
AN GEL LA W Law Offices of Frank Po Angel

2601 Ocean Park Blvd., Suite 205
Santa Monica, CA 90405
Tel: (310) 314-6433
Fax: (310) 314-6434

January 19,2009

Eduardo Schonborn, AICP, Senior Planner
City of Rancho Palos Verdes
Department of Planning, Building & Code Enforcement
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

Via e-mail: eduardos@rpv.com
planning@rpv.com

And Fax: (310) 544-5293

Re: MND for Case No. ZON2008-0009l

Dear Mr. Schonborn:

This letter is submitted on behalf of our clients Friends of Ranch Palos Verdes in
response to the Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) for the proposed General Plan
amendment for the Valero gas station re-use project (the "project") referenced above.
The Friends of Rancho Palos Verdes hereby request that these and any other comments
submitted on their behalf be included in the administrative record for the project.

The MND for the project has numerous deficiencies that must be remedied, and an
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) must be prepared, and certified in compliance with
applicable laws, before the project can be approved. In particular, the project has the
potential to cause serious, detrimental impact to the neighborhood surrounding the Valero
gas station at 28103 Hawthorne Blvd., Rancho Palos Verdes in which members of
Friends of Rancho Palos Verdes reside.

As a preliminary matter, it should be noted that the California Environmental Quality Act
(Pub. Resources Code, § 21000 et seq.) (CEQA) and the CEQA Guidelines (Cal. Code
Regs., tit. 14, § 15000 et seq.) (Guidelines) must be interpreted "in such a way as to
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'afford the fullest possible protection of the environment.'" (See Friends ofthe Eel River
v. Sonoma County Water Agency (2003) 108 Ca1.App.4th 859,868.)1

CEQA allows an MND to be prepared only when:

"the initial study has identified potentially significant effects on the environment,
but (1) revisions in the project plans or proposals made by, or agreed to by, the
applicant before the proposed negative declaration and initial study are released
for public review would avoid the effects or mitigate the effects to a point where
clearly 0 significant effect on the environment would occur, and (2) there is no
substantial evidence in light of the whole record before the public agency that the
project, as revised, may have a significant effect on the environment (emphasis
added)." (§ 21064.5.)

Additionally, CEQA "requires the preparation of an EIR whenever it can be fairly argued
on the basis of substantial evidence that the project may have a significant environmental
impact." (No Oil, Inc. v. City ofLos Angeles (1974) 13 Ca1.3d 68, 75.)

Deciding whether a "fair argument" can be made, "requires the agency to weigh the
evidence on both sides of the question. If there is substantial evidence of a significant
environmental impact, evidence to the contrary does not dispense with the need for an
EIR when it still can be 'fairly argued' that the project may have a significant impact."
(See City ofAntioch v. City Council ofthe City ofPittsburg (1986) 187 Ca1.App.3d 1325,
1331.)

An EIR Must Be Prepared for the Valero Gas Station Re-Use Project Because ofthe
Potential for Significant Environmental Effects to the Rancho Palos Verdes Community.

In this case, substantial evidence shows that the potential for significant direct and
cumulative impacts to traffic, noise, aesthetics, and land use in the Rancho Palos Verdes
community is extremely high. Because this "fair argument" can be made that the project
will have significant environmental impacts, an EIR must be prepared.

It must first be noted that the MND for the project only assumes a build-out of 11,000
square feet, instead of the maximum allowance of 18,440 square feet for a one-story
structure. By assuming only an 11,000 square foot structure, the MND understates the
potential impacts of development. (See Letter from Sandra Genis, page 2, submitted on
January 12,2009 ("Genis letter").)

The Project Will Have a Significant Impact on Traffic.

Under the maximum development of 18,440 sq. ft., the increase in evening peak hour
trips would be up to 512 trips. (Genis letter at 5.) The increase in additional trips for an

1 All unnamed code sections are from the Public Resources Code unless otherwise indicated.
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11,000 sq. ft. development would still be in the hundreds, with a convenience store
adding 190 additional trips, and fast food uses generating 293 additional trips.
Additionally, "a mix of neighborhood commercial uses would more than double evening
peak hour traffic generated by the site." (Id)

Traffic in the area is already at 90 percent capacity at some intersections, Hawthorne and
Highridge for example. Other approved projects in the City of Rolling Hills would allow
up to 448 residential units, and 78,257 sq. ft. of commercial space to be built just a short
distance from the Valero site. These already-approved projects could generate over 6,000
additional vehicle trips per day. Considering the fact that the project would generate, at a
minimum, 190 additional trips, assuming a build-out of 11,000 sq. ft, the project would
have a significant impact on traffic flow in the area because traffic is already at 90
percent capacity, and would get even worse due to other projects in the area.

The Project Will Have a Significant Impact on Noise Levels.

Construction noise would impact residents in the neighborhood of the Valero Site. The
MND's cursory analysis ofnoise impacts fails to analyze the impact to residents living on
Santona Drive who would be significantly affected by construction activity. The MND
does not attempt to mitigate the effects to residents from increased noise from
construction besides limiting the hours of construction. In fact, the "mitigation"
measures allow construction starting at 7:00 a.m. on Saturdays! Even though this is in
compliance with the Municipal Code, this does not mean that a significant effect would
not occur. Nor is there an attempt to establish mitigation measures that would limit
construction noise decibel levels in the neighborhood.

Just because a project would be in compliance with existing plans or codes does not
automatically mean that a project would not have a significant impact on the
environment. Because the MND states that a significant effect on neighborhood noise
levels would occur without mitigation, the MND must establish adequate mitigation
measures. Construction noise would disturb neighboring residents, both in the timing and
in the volume. Simple compliance with the Municipal Code is not enough. (See Oro
Fino Gold Mining Corp. v. County ofEI Dorado (1990) 225 Ca1.App.3d 872, 881-882, in
considering a negative declaration's assertions that a drilling project would not have a
significant impact on noise levels because the county's general plan already restricted
noise levels to a certain decibel level, the court stated: "we note that conformity with a
general plan does not insulate a project from EIR review where it can be fairly argued
that the project will generate significant environmental effects.")

The Project Will Have a Significant Impact on Aesthetics and Land Use.

