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programs that Marymount currently operates in other cities that have nothing to do with
the RPV campus. The College believes this distinction applies equally to on-line
students who would never set foot on campus.

The College notes that subsection C of Condition No. 145 does not use the
phrase “on campus,” and thus the City may wish to make the following revision:

C. The maximum total permitted enroliment in any combination of Traditionat
Degree Programs and Summer Educational Programs offered on campus
concurrently during summer weekdays (June to August) is 600 students
and participants.

in short, shouid a student previously enrolied only in an on-line degree program
opt to enroll in one or more live classes on campus, the student would be considered
either a full or part-time on_campus student and would be counted towards the
applicable enroliment caps under Condition No. 145.

Thus, except for the minor clarifications as to defining students or participants as
being enrolled in an “on campus” program in Conditions 142 and 145, the College does
not believe any further revisions would be needed to the remaining Program Conditions
as a result of the on-line program.

In order for these programming updates to be reviewed by the City Council, the
College requests that this letter be included in the staff report for the scheduled public
hearing on Marymount's campus modernization plan set for September 12, 2009.

Should staff or members of the City Council have any additional questions
regarding these anticipated program changes prior to the meeting, we will do our best o
respond in advance. In addition, if staff or the City Council believes further clarification
is needed in the CUP to address these program changes, we would welcome such
suggestions as our objective in bringing these program updates to the City’s attention
as soon as they were finalized is to timely address any issues relevant to the College’s
CUP.
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As always, we appreciate your continued courtesy and cooperation.

Sincerely,

BURKE, WILLIAMS & SORENSEN, LLP

DONALD M. DAVIS
DMD:ir

cc:  Dr. Michael Brophy
Jim Reeves, Vice President of Operations
Michael Laughilin, Psomas
Carol Lynch, City Attorney
David Snow, Assistant City Attorney
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From: Carolynn Petru [carolynn@rpv.com]
Sent:  Friday, September 04, 2009 12:43 PM
To: '‘Ara M'

Cc: 'Joel Rojas'

Subject: FW: Marymount College

Fromi: Mary Gravlin [mailto:bilmarO@verizon.net]
Sent: Friday, September 04, 2009 12:36 PM

To: cc@rpv.com

£c: keurtis@marymountpv.edu

Subject: Marymount College

Dear City Council Members,

As residents of Rancho Palos Verdes, we urge you to affirm the planning commission’s action regarding the
modernization of Marymount College campus. It is necessary for the quality of education for present and future
students. Furthermore, Marymount College is a resource for the entire community, not only educationally, but
culturally and recreationally. It is imperative that the plans be approved as soon as possible and the college and

community move forward.

Sincerely,

Bill and Mary Gravlin

30933 Rue de la Pierre

Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

9/4/2009
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Ara M

From: Carolynn Petru [carolynn@rpv.com]

Sent:  Friday, September 04, 2009 10:30 AM

To: '‘Ara M'

Cc: 'Joel Rojas’

Subject: FW: My thoughts on Marymount for your 9/12/09 Meeting

From: Ken Dyda [mailto:kendyda@rpv.com]

Sent: Friday, September 04, 2009 10:26 AM

To: Nelsongang@aol.com

Cc: cc@rpv.com

Subject: Re: My thoughts on Marymount for your 9/12/09 Meeting

Mayor Clark, Mayor Pro-Tem Wolowicz, Councilmen Stern, Long and Dyda
copy for info: Kelly Curtis, Marymount

The purpose of this email is to urge you, our representatives, to approve Marymount's modified
plans, unchanged, when you meet Sept. 12, 2009, at our local Peninsula Montessori School.

i view Marymount as an integral member of Palos Verdes Peninsula's education system, on the same level as our
public schools. In my mind, Marymount provides that logical, local source for education beyond the high school level.
One of our sons took advantage of that, graduated from Marymount, obtained his Master in Geology and has headed the
Science Dept in a local school for some years. And his higher education began at Marymount.

We recognize Jack and Lois Carp have put together folks that oppose anything Marymount proposes or even dreams of
doing, probably including trimming a hangnail or two!

I would ask you remember one Marymount opponent, famed for long term opposition to common sense, including opposition
to almost every sensible land use change proposed in the General Plan Update. For example, in one update session - as 1 sat
there next to Marymount's recent President - both of us were in disbelief as this person proposed for that evening's update
input - taxing Marymount and our Churches (remember, he was your appointed Planning Commission representative
to the GP Update group) - a scheme Gina McLeod finally got him to understand would be in violation of Federal Law! But
many other of these goodies made it through the update process and present stuff you will soon be faced with correcting. And
his wife, now that the dorms are not a heartburn, undoubtedly seeks new fuel for her Marymount fire. On Sept 11 you will get
another earful of their never-ending anti-Marymount saga (but, luckily for you, for your breaks during the day, there is a
Starbucks across the parking lot and you can easily view Trader Joe's progress - thank you for making that happen!).

Through the smoke and haze of these oncoming opposition wildfires, please realize there are those of us who
would like to see this moved expeditiously to this proposed conclusion that continues Marymount's
service to our community, our youth and our future,

Bob Nelson
6612 Channelview Court
RPV, CA 90275
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Ara M

From: Carolynn Petru {carolynn@rpv.com]

Sent:  Thursday, September 03, 2009 4:42 PM

To: '‘Ara M'

Cc: 'Joel Rojas'

Subject: FW: Support for Marymount College Campus Modernization Plan

From: Karen Thordarson [mailto:KThordarson@marymountpv.edu]
Sent: Thursday, September 03, 2009 4:40 PM

To: cc@rpv.com

Cc: Kelly Curtis Intagliata

Subject: Support for Marymount College Campus Modernization Plan

Dear Mayor and City Council Members,

As a resident of Rancho Palos Verdes and an employee of Marymount College, | am writing to express my strong
support for Marymount College’s Campus Modernization Plan. | urge you to reject the appeal of the Planning
Commission’s decision by a small, yet vocal, minority of Rancho Palos Verdes residents.

Marymount College has worked closely with the City and the community to develop a modified plan. The
College has waited long enough. It is time to approve this project!

I have worked at Marymount College for 15 years as the Director of Human Resources and have seen first-hand
the wonderful educational opportunity that our dedicated faculty and staff provides to students, including
students who are residents of Rancho Palos Verdes. | moved to Rancho Palos Verdes to be a part of the
excellent K-12 school district. Marymount provides an excellent college opportunity right in our neighborhood
following on the great K-12 experience.

Marymount College also employs residents of Rancho Palos Verdes who live, work and shop in the area.
Marymount College is a small gem of a college that is important to community members and should be
supported by the City Council.

As | have driven to and from work each day, passing the huge Terranea project, | have struggled to understand
why the persons | voted for approved the Terranea project, yet have found the Marymount project so
problematic.

Please affirm the Planning Commission’s decision and deny the appeal.

Sincerely,

Karen Thordarson

29122 Whites Point Drive
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275
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Ara M

From: Carolynn Petru [carolynn@rpv.com]

Sent:  Tuesday, September 01, 2009 5:43 PM

To: '‘Ara M’

Cc: joelr@rpyv.com

Bubject: FW: | support Marymount College's Improvement Project

From: Diane Nordby [mailto:nordbyvaldez@shcglobal.net]
Sent: Tuesday, September 01, 2009 5:37 PM

To: cc@rpv.com

Lc: keurtis@marymountpv.edu

Subject: I support Marymount College's Improvement Project

1 am a former resident of Rancho Palos Verdes, an alum of both Marymount High School and College (1974) and served on
the Board of Trustees of the College in the 1990's.

It is sadly amazing to me that almost 20 years later, Marymount sits in almost the same position they were then. They shouid
have been allowed to proceed forward with improvement of the facility years ago.

Further reasons to move forward with the improvement plan as approved by the Planning Commission inctude:

& The Planning Commission received community input for many months and closely studied the
proposed plan, the Environmental Impact Report; and the Conditional Use Permit. With the
due diligence completed, the Planning Commission approved the coliege’s modified
plan on July 14, 2009. It is now time for the City Council to affirm that work and uphold
the Planning Commission’s approval of the College’s plans.

¢« Marymount Coliege provides a quality higher education for its students. Modernizing
the campus allows the school to improve aging facilities, provide a learning environment that
enhances this record of quality education, and transform students into successful and
contributing community members. It should not be forgotten that members of the RPV
populace attend the school.

