stopped
immediately and that no further construction take place, and we expect to hear from you soon.


Sincerely,
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City of Rancho Palos Verdes
Director of Planning. Building and Code Enforcement
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, california 90274
Attn: Director of Planning and Zoning and Ms Leza Michail


Dear Director of Planning and Ms Leza Michail.


We are the neighbors of St John Fisher and all live near the intersection of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd.
We never received any public notices concerning the proposed building construction at St. John Fisher, yet
we are within 500 teet of the construction. We are all opposed to the newly proposed St. John Fisher
Building construction on the comer of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd. We all request that this
construction be stopped immediately and that no further construction take place.


Please note the following concerns:


1) Invasion ofprtvacy. In a residential neighborhood, a large and massive building that is 4-5 stories
high in that location would be overbearing and unsightly. It would be visible by all nearby residences
from inside and outside their residence as well as from their front and back yards.


2) Noise problem. Previously contested by neighbors successfully, there is already an existing noise
disturbance issue. Currently we can hear the early-moming sermons beginning at 7:00 am and any
activities that continue throughout the course of the entire day. Allowance of this building would
further increase the noise problem that already exists. These noise problems have been
unaddressed for the past several years and a new building would definitely amplify these noise
problems further. St John Asher once again is trying to propose a new addition, and plans to
construct a new bell tower that would ring throughout the hours of 8:00 am through 6:00 pm, seven
days a week in a residential neighborhood.


3) Traffic problem. Currently there is a traffic problem due to the large amount of automobiles
accessing the St John FISher Crenshaw parking lot Before and after services there is a line a cars
entering and exiting the parking lot When their parking lot is full, St John Fisher attendees park up
and down Crenshaw Blvd. These traffic patterns caused by St John Fisher attendees results in
traffic jams, delays and potential accidents. Allowance of this building would further decrease
parking space in their already insufficient par1<ing lots. If Sl John FISher is allowed to construct this
additional 20,000 sq. ft.. building, the impacted parking on Crenshaw Blvd. will soon invade our own
residential streets.


4) Property value loss. Residences across the street as well as other nearby residences may face
potential loss of value to their existing homes due to the potentially large. overbearing, massive and
intrusive proposed St John FISher structure and resulting noise pollution.


5) Good neighbor policy. Building such a large, massive and intrusive structure violates the basic
concept of blending into the surrounding area with its neighbors and breaks the good neighbor spirit
of living harmoniously together. This is a residential neighborhood, not an inner city/commercially
zoned area. The proposed St John Fisher building is massive, unsightly and overbearing; it
imposes on nearby residences' right to privacy as well as their, right to enjoy the beautiful sights,
sounds and amenities that RPV has to offer. .


Once again, we are all opposed to the newly proposed st. John Fisher Building construction on the
comer of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd. We all request that this construction be stopped
immediately and that further construction take place, and we expect to hear from you soon.


City of Rancho Palos Verdes
Director of Planning. Building and Code Enforcement
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho PaloS Verdes. california 90274
Attn: Director of Planning and Zoning and Ms Leza Michail


Dear Director of Planning and Ms Leza Michail,


We are the neighbors of St John Fisher and all live near the intersection of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd.
We never received any public notices concerning the proposed building construction at St John Fisher, yet
we are within 500 feet of the construction. We are all opposed to the newly proposed St. John Fisher
BUilding construction on the comer of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd. We all request that this
construction be stopped immediately and that no further construction take place.


Piease note the following concerns:


1) Invasion of privacy. In a residential neighborhood. a large and 'massive building that is 4-5 stories
high in that location would be overbearing and unsightly. It would be visible by all nearby residences
from inside and outside their residence as well as from their front and back yards.


2) Noise problem. Previously contested by neighbors successfully, there ls already an existing noise
disturbance issue. Currently we can hear the eariy-moming sermons beginning at 7:00 am and any
activities that continue throughout the course of the 'entire day. Allowance of this building would
further increase the noise problem 'that already exists. These noise problems haVe been
unaddressed for the past several years and a new building would definitely amplify these noise
problems further. St John Fisher once again is trying to propose a new addition, and plans to
construct a new bell tower that would ring throughout the hours of 8:00 am through 6:00 pm, seven
days a week in a residential neighborhood.


3) Traffic problem. Currently there is a traffic problem due to the large amount of automobiles
accessing the St John FISher Crenshaw parking lot Before and after services there is a line a cars
entering and exiting the parking lot When their parking lot is full, St John Fisher attendees park up
and down Crenshaw Blvd. These traffic patterns caused by Sl John Fisher attendees results in
traffic jams. delays and potential accidents. Allowance of this building would further decrease
paoong space in their already insufficient parking lots. If Sl John FISher is allowed to construct this
additional 20,000 sq. ft.. building. the impacted parking on Crenshaw Blvd. will soon invade our own
residential streets.


4) Properly value loss. Residences across the street as well as other nearby residences may face
potential loss of value to their existing homes -due to the potentially large. overbearing. massive and
intrusive proposed St John FISher structure and resulting noise pollution.


5) Good neighbor policy. Building such a large. massive and intrusive structure violates the basic
concept of blending into the surrounding area with its neighbors and breaks the good neighbor spirit
of living hannoniously together. This is a residential neighborhood. not an inner city/commercially
zoned area. The proposed Sl John Fisher building is massive, unsightly and overbearing; it
imposes on nearby residences' right to privacy as well as thei~ right to enjoy the beautiful sights,
sounds and amenities that RPV has to offer. '


Once again, we are all opposed to the newly proposed st. John Fisher Building construction on the
comer of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd. We all request that this construction be stopped
immediately and that further construction take place, and we expect to hear from you soon.
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City of Rancho Palos Verdes
Director of Planning. Building and Code Enforcement
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, California 90274
Attn: Director of Planning and Zoning and Ms leza Michail


Dear Director of Planning and Ms leza MichaD,


We are the neighbors of St John Fisher and all live near the intersection of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd.
We never received any public notices concerning the proposed building construction at St John Fisher, yet
we are within 500 feet of the construction. We are all opposed to the newly proposed St. John Fisher
Building construction on the comer of Crest BIv~. and Crenshaw Blvd. We all request that this
construction be stopped immediately and that no further construction take place.


Please note the following concerns:


1) Invasion of privacy. In a residential neighborhood, a large and massive building that is 4-5 stories
high in that location would be overbearing and unsightly. It would be visible by all nearby residences
from inside and outside their residence as well as from their front and back yards.


2) Noise problem. Previously contested by neighbors successfully. there is already an existing noise
disturbance issue. Currently we can hear the eariy-moming sermons beginning at 7:00 am and any
activities that continue throughout the course of the entire day. Allowance of this building would
further increase the noise problem that already exists. These noise problems have been
unaddressed for the past several years and a new bUilding would definitely amplify these noise
problems further. St John Fisher once again is trying to propose a new addition, and plans to
construct a new bell tower that would ring throughout the hours of 8:00 am through 6:00 pm, seven
days a week in a residential neighborhood.


3) Traffic problem. Currently there is a traffic problem due to the large amount of automobiles
accessing the St John FISher Crenshaw parking lot Before and after services there is a line a cars
entering and.exiting the parking lot When their parking lot is full, St John Fisher attendees park up
and down Crenshaw Blvd. These traffic patterns caused by St John Fisher attendees results in
traffic jams, delays and potential accidents. Allowance of this building would further decrease
parking space in their already insufficient parking lots. If St John FISher is allowed to construct this
additional 20,000 sq. fl building, the impacted parking on Crenshaw Blvd. will soon invade our own
residential streets.


4) Property value loss. Residences across the street as well as other nearby residences may face
potential loss of value to their existing homes due to the potentially large, overbearing, massive and
intrusive proposedSt John FISher structure and resulting noise pollution.


5) Good neighbor policy. Building such a large. massive and intrusive structure violates the basic
concept of blending into the surrounding area with its neighbors and breaks the good neighbor spirit
of living harmoniously together. This is a residential neighborhood, not an inner city/commercially
zoned area. The proposed St John FISher bUilding is massive, unsightly and overbearing; it
imposes on nearby residences' right to privacy as well as their, right to enjoy the beautiful sights,
sounds and amenities that RPV has to offer.


Once again, we are all opposed to thenewty proposed st John Fisher Building construction on the
comer of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd. We all request that this construction be stopped
immediately and that no further construction take place, and we expect to hear from you soon.