The proposed amendment would allow a significantly larger structure to be built at the
highly visible Valero site, thus adding additional light and glare, and would significantly
change the visual character of the site and the surrounding area.
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Additionally, the proposed amendment would also hinder future land use and planning in
Rancho Palos Verdes to achieve short-term goals, thus significantly impacting land use in
the area. CEQA requires a finding ofa significant impact on the environment if "[a]
proposed project has the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, curtail the
range of the environment, or to achieve short-term, to the disadvantage oflong-term,
environmental goals (emphasis added)." (§ 21083 subd. (a).)

Approving the zoning amendment would "represent a departure from longstanding policy
that commercial development in the overlay district be limited only to service stations,
with land use reverting to residential upon removal ofa service station." (Genis letter at
8.) The City's planning and zoning policies must be looked at as a whole, and also
consider the cumulative impacts of the loss of service stations in the overlay district ­
residents would have to drive farther to fill up their gas tanks, thus requiring residents to
spend more money on fuel and produce greater amounts of greenhouse gas emissions.

An EIR that Adequately Addresses the Cumulative Impacts ofthe Project Must be
Prepared.

In addition to evaluating the direct and indirect impacts caused by a project, the lead
agency must also "assess[] whether a cumulative effect requires an ElR." (Guidelines, §
15064, subd. (h)(l).) An EIR must be prepared if "the cumulative impact may be
significant and the project's incremental effect, though individually limited, is
cumulatively considerable. 'Cumulatively considerable' means that the incremental
effects of an individual project are significant when viewed in connection with the effects
ofpast projects, the effects ofother current projects, and the effects ofprobable future
projects." (Id.)

Thus, CEQA makes it clear that an MND must analyze past, present, and probable future
projects when analyzing the cumulative impacts of a project. The absence of this
consideration invalidates the MND in the instant case. (See Communities for a Better
Environment v. California Resources Agency (2002) 103 Ca1.AppAth 98, 119-120,
discussing cumulative impacts analysis for negative declarations and stating that "the
need for an EIR turns on the impacts of both the project under review and the relevant,
past, present, and future project ... (emphasis in original).")

As discussed above, the MND fails to consider the cumulative impacts of the project on
traffic in the area, and of city-wide planning and zoning policy. The MND also
improperly defers further environmental review and analysis to the future stating that this
review will be done with regards to specific development on the project site. This results
in piecemeal analysis, and serves to understate potential project impacts. Finally, the
MND does not adequately take into account past, present, and future projects in the area,
most notably with regards to traffic impacts.
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Conclusion

For the above reasons, the MND is not in compliance with applicable law, and we request
that an EIR addressing the direct, indirect, and cumulative project impacts must be
prepared in compliance with CEQA.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the MND for the proposed project.

Sincerely,

ANGEL LAW

~
September Hopper
Associate Attorney
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EduardoS

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Carolynn Petru [carolynn@rpv.com]
Wednesday, June 10, 2009 7:36 AM
eduardos@rpv.com
'Joel Rojas'
FW: Opposition to rezone

-----Original Message-----
From: Elissa Shapiro [mailto:elissamax@mac.com]
Sent: Tuesday, June 09, 2009 8:15 PM
To: cc@rpv.com
Subject: Opposition to rezone

Dear Sirs,

I am not in favor of rezoning the gas station property. I have lived in the area for forty
years and the thought of having anything commercial on that corner would not serve the
needs of the local
community. Many others have express their opinions against rezoning
and I have to agree with them. A zone change would only cause more problems in future
years. So to borrow a line from Star Trek ,".
The needs of the many out weigh the needs of the few, or the one."
Kindly think in those terms.

E.M.Shapiro

1
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From: Carolynn Petru [carolynn@rpv.com]

Sent: Tuesday, June 09,20091:17 PM

To: eduardos@rpv.com

Cc: 'Joel Rojas'

Subject: FW: Valero--NO new project in hand should equal no General Plan Amendment

From: Joan Davidson [mailto:j135cooper@yahoo.com]
sent: Tuesday, June 09, 2009 12:48 PM
To: cc@rpv.com
Subject: Valero--NO new project in hand should equal no General Plan Amendment

Dear City Councilmembers, I have previously sent to you many emails and letters requesting that you deny the
appeals of the Valero property owners to rezone the land for other commercial development.
I am again asking that you please deny their request.

The city created the Automotive Overlay District to protect residents from losin g the service stations so badly
needed in the community. Why rescind that amendment now?

Since the Auto Overlay District was adopted, even more gas stations have left the community and we are left
planning our days to ensure that we can drive to the next gas station without running out of gas! The City even
went so far as to explain in their ordinance that to remove gas stations will make people drive further thus
defeating the purpose ofhaving the neighborhood gas stations.

In addition, no one in the community wants a 10,000 square foot commercial structure on the Valero site. The
additional traffic, congestion, and impacts have never been addressed in an EIR to truly characterize any future
building or buildings on that site.

To make a decision on the CL zoning and amend the General Plan and CL zoning for this property owner
makes no sense to me until a 'real ' plan or actual use for the site is presented to the Council and to the
community by the owners and their representatives.

Please deny the appeal for the General Plan Amendments and delay any changes to the CL zoning. To approve
the Amendments and zoning issue without an EIR that defines all of the impacts and cumulative impacts to the
community with an actual project in hand, is a disservice to all.
Yours truly,
Joan Davidson

6/9/2009



Hillside Auto Repair
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From: Carolynn Petru [carolynn@rpv.com]

Sent: Tuesday, June 09,200912:23 PM

To: eduardos@rpv.com

Cc: 'Joel Rojas'

Subject: FW: Valero vs. Hillside Chevron

Attachments: image001.jpg; image002.jpg

from: John Freeman [mailto:jrfree@cox.net]
Sent: Tuesday, June 09, 2009 11:39 AM
To: cc@rpv.com
Cc: carla Morreale
Subject: Valero vs. Hillside Chevron

Mayor Clark and City Council members:
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The Valero owners state that "the Valero property cannot continue as a gas/service station and the owners are
being forced to shut down the station and fence up the lot. The current owners have operated the station in
the red since 2005."

They feel they are being forced to shut down the station, so I guess everyone else must be at fault?

Today it's easy to just blame the economy for any problem. Yet, there's one nearby automotive service station
that instead of blaming everyone else is investing more money into their future automotive operation: Dave
Carney's Hillside Chevron, located on Hawthorne Blvd. at Newton St.