¢ The Coliege is a resource to Rancho Palos Verdes and its residents. With its park-like
setting and views of the Pacific, the College is a beautiful spot for walkers, a respite for
cyclists and a location for both youth and adult recreational activities. Community members
attend lectures, concerts, theatrical productions, art exhibits and use our library. Additionally,
members of the community enjoy the campus meeting spaces for book club meetings and
other small group events, as well as community-sponsored classes.

» The City Council has an opportunity to positively impact the lives of thousands of
future students and significantly benefit the residents of the Rancho Palos Verdes
for generations to come. Their vote to deny the appeal and approve the Marymount
College Modernization Plans must not wait any longer.

Thank you for your consideration,
Diane Nordby
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This letter to Rancho Palos Verdes City Council Members pertains to fhe
Appeal of the Planning Commission’s approval (;f the Marymount College
Facilities Expansion Project. |

It is being submitted, prior to noon, September 01, 2009, to the Planning
Department whereby it may be transmitted to the Members of the City
Council.

Please acknowledge receipt.

Thank you!

/@G’ZM%/ ﬁ V@Wvé% ity of Rancho Palos Verdes

Dorian B. Dunlavey Q/Z/ SEP 1 . 2009

PN
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3255 Parkhurst Drive
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275
31 August 2009

Dear Rancho Palos Verdes City Council Members,

I am writing in support of the Appeal of the Planning Commission’s approval
of the Marymount College Facilities Expansion Project.

I am asking you to reverse the Planning Commission’s decision to approve
Marymount’s Expansion Plan.

Marymount’s Plan contains certain elements that have been put forward under
false pretenses, elements that are wholly unjustified:

* 1t is clear that Marymount wants to build dormitories on the property. Marymount
included dormitories in its initial plans and only removed them in the face of determined
opposition. In their stead, Marymount is requesting permission for “remedial grading”
where it wants to build dorms. Marymount’s intentions are obvious - it is literally laying
the groundwork for re-applying in a few years. Absent this motivation, there is no reason
for the remedial grading requested by Marymount. If you do not allow this unwarranted
grading request, it will be much more difficult for Marymount to come back, sometime in
the future, requesting permission to build dormitories.

* Similarly, the Eight-year Construction Period requested by Marymount is completely
unreasonable - it is outrageous! I would remind you, an eight-year construction period is
unprecedented. The City Code allows a one year building period and one additional
year for hardship. Again, it seems intended to provide Marymount with maximum
opportunities to expand its complex in the future. The residents of Rancho Palos Verdes
would be subjected to construction noise, unhealthy air quality, traffic delays and
inconvenience until 2018. The current justification for the eight-year period appears to be
that Marymount does not have sufficient funds, at present, to finance its expansion plan as
originally envisioned.

* Yet, at Marymount’s Open House, September 4, 2008, where Dr. Brophy outlined its
Expansion Plan to the Public, including dorms, I asked Dr. Brophy if Marymount had the
funds to finance all of its requested project. He stated that it did. When I asked if
Marymount had the funds NOW. Dr. Brophy again stated that it did.

* On the night that the Commission voted its approval of Marymount’s Expansion Plan,

one of the Commissioners lectured us that they could not vote based on what Marymount
may or may not do in the future. I am sure that you are subject to the same standard.
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Dear Rancho Palos Verdes City Council Members
31 August 2009
Page 2

2%

However, you have all the reasons needed to deny whollff unjustified “Remedial Grading
and a completely unreasonable and unprecedented Eight-year Construction Period and
thus reverse the Planning Commission’s decision to approve Marymount’s Expansion
Project.

* When all is said and done, without foresight, a Planning Commission, by the decisions
it makes, is doomed to fail to preserve and protect the quality of life and best interests of
the citizens of our city. This entire project is for the benefit of Marymount. Where is the
benefit or the consideration for the neighbors and their right of peaceful enjoyment of
their homes and neighborhoods?

Very truly yours,

y@cﬂm/fu 55@¢

Dorian B. Dunlavey
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Ara M

From: Carolynn Petru [carolynn@rpv.com]

Sent:  Tuesday, September 01, 2009 4:03 PM

To: Arthur.Yoon@cox.com

Cc: '‘Ara M'

Subject: FW: Marymount Council meeting, 9/12/2009
Hi Art —
Here's the email string regarding the adjourned Council meeting on September 12t at the Peninsula
Montessori School in Golden Cove. As | mentioned in our telephone conversation this afternoon, RPV
staff will be going to the site tomorrow at 11:30 AM to check out the room and address set up issues.
Your staff is certainly welcome to join us. If they can’t make it, Ara may be able to set up another date
and time for them.
Thanks!

Carolynn

From: Carolynn Petru [mailto:carolynn@rpv.com]
Sent: Tuesday, August 25, 2009 8:01 AM

To: 'Arthur.Yoon@cox.com'

Subject: RE: Marymount Council meeting, 9/12/2009

Hi Art —
The meeting will start at 9:00 AM. It will probably go all day.
CP

From: Arthur.Yoon@cox.com [mailto:Arthur.Yoon@cox.com]
Sent: Monday, August 24, 2009 3:14 PM

To: carolynn@rpv.com

Subject: RE: Marymount Council meeting, 9/12/2009

Time?

From: carolynn@rpv.com [mailto:carolynn@rpv.com]
Sent: Monday, August 24, 2009 3:15 PM

To: Yoon, Arthur (CCI-Palos Verdes)

€c: Carolynn Petru

Subject: Re: Marymount Council meeting, 9/12/2009

Hi Art -
OK. The meeting will be held at the Montessori School in the Golden Cove Shopping Center.

Carolynn
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Sent from my BlackBerry® smartphone with SprintSpeed

From:
Date: Mon, 24 Aug 2009 17:21:00 -0400
To: <carolynn@rpv.com>

Subject: RE: Marymount Council meeting, 9/12/2009
We will be there wherever it is but it cannot go live unfortunately and would likely be single camera.

From: carolynn@rpv.com [mailto:carolynn@rpv.com]
Sent: Monday, August 24, 2009 12:27 PM

To: Yoon, Arthur (CCI-Palos Verdes)

Cc: Carolynn Petru

Subject: Re: Marymount Council meeting, 9/12/2009

The Council would prefer that it be live, given the importance of the topic to the community, but I don't
think the franchise agreement requires it, as it's not a regular meeting.

Sent from my BlackBerry® smartphone with SprintSpeed

From:
Date: Mon, 24 Aug 2009 13:45:09 -0400
To: <carolynn@rpv.com>

Subject: RE: Marymount Council meeting, 9/12/2009
Does this need to be live?

From: carolynn@rpv.com [mailto:carolynn@rpv.com]
Sent: Monday, August 24, 2009 10:42 AM

To: Yoon, Arthur (CCI-Palos Verdes)

Ce: Carolynn Petru

Subject: Fw: Marymount Council meeting, 9/12/2009
Importance: High

Hi Art -

I'm working from home today & I can't recall if I've already given you a heads up about the adjourned
Council meeting on

Saturday September 12th regarding the Marymount project. The difficulty is that Hesse & PVIC are
both unavailable that day so we're scrambling for another location, which means a remote shoot for your
staff. I'll let you know as soon as we've found a location.

Thanks!
Carolynn

Sent from my BlackBerry® smartphone with SprintSpeed

From: "Dennis Mclean"
Date: Mon, 24 Aug 2009 10:09:35 -0700
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To: <support@rpv.com>

Subject: Marymount Council meeting, 9/12/2009

Just wanted to give you a heads-up that a Council meeting will be conducted on Saturday, 9/12/2009, at a
location TBD. It appears as though the location will not be Hesse or PVIC. This will either be a live broadcast, or
for replay.

Thanks,

Dennis MclL.ean
Director of Finance and Information Technology

B City of Rancho Palos Verdes

Finance and Information Technology

30940 Hawthorne Blvd.

Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275
www.palosverdes,.com/rpv

dennism@rpv.com - (310} 544-5212 p — (310) 544-5291 f

Do you really need to print this e-mail?