Sincerely,


6/lcf/~g
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City of Rancho Palos Verdes
Director of Planning, BuDding and Code Enforcement
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, California 90274
Attn: Director of Planning and Zoning and Ms Leza Michail


Dear Director of Planning and Ms Leza MichaD,


We are the neighbors of Sl John Fisher and all live near the intersection of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd.
We never received any public notices concerning the proposed building construction at St John Fisher, yet
we are within 500 feet of the construction. We are all opposed to the newly proposed St. John Fisher
Building construction on the comer of Crest BIv~. and Crenshaw Blvd. We all request that this
construction be stopped immediately and that no further construction take place.


P'ease note the following concerns:


1) Invasion of privacy. In a residential neighborhood, a large and massive building that is 4-5 stories
high in that location would be overbearing and unsightly. It woukJ be visible by all nearby residences
from inside and outside their residence as well as from their front and back yards.


2) Noise problem.. Previously contested by neighbors successfully. there is already an existing noise
disturbance issue. Currently we can hear the eariy-moming sermons beginning at 7:00 am and any
activities that continue throughout the course of the entire day. Allowance of this bullding would
further increase the noise problem that already exists. These noise problems have been
unaddressed for the past several years and a new bUilding would definite~y amplify these noise
problems further. St John Fisher once again is trying to propose a new addition. and plans to
construct a new bell tower that would ring throughout the hours of 8:00 am through 6:00 pm. seven
days a week in a residential neighborhood.


3) Traffic problem. Currently there is a traffic problem due to the large amount of automobiles
accessing the Sl John FISher Crenshaw parking lot Before and after services· there is a line a cars
entering and.exiting the parking lot When their parking lot is full r St John Rsher attendees park up
and down Crenshaw Blvd. These traffic patterns caused by Sl John Fisher attendees results in
traffic jams, delays and potentiat accidents. Allowance of this building would further decrease
parking space in their already insufficient parking lots. If Sl John FISher is allowed to construct this
additional 20.000 sq. fl building. the impacted parking on Crenshaw Blvd. will soon invade our own
residential streets.


4) Property value loss. Residences across the street as well as other nearby residences may face
potential loss of value to their existing homes due to the potentially large, overbearing. massive and
intrusive proposed Sl John FISher structure and resulting noise pollution.


5) Good neighbor policy. Building such a large, massive and intrusive structtJre violates the basic
concept of blending into the surrounding area with·its neighbors and breaks the good netghbor spirit
of living harmoniously together. This is a residential neighborhood. not an inner city/commercially
zoned area. The proposed St. John FISher bUilding is massive, unsightly and overbearing; it
imposes on nearby residences' right to privacy as well as their, right to enjoy the beautiful sights,
sounds and amenities that RPV has to offer.


Once again, we are all opposed to the newly proposed Sl John Fisher Building construction on the
comer of Crest Blvd.. and Crenshaw Blvd. We all request that this construction be stopped
immediately and that no further construction take place, and we expect to hear from you soon.


SincereJy,


6/lcY/~g
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City of Rancho Palos Verdes
Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, Galifomia 90274
Attn: Director of Planning and Zoning and Ms Leza Michail


Dear Director of Planning and Ms Leza MichaB,


We are the neighbors of St John Fisher and all live near the intersection of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd.
We never received any public notices concerning the proposed building construction at St John Fisher, yet
we are within 500 feet of the construction. We are all opposed to the newly proposed St. John Fisher
Building construction on the comer of Crest BIv!i. and Crenshaw Blvd. We all request that this
construction be stopped immediately and that no further construction take place.


Please note the following concerns:


1) Invasion of privacy. In a residential neighborhood, a large and massive building that is 4-5 stories
high in that location would be overbearing and unsightly. It would be visible by all nearby residences
from inside and outside their residence as well as from their front and back yards.


2) Noise problem. Previously contested by neighbors successfully, there is already an existing noise
disturbance issue. Currently we can hear the eariy-morning sermons beginning at 7:00 am and any
activities that continue throughout the course of the entire day. Allowance of this building would
further increase the noise problem that already exists. These noise problems have been
unaddressed for the past several years and a new bUilding would definitely amplify these noise
problems further. Sl John FISher once again is trying to propose a new addition, and plans to
construct a new bell tower that would ring throughout the hours of 8:00 am through 6:00 pm, seven
days a week in a residential neighborhood.


3) Traffic problem. Currently there is a traffic problem due to the large amount of automobiles
accessing the Sl John FISher Crenshaw parking lot Before and after services there is a line a cars
entering and.exiting the parking lot When their parking lot is full, St John Fisher attendees park up
and down Crenshaw Blvd. These traffic patterns caused by Sl John Fisher attendees results in
traffic jams, delays and potential accidents. Allowance of this building would further decrease
parking space in their already insufficient par1dng lots. if St John FISher is allowed to construct this
additional 20,000 sq. fl:. building, the impacted parking on Crenshaw Blvd. will soon invade our own
residential streets.


4) Property value loss. Residences across the street as well as other nearby residences may face
potential loss of value to their existing homes due to the potentially large, overbearing, massive and
intrusive proposed St. John FISher structure and resulting noise pollution.


5) Good neighbor policy. Building such a large, massive and intrusive structure violates the basic
concept of blending into the surrounding area with its neighbors and breaks the good neighbor spirit
of living harmoniously together. This is a residential neighborhood, not an inner city/commercially
zoned area. The proposed St John Fisher building is massive, unsightly and overbearing; it
imposes on nearby residences' right to privacy as well as theiF; right to enjoy the beautiful sights,
sounds and amenities that RPV has to offer. .


Once again, we are all opposed to the newly proposed St. John Fisher BUilding construction on the
comer of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd. We all request that this construction be stopped
immediately and that no further construction take place, and we expect to hear from you soon.


Sincerely,


City of Rancho Palos Verdes
Director of Planningt Building and Code Enforcement
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, california 90274
Attn: Director of Planning and Zoning and Ms Leza Michail


Dear Director of Planning and Ms leza MichaB,


We are the neighbors of Sl John Fisher and all live near the intersection of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd.
We never received any public notices concerning the proposed building construction at St John Fisher, yet
we are within 500 feet of the construction. We are all opposed to the newly proposed St. John Fisher
Building construction on the comer of Crest BIv!i. and Crenshaw Blvd. We all request that this
construction be stopped immediately and that DO further construction take place.


Please note the following concerns:


1) Invasion of privacy. In a residential neighborhood, a large and massive building that is 4-5 stories
high in that location would be overbearing and unsightly. It would be visible by all nearby residences
from inside and outside their residence as well as from their front and back yards.


2} Noise problem. Previously contested by neighbors successfullyI there is already an existing noise
disturbance issue. Currently we can hear the eany-moming sermons beginning at 7:00 am and any
activrties that continue throughouttne course ofthe'entire day. Allowance of this building would
further increase the noise problem that already exists. These noise problems have been
unaddressed for the past several years and a new bUilding would definitely amplify these noise
problems further. St John FiSher once again is trying·to propose a new addition, and plans to
construct a new bell tower that would ring throughout the hours of 8:00 am through 6:00 pm, seven
days a week in a residential neighborhood.


3) Traffic problem. Currently there is a traffic problem due to the large amount of automobiles
accessing the Sl John FISher Crenshaw parking lot Before and after services there is a line a cars
entering and.exiting the parking lot When their parking lot is full, St John Fisher attendees park up
and down Crenshaw Blvd. These traffic patterns caused by Sl John Fisher attendees results in
traffic jams, delays and potential accidents. Allowance of this bUilding would further decrease
parking space in their already insufficient parking lots. If Sl John FISher is allowed to construct this
additional 20.000 sq. fl building, the impacted parking on Crenshaw Blvd. will soon invade our own
residential streets.


4) Property value loss. Residences across the street as well as other nearby residences may face
potential loss of value to their existing homes due to the JX)tentiaUy large, overbearing, massive and
intrusive proposed St John FlSher structure and resulting noise pollution.


5) Good neighbor policy. Building such a large, massive and intrusive structure violates the basic
concept of blending into the surrounding area with·its neighbors and breaks the good neighbor spirit
of living harmoniously together. This is a residential neighborhood, not an inner city/commercially
zoned area. The proposed St John Fisher building is massive, unsightly and overbearing; it
imposes on nearby residences· right to privacy as well as theif; right to enjoy the beautiful sights,
sounds and amenities that RPV has to offer.


Once again, we are all opposed to the newly proposed SL John Fisher BUilding construction on the
comer of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd. We all request that this construction be stopped
immediately and that no further construction take place, and we expect to hear from you soon.


Sincere!y,
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City of Rancho Palos Verdes
Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, California 90274
Attn: Director of Planning and Zoning and Ms leza Michail


Dear Director of Planning and Ms Leza Michail,


We are the neighbors of St John Rsher and all live near the intersection of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd.
We never received any public notices concerning the proposed building construction at Sl John Fisher, yet
we are within 500 feet of the construction. We are all opposed to the newly proposed St. John Fisher
BUilding construction on the comer of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd. We all request that this
construction be stopped immediately and that no further construction take place.