Why is Hillside Chevron prospering, yet Valero is failing? You decide.

The following article appeared in the April 2009 issue of Peninsula People magazine, page 31.

Vote "NO" to any zoning change. Let natural market forces decide the fate. No artificial government bailouts
wanted.

John Freeman
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA

Hillside Chevron Remodel

Dave Carney's Hillside Chevron Service Station, a favorite for nearly 25 years, has closed for a long awaited
remodel and will reopen in July. Extensive underground and aboveground improvements are currently
underway. Phase I, which began before the station closed on April 1, includes the reclaiming of some of the
underdeveloped hillside and converting it into a larger storage building as well as additional parking. The
remaining hillside will be landscaped with native plants. Phase II, which began on April 1, includes the
expansion of the existing building and the addition of a convenience store. The two service bays will remain.
New fuel dispenser will be state-of-the-art, high-speed dispensers, which will increase the pumping speed by
10 gallons per minute enabling gas patrons to fill a 30-gallon tank in just three minutes. Diesel fuel will also be
available.

The remodeled station will have an "Old World" Santa Barbara design.

For further information call 310-373-7676, or visit their website at www.HillsideAutoRepair.com.

6/912009



Hillside Auto Repair

24467 Hawthorne
Blvd.

Torrance, CA 90505

310-373-7676

Business Hours:

Monday - Saturday

1:30am to 5pm

Free Car Wash with
any Auto Service

Make An
Appointment

Map to I-liIIside Auto
Repair

Buying a Used Car?

Car Trouble & What
to Do
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Your
guide to
happy
and safe
motoring!!
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From: Ann Stone marvs@cox.net
Sent: Monday, June 8, 2009
To: cc@rpv.com
Cc: eduardos@rpv.com
Subject: Valero Zone Change (opposed)

Dear City Council members:

I am opposed to a zoning change for the Valero gas station property located at Granvia Altamira and Hawthorne
for the following reasons.

1. This change was originally denied by the Planning Commission for a CVS Pharmacy as was the last
code change request by a previous owner to put a car wash on the site.

2. To date, this is an undefined commercial project without a thorough environmental impact survey. Are
we talking about a large or small two story building or a large or small two story strip mall? How many
businesses will be on site? What about parking and traffic flow?

3. This project could pose hillside stability problems for the residents on Santona Drive which set directly
below this property.

4. Increased traffic and pedestrian safety will be a huge problem and will lead to unacceptable levels of
congestion. The traffic report done last June 19,2008, is flawed. It was conducted after school was out
for the summer. Has another traffic report been done while school is in session and on a Tuesday,
Wednesday, or Thursday? This intersection is a main feeder to three elementary schools, one
intermediate school, and P.V. High School. This intersection has had numerous accidents over the 40
years I have lived in the Los Verdes neighborhood. I often make multiple trips through this intersection
on any given day.

Please do not do a gross disservice to the Los Verdes residents and other nearby residents without investigating
the environmental impact, size restrictions, as well as car and pedestrian safety issues. I am sure you are aware
that there is overwhelming opposition to this project by many residents in the immediate area and that this
opposition is not "from a handful of the same people."

In addition, I feel this whole process has become convoluted since the Planning Commission's denial and the
pull out of the CVS Pharmacy. I feel like horses have been changed in midstream. This whole process should
have started again with the Planning Commission reviewing a defmed project.

I request that you uphold the ruling ofthe Planning Commission and that the current zoning remain the same for
the property.

Respectfully,

AnnG. Stone
28125 Ambergate Dr.
Rancho Palos Verdes
310-377-5639
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From: Carolynn Petru [carolynn@rpv.com]

Sent: Wednesday, June 03, 2009 8:59 AM

To: eduardos@rpv.com

Cc: 'Joel Rojas'

Subject: FW: Valero zone should be not change.

From: HelenLSFung [mailto:helenlsfung@aoLcom]
Sent: Tuesday, June 02,20099:25 PM
To: cc@rpv.com
SUbject: Valero zone should be not change.

WE WILL NOT AGREE THE VALERO CHANGE ZONE FOR
EVER!!!

6/5/2009
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From: Carolynn Petru [carolynn@rpv.com]

Sent: Tuesday, June 02, 20094:40 PM

To: eduardos@rpv.com

Cc: 'Joel Rojas'

Subject: FW: Valero Zone Change

From: Leslie Hayakawa [mailto:hayakawa51@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, June 02, 2009 4:32 PM
To: cc@rpv.com
Subject: Valero Zone Change

Honorable Mayor and City Council members,

By now you are probably as tired ofhearing, as we residents are ofvoicing our opinion over the Valero Zone
Change. You have heard all of the points over and over as we have said them over and over, but we do this
because it is a very important decision that will have the greatest impact on those of us who live closest to the
Valero comer.

I would like to make the following points:

1. This has the feeling of a zone change bail-out. Are we willing to start a dangerous trend like this?
The council needs to just look at the Terranea example where Trump now wants the same deal.

2. Initially, the Shariffi's painted a bleak picture stating we would have a fenced empty lot to deal with at the
end ofApril because their contracts would expire and would not be renewed. They are still in business as of
today and generating income.

3. Selling items past the "best used by date" is not a way to keep customers. If the business were run with the
intent of making money and drawing customers, I believe it could survive. The many cyclists who stop
there would generate business if it were more inviting to their needs.

4. Let's say the zone change is granted and the business that replaces it requires a building being built on the
property and this new business also is unsuccessful. We will now have an empty building to stare at everyday
instead of an empty lot as the Shariffi's have said it will become without the zone change. I would rather look at
an empty lot than an empty building.

5. I am not opposed to change if it is for the better. I can not honesty think of a business we need on that comer
that is better than a gas station. The Shariffi's mentioned a bakery being interested in the space. That bakery
exists on PCH and I went to look at it. The place is rather large and in my opinion didn't fit in with our
neighborhood. Also it is an establishment that cooks food. Cooked food attracts rats and roaches. I don't think
the homes whose property backs into the Valero property would appreciate that.

6. In P.V. Estates there are empty over grown lots next to million dollar homes and they don't bring the value of
the property down. I don't buy that an empty lot on that comer will bring our property value down.