,'

This e-mail message contains information belonging to the City of Ranchoe Palos Verdes, which may be privileged, confidential andfor protected from
disciosure. The information is intended only for use of the individual or entity named. Unauthorized dissemination, distribution, or copying is strictly
prohibited, If you received this emall in error, or are not an intended recipient, please notify the sender immediately. Thank you for your assistance and
cooperation,
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Ara M

From: Carolynn Petru [carolynn@rpv.com]
Sent: Tuesday, September 01, 2009 2:59 PM
To: ‘Ara M'

Cc: joelr@rpv.com

Subject: FW: Support letter

----- Original Message-----

From: sachiyen@cox.net [mailto:sachiyen@cox.net]
Sent: Tuesday, September 01, 2009 2:47 PM

To: cc@rpv.com

Cc: KCurtis@marymountpv.edu

Subject: Support letter

Mayor and City Council Members City of Rancho Palos Verdes:

I have been a resident of Rancho Palos Verdes and a neighbor of Marymount College for 39
yvears. I fully support the modernization plans for the college that was approved by the
Planning Commission on July 14, 2009.

Further, I am appalled at the continuous delays preventing this upgrade by only a few of
my neighbors. This appeals process has gone on far too long.

It is time to move forward and allow Marymount to do the same.

Sincerely,

Sachiye Nakano, Professor Emeritus L.A. Harbor College
3756 Coolheights Dr.
Rancho Palos Verdes
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Ara M

From: Carolynn Petru [carolynn@rpv.com]

Sent:  Tuesday, September 01, 2009 2:34 PM

To: ‘Ara M'

Cc: joelr@rpv.com

Subject: FW. | support Marymount College's Improvement Project from Instructor Rena Small

From: Rena Small [mailto:RSmall@marymountpv.edu]

Sent: Tuesday, September 01, 2009 2:15 PM

To: cc@rpv.com

Subject: 1 support Marymount College's Improvement Project from Instructor Rena Small

Dear Honorable Mayor and Council Membership of the City of Rancho Palos Verdes, my hometown:

Marymount College is a gem in the rough. Having this college expand will enrich our community.
There will be a new library, art gallery, ample classrooms and appropriate landscaping that will be
Amazing.

I have lived in Palos Verdes Estates and Rancho Palos Verdes since 1990. | raised my son here. He attends Palos
Verdes High

School. 1 know that the community doesn’t like to change and grow too much, with all due respect, in most
cases this does

Protect our area. However, consider the addition of a 4 year campus and much improved library, theatre and
art gallery addition,

To the obvious need to house the students studying on campus directly on the site to be a benefit! Change is
inevitable and for the better most of the time. In this case, there is no question.

The resort down the street provides a wonderful spot for relaxation. Marymount College will provide a world
class educational college

Here in our midst for our individual and community cultural and educational enrichment and growth for the
future.

To those few people in the community please be optimistic and consider these points more important than your
trying to maintain the

Status quo on the hill so to speak, with all due respect.

Best wishes,

Sincerely,

Rena Small
Artist and Instructor
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Ara M

Page 1 of 1

From: Carolynn Petru [carolynn@rpv.com]
Sent:  Tuesday, September 01, 2009 2:34 PM
To: ‘Ara M'

Ce: joelr@rpv.com

Subject: FW: Marymount expansion permit

From: Earle Robinson [mailto:earle.robinson@cox.net]
Sent: Tuesday, September 01, 2009 2:19 PM

To: cc@rpv.com

Subject: Fw: Marymount expansion permit

----- Original Message -----

From: Earle Robinson

To: cc@rpv.com

Sent: Tuesday, September 01, 2009 12:45 PM
Subject: Marymount expansion permit

We would like to question the following 2 items.

1. The effects of removal of large amount of soil from the hillside

If I did something that caused my neighbor damage; I would be responsible to pay for the damage. It is
my understanding that this is not the case with the college. If they receive approval to remove the large
amount of soil they requested and later this causes a slid, they would not be responsible for the damage
done. Has an environmental report and assessment been completed stating on good authority that future
damage will not occur? Will the college pay the insurance premium for 20 years to guarantee that no
damage will occur from this large amount of soil removal from the hillside? Does it really make sense?
Would the planning commission approve this large amount of soil to be removed and 30 foot high
buildings above the ground if there were no College and the same area was in planning to be a 12 to14

home community?

2.0n campus parking

This last weekend, I attend a concert at the Chadwick School. To reach the school we were bus for 2
miles because the neighbors objected to car traffic going to the school between 4-8PM. This was being a
good neighbor. Parking on PalosVerdes Drive East has never been free of student’s cars while the
College was in session, yet this plan does not have enough on campus parking to solve this problem.

This is not being a good neighbor and more on campus parking need to be required.

We are all for higher education, but does that mean that all the rules that the rest of us must live by do

not apply at all here because they are a College?

Anita and Earle Robinson
3234 Corinna Drive

9/4/2009
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To: The City of Rancho Palos Verdes City Council
From: Maria Elena and Philip Dunlap

2845 San Ramon Drive

Rancho Palos Verdes
Re: Parking restrictions on Palos Verdes Drive East

It has come to our attention that parking restrictions are being considered for Palos
Verdes Drive East in the vicinity of Marymount College. We are concerned about the
impact of any parking restrictions on PVDE upon those of us whose properties are
adjacent to PVDE. We understand that the recommendation for these restrictions
originated with the Concerned Citizens Coalition. We feel that in making this proposal
the CCC has failed to fully consider the implications for those with property on PVDE.

We live on the northeast corner of the San Ramon Drive/ PVDE intersection. We have
about a 100-foot frontage on Palos Verdes Drive East. We have a single (permitted)
parking space in front of our home and our guests and extended family often park on
PVDE. (Neighbors who live on the west side of PVDE, where parking is already not
permitted, also use the east side of the street for guest parking.) Part of our property
consists of considerable canyon land, which must be cleared of excess brush once or
twice yearly. In order to do this in an efficient and economical manner, we use PVDE as
the staging area for vehicles that will haul the brush away. Were this option not available
to us, we would be forced to spend more time and money to bring hundreds of pounds of
brush to the front of our property for loading. And finally, in the 18 years that we have
lived on San Ramon Drive, our street has been repaved three times. During each of those
periods San Ramon Drive was closed to its residents, who were asked to park on PVDE
during those periods. If parking were restricted on PVDE, this convenient option would
not be available to the community.

We feel that placing any parking restrictions on PVDE would adversely impact us and we
are firmly opposed to any such restrictions. The current parking configuration has
worked successfully for decades, despite its use by Marymount students, and we do not
feel that it should be changed. We ask that before the council makes any decision on this
matter that it seeks the input of the residents in the San Ramon Drive/ PVDE intersection
vicinity and that it not depend upon non-government groups to gather this information.

We thank the council for this opportunity to express our concerns.
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Ara M

From: bubba32@cox.net

Sent: Monday, August 24, 2009 12:07 PM
To: omartinhez@torranceca.gov

Cc: aram@rpv.com

Subject: Sunrise Project; Lessons Learned
Oscar

Thanks for taking my call this morning.

As stated, I am a resident of Rancho Palos Verdes where we are located near to a major
development project at Marymount College which proposes to conduct major grading and
related construction of upgraded and new facilities. The RPV Principal Project Planner is
Ara Mihranian.

After photographing the Sunrise Project at its location opposite Rolling Hills Road at the
intersection with Hawthorne Boulevard, I have a few questions relating to how we can take
advantage of lessons learned with the Sunrise Project that may be implemented into
appropriate terms and conditions for the Marymount Entitlements.

The propeosed Marymount Project is divided into three Phases spanning eight years to allow
the College time to obtain necessary funding.

Currently, Phase I (two years) consists of all the major grading tasks, including time for
all permitting, etc. There is no actual building construction, but major Hydrology
improvements, parking lot construction, etc. are included. The original time proposed for
those tasks was three months. The remainder of the 21 months is available for the final
design and approvals process. The present Condition requires these to be accomplished
within the first 24 months after final entitlements are approved. Fallure to accomplish
these tasks is intended to revoke all entitlements otherwise granted.

Also, as part of Phase I, all necessary Insurance and Completion Bonding is to be obtained
and approved.

So, it is with that in mind that you might be able to suggest how this was accomplished
for the Sunrise Project and if you would recommend something different for this project
based on any lessons learned to date.

For example, have the Sunrise entitlements lapsed or now been terminated? What is the
Completion bonding intended to do at this point with the project at a standstill. Make it
"safe" or restore the site to some specified condition?