Please note the foIJowing concerns:


1) Invasion of privacy. In a residential neighborhood, a large and massive building that is 4-5 stories
high in that location would be overbearing and unsightly. It would be visible by all nearby residences
from inside and outside their residence as well as from their front and back yards.


2) Noise problem. Previously contested by neighbors successfully, there is already an existing noise
disturbance issue. Currently we can hear the early-morning sermons beginning at 7:00 am and any
activities that continue throughout the course of the entire day. Allowance of this building would
further increase the noise problem that already exists. These noise problems have been
unaddressed for the past several years and a new building would definitely amplify these noise
problems further. Sl John Fisher once again is trying to propose a new addition, and plans to
construct a new bell tower that would ring throughout the hours of 8:00 am through 6:00 pm, seven
days a week in a residential neighborhood.


3) Traffic problem. Currently there is a traffic problem due to the large amount of automobiles
accessing the Sl John FISher Crenshaw parking lot Before and after services there is a line a cars
entering and.exiting the parking lot When their parking lot is full, Sl John Fisher attendees park up
and down Crenshaw Blvd. These traffic patterns caused by Sl John Fisher attendees results in
traffic jams, delays and potential accidents. Allowance of this building would further decrease
paridng space in their already insufficient parking lots. If St John FISher is allowed to construct this
additional 20,000 sq. ft. building, the impacted parking on Crenshaw Blvd. will soon invade our own
residential streets.


4) Property value loss. Residences across the street as well as other nearby residences may face
potential loss of value to their existing homes due to the potentially large, overbearing, massive and
intrusive proposed St John FISher structure and resulting noise pollution.


5) Good neighbor policy. Building such a large, massive and intrusive structure violates the basic
concept of blending into the surrounding area with its neighbors and breaks the good neighbor spirit
of living harmoniously together. This is a residential neighborhood, not an inner city/commercially
zoned area. The proposed Sl John FISher bUilding is massive, unsightly and overbearing; it
imposes on nearby residences' right to privacy as well as their, right to enjoy the beautiful sights,
sounds and amenities that RPV has to offer. .


Once again, we are all opposed to the newly proposed St. John Fisher Building construction on the
comer of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd. We all request that this construction be stopped
immediately and that no further construction take place, and we expect to hear from you soon.


City of Rancho Palos Verdes
Director of Planning. Building and Code Enforcement
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, California 90274
Attn: Director of Planning and Zoning and Ms Leza Michail


Dear Director of Planning and Ms Leza Michail.


We are the neighbors of St John Rsher and all live near the intersection of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd.
We never received any public notices concerning the proposed building construction at St John Fisher. yet
we are within 500 feet of the construction. We are all opposed to the newly proposed St. John Fisher
BUilding construction on the comer of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd. We all request that this
construction be stopped immediately and that no further construction take place.


Please note the foUowing concerns:


1) Invasion of privacy. In a residential neighborhood, a large and massive building that is 4-5 stories
high in that location would be overbearing and unsightly. It would be visible by all nearby residences
from inside and outside their residence as well as from their front and back. yards.


2) Noise problem. Previously contested by neighbors successfullyl there is already an existing noise
disturbanCe issue. Currently we can hear the earty-morning sermons beginning at 7:00 am and any
activities that continue throughout the course of Ule-entire day. Allowance of this buDding would
further increase the noise problem that already exists. These noise problems have been
unaddressed for the past several years and a new building would definitely amplify these noise
problems further. St John Asher once again is trying to propose a new addition. and plans to
construct a new bell tower that would ring throughout the hours of 8:00 am through 6:00 pm. seven
days a week in a residential neighborhood.


3) Traffic problem. Currently there is a traffic problem due to the large amount of automobiles
accessing the St John FISher Crenshaw parking lot Before and after services there is a line a cars
entering and _exiting the parking lot When their parking lot is full, St John Fisher attendees park up
and down Crenshaw Blvd. These traffic patterns caused by St John Fisher attendees results in
traffic jams, delays and potential accidents. Allowance of this building would further decrease
par1dng space in their already insufficient parking lots. If St John FlSher is aUowed to construct this
additional 201000 sq. ft. building. the impacted parking on Crenshaw Blvd. will soon invade our own
residential streets.


4) Property value loss. Residences across the street as well as other nearby residences may face
potential loss of value to their existing homes due to the potentially large. overbearing, massive and
intrusive proposed St John FiSher structure and resulting nolse pollution.


5) Good neighbor policy. Building such a large, massive and intrusive structure violates the basic
concept of blending into the surrounding area with -its neighbors and breaks the good neighbor spirit
of living harmoniously together. This is a residential neighborhood. not an inner city/commercialty
zoned area. The proposed St. John FISher bUilding is massivel unsightly and overbearing; it
imposes on nearby residencesl right to privacy as well as their, right to enjoy the beautiful sights,
sounds and amenities that RPV has to offer. .


Once again, we are all opposed to the newly proposed st. John Fisher Building construction on the
comer of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd. We all request that this construction be stopped
immediately and that no further construction take place, and we expect to hear from you soon.
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Leza Mikhail


From: CHARFR@aol.com


Sent: Wednesday, June 18, 20083:40 PM


To: joelr@rpv.com; lezam@rpv.com


Subject: St John Fisher Project


Dear Joel and Leza:


I am concerned about the proposed changes and additions to St. John Fisher. In particular the
construction traffic, reduced parking when the decreased number of weekend services will
attract larger numbers of parishioners at each, and the frequency and volume of the bell


I haven't seen anything indicating where they plan to leave the heavy machinery and materials
needed during construction and it would be inappropriate to block Crenshaw, Crest, and our
neighborhood streets with these items.


Perhaps I haven't been paying attention, but it seems there has been a lack of information
distributed by the Church to the surrounding neighborhoods regarding their plans.


Thank you for listening...


Char French
Del Cerro resident


Gas prices getting you down? Search AOL Autos for fuel-efficient used cars.


6/18/2008
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Leza Mikhail


From: CHARFR@aol.com


Sent: Wednesday, June 18, 20083:40 PM


To: joelr@rpv.com; lezam@rpv.com


Subject: St John Fisher Project


Dear Joel and Leza:


I am concerned about the proposed changes and additions to St. John Fisher. In particular the
construction traffic, reduced parking when the decreased number of weekend services will
attract larger numbers of parishioners at each, and the frequency and volume of the bell


I haven't seen anything indicating where they plan to leave the heavy machinery and materials
needed during construction and it would be inappropriate to block Crenshaw, Crest, and our
neighborhood streets with these items.


Perhaps I haven't been paying attention, but it seems there has been a lack of information
distributed by the Church to the surrounding neighborhoods regarding their plans.


Thank you for listening...


Char French
Del Cerro resident


Gas prices getting you down? Search AOL Autos for fuel-efficient used cars.


6/18/2008 352-A
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PLANNING, BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT


RECEIVED
JUN 18 2008


City ofRancho PaJQsVerdes .
Directorof Planning, Building and Code EnfDlcement
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho PaloS VEHdes. California 90274
Attn: Director of Planning and ZOning and Ms leza Mict\aiI


De8.r DirecCOrof'Planning and UsJ.eza MJcba».


We are.the neighbOrs of St John F15her and an live near the intersection of Crest Blvd. and Crenshaw Blvd.
we never received any public notices concerning the proposed building conslruetion at st. John FISher, yet
we are within 500 feet of the construCtion. We are all opposed to the aewIy proposed st. Jobn Fisher
Bulldliag·construction on the comerofcrest 81vd. and Crenshaw Blvd.. we all requa;tthat this
construction be stopped ImnIedI8lely and ttIat DO furtIIeI' construcIion take place.


Please note the following concerns:


1) Invasion of prtvacy. an a residential neighborhood. a large andmassive building that is 4-5 stories
high in 1hat location would be overbearing and unsighUy. Itwould be visI'bIe by all nearby residences
from inside and outside their residence aswell as from theirfront and back. yaRIs.


2} Noise problem. Previously contested by neighbors successfully, there is already an existing noise
distUrbance issue. Currently we can hear1he eat1y-mamIng sermons beginning at 7:00 am and any
activitieslhatcont1nue throughout the course ofthe entire day. Allowance of this building would
further increase the noise problem that already exists. These noise probfems have been
unaddmssed for the past seven:d year.s and a new building woukI definitely ampify these noise
problems furIher. Sl John FISher once again is tIying to propose a new addition. and plans to
constructa new bell bNer thatwould ring ttvoughoutthe hours of8:00 am through 6:00 pm, seven
days a week in a reskIentiaJ neighborhood.