We put the future of our community in your hands hoping you will hear that community's voice and make
decisions accordingly. Please consider the voice of those that live closest to this zone change and that of the
Planning Commission.

6/2/2009



Thank you for your time and great patience.

Sincerely,

Leslie Hayakawa
Resident on San Nicolas Drive

6/2/2009
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Carolynn Petru [carolynn@rpv.com]
Tuesday, June 02, 2009 4:27 PM
eduardos@rpv.com
'Joel Rojas'
FW: Valero Zone Change

-----Original Message-----
From: Ronald Sears [mailto:tennisron@cox.netJ
Sent: Tuesday, June 02, 2009 4:22 PM
To: cc@rpv.com
Subject: Valero Zone Change

Dear RPV city council,

We are opposed to any zoning change at the Valero gas station site.
We have noted the recent posting on the property of a notice referring to the property
being zoned commercial for the past 40 years, an obviously misleading statement.

The owners bought a gas station. We need a gas station (properly managed and kept clean
without a bunch of junk cars on the lot). Only three gas stations remain in the entire
Peninsula Center and surrounding area where not so many years ago there were nine. With
the huge population increase over the years there is no reason that the Valero facility
cannot prosper.

Ron and Marilyn Sears
(RPV & PVE residents for over 45 years)

1



EduardoS

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Hi Ed -

FYI

CP

Carolynn Petru [carolynn@rpv.com]
Tuesday, June 02, 2009 7:35 AM
eduardos@rpv.com
'Joel Rojas'
FW: Zone change

-----Original Message-----
From: linetowick@cox.net [mailto:linetowick@cox.netl
Sent: Monday, June 01, 2009 8:52 PM
To: cc@rpv.com
Subject: Zone change

To whom it may concern,

Please do not change the zoning at Granvia Altimira and Hawthorne.
The effect on the locals will not improve the quality of our lives. This proposed zone
change will only affirm the belief that elected officials do not listen to their voters
but do "follow the money" instead.
Thank you for listening to your local constiuents.

Respectfully,
Mr. and Mrs. Wm. J. Wickline
28219 Hazelridge Drive
Sent via BlackBerry by AT&T

1
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CITY OF

MEMORANDUM

RANCHO PALOS VERDES

TO:

FROM:

DATE:

SUBJECT:

REVIEWED:

Project Manager:

HONORABLE MAYOR & CITY COUNCIL MEMBERS

JOEL ROJAS, DIRECT~,PLANNING, BUILDING &

CODE ENFORCEMENT U V

MAY 5,2009

APPEAL OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION'S DENIAL
OF CASE NO. ZON2008-00091 FOR A GENERAL PLAN
AMENDMENT & ZONE CHANGE FOR PROPERTY
LOCATED AT 28103 HAWTHORNE BOULEVARD
(VALERO GAS STATION SITE) ",n
CAROLYN LEHR, CITY MANAGER <J>L-

Eduardo Schonborn, AICP, Senior Planner~
RECOMMENDATION

Continue the public hearing to the June 16,2009 City Council meeting, when it is anticipated
that there will be four Council members present to consider the General Plan Amendment
and Zone Change appeal.

BACKGROUND

Between June and October 2008, the Planning Commission considered a project for the
Valero Gas Station site located at 28103 Hawthorne Boulevard, which included a request
for a General Plan Amendment and Zone Change to change the underlying land use
designation from Residential to Commercial and change the underlying zoning from Single­
Family Residential (RS-4) to Commercial-Limited (CL). In addition, the project included the
demolition of the existing Valero gasoline service station and construction of a new CVS
Pharmacy store building.

On October 14, 2008, the Planning Commission denied the project. In summary, the
Planning Commission concluded that:
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May 5,2009

• The proposed change in the General Plan Land Use Designation is not
warranted since there is already a commercial property across the street that
serves the immediate area.

• Additional commercial properties at the intersection will increase the amount of
traffic; whereas allowing for the eventual residential use of the property will
decrease the traffic generated from the subject property.

II The proposed change in the General Plan Land Use Designation is not
warranted to maintain the economic diversity of the City.

• The change would accommodate a pharmacy/convenience store, which are
uses that are found within the City and in the adjacent cities that are in close
proximity.

The subject property owners, Masoud and Shahla Sharifi, filed an appeal of the Planning
Commission's decision on October 15, 2008. As stated in the appeal letter, the appellant
believes that the Planning Commission's decision was "arbitrary" and "capricious". As a
result, the appellant is requesting that the City Council overturn the Planning Commission's
decision to deny their request, thereby allowing a change in the land use and zoning
designations from Residential to Commercial. Thus, the appeal was presented to the City
Council for consideration on January 21,2009.

On January 21,2009, after hearing public comments and the merits of the appeal, the City
Council continued the General Plan Amendment and Zone Change public hearing appeal
to the April 21, 2009 City Council meeting and directed Staff to initiate and bring forth a
Code Amendment prior to that time that requires the approval of a Conditional Use Permit
for all uses proposed in the CL zone. The proposed Code Amendment was reviewed by
the Planning Commission on February 24, 2009 and the Planning Commission's
recommendation was presented to the City Council on March 17,2009.

On March 17, 2009, the City Council considered making no deletions to the list of
conditionally permitted uses and contemplated making three existing "by right" uses subject
to a conditional use permit (food markets, pharmacies and liquor stores). A motion to
approve and adopt an Ordinance to codify the contemplated amendment failed on a 2-1
vote. Thus, the Council agreed to continue the Code Amendment public hearing to the
May 5, 2009 meeting to allow for more than three Council members to be present

Given the City Council's continuance of the Code Amendment hearing to May 5, 2009,
Staff prepared a Staff Report for the April 21,2009 City Council meeting recommending
that the General Plan Amendment and Zone Change appeal hearing also be continued to
May 5, 2009 as it was foreseen that the Council would resume discussion of the zone
change appeal hearing after Council action of the proposed Code Amendment. However,
when the April 21, 2009 City Council meeting was cancelled due to lack of a quorum, this
item was automatically continued to the May 5th regular City Council meeting.
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DISCUSSION

The proposed CL Code Amendment is a separate item on the May 5th agenda; however,
Staff is recommending that the Code Amendment hearing be continued to June 16, 2009.
as that is the next Council meeting where more than three Council members are scheduled
to attend. Given that there was previous direction from the Council that a Code
Amendment be initiated and brought forth prior to considering the Valero Zone Change
appeal, Staff is recommending that the public hearing for the zone change appeal also be
continued to the June 16, 2009 City Council meeting, when it is anticipated that there will be
four Council members present to discuss the proposed Code Amendment prior to taking
action on this appeal.