The Marymount Project is a bit different in that this is not a "blank sheet" of new
construction, but a modification of the existing campus with placement of a number of new
foundation pad gradings for an Athletic Facility, Library and Faculty Building (add-on)
that would not be built upon for some time depending upon the College obtaining required
funds. So the grading in Phase I would be in place long before the actual buildings would
be constructed.

This is in contrast to the Sunrise Project where you are starting with a new site from
scratch and don't have any Phasing of future portions of the project.

Your thoughts and recommendations in this based on the experience gained from the Sunrise
Project would be most helpful to the residents and to the City.

Thanks you for your consideration.

James B. Gordon

3538 Bendigo Drive

Rancho Palos Verdes, California 90275-6202

310-541-7336
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Ara M

From: bubba32@cox.net

Sent: Saturday, August 22, 2009 12:19 PM

To: aram@rpv.com

Subject: Request for Geotechnical Reference Documents
Ara

In reviewing the June 26 2009 Staff Report, particularly the Geologist's Review Letters
beginning on page 84 of that Report, there is a statement in the ASE letter that reaffirms
prior reviews and recommendations which are listed in the List of References.

I would appreciate obtaining copies of or being able to copy Reference numbers 1, 2, 3 and
4.

These are geotechnical reviews dated in 2008 before the Residence Halls were removed from
the Project in April 2009.

Although the 2009 Geotechnical review by ASE states that the Southwestern slope, when now
lowered by 6', hits a bentonite layer, that statement includes the observation that this
layer had been discovered by ASE's prior investigation (boring?).

As you know, there are seven boring locations shown on that Preliminary Drainage and
Grading Plan, but none of those borings is close to the affected Rose garden area.

Thank you for your attention to this request.

Jim Gordon
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Ara M

From: Carolynn Petru [carolynn@rpv.com]
Sent: Friday, August 21, 2009 10:58 AM
To: "Ara M'

Subject: FW: Marymount Expansion

————— Original Message-----
From: Daniel Rodriguez@ahm.honda.com [mailto:Daniel Rodriguez@ahm.honda.com}

Sent: Wednesday, August 19, 2009 1:32 PM
To: cc@rpv.com
Subject: Marymount Expansion

The purpose of this email is to voice concern over the Marymount Expansion initiative.
This initiative will impact our communities quality of life and is not consistent with the
reasons we selected Rancho Palos Verdes as our primary residence. This bedroom community
is not easy to get to and from which is part of the allure. The minimal traffic comsisting
of primarily residents is a big factor to the low crime rate we enjoy as residents.

A prolonged (8 year) construction project will adversely impact traffic.

Extended hours of operation for the college will also adversely affect traffic. Nighttime
drivers under 25 years of age statistically present a higher risk of accident/injury, on a
road that already has a history of accidents involving death and serious injury.

This project will utilize local tax payer resources to reconfigure the PV South and PV
East intersection at a time when financial resources should be allocated with great
scrutiny. What is the return to the taxpayers for this investment? Marymount is not
funding these costs and the additional revenue gains that Marymount will enjoy from this
expansion is not something the community will benefit from.

I strongly oppose this expansion and implore the Planning Commission to honor the wishes
of the community they represent.

1-87



Page 1 of 3

Ara M

From: Carolynn Petru [carolynn@rpv.com]

Sent:  Thursday, August 20, 2009 7:50 AM

To: ‘Ara MI'

Subject: FW: Appeal of Planning Commission Decision on Marymount College Expansion

From: Gregory Lash [mailto:glash@cox.net]

Sent: Thursday, August 20, 2009 12:23 AM

To: cc@rpv.com; tom.long@rpv.com

{£c: greg_Lash@Singaporeair.com.sg; cc@rpv.com

Subject: Re: Appeal of Planning Commission Decision on Marymount College Expansion

Distinguished Councilmen:

| attended the 18 Aug 09 City Council Meeting, to observe & comment on the Council's hearing of the
Marymount Expansion Appeal. | was most impressed with the Professionalism shown by the Council. | agree
with the Councilmen's admonitions with regard to future speakers from the two sides having a civil debate, &
sticking to the issues. | know many opponents - | have & will encourage them to focus as the Council has
suggested. That said, there is much emotion on the side of the opponents. | hope the council can afford
opponents some patience & understanding in view of the extremely long process we have endured thus far. It
has been very frustrating & somewhat overwhelming three years for residents to watch the College employ
Lobbyists, Architects, Attorneys, large amounts of money, implied Legal action, & a very deceptive PR Campaign,
to navigate the Planning Commission process. While | do not dispute that, for the most part, the Law was
followed, please understand that an individual opponent might feel inadequate, & that the process clearly favors
the applicant - especially one with a lot of money.

I hope if one of our future Speakers slips, & becomes emotional, the Council will recognize that there may be
some frayed nerves on the part of opponents of the expansion.

Sincerely, Greg

----- Original Message -

From: Gregory Lash

To: Tom Long

Cc: greg Lash@Singaporeair.com.sg ; cc@rpv.com

Sent: Tuesday, August 11, 2009 11:05 AM

Subject: Re: Appeal of Planning Commission Decision on Marymount College Expansion

Dear Councilmember Long:

| really appreciate your personal reply - thank you for clarifying what is before the Council. As | stated in my
email, 1 do not oppose the upgrading of existing buildings, but do oppose any further expansion, on Land Use
grounds. | feel the City has substantial Legal justification to deny the Project outright. 1 do, also, know that the
College has rights as well - this Alternative, gives them an option to consider. During the Planning Commission
Hearings, two Commissioners questioned the Assistant City Attorney on this issue. If they considered this
Alternative feasible, even though located outside of RPV, it could be justification for denying all or part of the
Project. His answer was yes, but later a Finding that it was feasible was not made, & the Alternative was not
afforded the "side by side” comparison it deserved. If this is something the Council can consider, | would
really appreciate it. | know many, if not all Opponents of the expansion, support this - not only because it
moves the Project "elsewhere,” but it allows the College an opportunity to expand as they wish.

Another Finding / Condition that could be reviewed, and of particular concern to San Ramon Drive residents,
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allows much more student parking, along the east Boundary wall, than has ever been allowed during previous
Conditional Use Permits, dating back to the first - in 1975. The Dormitories were withdrawn by the College, late
in the Commission's process, when it became clear the Commission could not support them. City Planning
Staff suggested that, with the removal of the dorms, parking (and associated noise impacts) should & could be
moved away from the SRD homes by partially using open land on the former Dormitory sites. The College
refused, insisting on grading, but leaving the sites open. | urge the Council to consider the historical precedent
of limited parking, & a sound buffer, along San Ramon Drive, being violated. If the Dormitories are truly gone,
City Building Codes mandate that parking be as far away from surrounding properties, & as close to Project
Buildings, as practicable.

Sincerely, Greg

----- Original Message -—---

From: TomLong

To: Gregory Lash

Sent: Tuesday, August 11, 2009 7:40 AM

Subject: Re: Appeal of Planning Commission Decision on Marymount College Expansion

Dear Greg,

Thank you for sharing your views but let me suggest a differently focused approach that tracks the
decision the council is called upon to make. The appeal involves specific planning commission
resolutions with specific findings. What I am interested in on the appeal is which of those findings
(if any) you think cannot be made and why and what additional conditions and/or design changes
would make it possible to make the findings (if any) or whether all or some of the project should
simply be denied outright since those are the issues I and the other councilmembers will need to
address.

While I understand alternatives that put development elsewhere are always more popular I am not
convinced that the appplicant is required to follow them if the applicant's preferred alternative
otherwise satisfies the findings required by our ordinance. Again I feel your efforts would be best
helped by focusing on the findings and the conditions in the resolutions adopted by the PC and what
differences you have with them.

Tom Long
Councilmember, Rancho Palos Verdes

-----Original Message-----

From: "Gregory Lash" <glash@cox.net>

Sent 8/11/2009 12:59:12 AM

To: cc@rpv.com

Cc: greg Lash@Singaporeair.com.sg

Subject: Fw: Appeal of Planning Commission Decision on Marymount College Expansion

Dear Sirs:

My Spouse & | own a home on San Ramon Drive, & have resided there since 2001. The College entrance is
about 300 feet from our door. | can testify that, an un-easy, but workable Land-Use compromise exists now.
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We support private property rights, & do not oppose modernization of Marymount's existing buildings.