3) TJaffic problem. Currently1here is a traffic problem due to the large amountof automobiles
accessing tile St John FISherCrenshaw parking lot Before and after services 1heJe isa line a cars
entering and-exiting the parking lot. Wheh 1helrparking lot is-fulkSt John FISher~ park up
and down Crenshaw Blvd. These IrafficpaItems caused by Sl John Fisher attendees results in
traffic jams. delays a1d pctenfiaI accidents. Allowance of this building would further decrease:
parking space in theiralready insufficient parking lois. IfSt John Fisher is allowed toconstruct this
additional 20,000 sq. it. building. 1he impac:Ied parking on CrenshaW' Blvd. will soon invade our own
residential stree1S.


4) Prope~value lass. Residences across the sb'eetas weD as other nearby residences may face
potential foss ofvalue to their' existing homeS-due to the poIentialIy bqe. overbearing. massiveand
intrusive proposed St John Asher strudure and resulting noise poIuIfon.


5) Goodne~poky. Building such a IaIge, massive_and in1rusive structure violates the basic
concept of blend"mg into the surrounding area with Us neighbors and breaks the good neighbor spirit
of living harmoniously togeIher. This is a tesidentiaI neighborhood, notan inner city/commercially
zoned area. The proposed Sl John Frsher buikfll19 is massive, unsightly and overbearing' it
imposes on nearby residences' right to privacy as \lIISI as their, right to enjoy the beautiftJl-~ls,
sounds and amenities that RPV has tooffer. -