If the City Council does not wish to continue this public hearing to June 16th
, then it is

suggested that the Council refer to the January 21 , 2009 City Council Staff Report, which
discusses the Planning Commission's decision to deny the General Plan Amendment and
Zone Change. The January 21,2009 Staff Report has not been attached to this Staff Report
since it was conveyed to, and suggested that, the City Council hold on to the January 21 st

Staff Report for future meetings. Further, a Resolution denying the appeal and upholding the
Planning Commission's denial (as recommended by Staff in the January 21, 2009 City
Council Staff Report) is attached for the Council's adoption.

Since the Council's January 21 st review of the appeal, there has not been any additional
information submitted to Staff that would warrant a change to Staff's January 21 st

recommendation to uphold the Planning Commission's decision to deny the requested
General Plan Amendment and Zone Change. Thus, for the reasons indicated in the
January 21, 2009 Staff Report, Staff continues to be of the opinion that Planning
Commission's decision to deny Case No. ZON2008-00091 for a General Plan Amendment
and Zone Change for the subject property should be upheld and the appeal denied. Thus, if
the City Council does not wish to continue this matter further, the Council could consider the
appeal this evening.

As indicated above, the January 21,2009 Staff Report has not been attached to this Staff
Report since it was conveyed to, and suggested that, the City Council hold on to the January
21 st Staff Report. However, should a Council member need a copy of the January 21 st

report, please contact Staff.

ALTERNATIVES

In addition to Staff's recommendation, the following alternatives are available for
consideration by the City Council:

1) Adopt Resolution No. 2009-_, denying the appeal and upholding the Planning
Commission's decision to deny Case No. ZON2008-00091 for a General Plan
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Amendment and Zone Change for property located at 28103 Hawthorne Boulevard
(Valero Gas Station site).

2) Uphold the appeal, thereby overturning the Planning Commission's decision to deny
Case No. ZON2008-00091 for a General Plan Amendment and Zone Change, which
approves a General Plan Amendment and Zone Change for the subject property, and
direct Staff to prepare the appropriate Resolutions for consideration at the next
scheduled City Council meeting; or,

3) Identify any issues of concern with the project, provide Staff and/or the appellant with
direction, and continue the public hearing to a date certain.

ATTACHMENTS
• ATTACHMENT 1 - Resolution denying the appeal and upholding the Planning

Commission's decision to deny the General Plan Amendment and Zone Change
• ATTACHMENT 2 - Comments received since the January 21, 2009 City Council

meeting



ATTACHMENT 1 
Resolution denying the appeal and 

upholding the Planning Commission’s 
decision to deny the General Plan 

Amendment and Zone Change 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RESOLUTION NO. 2009·

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF RANCHO
PALOS VERDES DENYING THE APPEAL AND UPHOLDING THE
PLANNING COMMISSION'S DECISION TO DENY CASE NO. ZON2008­
00091 FOR A GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT AND ZONE CHANGE FOR
PROPERTY AT 28103 HAWTHORNE BOULEVARD, LOCATED AT THE
NORTHWEST CORNER OF HAWTHORNE BOULEVARD AND GRANVIA
ALTAMIRA.

WHEREAS, a service station use has operated on the subject property at 28103
Hawthorne Boulevard since prior to the City's incorporation in 1973; and,

WHEREAS, after the City of Rancho Palos Verdes incorporated in 1973, the City's
first General Plan Land Use Map and Zoning Map were adopted, and designated the
subject property with a Residential Land Use and RS-4 zoning; and,

WHEREAS, the service station on the subject property operated as a non­
conforming use from 1975 to 1993, due to the underlying land use designation and zoning;
and,

WHEREAS, in 1993 the City adopted an Ordinance designating eight sites in the
City as part of an Automotive Service Station Overlay District (OC-4), whereby the subject
property was identified as one of the eight sites, allowing the continual operation of a
service station on residentially zoned property as a legal use; and,

WHEREAS, on December 18, 2007, the subject property was the topic of a General
Plan Amendment Initiation Request (GPAIR) that was presented to the City Council, at
which time the City Council directed the applicant to proceed with formal requests for a
General Plan Amendment and Zone Change to accommodate a CVS Pharmacy building
because the underlying zoning, land use and Automotive Service Station Overlay District
do not allow for commercial uses; and,

WHEREAS, on February 19, 2008, Tricor Southwest, representing CVS Pharmacy,
submitted Case No. ZON2008-00091 , applications for a General Plan Amendment, Zone
Change, Conditional Use Permit, Variance, Grading Permit, Sign Permit and
Environmental Assessment, forthe subject property at 28103 Hawthorne Boulevard; and,

WHEREAS, on March 14, 2008 the project was deemed incomplete by Staff
pending the submittal of additional information; and,

WHEREAS, on May 5,2008, upon submittal of all required information, the project
was deemed complete by Staff; and,

WHEREAS, pursuant to the provisions ofthe California Environmental Quality Act,
Public Resources Code Sections 21000 et. seq. ("CEQA"), the State's CEQA Guidelines,



California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Section 15000 et. seq., the City's Local CEQA
Guidelines, and Government Code Section 65962.5(f) (Hazardous Waste and Substances
Statement), the City of Rancho Palos Verdes prepared an Initial Study and determined that
with appropriate mitigation, there is no substantial evidence that the approval of ZON2008­
00091 would result in a significant adverse effect upon the environment and, therefore, a
Mitigated Negative Declaration has been prepared and notice of same was given in the
manner required by law; and,

WHEREAS, after notice was issued pursuant to the requirements of the Rancho
Palos Verdes Development Code, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public
hearing on June 10, 2008, at which time all interested parties were given an opportunity to
be heard and present evidence; and,