We oppose however, any further expansion at the College, on "Land Use" grounds. This, or any expansion, is
violative of the very essence of the RPV's Incorporation -Preserving hillsides, limiting heights, & maintaining
the Rural nature of the City.

In the case of previous expansions of the College, (there have been many) a case could have been made that
some benefits were gained by local residents. This expansion, however, brings us beyond the point of
diminishing returns - the Project brings to residents only downside safety, security, & financial risk. Nothing is
gained by residents that is not already currently available. The whole expansion process began with the
College advising residents that they wanted to give their students an "enhanced College experience." We
were treated to many Student testimonials, during the Planning Commission Hearings, on how their
Marymount experience had been life-altering, fulfilling, & rewarding - indeed, already an enhanced experience.

Of particular interest to us, is EIR " Alternative # 3" (Academic Campus / Living Campus). We were quite
surprised when this Alternative, was deemed "unfeasible”, as it involved another City's jurisdiction. The
Attorney retained for the Appeal will speak extensively on this, therefore | will just say that CEQA Law is very
clear. A Lead Agency (City) must not be overly concerned about what might happen in another City - it need
only approve / disapprove a project, or parts of a project, based on the impact in their City. Further, this
Alternative would satisfy all of the issues raised by those who oppose the expansion, & meet all of the
College's goals (Marymount already has Dorms on the Alternative Site, their PV North "Living Campus”). The
decision seems to me to be made easier by the existence of this PV North land (15+ flat, buildable acres) In
fact, the College exists as a Living Campus / Academic Campus now, & has for it's entire existence. The
expansion at the PV East Campus is not needed to operate their core business, as the additions would be
ancillary.

I urge you to weigh the "enhanced College experience" of students who will attend 1-2 years, against
permanently altering of the neighborhoods that surround Marymount, & the impacts to the thousands of
residents who live there.

Sincerely,

Gregory Lash

Vivienne Nixon-Lash
2829 San Ramon Drive
RPV, CA 90275
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RPV City Council
29301 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

August 18, 2009
Re: Marymount Expansion

Dear City Council Members,

I am writing this letter to oppose the decision by the Planning Commission regarding
Marymount College’s extensive, 8-year long expansion plans. | oppose the decision and
Marymount's current plans primarily for the following reasons, although there are many
other problems with their plans too numerous to mention or which have already been
covered by others in your materials.

e 8-year construction period-As a municipal law attorney | can tell you that THIS IS
UNHEARD OF IN ANY OTHER CITY OR JURSIDICTION AND IS PATENTLY
RIDICULOUS IN A RESIDENTIAL AREA

¢ Hours of operation until 11PM-AGAIN, OUTRAGEOUS IN A RESIDENTIAL
AREA; FOLLOW EL CAMINO COLLEGE AND CLOSE AT 9PM ON
WEEKDAYS, 5PM ON WEEKENDS

e 45 foot tall athletic building-INCOMPATIBLE WITH SURROUNDING SINGLE
FAMILY HOMES; WHY NOT BUILD AT PV DRIVE NORTH PROPERTY AND
SHARE WITH RH PREP SCHOOL

= New location of soccer field-UNSAFE NEXT TO PV DRIVE EAST AND NO
REASON TO MOVE FROM CURRENT LOCATION

¢ Remedial grading-NO REASON FOR THIS IF NO DORMS; ACCEPT PROJECT
ONLY IF THERE IS NO LEGAL POSSIBILITY OF COLLEGE BUILDING
DORMS ON THIS SITE

+ Statement of Overriding Consideration-NOT SUPORTED BY FACTS; THERE IS
NO ECONOMIC BENEFIT TO RPV TO ALLOW EVERYTHING APPROVED BY
PLANNING AT EXPENSE OF RESIDENTS

» Academic campus/Living-recreational campus-THIS IS A FEASIBLE
ALTERNATIVE UNDER CEQA; ASST. CITY ATTORNEY HAS FLIP-FLOPPED
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AND CREATED CONFUSION ON THIS ISSUE; PLEASE REVIEW CEQA CASE
LAW WHICH STATES THAT FEASIBLE ALTERNATIVES MAY BE OUTSIDE
THE IMMEDIATE JURISDICTION

Marymount's Expansion project is essentially a land use/zoning issue which must be
deemed as compatible with the surrounding community to proceed. You must balance
the benefits to one applicant here, against the burden to many. As you balance the
benefit to the non-resident applicant/owner, a 2-year Catholic college with a welfare
property tax exemption vs. the harm to the surrounding thousands of tax-paying
residents, please consider that a win-win solution is on the table but for some
inexplicable reason has been dismissed by the applicant. Marymount’s Palos Verdes
Drive North (PVDN) property is perfectly suited for an athletic facility and additional
dormitories. Everyone knows that additional dorms are still desired by the college-it's
the only way they feel they can market a school on probation, especially to non-resident
students. With a new Council this year or in 2 years will come a new revised plan that
will include dorms. PLEASE, permanently take this item out of any possible future
entitlements

There is a win-win solution. Marymount has property on Palos Verdes Dr. North that it
received from the Navy after promising to put $3 million worth of improvements on that
property. | know first-hand that several other non-profits needed that land, nonprofits
representing homeless veterans and abused and homeless women and children for
one. The Navy gave the property to Marymount but the improvements have never been
done. | suspect that the Navy would like to re-examine its gift to Marymount now that
the promise (which it submitted on its application to the Navy for the land) has not been
fulfiled. Marymount students are now living at that property and actually, even if
Marymount proceeds with a plan for dorms at PVDE with you or a new Council,
sophomores will continue to live at that property (PVDN) while freshmen will live across
the street from me and my fellow residents! Marymount disagrees with the living
campus/academic campus alternative even though this is exactly what will still be in
place even if they are able to get entitlements to build dorms at PVDE in the future. The
best win-win solution is the living campus at PV Dr. North, with the athletic facility,
where housing already exists and an improved academic campus on the current site.
AGAIN, permanently take the dorms out of any possible entitlements.

We all know real estate values are plummeting, even in RPV. The last thing any
homeowner needs is a further reduction in his/her property value. Even more local
residents will be under water with the exacerbated drop in property values if elements of
this expansion are allowed to continue. if adding an “open to 11PM athletic facility and
library” and possibly dorms in the future was a positive to the local residents, real estate
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agents would be voluntarily touting this as a plus to homebuyers, as they do with our
great views and open space. Obviously, they are not touting this as a positive, however,
they now must disclose the possible construction of dorms, the new athletic facility,
library and open to 11PM hours and the 8 YEARS of noise and construction dust as a
negative disclosure to any potential homebuyer in the area. You must take this off the
table on this project. Imagine your house and this scenario across the street from you,
and then trying to market and sell your house. Not a pretty picture.

You must balance a non-profit, non-tax paying entity’s right to develop its property
against the burdens to your fellow tax-paying residents. Even homeowners must
consider the effects on their neighbors when remodeling or building on their property.
Reasoned expansion only please, this project will affect the largest monetary asset
most of us own, our home.

Marymount has purportedly raised $10 million so far for a $50-60 million project. What
guarantee do we have that the remaining $50 million will be “donated to” or raised by
the church/college during these unstable economic times? What guarantee do we have
that Marymount will get a construction completion bond and finish the project? None.
We could be here in 2 years with the land torn up, with a looming landslide potential and
no funds to complete the project. As a bond counsel for several years to local entities, |
can also tell you that their chance of issuing even taxable bonds to raise equity is
absolutely zero.

Please, legally and permanently forbid the possible future construction of dorms at
PVDE. You are allowed to do so. You do not have to grant variances just because they
are economically preferred by the applicant. The Marymount property is zoned
institutional as a school and this type of zoning does not include a housing element. You
are well within your powers as a planning body to deny a transient housing element in
an institutional zone abutting and surrounded by R-1 zoning. | refer you to the Calif.
Appellate case of City of Long Beach v. California Lambda etc. Fraternity, 255
Cal.App.2d 789. There, the court said that the City of Long Beach could stop local Cal
State fraternities from using and occupying fraternity houses in an R-4 zone even
though R-4 was zoned for apartment houses and multiple dwellings.