Once againJ we are all opposed to tile newly proposed St. JoIm FISher BuIlding constnrction on U1e
comer ofCrest Blvd. and Crenshaw BIvd~ We all ....uest that tills construction be &fxJpped
Immediately and~nofurther~fakeplace, and we expect to hear from you aeon.


~~~ ~(j0E \2,2.068
Sincerely, ;3TEP/-fEJJ m. !20LL.IJAJS


..3fo SAN'7lA- !JeJrAL/NI=J ..[)£IV£
RtRAlCl-/-o PALtJSVE£bES/ CA 90275
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PLANNING, BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT


RECEIVED
JUN 18 2008


CIty ofRancho PaJqsVerdes .
Directorof Planning, BuIlding and Code Enfolcement
30940 Hawthorne BIvd~
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access. He stated that if something is truly infeasible, he would like it to be shown to be
so, and not because it is less profitable or less marketable.


Commissioner Tetreault stated there are a number of factors that he needs clarification
on, which is why he will support a continuance. In terms of the design of the building,
he was concerned with the view impact to the residents on Via la Cima, adding that
there is still a significant view impairment to one resident and he was not comfortable
sacrificing the view from the one unit for the rest. He stated that he would like to see as
much as possible can be done to help the owner maintain as much of the view as
possible from 7 Via la Cima.


Vice Chairman Lewis stated that the view from 7 Via la Cima is completely blocked and
he cannot support this project as long as that blockage exists. He added that if he has
a choice of protecting views of long-term residents versus potential new views to help
make a few extra dollars for a real estate developer, he will chose the residents' views.


Chairman Perestam felt there will be some additional relief for views with the elimination
or cutting of the trees to the far right and towards the back of the property.


Commissioner Tetreault moved to continue the public hearing to the meeting of
July 22, 2008, seconded by Vice Chairman Lewis. Approved, (6-0).


PUBLIC HEARINGS


5. Revision to Conditional use Permit, Grading Permit, Minor Exception
Permit, Site Plan Review & Environmental Assessment (Case No. ZON2007
00598): 5448 Crest Road


Commissioner Tomblin disclosed that he is a member of St. John Fisher Church, and in
consulting with the City Attorney on whether or not to recuse himself from this item he
was told to consider whether or not he was a paid employee or consultant of the church
and/or if he could hear this item without bias. He stated that he is not a paid employee
or consultant of the church and assured the Planning Commission that he could hear
this item without bias and could make a fair and impartial decision.


Associate Planner Mikhail presented the staff report, giving a brief overview of the
proposed project and showed several photographs and renderings. She stated that
staff is recommending the Planning Commission direct the applicant to modify the
steeple height and continue the public hearing to a future meeting.


Commissioner Knight noted asked staff what type of conditions being suggested to
regulate the days and hours the bells can be rung.


Associate Planner Mikhail explained that staff has suggested a number of conditions of
approval in regards to the bells. She stated that these conditions include limiting the
sounding of the bells to 60 seconds and during the times provided by the applicant.


Planning Commission Minutes
June 24, 2008


Page?


access. He stated that if something is truly infeasible, he would like it to be shown to be
so, and not because it is less profitable or less marketable.


Commissioner Tetreault stated there are a number of factors that he needs clarification
on, which is why he will support a continuance. In terms of the design of the building,
he was concerned with the view impact to the residents on Via la Cima, adding that
there is still a significant view impairment to one resident and he was not comfortable
sacrificing the view from the one unit for the rest. He stated that he would like to see as
much as possible can be done to help the owner maintain as much of the view as
possible from 7 Via la Cima.


Vice Chairman Lewis stated that the view from 7 Via la Cima is completely blocked and
he cannot support this project as long as that blockage exists. He added that if he has
a choice of protecting views of long-term residents versus potential new views to help
make a few extra dollars for a real estate developer, he will chose the residents' views.


Chairman Perestam felt there will be some additional relief for views with the elimination
or cutting of the trees to the far right and towards the back of the property.


Commissioner Tetreault moved to continue the public hearing to the meeting of
July 22, 2008, seconded by Vice Chairman Lewis. Approved, (6-0).


PUBLIC HEARINGS


5. Revision to Conditional use Permit. Grading Permit. Minor Exception
Permit. Site Plan Review & Environmental Assessment (Case No. ZON2007
00598): 5448 Crest Road


Commissioner Tomblin disclosed that he is a member of St. John Fisher Church, and in
consulting with the City Attorney on whether or not to recuse himself from this item he
was told to consider whether or not he was a paid employee or consultant of the church
and/or if he could hear this item without bias. He stated that he is not a paid employee
or consultant of the church and assured the Planning Commission that he could hear
this item without bias and could make a fair and impartial decision.


Associate Planner Mikhail presented the staff report, giving a brief overview of the
proposed project and showed several photographs and renderings. She stated that
staff is recommending the Planning Commission direct the applicant to modify the
steeple height and continue the public hearing to a future meeting.


Commissioner Knight noted asked staff what type of conditions being suggested to
regulate the days and hours the bells can be rung.


Associate Planner Mikhail explained that staff has suggested a number of conditions of
approval in regards to the bells. She stated that these conditions include limiting the
sounding of the bells to 60 seconds and during the times provided by the applicant.


Planning Commission Minutes
June 24, 2008


Page?


355-A







Conditions also specify that the bells can only be sounded after funerals, before
weddings, and during the seven holy days, however at no time can the bells be
sounded before 7:00 a.m. or after 7:00 p.m.


Commissioner Knight asked if there is an integrated pest management plan associated
with this project.


Associate Planner Mikhail stated that there is not an integrated pest management plan.


Commissioner Knight asked staff to explain the affordable housing in-lieu fee and the
process the applicant would go through if they felt they were exempt from this fee.


Director Rojas explained there are options available to the applicant to satisfy the City's
affordable housing requirements, however these are issues that will be addressed by
the City Council.


Vice Chairman Lewis asked if the proposed bell use was out of step with bells being
used at other churches within the City.


Associate Planner Mikhail answered that Wayfarer's Chapel and St. Peter's By The Sea
both currently have bells that ring.


Vice Chairman Lewis asked if the applicant has agreed to the conditions of approval
regarding the bells set in the staff report.


Associate Planner Mikhail answered that the applicant has agreed to most of the
conditions, however they do have questions regarding staff's recommended phasing
aspect of the project.


Chairman Perestam asked if there had been any problems or if there was anything
unusual with the public notification process.


Associate Planner Mikhail explained the Municipal Code requires notification of the
proposed project to members of the public within a 500 foot radius of the proposed
project. The applicant provided a certified list of the homeowners and staff sent public
notices to these homeowners.


Director Rojas added that one of the purposes of the silhouette is to serve as a type of
notice to the neighborhoods, and staff received quite a few phone calls once the
silhouette was erected.


Chairman Perestam opened the public hearing.


Shelly Hyndman (project architect) stated that she will be addressing the portion of the
project that was not supported by staff, namely the steeple height. She reviewed staff's
concerns with the height, noting that staff has made the presumption that compatibility
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cannot exist without contrast. She noted that Webster defines compatibility as capable
of existing together in harmony. Therefore, because something is in contrast does not
mean they are incompatible. She stated that the height of the steeple is proportionate
to the rest of the sanctuary structure and is essential to providing spiritual, religious
identity to the church campus common to institutional icons. She displayed
photographs of the steeple at Wayfarers Chapel explaining that it was formational in the
design of the St. John Fisher steeple shape and height. She explained that because of
the relative pad height as compared to other surrounding properties, anything that is
built at this site is magnified in height and visible to surrounding neighborhoods.
Regarding institutional uses, she stated that the General Plan encourages Institutional
uses and recognizes the role of Institutional uses in meeting the educational, cultural,
and welfare needs of the City in efficient, functionally compatible, and attractively
planned institutions. She noted that this emphasizes functionally compatible, and does
not suggest that an institutional use will blend in with its surroundings, and by its very
nature will not look like a house. As such, it should be recognized that the steeple is a
church's primary architectural distinction identifying the building as an institution, and
this distinction cannot be realized if required to blend in with adjacent residences.
Finally, she noted that to provide for an open area design complimentary to the coastal
area environment, to increase openness, and diminish the perceived height of the
church setbacks in excess of city requirements were provided abutting the new church
along Crest Road and Crenshaw Blvd. She stated that the location of the site is
compatible with the General Plan, as it is zoned Institutional which allows for churches
with a Conditional Use Permit. Furthermore, the location and site design for this
property including building a new 1,200 seat sanctuary on the proposed corner predated
the City's General Plan and incorporation, therefore it cannot be in conflict with the
City's General Plan. She displayed a slide showing the original 1961 master plan for
the church. She stated that St. John Fisher cannot succeed in fulfilling the community's
voids and General Plan goals if the new sanctuary is not approved to be built in the
proposed corner location. Further, the proposed location is the only location that
provides for a school campus, playground areas, and the gymnasium all to be located in
a manner that does not conflict with vehicular patterns on site, creating unsafe mixing of
vehicles and children, as exists on site today.


Commissioner Ruttenberg asked how wide the steeple is on the portion that is above 48
feet in height.


Ms. Hyndman answered that it is no more than 16 feet wide in the area above 48 feet in
height.


Commissioner Ruttenberg asked if the 1961 plan indicated a proposed heightfor a new
steeple.


Ms. Hyndman answered that there were no elevations included of the future church in
the 1961 drawing.
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Commissioner Tetreault noted from the staff report that the church had submitted and
withdrew a previous expansion plan in 1994, and asked how this proposal was different,
and why the church felt that this proposal would be more accepted by the community
than the former proposal.


Ms. Hyndman explained that the church withdrew the 1994 application because they
had a sense of urgency to have the project completed by Christmas, and had they gone
through with the appeal process that would not have happened. She also explained
that the bell tower suggested in the previous drawing was more of an architectural
amenity that would be placed on the existing sanctuary building, while in this case the
tower is proportional to the new building that is being proposed.


Commissioner Knight asked if there were plans to light the bell tower and cross.


Ms. Hyndman answered that the plan is to provide minimal soft, low incandescent focal
lighting to the cross and pedestrian lighting to service egress to the public way. She
stated the lights would most likely be on a sensor to turn off a reasonable hour, and staff
has conditioned the project to have lights shield away from neighboring properties.


Monsignor David Sork stated he has been the pastor at the church since 1999. He
noted that St. John Fisher is the only catholic church on the Palos Verdes Peninsula,
and therefore serves a large number of families and community members. He
discussed the pre-school at the site, as well as the elementary school and youth
program. He also discussed the various outreach programs provided by and through
the church. He explained that this new construction project all came about as a need to
do something more for the youth in the community and went on from there. He stated
that it is not the purpose of the design to increase the membership, just to better serve