WHEREAS, on June 10, 2008, the Planning Commission continued the item to the
July 8, 2008 Planning Commission meeting to allow time for the applicant to address
concerns with the project's architectural design and height, the location of the building and
the associated Variance, the methodology used for the traffic report, and the financial
model used in the economic analysis; and,

WHEREAS, on June 25,2008, the applicant submitted modified plans and updated
information to Staff; and,

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing on July 8,
2008, at which time all interested parties were given an opportunity to be heard and
present evidence; and,

WHEREAS, on July 8, 2008, the Planning Commission continued the item to the
August 26, 2008 Planning Commission meeting so that additional Planning Commissioners
can be present when a decision is made on the project; and,

WHEREAS, on August 26, 2008, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed
public hearing, at which time all interested parties were given an opportunity to be heard
and present evidence; and,

WHEREAS, on August 26, 2008, the Planning Commission continued the item to
the October 14, 2008, at the request of the applicant so that additional information could be
obtained regarding the recent announcement that CVS Pharmacy would be purchasing
Long's Drugs company; and,

WHEREAS, on October 14, 2008, the Planning Commission adopted P.C.
Resolution No. 2008-38, thereby denying Case No. ZON2008-00091 for a General Plan
Amendment and Zone Change, and not allowing the a change in zoning and land use
designation from Residential to Commercial; and,

WHEREAS, on October 15, 2008, within fifteen (15) days following the Planning
Commission's decision, the landowner and appellants, Masoud and Shahla Sharifi, filed an



appeal to the City Council requesting that the City Council overturn the Planning
Commission's denial of Case No. ZON2008-00091; and,

WHEREAS, after notice issued pursuant to the requirements of the Rancho Palos
Verdes Development Code, the City Council held a duly noticed public hearing on
November 6, 2008, at which time all interested parties were given an opportunity to be
heard and present evidence; and,

WHEREAS, on November 6, 2008, the City Council continued the item to the
January 21, 2009 meeting to allow recirculation of the project's Mitigated Negative
Declaration since a broader range of potential commercial uses needs to be analyzed due to
CVS's withdrawal from the application; and,

WHEREAS, pursuant to the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act,
Public Resources Code Sections 21000 et. seq. ("CEQA"), the State's CEQA Guidelines,
California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Section 15000 et. seq., the City's Local CEQA
Guidelines, and Government Code Section 65962.5(f) (Hazardous Waste and Substances
Statement), the City of Rancho Palos Verdes prepared an Initial Study and determined that
with appropriate mitigation, there is no substantial evidence that the approval of ZON2008­
00091 for a General Plan Amendment and Zone Change only would result in a significant
adverse effect upon the environment and, therefore, a Mitigated Negative Declaration has
been prepared and notice of same was given in the manner required by law; and,

WHEREAS, on December 19, 2008, the updated Mitigated Negative Declaration
was released to the general public and the appropriate public agencies for comment; and,

WHEREAS, after notice issued pursuant to the requirements of the Rancho Palos
Verdes Development Code, the City Council held a duly noticed public hearing on January
21, 2009, at which time all interested parties were given an opportunity to be heard and
present evidence; and,

WHEREAS, on January 21,2009, the City Council continued the item to the April
21,2009 meeting; and,

WHEREAS, on April 21, 2009, the City Council continued the item to the May 5,
2009 meeting, at which time all interested parties were given an opportunity to be heard
and present evidence:

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF RANCHO PALOS
VERDES DOES HEREBY FIND, DETERMINE, AND RESOLVE AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1: As stated in Planning Commission Resolution No. 2008-38, and based
upon the evidence and testimony that was presented to the Planning Commission and City
Council, all of which are incorporated herein by reference, the City Council hereby finds
that the General Plan Amendment and Zone Change to change the land use and zoning
designation of property located at 28103 Hawthorne Boulevard from Residential to



Commercial is not warranted because under the current designation and zoning, the
property either can continue to be used for an automotive service use or it can be
developed for residential use.

Section 2: The subject property and the property across the street (at 28041
Hawthorne Boulevard) have been treated equally by the City, which has allowed the
existing commercial uses to continue on each property and has made those uses lawful by
different methods. In 1988, the City Council approved General Plan Amendment No. 16
for 28041 Hawthorne Boulevard, allowing a change in land use from Residential to
Commercial and acknowledging the existing uses on the site; while similarly, in 1993, the
City adopted an Ordinance designating eight sites in the City as part of an Automotive
Service Station Overlay District, which included the subject property. Adoption of the
Overlay District allowed the non-conforming service station use to be considered a legal
conforming use, regardless of the underlying residential zoning and facilitated the
development of other automotive-related uses on said parcel. This allowed the subject
property, which was developed with an automotive service station, to continue to operate
and expand, if necessary, even with the underlying Residential designation.

Section 3: The characteristics between the property across the street at 28041
Hawthorne Boulevard, and the subject property are different. The residential properties
that abut the 7-Eleven site across the street are at a higher elevation; conversely, the
residential properties that abut the subject property are at a lower elevation. With
residential properties at a lower elevation, there would be greater impacts associated with
the development of new commercial uses on the subject property that have never occupied
the site. In addition, if the existing automotive service station use is abandoned and is not
replaced with another automotive use, subsequent development of the site would be
residential, which offers less impacts from noise, traffic, and lighting, and is consistent with
the existing underlying residential zoning.

Section 4: Approving a General Plan Amendment and Zone Change from
Residential to Commercial on the subject property would result in a greater array of
commercial uses, thereby producing higher traffic volumes than the underlying Residential
zoning would produce; thus, negatively impacting the intersection, which was not the
intention when the subject property was designated as Residential.

Section 5: For the foregoing reasons and based upon the information and
findings included in the Staff Reports to the Planning Commission dated June 10, 2008,
July 8, 2008, August 24, 2008 and October 14, 2008; the Minutes of the Planning
Commission meetings and other records of these proceedings; Planning Commission
Resolution No. 2008-38; the Staff report prepared for the City Council; and all of the
evidence and testimony that was presented to the City Council in connection with these
applications, the City Council of the City of Rancho Palos Verdes hereby denies the
appeal, thereby upholding the Planning Commission's decision to deny Case No.
ZON2008-00091, a request for a General Plan Amendment and Zone Change to change
the general plan land use designation and zoning designation from Residential to
Commercial for property located at 281 03 Hawthorne Boulevard (Valero Gas Station site).