Quoting several Calif. cases, the court said “[tlhe rights of an owner or occupier of
property to the use of his property must be subordinated to the public good, and
control and restrictions as to use is subject only to the constitutional limitations which
are imposed upon the legislative body.” (Emphasis added)

The court also said that “The character of the district, the conservation of property
values, traffic conditions, parking, noise, and the peace, guiet and comfort of the
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district for true residential purposes demonstrate at once that reasonable minds
might differ as to the necessity or propriety of the restrictions in the present ordinances.”
(Emphasis added)

Also, "[a]nd ... speaking of college students generally, the court observes that it is a
matter of common knowledge and well established that groups of students are for the
most part exuberant, boisterous, and hilarious, and that they do not ordinarily keep
regular hours and are addicted to the use and abuse of vibrant and sonorous musical
instruments.”

The appellate court upheld lower court decision that “the ordinance in this instance is a
valid and proper exercise of the police power, the city council properly and legally
exercised its discretion in restricting fraternity houses in an "R-4" zone.”

| would also note that in City of San Marino v. Roman Catholic Archbishop of Los
Angeles, 180 Cal.App.2d 657, 1960, the court found that an applicant must show that
granting a variance would not result in material damage or prejudice to other property in
the area. Property owners in that case testified to the City that a variance would result in
a decrease in property values, increase in noise, congestion and confusion in the
surrounding R-1 zone and this was evidence that the City could properly look at
in making its decision. The current Marymount expansion approval by the Planning
Commission does not abide by this rule-material damage/prejudice would occur to
surrounding residents.

In addition, in Broadway, Laguna, Vallejo Association v. Board of Permit Appeals of the
City/County of San Francisco, 66 Cal.2d 767,1967, the court found that profit motive is
not adequate grounds for a variance. The court also found that the community derives a
benefit not from the Developer’s profit margin but from his conforming building. The 45
foot tall athletic facility is not a conforming building. The court also stated that zoning
variances were never meant o insure against financial disappointments.

Please consider the thousands of homeowners surrounding Marymount College and act
in your fellow residents’ best interests. Thank you.

Sincerely,
Becky Churchill Clark
16-year RPV resident (directly across from

Marymount College)
Former Chair, Finance Advisory Committee
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Ara M

From: Carolynn Petru [carolynn@rpv.com]
Sent:  Wednesday, August 19, 2009 4:18 PM
To: ‘Ara M’

Subject: FW: Marymount College Expansion

From: B. Komoc [mailto:holisticdoczen@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, August 18, 2009 7:00 PM

To: cc@rpv.com

Subject: Marymount College Expansion

Dear CC,

I am voicing my opinion regarding this expansion and I do live on Ganado Dr.

Propably you did hear and did receive so many opinions about this issue. Who really knows if any of
them matters to you , you could be sitting in your home far away from the impact of this huge project
voting and deciding on our lives and how this terrible project will drag its quality down.

I wish it was election year to be frank with you.

I wish every single voting member ( on this project ) would be living right here in the vicinity of
Marymount to see how then would they vote, yet..it is only a wish.......and keep in mind that you are an
elected official , you were elected to represent the majority and not the few wealthy.

I would like just to know who among the voting members lives close to Marymount , to be in the right
place to vote on such destructive project .

Which points I can mention here that were overlooked and not addressed ; from hundreds of cars
parking on PV Drive E. to the absence of Geological & Hydrological studies .

Yes you might say who the hell cares ; we do care , we, the people who live right next to Marymount,
our kids care , their future cares.............

For the sake of our neighborhood and our quality of life do accept our alternative we offered and let's go
on with our lives.

B. Komoc
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Ara M

From: Carolynn Petru [carolynn@rpv.com]
Sent:  Wednesday, August 19, 2009 2:01 PM
To: '‘Ara M

Subject: FW: Marymount

From: Rick McCallister [mailto:rick@moneyadvice.com]
Sent: Tuesday, August 18, 2009 8:28 PM

To: cc@rpv.com

Subject: Marymount

| just want to express my total support for the positions expressed by CCC/ME. | live in the El Prado area, right
next to Marymount College.

In particular, | was shocked to learn that students would be driving down PVDE until 11pm at night because of
the hours. That is very very dangerous and this is just asking for major accidents. That street is dangerous
enough, let alone late at night with tired college kids. We’ve had one close call within our own family already,
that is not a good idea.

My expressing the above concern should in no way imply | don’t support their other points — I support them all
100%. Please support the residents of your city.

Thank You.

Richard McCallister

% E’ﬂﬂﬁaﬁiﬁﬁg‘ Richard T. McCallister, CFP, CFS Tel 310.891.0894 x111
s Certified Financial Planner CA 800.891.0894 x111
" MANEIAL BROUD 25200 Crenshaw Blvd. Suite 202 Fax 310.534.1159

Torrance, CA 90505 www.moneyadvice.com

STATEMENT OF CONFIDENTIAUITY: The information contained in this message or any attachments to this message are intended only for the person(s) or
entity to which it is addressed and may contain confidential and/or privileged material as well as being protected from disclosure. Any review,
retransmission, dissemination or other use of, or taking of any action in reliance upon, this information by persons or entities other than the intended
recipient is strictly prohibited. If you received this in error, please contact the sender immediately and delete the material from any computer.
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Ara M

From: Carolynn Petru [carolynn@rpv.com]

Sent:  Wednesday, August 19, 2009 1:32 PM

To: ‘Ara M'

Subject: FW: Marymount College Facilities Expansion Project

From: Mark R Wells [mailto:mtwells@pacbell.net]

Sent: Wednesday, August 19, 2009 12:35 PM

To: RPV City Council

Subject: Marymount College Facilities Expansion Project

Greetings gentlemen.
Please allow me to offer my take on the Marymount College Facilities Expansion Project.

For Councilman Dyda's information, I first arrived at the home I currently live in on Trudie Drive on
May 4, 1955. 1 was one-day old.

Here are some specific issues that are of concern to be regarding the Project:
The "Living Campus/Academic Campus" 'alternative' suggested, supported, and endorsed by CCC/ME
must be deemed moot by our city. As we have little say in regards to Ponte Vista, so it is that we have
little to say in regards to dealing with the off-campus housing sites on Palos Verdes Drive North and
near 24th. Street and Cabrillo Avenue, both in San Pedro/Los Angeles.

I think it is also very important that the College be required to provide on-campus parking spaces for all
students, faculty, staff, and visitors. Parking along Crest Road, P.V.D. East and other side streets, by
those attending or visiting the College is something our city and the local residents should put up with.
I volunteer at the beginning and ending of the school year at Miraleste L.S. I work for my wife in the
Library. I have a long history dealing with the intersection of Miraleste Drive and P.V.D. East. I have
talked to many folks in the local area including parents of students, local residents to that area, and
others.

I have a very strong feeling that there is not a real 'want' for a traffic signal at the intersection of
Miraleste Drive and P.V.D. East.

I understand fully that such a signal is currently warranted.

I am concerned that pedestrians crossing Miraleste Drive at P.V.D. East could make the long walk in
one signal cycle.

I am especially concerned about Middle School Students trying to cross during one cycle and not
making it across, even though they might try.

Since there is a great deal of traffic through that intersection for only a collection of minutes before
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school and after Miraleste 1.S. lets out, I think, historically, those of us who regularly use that
intersection understand its dynamics and wish to not have it signalized, even though it is warranted at
this point.

1 live on the easternmost block on Trudie Drive. Trudie is one of the three streets whose intersection was
dealt with more in the EIR.

Project plans call for the re striping of the Trudie Drive intersection with Western Avenue, eastbound. It
is slated to have a left turn only lane and a right turn/through-way to Capitol lane.

This plan is really not in the best interest of me or, I strongly believe, neighbors and other who use that
intersection.

We already know that if we want to continue east onto Capitol or turn onto Southbound Western, we do
that from the curb side area of Trudie.

We also have the option of turning left or continuing east onto Capitol from the left area of Trudie's
lane.

I feel re striping will increase the backup along Trudie and it will also interfere with the entrance to the
Western Plaza shopping area on Trudie Drive.

I was, am, and will continue to be a strong opponent of any on-campus residence halls or facilities at
Marymount.

I worked with CCC/ME to help them fight on-campus housing.

But I now break with CCC/ME and I consider the project as approved by the Planning Commission to
be flawed but reasonable, realistic, responsible, and respectful.

I do take note that I do not believe the Project will truly benefit our city's residents in any way more than
minimally, but I do think the Project should move forward.

Trudie Drive will have more Marymount-related traffic than just about any other residential street in the
area where most members of CCC/ME live.