the needs of the members.


Commissioner Ruttenberg noted that the intent was not to increase the membership,
however once this beautiful new church and other structures are built, he asked the
Monsignor if he anticipated that there will be more people interested in joining the
church.


Monsignor Sork did not know the answer to that question, explaining that what
motivated the church to propose this expansion was to meet the needs of the youth and
congregation.


Vice Chairman Lewis stated that staff has suggested times and limitations on the bell
sounds, and asked the Monsignor if the church was agreeable to those limitations.


Monsignor Sork was agreeable and comfortable with the limitations suggested by staff.


Commissioner Knight asked if the parking for weddings or funerals would be a problem.


Planning Commission Minutes
June 24, 2008


Page 10


Commissioner Tetreault noted from the staff report that the church had submitted and
withdrew a previous expansion plan in 1994, and asked how this proposal was different,
and why the church felt that this proposal would be more accepted by the community
than the former proposal.


Ms. Hyndman explained that the church withdrew the 1994 application because they
had a sense of urgency to have the project completed by Christmas, and had they gone
through with the appeal process that would not have happened. She also explained
that the bell tower suggested in the previous drawing was more of an architectural
amenity that would be placed on the existing sanctuary building, while in this case the
tower is proportional to the new building that is being proposed.


Commissioner Knight asked if there were plans to light the bell tower and cross.


Ms. Hyndman answered that the plan is to provide minimal soft, low incandescent focal
lighting to the cross and pedestrian lighting to service egress to the public way. She
stated the lights would most likely be on a sensor to turn off a reasonable hour, and staff
has conditioned the project to have lights shield away from neighboring properties.


Monsignor David Sork stated he has been the pastor at the church since 1999. He
noted that S1. John Fisher is the only catholic church on the Palos Verdes Peninsula,
and therefore serves a large number of families and community members. He
discussed the pre-school at the site, as well as the elementary school and youth
program. He also discussed the various outreach programs provided by and through
the church. He explained that this new construction project all came about as a need to
do something more for the youth in the community and went on from there. He stated
that it is not the purpose of the design to increase the membership, just to better serve
the needs of the members.


Commissioner Ruttenberg noted that the intent was not to increase the membership,
however once this beautiful new church and other structures are built, he asked the
Monsignor if he anticipated that there will be more people interested in joining the
church.


Monsignor Sork did not know the answer to that question, explaining that what
motivated the church to propose this expansion was to meet the needs of the youth and
congregation.


Vice Chairman Lewis stated that staff has suggested times and limitations on the bell
sounds, and asked the Monsignor if the church was agreeable to those limitations.


Monsignor Sork was agreeable and comfortable with the limitations suggested by staff.


Commissioner Knight asked if the parking for weddings or funerals would be a problem.


Planning Commission Minutes
June 24, 2008


Page 10


358-A







Monsignor Sork stated that there are far fewer people in attendance for weddings or
funerals than for a Sunday mass, and that parking will not be a problem.


Lisa Counts stated that she is the building committee chairperson for the church. She
stated that it has always been the parish's intention to build the church on the corner as
proposed in this design, however several other locations on the property were explored
when designing this project. However no other location offered the safe mix of vehicles
and school children. She explained that the new plan does not require additional
parking to be provided, as the current lot has approximately 100 extra parking spaces.
She explained that there have been many revisions and many compromises before
submitting this final design to the City. She stated that St. John Fisher has been at this
location since 1961 and the existing worship space was meant to be temporary and to
become a community center, with a new church to be built at the corner as proposed
today. She stated that the new church is meant to enhance the community and a visual
gift to the intersection of Crest Road and Crenshaw Blvd.


Commissioner Ruttenberg asked if the church will be meeting the minimum required
number of parking spaces.


Ms. Counts answered that the church will be meeting the minimum number of required
parking spaces, based on concurrent and non-concurrent uses.


Commissioner Ruttenberg asked if he should be concerned with parking in the future, if
this new church brings more members of the community out for worship.


Ms. Counts explained that the parish serves the community on the Palos Verdes
Peninsula, as other communities have their own parishes. She stated that the parish is
not looking to bring worshipers in from other areas, but to enhance the experience for
their parishioners.


Associate Planner Mikhail clarified that, based on the varying uses on the property,
there are different requirements for parking for each use. Therefore, the actual required
parking for the property as it exists today is 462 parking spaces versus what they
currently have, which is 359 parking spaces. Additionally, with the proposed uses
calculated collectively the Code would require over 600 parking spaces, however staff
asked the applicant to prepare a parking analysis based on the parking needs of each
use at any given time, which came out to 331 parking spaces.


John Barbieri was in support of the church project. He stated that the proposed steeple
is not visible to all of the neighbors in the surrounding neighborhood, nor are there
services at 7 a.m. as claimed by some residents. He stated that the church is a good
neighbor, and hoped that the decision made by the City is based on facts and laws with
little or no distortion.
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Joan Olenick stated that her main objection is the bell tower and the ringing bells. She
explained the sound comes down from the church into the valley where she lives, and in
doing so the sound is intensified.


David Kurt stated that he is the parish administrator at St. John Fisher, and is fully in
support of the proposed project. He stated that over 95 percent of the parishioners are
from the Peninsula, and they are not looking to draw from other areas.


Philip Johnson stated that only half of the residents on Valley View Road received
public notification of this proposed project, and felt that everyone should have received
notification, and felt that staff did not send notification to everyone in the 500 foot radius.
He didn't think using Wayfarer's Chapel as a comparison was an equal comparison,
asking how many Homeowners Associations are within 500 feet of Wayfarer's Chapel.
He noted that the building pad for St. John Fisher is 30 feet above Crest Road and 40
feet above Crenshaw Blvd. and that must be taken into account when discussing the
height of this proposed building. In regards to Commissioner Tomblin, he stated that
the appearance of a conflict is sufficient for one to voluntarily recuse themselves. He
added that if any member of the Planning Commission or any staff member even has a
family member that attends St. John Fisher, there is a conflict.


Alan Weissman stated that the design is significantly out of proportion with the
neighborhoods it is surrounded by. He noted that the philosophy of the City has always
been to have its construction blend in to the rural environment. He felt this project will
stand out and in no way blend in with the surrounding neighborhoods. He also noted
that the bells will ring everyday and will make the noise a problem with the
neighborhoods. He noted that the City has no noise policy and there are no restrictions
on the church in this permit process, it becomes a detrimental environmental issue to
the homes. He also noted that the massive grading will cause excessive noise and dust
to the surrounding neighborhoods. He felt that an objective Environmental Impact
Report should be prepared to address the issues and the impact to the surrounding
neighborhoods.


John Counts stated that he is hearing a lot of fear from his neighbors; fear of the
unknown, fear of something new, fear of what they don't understand. He discussed the
bell tower and the sound of the bells. He felt that the Planning Commission should look
at facts, especially as it applies to sound propagation. He stated that as sound is
generated away from the source it decreases exponentially. He asked that the Planning
Commission listen to the facts, and not the fear factor as it applies to this project.


John Rewinski stated he is a member of the parish and supports the project. He stated
that the parish wants to be a good neighbor, and that it is very important that the
neighbors participate in discussions to let the church know their concerns and how
these concerns can be mitigated. He stated that this is a church being built, and not a
home, and that by nature it will stand out from the neighborhood.
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Rick Daniels also felt that this church serves a congregation of a fairly fixed size, and
therefore the traffic that exists now will be basically the same as the traffic occurring
after the new church is built.


Lori Daniels stated that she is in support of the project. She felt that the current youth
services the church offers is inadequate and welcomed the plan at the church. She felt
that the proposed gymnasium will not only keep kids occupied and off the street, but will
offer services to the seniors of the community.


Yola Gerst stated her concern was with the church bells, how long they will ring, and
how loud they will be. She noted that the Mormon church on Crestridge has a bell
tower and was concerned that if St. John Fisher were allowed to ring bells, the Mormon
church would install bells to ring, as well as all of the other churches on Crestridge and
Highridge. She also suggested that during construction a flag man be located on
Crenshaw Blvd. near the blind curve to slow traffic down.


Gary Long stated that he and his family live directly across the street from St. John
Fisher, and opposes the construction. He distributed a picture taken from his property
of the silhouette, and explained this photographs demonstrates what affect the
proposed construction will have on his home. He stated that the building will
overshadow his property and block out his morning sunlight and bring shade and
shadows to his property. He also noted that people will be able to look from the church
directly into his backyard, and he will lose his privacy. He stated that currently from his
property he can hear the sermons, the music, and the singing from the church, and this
will be amplified with the new church. He stated that traffic is an issue, as well as
parking. He felt that if this project was really started for the youth, then something for
the youth could be built somewhere else on the property.


Rhonda Long stated that she lives directly across the street from the church but never
received a notification of the project from the City. She explained that all of her
bedrooms in her house are along Crenshaw Blvd. and already hears sermons and noise
activities amplified from St. John Fisher. She stated that she opposes any building
proposed by St. John Fisher on the corner of Crest Road and Crenshaw Blvd. as it will
tower over and shade the property. She also opposed the stairs that lead down to the
street. She also did not feel she should be forced to listen to bells ringing several times
a day, seven days per week. She asked what merits the approval of this project when
so many surrounding neighborhoods will be impacted.


Harrison Long explained that he often works from home, and building a church this
close to the street will greatly increase the noise and traffic problems that already exist.


Anthony Wu stated that he is in favor of the project. He noted that a church is a focal
building in any community. He felt this project will bring people together. He added that
the parish wants to be a good neighbor. He asked that the Planning Commission look
at this project objectively and use proper judgment.
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Jackie Showalter felt that what the church is trying to do is commendable, however she
objected to the proposed bells. She stated that she and her husband are retired and
live in their neighborhood because it is quiet, and the ringing of the bells, no matter how
beautiful they may sound, is going to add to noise.


Robert Haase stated that the members of the church would like to have a church that
they are proud of and that the City can be proud of, and encouraged the Planning
Commission to approve the project.


Tommy Draffen stated that he is in support of the project. He stated that the church has
been at the present site long before than the Island View development was built and
that the traffic generated by the church has not significantly increased over the years.


William Bryon stated that the existing church is more of an assembly hall, as there is not