Section 7: The time within which judicial review of the decision reflected in this
Resolution, if available, must be sought is governed by Section 1094.6 of the California
Code of Civil Procedure and other applicable short periods of limitation.

PASSED, APPROVED, and ADOPTED this 5th day of May 2009.

MAYOR

ATTEST:

CITY CLERK

STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES )ss
CITY OF RANCHO PALOS VERDES )

I, Carla Morreale, City Clerk of the City of Rancho Palos Verdes, hereby certify that the
above Resolution No. 2009-_was duly and regularly passed and adopted by the said City
Council at a regular meeting held on May 5, 2009.

City Clerk
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From: John Freeman Urfree@cox.net]

Sent: Monday, April 27, 2009 12:18 PM

To: cc@rpv.com

Cc: Carla Morreale

Subject: Continued city council meeting (Valero agenda)

Mayor Clark and City Council members:

I just received information that the May 5 City Council meeting Valero appeal may be postponed again
and now continued to a future date, possibly June 16.

I have one requesUsuggestion: Since you are going to reschedule this matter, can we get something
productive out of the delay instead of just waiting?

Would you please: Direct the RPV Staff to provide written responses/answers with the next
meeting Staff Report of the many questions posed in the April 21 agenda packet?

In addition to the questions I raised, I counted Kathy Tyndall (7 questions), (Joan Davidson 15
questions), Connie Semos (questions re traffic Level of Service etc.), Angel Law attorneys, &Sandy
Genis Planning Consultant, (multiple unanswered questions from the January agenda packet).

I think all of us can better understand and support whatever final decision is made if we are all better
informed of the considerations and consequences of any decision. I believe government should be a
two-way collaborative process, but without acknowledgement or any consideration of the many issues
raised in the 125-page agenda packet, it looks like a one-way government process only.

Please, let's get answers to these questions so that the City Council and the public are better informed
next month.

John Freeman
Rancho Palos Verdes

4/28/2009



EduardoS

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Carolynn Petru [carolynn@rpv.com]
Thursday, April 23, 2009 8:28 AM
eduardos@rpv.com
'Joel Rojas'
FW: Valero Project

-----Original Message-----
From: me.griep@cox.net [mailto:me.griep@cox.net]
Sent: Wednesday, April 22, 2009 7:59 PM
To: cc@rpv.com
Subject: Valero Project

Council Members,

I live a few blocks from the Vallero gas station and I like it the way it is. Bigger is
not better - re-zoning this space is wrong.

Mark Griep
28752 Plainfield Drive
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

1
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April 18, 2009

Planning Commission
City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

I am a Los Verdes resident in Rancho Palos Verdes. I am in opposition to the
General Plan Amendment and Zone Change to the Valero property located on
Hawthorne Blvd. /Granvia Altimira.

The proposed zone change to Commercial Limited would be non-conforming
to the immediate surrounding residential neighborhood. It would lack
compatibility and cause a negative impact upon our neighborhood. Thus,
creating more traffic, more noise, and more crime.

The zone change would leave the area open to revolving set of businesses
that close and open as small businesses close their doors. Considering the
present state of our state and country economies and the probable increase
in taxes, no one should assume that any business would be there for the long
term. We would get opening and closing stores, boarded up window fronts
and more construction.

We urge you to vote against the Amendment and Zone Change.

Sincerely,

Curtis and Debbie Watanabe
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EduardoS

From: Joel Rojas Uoelr@rpv.com]

Sent: Tuesday, April 21, 2009 11 :45 AM

To: 'EduardoS'

Subject: FW: Opposition to the Valero Zone Change Appeal

From: James M. Grady [mailto:james.grady7@verizon.net]
Sent: Tuesday, April 21, 2009 11:38 AM
To: pc@rpv.com
Subject: Opposition to the Valero Zone Change Appeal

To Whom It May Concern:

I sincerely oppose the Valero gas station's request for zoning change.
Please stop giving them opportunities for appeals.

Sincerely,
James Grady
A Resident of 50 Years in the Neighborhood

4/21/2009



JMBM Jeffer Mangels
Butler & Marmaro LLP _

Alex DeGood
Direct: (310) 201-3540
Fax: (310) 712-3348
AMD@jmbm.com

VIA EMAIL AND U.S. MAIL

Larry Clark, Mayor
Steve Wolowicz, Mayor Pro-Tern
Thomas Long, Councilmember
Douglas Stem, Councilmember
Peter Gardiner, Councilmember
City ofRancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Blvd
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

April 20, 2009

1900 Avenue of the Stars, 7th Floor
Los Angeles, California 90067-4308
(310)203-8080 (310)203-0567 Fax

www.jmbm.com

Re: Case No. ZON2008-00091 - Staff Recommendation of Continuance

Honorable Mayor, Mayor Pro-Tern and Members of the City Council:

This office represents the owner ofthe parcel ofreal property located at 28103
Hawthorne Boulevard (the "Property") in the above-referenced matter. On January 21,2009,
City Council considered an appeal ofthe Planning Commission's denial for a requested General
Plan Amendment and Zone Change of the Property. Council continued the public hearing on the
matter to April 21, 2009.

At the January 21,2009 meeting, Council also directed the Planning Commission
to consider a Code Amendment to the CL Zone. The Planning Commission did so on February
24,2009. On March 17, 2009, Council continued the Code Amendment public hearing to
Council's May 5, 2009 meeting.

On January 21, 2009, Council indicated that it would prefer to consider a Code
Amendment to the CL Zone before acting on the appeal of the Planning Commission's decision
on the Property. City staff has therefore recommended that Council continue the appeal hearing
on the Property to Council's May 5, 2009 meeting. I I agree with the recommendation ofCity

I See City of Rancho Palos Verdes Staff Report, "Appeal of the Planning Commission Denial of Case No.
ZON2008-00091 for a General Plan Amendment & Zone Change for Property Located at 28103 Hawthorne
Boulevard (Valero Gas Station Site), pg. 6-2.

A Limited Liability law Partnership Including Professional Corporations I Los Angeles' San Francisco· Orange County

6080662v2



April 20, 2009
Page 2

staff and write to fonnally request a continuance ofthe appeal hearing on the Property to the
May 5, 2009 meeting.