According to the EIR, 40% of the traffic associated with Marymount will pass my house and I live
almost exactly 3 miles from the driveway to the College.

There is a flaw in the EIR because it does not take into account the great use of the intersection of
Crestwood and Western by folks higher on 'The Hill', including Marymount. But that intersection is still
located in our Mira Vista neighborhood, so we face more impacts than anyone living farther south on
P.V.D. East than the College's driveway.

Yes it will cost our city more in infrastructure costs for a site that is not necessarily required to pay
taxes. But that is not a sufficient reason, in my opinion, to deny the Project as it is currently planned.

Please reject the appeal by CCC/ME and approve the project with relevant and necessary changes I trust
you can make for the benefit of all of us.

Mark Wells
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aka M Richards
www.eastrpv.blogspot..com
www.sanpedroissuestoponder.blogspot.com
www.pontevista.blogspot.com

P.S. On the Ponte Vista front, it appears the Outreach Team will reveal their new' plans and graphics for
the Project next month.
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RPV City Council
29301 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

August 18, 2009
Re: Marymount Expansion

Dear City Council Members,

| am writing this letter to oppose the decision by the Planning Commission regarding
Marymount College’s extensive, 8-year long expansion plans. | oppose the decision and
Marymount's current plans primarily for the following reasons, although there are many
other problems with their plans too numerous to mention or which have already been
covered by others in your materials.

e 8-year construction period-As a municipal law attorney | can tell you that THIS IS
UNHEARD OF IN ANY OTHER CITY OR JURSIDICTION AND IS PATENTLY
RIDICULOUS IN A RESIDENTIAL AREA

e Hours of operation untii 11PM-AGAIN, OUTRAGEOUS IN A RESIDENTIAL
AREA; FOLLOW EL CAMINO COLLEGE AND CLOSE AT 9PM ON
WEEKDAYS, 5PM ON WEEKENDS

s 45 foot tall athletic building-INCOMPATIBLE WITH SURROUNDING SINGLE
FAMILY HOMES; WHY NOT BUILD AT PV DRIVE NORTH PROPERTY AND
SHARE WITH RH PREP SCHOOL

¢ New location of soccer field-UNSAFE NEXT TO PV DRIVE EAST AND NO
REASON TO MOVE FROM CURRENT LOCATION

» Remedial grading-NO REASON FOR THIS IF NO DORMS; ACCEPT PROJECT
ONLY IF THERE IS NO LEGAL POSSIBILITY OF COLLEGE BUILDING
DORMS ON THIS SITE

= Statement of Overriding Consideration-NOT SUPORTED BY FACTS; THERE IS
NO ECONOMIC BENEFIT TO RPV TO ALLOW EVERYTHING APPROVED BY
PLANNING AT EXPENSE OF RESIDENTS

s Academic campus/Living-recreational campus-THIS IS A FEASIBLE
ALTERNATIVE UNDER CEQA; ASST. CITY ATTORNEY HAS FLIP-FLOPPED

1-100



AND CREATED CONFUSION ON THIS ISSUE; PLEASE REVIEW CEQA CASE
LAW WHICH STATES THAT FEASIBLE ALTERNATIVES MAY BE OUTSIDE
THE IMMEDIATE JURISDICTION

Marymount’'s Expansion project is essentially a land use/zoning issue which must be
deemed as compatible with the surrounding community to proceed. You must balance
the benefits to one applicant here, against the burden to many. As you balance the
benefit to the non-resident applicant/owner, a 2-year Catholic college with a welfare
property tax exemption vs. the harm to the surrounding thousands of tax-paying
residents, please consider that a win-win solution is on the table but for some
inexplicable reason has been dismissed by the applicant. Marymount's Palos Verdes
Drive North (PVDN) property is perfectly suited for an athletic facility and additional
dormitories. Everyone knows that additional dorms are still desired by the college-it's
the only way they feel they can market a school on probation, especially to non-resident
students. With a new Council this year or in 2 years will come a new revised plan that
will include dorms. PLEASE, permanently take this item out of any possible future
entitlements

There is a win-win solution. Marymount has property on Palos Verdes Dr. North that it
received from the Navy after promising to put $3 million worth of improvements on that
property. | know first-hand that several other non-profits needed that land, nonprofits
representing homeless veterans and abused and homeless women and children for
one. The Navy gave the property to Marymount but the improvements have never been
done. | suspect that the Navy would like to re-examine its gift to Marymount now that
the promise (which it submitted on its application to the Navy for the land) has not been
fulfiled. Marymount students are now living at that property and actually, even if
Marymount proceeds with a plan for dorms at PVDE with you or a new Council,
sophomores will continue to live at that property (PVDN) while freshmen will live across
the street from me and my fellow residents! Marymount disagrees with the living
campus/academic campus alternative even though this is exactly what will still be in
place even if they are able to get entitlements to build dorms at PVDE in the future. The
best win-win solution is the living campus at PV Dr. North, with the athletic facility,
where housing already exists and an improved academic campus on the current site.
AGAIN, permanently take the dorms out of any possible entitlements.

We all know real estate values are plummeting, even in RPV. The last thing any
homeowner needs is a further reduction in his/her property value. Even more local
residents will be under water with the exacerbated drop in property values if elements of
this expansion are allowed to continue. If adding an “open to 11PM athletic facility and
library” and possibly dorms in the future was a positive to the local residents, real estate
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agents would be voluntarily touting this as a plus to homebuyers, as they do with our
great views and open space. Obviously, they are not touting this as a positive, however,
they now must disclose the possible construction of dorms, the new athletic facility,
library and open to 11PM hours and the 8 YEARS of noise and construction dust as a
negative disclosure to any potential homebuyer in the area. You must take this off the
table on this project. Imagine your house and this scenario across the street from you,
and then trying to market and sell your house. Not a pretty picture.

You must balance a non-profit, non-tax paying entity’s right to develop its property
against the burdens to your fellow tax-paying residents. Even homeowners must
consider the effects on their neighbors when remodeling or building on their property.
Reasoned expansion only please, this project will affect the largest monetary asset
most of us own, our home.

Marymount has purportedly raised $10 million so far for a $50-60 million project. What
guarantee do we have that the remaining $50 million will be “donated to” or raised by
the church/college during these unstable economic times? What guarantee do we have
that Marymount will get a construction completion bond and finish the project? None.
We could be here in 2 years with the land torn up, with a looming landslide potential and
no funds to complete the project. As a bond counsel for several years to local entities, |
can also tell you that their chance of issuing even taxable bonds to raise equity is
absolutely zero.

Please, legally and permanently forbid the possible future construction of dorms at
PVDE. You are allowed to do so. You do not have to grant variances just because they
are economically preferred by the applicant. The Marymount property is zoned
institutional as a school and this type of zoning does not include a housing element. You
are well within your powers as a planning body to deny a transient housing element in
an institutional zone abutting and surrounded by R-1 zoning. | refer you to the Calif.
Appellate case of City of Long Beach v. California Lambda efc. Fraternity, 255
Cal.App.2d 789. There, the court said that the City of Long Beach could stop local Cal
State fraternities from using and occupying fraternity houses in an R-4 zone even
though R-4 was zoned for apartment houses and multiple dwellings.

Quoting several Calif. cases, the court said “[tlhe rights of an owner or occupier of
property to the use of his property must be subordinated to the public good, and
control and restrictions as to use is subject only to the constitutional limitations which
are imposed upon the legislative body.” (Emphasis added)

The court also said that “The character of the district, the conservation of property
values, fraffic conditions, parking, noise, and the peace, guiet and comfort of the
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district for true residential purposes demonstrate at once that reasonable minds
might differ as to the necessity or propriety of the restrictions in the present ordinances.”
(Emphasis added)

Also, "[a]nd ... speaking of college students generally, the court observes that it is a
matter of common knowledge and well established that groups of students are for the
most part exuberant, boisterous, and hilarious, and that they do not ordinarily keep
regular hours and are addicted to the use and abuse of vibrant and sonorous musical
instruments.”