a proper chapel, stations of the cross, and other features that a real church would have.
He stated that the congregation would like to create a real place of worship and a real
church.


Bryan Bergsteinsson felt that the proposed structure is much too imposing for a
residential neighborhood. He added that he has no objection to the desire to build a
church on the site, but this design in this location is not appropriate for the
neighborhood.


Richard Mahoney stated he is in favor of the project. He felt that words such as
massive, towering, and noise pollution are all relative terms. He added that he does not
see this church proposal as massive.


Sandra Sanders stated that she is a real estate broker and that in her opinion the value
of the homes in the neighborhood will stay the same and the addition of the church will
not affect their property values. She felt that the proposed church will enhance the
community and no devalue the homes.


George Fink stated that the current church is not functional and is in support of the
project. He agreed that the steeple is beautifully dramatic, uplifting, and inviting.
Regarding traffic, he stated that he has more trouble getting out of Forrestal Drive onto
Palos Verdes Drive South at any time of the day than he does at the peak time use at
Crenshaw and Crest.


Karol Plocky explained that the back of her property is across from the driveway at St.
John Fisher. She stated that she is in favor of the project, except for the bell tower.
She explained that she can see the current balloons from her driveway and when she
sits in her backyard. She added that she would not like to hear the bells chiming
several times a day, seven days a week.


Noreen Chambers stated that she opposes the bells and the sound of the bells.


Planning Commission Minutes
June 24, 2008


Page 14


Jackie Showalter felt that what the church is trying to do is commendable, however she
objected to the proposed bells. She stated that she and her husband are retired and
live in their neighborhood because it is quiet, and the ringing of the bells, no matter how
beautiful they may sound, is going to add to noise.


Robert Haase stated that the members of the church would like to have a church that
they are proud of and that the City can be proud of, and encouraged the Planning
Commission to approve the project.


Tommy Draffen stated that he is in support of the project. He stated that the church has
been at the present site long before than the Island View development was built and
that the traffic generated by the church has not significantly increased over the years.


William Bryon stated that the existing church is more of an assembly hall, as there is not
a proper chapel, stations of the cross, and other features that a real church would have.
He stated that the congregation would like to create a real place of worship and a real
church.


Bryan Bergsteinsson felt that the proposed structure is much too imposing for a
residential neighborhood. He added that he has no objection to the desire to build a
church on the site, but this design in this location is not appropriate for the
neighborhood.


Richard Mahoney stated he is in favor of the project. He felt that words such as
massive, towering, and noise pollution are all relative terms. He added that he does not
see this church proposal as massive.


Sandra Sanders stated that she is a real estate broker and that in her opinion the value
of the homes in the neighborhood will stay the same and the addition of the church will
not affect their property values. She felt that the proposed church will enhance the
community and no devalue the homes.


George Fink stated that the current church is not functional and is in support of the
project. He agreed that the steeple is beautifully dramatic, uplifting, and inviting.
Regarding traffic, he stated that he has more trouble getting out of Forrestal Drive onto
Palos Verdes Drive South at any time of the day than he does at the peak time use at
Crenshaw and Crest.


Karol Plocky explained that the back of her property is across from the driveway at St.
John Fisher. She stated that she is in favor of the project, except for the bell tower.
She explained that she can see the current balloons from her driveway and when she
sits in her backyard. She added that she would not like to hear the bells chiming
several times a day, seven days a week.


Noreen Chambers stated that she opposes the bells and the sound of the bells.


Planning Commission Minutes
June 24, 2008


Page 14


362-A







Robert Mucha read from the staff report, noting that staff stated the church may have
potential impacts on the neighborhoods. He did not feel this was very strong language,
and the Planning Commission should take that into consideration.


Robin Rome was pleased to see a community come out to speak in favor and support
of their church. She felt that building for youth and building a new church is a wonderful
thing, and this church is a beautiful design. She was surprised, however, at the very
modern design of the building rather than a traditional Spanish style. She was
concerned, however, with the ringing bells. She also suggested the Planning
Commission consider lighting at the corner of Crenshaw and Crest, as she felt it is a
dangerous intersection at night.


Suzanne Sobel also felt the building of a new church is a wonderful thing, however she
was opposed to the modern design of the church. She stated that she would have
preferred to see a design more in line with the neighborhood. She stated that she was
opposed to the height of the steeple and the bells.


Glenn Burr stated that his children go to St. John Fisher School and that the playground
and play area is all concrete, and not very safe. He stated that this new structure will
get the cars away from the children, allow for some grass to be planted, and give the
children a gymnasium. He didn't think the new church will add to the noise heard by his
neighbors, noting that the church and noise were there when they all moved into their
homes.


M.A. Bowlus stated that when he moved into his home in 1969 the nearby Lutheran
Church would ring its bells, but no longer does. He was disappointed that the bells no
longer ring, as he enjoyed the sound of the bells. He stated that the sound of the bells
is much more pleasant and doesn't last nearly as long as the sound of the lawnmowers
and leaf blowers that are heard throughout the neighborhood daily.


George Walker stated that he is in support of the project and encouraged the Planning
Commission to consider approving the project.


Dennis Matthews stated he is in support of the project.


Sean Armstrong explained that the goal of this project was not to reach out to new
members, but to address the needs of the parishioners as they exist today, as these
needs are not currently being met. He noted that St. John Fisher pre-dates all of the
communities that have expressed concern about the project, acknowledging that the
concerns are valid concerns. He explained that putting the staircase in front of the
church was to make the area more accessible.


Douglas Butler stated that in 1994 a survey of nine churches in Rancho Palos Verdes
was conducted, and of those nine churches only two had working bells. One of those
churches was Wayfarer's Chapel, which is not near any neighborhoods. He stated that
the City has a 50 decibel limitation from the property for noise. He felt that if the bells
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are allowed they should be limited to 50 decibel, there should be some type of 24 hour
monitoring system in place, and there should be a system set in place for neighborhood
complaints regarding the noise.


Vincent Belusko stated that he is a member of St. John Fisher, but is against the bell
tower. He stated that his backyard abuts Crenshaw Blvd. and the bell tower will be very
much in his view. He explained that when he moved into his home the church was
there, however it was not an over-imposing structure and there was no bell tower. He
stated that he does not want to listen to bells everyday. He addressed the traffic, noting
that the traffic report did not address traffic south of Crest Road on Crenshaw Blvd. He
stated that people will be parking on Crenshaw if the stairs are allowed to be built where
proposed, and this extra parking on the street will greatly narrow the lanes on
Crenshaw. He suggested the area from the intersection of Crest and Crenshaw
heading south to the entrance of Island View should be labeled no parking.


Lynne Belusko stated that City records show her building pad is 40 feet below the
proposed building pad for the sanctuary and bell tower. Therefore, from her yard the
bell tower will be approximately 130 feet high and 16 feet across. She stated that she
has read the proposed mitigation measures suggested by staff and, given the 40 foot
difference between the pad heights, she still has serious concerns that there will be
significant adverse on her property and properties close to her. She questioned if even
a significant reduction in the bell tower height will mitigate the bulk, mass, and height
seen from her home. She felt that even with the architectural style suggested, because
this church is so close to single family, one story homes it will appear massive and out
of place. She was not in favor of the bells, and again didn't think the mitigation
measures suggested by staff were enough. She noted that there is no decibel level
established in the Initial Study and nothing that shows a measurable distance at a
certain decibel level at a certain property line, and therefore there is no control on how
loud the bells will be. She was concerned with privacy, noting that the columbarium is
directly across the street from her house and there is only a 42 inch wall proposed
between the columbarium and Crenshaw Blvd. and therefore people will be able to look
directly into her yard and house.


Ronald Blond understood the church's desire to upgrade their facilities, however he
could not understand why the sanctuary and bell tower had to be so massive and so
modern, and so conspicuously placed. He stated that like his neighbor, the structure
will tower over his property. He felt that this structure is proposed to be built at the one
corner of the property that is by far the most conspicuous and audible to the greatest
number of homes and the greatest number of cars. He questioned why the church can't
meet the needs of the congregation by placing a new church and bell tower of lesser
height located somewhere more centrally on the property.


Dwight Yoder explained that he did not receive a notification for this project, as he is just
outside of the 500 foot radius. He felt that when there is a project that is this large, the
applicant should be given a list of surrounding homeowners associations and be
required to notify all of the residents in those homeowners associations. He felt this
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would lead to better relations with the neighbors and make everyone more informed.
He added that in the code of ethics for his profession one shall be independent in
appearance and fact, and that is a standard of ethics that should be considered when
considering whether or not to recuse oneself from this project.


George Abele felt that the most important aspect of this project is the importance to the
youth and the needs of the youth at the site.


Maude Landon very much supported the recreation programs and the youth programs
run by the church, however she questioned why the church needs to be built right at the
corner of Crest Road and Crenshaw Blvd. She felt that the design is exquisite, but
questioned why the church could not be placed somewhere else on the over 9 acres of
land the church has at the site. She was very concerned with the proposed stairs,
noting it will be much more convenient for people to park along the street to walk up to
the church. She also noted that parking at the end of Crenshaw Blvd. is currently very
congested on the weekends and that the added parking from the church will make for
an unacceptable situation.


Leah Crookshanks felt the youth needs more space at the site. She stated that she
misses the sound of church bells, and looks forward to hearing them again. She felt this
church will be good for the neighborhood and will add much to the community.


Julie Nourayi stated that she is in full support of the project, and did not feel it was too
massive or intrusive.


Joseph McGuiness was supportive of the project, and strongly felt that the youth need a
place to gather and to play at the site. He asked that the Planning Commission approve
the project.


Robert Trujillo did not feel that the membership of the church is going to increase
because of the new church, and therefore he did not think that increased traffic would
be an issue. He stated that he is in favor of the project.


Ken Dyda stated that he did not realize bells were noise, he thought it was music. He
felt that this proposed church design will be a landmark in the City, and noted that the
other landmark in the City, Wayfarer's Chapel, has an architectural style that doesn't
conform to any other on the entire Peninsula.


Shelly Hyndman (in rebuttal) began by explaining that much of the mature landscaping
will remain along Crenshaw Blvd and Crest Road. She addressed the issue of the
stairs, and noted that people will not be congregating near the stairs, as the entrance to
the church is on the other side of the building and there will be no area to congregate.