Sincerely,

~f?~
Alex DeGood of
Jeffer, Mangels, Butler & Mannaro LLP

cc: Eduardo Schonbom, Senior Planner

6080662v2
JMBM! Jeffer Mangel.

Butler & Marmara UP
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EduardoS

From: Joel Rojas Ooelr@rpv.com]

Sent: Tuesday, April 21, 2009 8:36 AM

To: 'EduardoS'

Subject: FW: zone change

From: ingele [mailto:ingelel@cox.net]
Sent: Sunday, April 19, 2009 11:28 PM
To: cc@rpv.com; pc@rpv.com
Subject: zone change

To Whom it may
Concern:
2009

April 19,

We have lived in the Gravia/Hawthorne area for 45 years. We are totally opposed to the zoning
change. An unspecific project is totally unacceptable. Please vote against this zoning change.

Sincerely,
Henry and Inga Cherman/Lurie
6742 Birchman Drive
Rancho Palos Verdes
310-377-5987

4/21/2009



28045 Acana Road
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275
April 15, 2009

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

We moved to the beautiful Palos Verdes Peninsula from Indiana due to a job transfer in 1962. We thought, and still do, that it is the
most beautiful place in the world, temperature wise and otherwise. We settled on a quiet street with limited traffic, a safe
environment; perfect area for our children. We used to walk across Hawthorne, at Granvia, and there were open fields and ponds
where frogs croaked in the swampy areas. We loved it.

As is inevitable, change started coming in. Houses and condos were built in that area. We remember when the 7- Eleven was going to
be built and how we all objected. It would be a hang out for all the kids, more traffic, crime, loitering etc. But we were not listened to
and the store was completed. Later, across the street came the service station and when they left, Valero took over. Now they want to
change the zone so they can sell their property to a commercial entity or even a strip mall. This will create more traffic, more gas
emissions, noise and congestion.

We object to changing the zone to Commercial Limited. Who knows what companies or stores would be starting their businesses
there. We would like to see the property zoned as it is. The property has many possibilities other than a gas station or a strip mall.
It would make a lovely park or could be a small residential area.

Please vote for a no zone change.

The Goetz'

cc: Planning Commission

RECEIVED
j~PR 17 I.u ..,,

PlANNING, BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT
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EduardoS

From: Carolynn Petru [carolynn@rpv.com]

Sent: Wednesday, April 15, 20098:44 AM

To: 'EduardoS'

Cc: 'Joel Rojas'

Subject: FW: Valero Gas Station Property re-zoning

From: Ihteacherl@aol.com [mailto: Ihteacherl@aol.com]
Sent: Wednesday, April 15, 2009 8:20 AM
To: cc@rpv.com
Subject: Fwd: Valero Gas Station Property re-zoning

-----Origina1 Message----­
From: lhteacher1@aol.com
To: Ihteacher1@aol.com
Sent: Tue, 14 Apr 2009 3:13 pm
Subject: Valero Gas Station Property re-zoning

4-14-09

Dear Sirs:

I am a resident home owner who lives just a few blocks from the gas station as well as the 7-Eleven.

I have lived here since 1972. One reason for moving here was that this was a great community for raising
families. And it still is!!. There are excellent schools, people who are interested in their neighbors and their
community, and quiet most nights--except for those pesky peacocks.

Thus, I wish to express my thoughts that a re-zoning of this land could have a very negative impact on this
community and what it stands for. I do not wish a corner do-nut shop in the future there. I do not want even
more traffic at that corner. I do not want an area that could encourage crime and be a "hang out" area for teens.
The 7-Eleven already is a teen hang out particularly on week ends.

Please vote against this possibility.

Yours very truly,

Judith Hart
28019 Hazelridge Dr.
RPV,CA

Get the scoop on the live music scene in your area and hit a show tonight. Check out TourTracker.com!

4/20/2009



Get the scoop on the live music scene in your area and hit a show tonight.Gb~GkQlJtTQlJrI[9Gk~LGQm!

4/20/2009
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EduardoS

From: Carolynn Petru [carolynn@rpv.com]

Sent: Friday, April 17, 2009 7:35AM

To: eduardos@rpv.com

Cc: 'Joel Rojas'

Subject: FW: Pacific View Valero Meeting

From: Leslie Chapin [mailto:les.alice@cox.net]
sent: Thursday, April 16, 2009 7:42 PM
To: cc@rpv,com
Cc: John Freeman; George Wong; Jim Moore; Jon Davis; Patrick Campbell; Linda LoConte; Noel Park; Lovell Chase;
Marilyn Jakubowski; Diana Park; Shahid Sheikh; elruddick@cox.net
Subject: Pacific View Valero Meeting

Dear Rancho Palos Verde City Council Members,

The Pacific View Homeowners Association (PVHA) includes the 345 homes that surround Hesse Park. The PVHA
regular meetings are held on the first Wednesday of the even numbered months. An interim meeting was held on
Monday the 13th of April specifically to discuss the Valero Service Station rezoning request wherein six of our nine regular
board members attended. The six members attended met the requirements for a quorum for our nine member board.
Forty five minutes of discussion was concluded with a final vote of five to one in favor of maintaining the present
residential zoning of the site.

Thanking you for your consideration,

Les Chapin
President, Pacific View Homeowners Association
6710 Verde Ridge Road, RPV, Ca 90275
310-377-1139
le$.gJiQe@QQx,uet

4/20/2009



EduardoS

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Carolynn Petru [carolynn@rpv.com]
Friday, April 17, 2009 3:16 PM
eduardos@rpv.com
'Joel Rojas'
FW: Valero zone change

-----Original Message-----
From: jenyheny@cox.net [mailto:jenyheny@cox.netJ
Sent: Friday, April 17, 2009 3:14 PM
To: cc@rpv.com
Subject: Valero zone change

April 17, 2009

Dear City council members,

I am writing to you to let you know that I oppose the zone change on the Valero project.
Do we really want a tacky, big and ugly store on the corner? No we do not. Not to
mention more traffic problems. Come now, we have ENOUGH pharmacies. One day it could
turn into a Wienerschnitzel for
all we know. I truly appreciate your time and attention.
Thank you.

Sincerely,
Jenny Harada

28220 Ella Road
Rancho Palos Verdes
(310) 541-3403

1