The appellate court upheld lower court decision that “the ordinance in this instance is a
valid and proper exercise of the police power, the city council properly and legaily
exercised its discretion in restricting fraternity houses in an "R-4" zone.”

| would also note that in City of San Marino v. Roman Catholic Archbishop of Los
Angeles, 180 Cal.App.2d 657, 1960, the court found that an applicant must show that
granting a variance would not result in material damage or prejudice to other property in
the area. Property owners in that case testified to the City that a variance would result in
a decrease in property values, increase in noise, congestion and confusion in the
surrounding R-1 zone and this was evidence that the City could properly look at
in making its decision. The current Marymount expansion approval by the Planning
Commission does not abide by this rule-material damage/prejudice would occur to
surrounding residents.

In addition, in Broadway, Laguna, Vallejo Association v. Board of Permit Appeals of the
City/County of San Francisco, 66 Cal.2d 767,1967, the court found that profit motive is
not adequate grounds for a variance. The court also found that the community derives a
benefit not from the Developer’s profit margin but from his conforming building. The 45
foot tall athletic facility is not a conforming building. The court also stated that zoning
variances were never meant to insure against financial disappointments.

Please consider the thousands of homeowners surrounding Marymount College and act
in your fellow residents’ best interests. Thank you.

Sincerely,
Becky Churchill Clark
16-year RPV resident (direcily across from

Marymount College)
Former Chair, Finance Advisory Committee
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Ara M

From: Carolynn Petru [carolynn@rpv.com]

Sent:  Tuesday, August 18, 2009 3:47 PM

To: 'Carla Morreale'

Ce: ‘Ara M'

Subject: FW: Opposition to Marymount Expansion Project

From: Nanette Babich [mailto:nbabich@cox.net]
Sent: Tuesday, August 18, 2009 2:00 PM

To: cc@rpv.com

Subject: Opposition to Marymount Expansion Project

Dear RPV City Council,

I’m an 11-year resident of Rancho Palos Verdes, in the Mediteranea neighborhood. I am strongly
opposed to the Marymount College expansion project. My most immediate concerns are with the
following issues:

e (Qrading of the area where the proposed, yet denied, dorms were intended to be built

e Placement of the athletic field and hours of operation

e Hours of operation for the library

e Excessive length of time for project completion

Building the athletic field so close to Palos Verdes Drive East is very dangerous. The curve along that
area has already been the site of many accidents, many of them fatal. The added possibility of balls
coming onto the drive is a recipe for disaster, not to mention a distraction for drivers traveling along
PVDE. Who is liable when a bicyclist, motorcyclist or motorist is injured or even killed as a result of
balls coming into the street? Will cars be allowed to park on Palos Verdes Drive East? This will greatly
make an already dangerous road to travel, even more so. Why can’t the soccer field reside in its present
location?

Marymount claims they will have nets around the facility to be raised and lowered. This eye sore
creates additional issues with valid concerns. Drivers traveling along PVDE will be distracted by these
monstrous nets, wondering “What are these things,” especially those unfamiliar with this area. Who is
responsible for raising and lowering the nets? What happens when the nets are not maintained? Are
people allowed to play on the fields if the nets are not up? Does anyone police this situation? Do
homeowners have any way to deal with problems and issues related to the upkeep and management of
the athletic facility?

The additional people coming to Marymount to use the athletic facility will create increased traffic and
noise for the nearby homeowners. This facility should not stay open until 11:00 PM. We bought our
homes here because we love the quiet and peaceful neighborhoods. What a shame that Marymount has
little to no concern for its neighbors.

The hours of operation for the library should not be permitted past 8:30 or 9:00PM. When students
leave the library, there will be talking, car alarms will be beeping and cars will be starting. In addition,
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adding these late night students to the road increases hazards for students and residents alike. These are
quiet family neighborhoods surrounding Marymount.

Grading should not be allowed in the areas where dorms were initially intended to be built. Marymount
is paving the way to readdress this issue at a later date. When it was suggested to move the parking lots
away from the homeowner’s backyards and into the dorm location, Marymount wanted no part of this
idea. To unnecessarily excavate dirt is not a wise choice. We do not EVER want dorms here!!

Why will this project take so long? 8 years of construction is ridiculous!! We do not want 8 years of
noise, trucks and inconveniences. If the athletic facility were built at Marymount’s property on PV
Drive North (where it belongs!!) it would reduce the time needed for this project. In addition, it would
significantly reduce the environmental impact and the required grading. The least amount of grading
would be beneficial to those living nearby. There is no guarantee this excavation won't cause a land
slide. The surrounding areas already have constant land movement. Why put homeowners in the
surrounding areas at such a risk?

I am not opposed to Marymount upgrading their facility. I am opposed to Marymount making such
changes that will forever impact my neighborhood. I bought my home with the intent to raise my family
here and live here for a long time.

Please take my concerns into consideration. I have the best interest of my family and the city of Rancho
Palos Verdes in mind, whereas, Marymount is obviously most concerned with its potential financial gain
and nothing more.

1 thank you and personally appreciate the time and effort you are putting forth in this sensitive matter.
Sincerely,

Nanette Babich

31212 Floweridge Drive
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275
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RPV City Council April 17, 2009
29301 Hawthome Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verses, CA 90275

Re: Marymount Expansion
Dear Council Members:

I am writing to ask for your support of the two-campus option, that being Academic
Campus & Living Campus. Although the school has CURRENTLY removed the
dormitories from their plans they still have plans for the athletic field on PVD East where
balls will be coming into the street and unsightly nets and poles will be used.

Safety is a major concern as balls coming onto PVDE will put motorcycles, bikers,
speeding youth and startled drivers at risk of swerving, braking, etc. which will cause
accidents.

Also they are using unrealistic parking assumptions to avoid placing the necessary
parking spaces on the property. Marymount has insufficient extra parking for handling
class turnover (i.e. students come to class before others leave campus at the end of class).
Therefore students will have to drive around looking for a parking place. As this takes
time and is frustrating, students will soon revert to the easier solution of parking on the
street. Also, students arriving late for class won’t even take a chance on the parking lots,
but will opt for the street. Now is the time to hold the school accountable for having
adequate parking on their campus! We are tired of having cars parking on our streets.

The Traffic and Safety Commission focused primarily on the traffic patterns and did not
adequately challenge the safety issues or parking requirements.

At a minimum, protect our safety and quality of living by doing the following:

1. Make a permanent notation that the school cannot add dormitories in the future.

a. The much reduced Planning Commission voted down the dormitories even
though several recused members were going to vote no on the dorms as
well.

b. Do not allow the remedial grading at the center of the property. This is
unnecessary to support a walkway. We fear that this will remove one of
the major stumbling blocks for building dorms in the future.

c. The extreme slope has been there for some time, is supported by trees and
will accommodate a walkway. Some remedial grading may be necessary
for the athletic building near PVDE and for the rear parking lot. But surely
it is not required for a pedestrian walkway. The current, mature trees
provide a nice visual barrier of the school. They plan to remove these trees
to do the remedial grading. Removing them would be a detriment to those
of us who view the college.

2. Make it a requirement that they cannot park on the street. This will force the truth
out about needed parking spaces.
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3. Reduce the time for the project from 8 years to a maximum of 4.5 years. The
square footage of construction has been reduced from 136,000 to 77,000 a
reduction of 59,000 square feet, or 43%. Therefore 8 years times 43% equals
nearly 3.5 years less construction time.

a. Don’t make us put up with unsightly equipment, unsightly temporary
buildings, construction traffic, construction noise, rocks and dirt on the
streets, dust in the air, beep-beep-beep from equipment, ground vibration
etc. for 8 years.

b. We don’t want to look at a curtained off equipment storage yard for 8
years.

c. There will be neighbors trying to sell their homes during this time period.
Knowing that there will not be dorms, that there will be adequate parking,
and that the construction period will be a realistic 4.5 years will help
mediate the pain and financial burden to us homeowners.

4. Reduce the hours of operation and limit the weekend use.

In conclusion, I will remind you that NONE of these requests will hamper the quality of
education provided by this two-year junior college. They continually compare
themselves to 4-year colleges as they define their needs, but I remind you that this was a
small, elementary school without driving students, large athletic events and excessive
noise after 5 PM. The neighbors have already given up plenty of peace and quiet - NO
MORE PLEASE!

We have much invested in our homes and moved to this semi-rural area purposely for the
serenity, no streetlights, open space, reduced noise and less congestion. We paid a
premium for this preferred quality of living. PLEASE DON’T LET MARYMOUNT
TAKE IT AWAY FROM US.

Sincerely,
Dwight Hanger

2938 Vista Del Mar
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275
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