Regarding some of the noise, she explained that currently there are doors that are often
left open during mass, and with the new church that will no longer happen. She also
explained that many sites on the property were looked at for the new church, however
the placement of the parking lot was a constant issue. She explained that the currently
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proposed location of the parking lot was the only area where people will not have to
cross through the parking lot to get to different areas of the site, such as the school.
She discussed privacy and the concern with the 42 inch wall, and explained that there
will also be heavy landscaping in the area to increase the privacy needs of the
residents.


Commissioner Knight asked if the congregation would be open to removing the
proposed stairs to the sidewalk.


Ms. Hyndman answered that could be taken into consideration.


Commissioner Ruttenberg asked, hypothetically, if given the choice, would the
preference be to keep the bell tower in its current location at a lower height, or moved
more towards the center of the property and allowed to stay at the current proposed
height.


Ms. Hyndman answered that the preference would be to keep it at the present location
at a slightly lower height. She stated that it is clearly not practical to have the bell tower
in the center of the property. In addition, there are added geotechnical challenges in
that location.


Commissioner Ruttenberg asked Ms. Hyndman how she would feel about a chapel 20
feet lower with no bells, but in the exact location currently being requested.


Ms. Hyndman cautioned that there is a point where the height will be lowered to the
point that it will no longer even be considered a tower. Regarding the bells, she
questioned the Municipal Code language that would back up a decision to not allow
bells.


Commissioner Ruttenberg asked how low would be too low for the bell tower.


Ms. Hyndman explained that using Wayfarer's Chapel as the precedent of 74 feet high
to the top of the cross, that would still look good on this church. She noted that is 14
feet lower than the current proposal. She felt that anything lower would not work
aesthetically.


Commissioner Ruttenberg asked if there was any amount of width that could be
reduced on the portion above 48 feet.


Ms. Hyndman stated that it would be easier to take the height down by 14 feet than
reduce the width without compromising the function.


Commissioner Ruttenberg asked staff if there is any type of noise ordinance in place
when discussing the decibel level of the proposed bells.


Associate Planner Mikhail answered that the City does not have a noise ordinance.
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Commissioner Ruttenberg asked if the City had any leeway in conditioning the bells.


Associate Planner Mikhail explained that staff has included a number of conditions,
including that there be a six month review after the bells are installed where staff can
determine a reasonable level that the bells can ring. However, she was not aware of
the limitations regarding the extent of regulation for the proposed bells.


Commissioner Ruttenberg requested that staff consult the City Attorney as to whether
or not the City can prevent the church from playing bells as part of their religious
ceremonies.


Vice Chairman Lewis asked if construction of Wayfarer's Chapel and St. Peter's by the
Sea predates City incorporation.


Director Rojas answered that construction predates the City's incorporation.


Vice Chairman Lewis asked if the Planning Commission can condition the approval so
that the church would have to payor contribute towards a traffic signal at the
intersection of Crest Road and Crenshaw Blvd.


Director Rojas explained that to do that, there needs to be a nexus between the
proposed project and any increase in traffic that would warrant a traffic signal.


Commissioner Knight asked if there is any type of current condition or City restriction
that the church cannot play any recorded music through the P.A. system used for the
sound of the bells.


Associate Planner Mikhail answered no and explained that the current conditions only
restrict the times and occasions the bells can be played. She also noted that the
applicant has indicated that they will be playing a bell sound, and nothing else.


Commissioner Knight referred to the staff report and asked the City's traffic consultant
what the "threshold limits required by the City" that were referred to are.


Joanne Itagaki, the City's consulting Traffic Engineer, noted that the City uses the
County of Los Angeles traffic impact analysis guidelines, and explained how the
information was used in the analysis.


Commissioner Knight referred to the staircase on the plans, noting that people may
want to park on the street to utilize the stairs. He asked if an analysis was done of the
impact to parking because of these stairs and if parking would be impacted on the
street.
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Ms. Itagaki was not able to say if parking would be impacted or not, as it would be a
matter of whether or not the church members are going to think it's a more convenient
place to park, and she could not predict this one way or the other.


Chairman Perestam stated that he would like to better understand the methodology on
how the numbers used in the traffic study for the parking analysis were obtained.


Ms. Hyndman stated that the traffic engineer did not do the parking tables. She
explained that her office did the parking tables based on the operational access at the
property and this was reviewed and approved by the City's Traffic Engineer.


Commissioner Tetreault did not have an objection to the architectural style of the
proposed church, and felt the City should try to stay away from trying to achieve a
particular look for a church. He agreed with Commissioner Ruttenberg that the City
Attorney should be consulted in regards to restricting the use of the bells, as it is part of
the religious practice and expression and he did not know if the City had the right to
restrict that. He agreed with staff's condition that there be a review period in regards to
the bells. After reviewing photographs submitted by neighbors, he was concerned
about how imposing the church may appear from the neighboring homes. He noted,
however, that there is a difference when standing at a site looking at something and
looking at a photograph of something, explaining that there is a different perspective
because of the way the camera lens works. He stated that he has not made a decision
on how he will vote for this project.


Commissioner Knight agreed that the design presented is quite beautiful, however he
had a concern with the tower. He stated that he was very impressed with some of the
evidence presented tonight at the meeting in regards to the impact of the tower to
neighboring homes, and would like to see the tower lowered in height. He noted that St.
Peter's by the Sea is a large church however the pad level is below the street, and in
the case of Wayfarer's Chapel the church can only been seen when driving in one
direction along Palos Verdes Drive South. He discussed the lighting design, noting that
lighting designs are usually done with the lighting facing down to keep the illumination
on site. He noted that when the proposed lights face down, they shine on to properties
at lower pad elevations below the church. Therefore, he requested the lights have
shields so the lighting does not spill out onto the neighboring properties. He agreed
with staff's recommendation regarding five year entitlements, and felt that ten years was
too long.


Commissioner Ruttenberg stated that the church existed before the surrounding
neighborhoods, and that is a valid consideration. He felt that the church has a right to
build a new church in the style they desire. He was concerned, however, with the way
the structure looms over the neighboring homes. He stated that he went to the church
on Sunday to view the parking and traffic situations. He noted that there was very little
on street parking and most of the parking lot was being used for parking. However, he
was unsure if street parking would be utilized once the stairs are built. He stated that he
has not yet made up his mind of many on the issues.
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Vice Chairman Lewis also had not made any conclusive decisions. In regards to the
design, he agreed that the City should be deferential, as this is not a house being built.
However, he does feel that the proposed church tower is too large. He explained that
while he could most likely agree with the location of the church, the design of the
church, the bells, the traffic, and the parking, he was unsure of the height of the bell
tower, and had not made up his mind on this issue.


Chairman Perestam stated that he had no feel for the need of the future church in
regards to parking. He felt that the new ehurch will have a major impact on attendance
and recommitment to the church. He was also concerned with significant presence of
the church, specifically the height. However, he felt there was room for balance.


Commissioner Tomblin explained that, while a member of the church, as a Planning
Commissioner he can look at the facts and make a fair and impartial decision. He felt
that his participation may also add some insight to the decision, as he is at the site on
various Sundays and holidays. He stated that if his participation becomes an issue, or
if he feels there is any conflict of interest at any point, or if the Planning Commissioners
are uncomfortable with his participation he will recuse himself.


Commissioner Knight moved to continue the public hearing to the meeting of
July 22, 2008, seconded by Commissioner Tomblin.


Commissioner Tetreault was concerned that the bell tower design is very much
integrated with the proportions in the design of the church, and to start chopping down
the size of the bell tower might compromise the design. He noted, however, that the
architect has indicated there is a little leeway in the height and that the bell tower could
be reduced to a size comparable to Wayfarer's Chapel. He also stated that churches
are built to be the focal point in a community and therefore it is appropriate for the
building to have height and be a building that can be seen. He felt that the Planning
Commission should do something tonight to give the architect some indication of how
they feel about the height of the church and the bell tower.


Chairman Perestam felt that there was enough information that the Planning
Commission should be able to give input on the height of the structure and the steps
leading up to the church from the street. However, he didn't think the Planning
Commission could go much further on traffic issues without more information.


Commissioner Knight felt that the tower is too large, noting that he was very impressed
with the photographic evidence presented by the neighbors which showed how they
would be impacted by the tower. He stated that he has seen examples of modern
churches which have a more modest design. He did not think it was mutually exclusive
to reduce the height of the bell tower and still have a good design on the project.


Vice Chairman Lewis stated that the height of the structure is a problem, and he was
not sure he agreed that Wayfarer's Chapel or St. Peters by the Sea are appropriate
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benchmarks given their pads and relative locations. He stated that he was comfortable
with the proposed stairs leading to the street.


Commissioner Ruttenberg suggested taking a straw vote on the issue of the height in
order to give the applicant an idea of where the Planning Commission stands on the
issue.


Commissioner Tetreault offered a substitute motion to conduct a straw vote as to
the approval of the proposal of the height of the sanctuary building at 88 feet,
seconded by Vice Chairman Lewis.


Commissioner Knight withdrew his original motion.


The straw vote to approve the proposed height of the sanctuary building at 88
feet failed, (1-4-1) with Commissioners Knight, Tetreault, Vice Chairman Lewis,
and Chairman Perestam dissenting and Commissioner Tomblin abstaining.


Commissioner Tomblin asked the architect if there has been any discussion on lowering
the building pad to bring the height of the building down a little lower.


Ms. Hyndman noted that the current design already incorporates lowering the existing
grade by two to four feet. She stated that after reading the staff report in which staff
was not supporting the height of the bell tower, she has already prepared revised
drawings in which the elevation of the church has been lowered by 14 feet and the
building has been pulled away from the corner to provide more setbacks to the street.
The revision also reduces the footprint of the proposed administration building and
sanctuary to facilitate pulling the building away from the corner.


Chairman Perestam felt that viewing the revision would be more appropriate for the next
public hearing.


Commissioner Tetreault moved to continue the public hearing to July 22, 2008,
seconded by Vice Chairman Lewis. Approved, (6-0).


APPROVAL OF MINUTES


6. Minutes of May 27,2008


Commissioner Tetreault moved to continue the approval of the minutes to July
22, 2008, seconded by Commissioner Ruttenberg. Approved, (6-0).


ITEMS TO BE PLACED ON FUTURE AGENDAS


7. Pre-Agenda for the meeting of July 8, 2008
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